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Introduction 

This secondary analysis project investigates whether and to what extent EEF 
interventions delivered in the years prior to the COVID-19 pandemic (2015/16, 
2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19) as well as those delivered – even if disrupted – during 
the pandemic (2019/20, 2020/21) had protective effects against learning loss over 
the period of COVID-19 disruption to normal school operations, teaching and 
learning. The analyses conducted as part of this project aim to answer the following 
questions:   

 Research Question (RQ) 1: What are the longitudinal impacts of different Early 
Years and Primary Schools EEF interventions delivered in pre-pandemic 
(2015/16-2018/19) and pandemic (2019/20-2020/21) years on the educational 
attainment and attendance of all pupils and pupils eligible for Free School Meals 
(FSM)? 

o RQ 1A: To what extent, if any, did these EEF interventions have protective 
effects against learning loss over the time period in which COVID-19 
disrupted teaching and learning? 

 RQ 2: What are the longitudinal impacts of different broad categories of Early 
Years and Primary EEF interventions delivered in pre-pandemic years on the 
educational attainment and attendance of all pupils and pupils eligible for Free 
School Meals (FSM)? 
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 RQ 3: How does the long-term impact of individual EEF interventions relate to 
their short-term impact as measured in original EEF trials? 

 
It is worth noting that the included trials vary in terms of a wide range of features in 
their design and delivery. They may not be directly comparable where their primary 
outcomes or theories of change differ substantially. As such, we look individually at 
each trial to assess its longitudinal (RQ1) and protective effects (RQ1A), as well as 
looking at broader categories by phase and primary outcome to understand any 
patterns according to these groupings (RQ2).  

Appendix A provides details about the included trials. The majority were two-arm 
cluster-randomised controlled trials with random allocation at the school or setting 
level, but there was some variation (four trials were randomly allocated at the pupil or 
family level). Full inclusion criteria are detailed in the following section. 

The concept of “learning loss” over the period of COVID-19 disruption is a 
challenging one to operationalise, and doing so necessitates a choice of fairly strong 
assumptions, particularly because there is no comparison group available from the 
same time period made up of pupils who did not experience COVID-19 disruption. 
As part of this project, the research team conducted a comprehensive review of 
approaches taken to conceptualising and measuring COVID-19-related learning loss 
as well as fade-out of intervention effects over time, and the below analytical strategy 
was designed taking the learnings from this review process into account and 
weighing the strengths and limitations of different approaches. We recognise that the 
approach taken here is not without limitations in its own right, and so we will 
endeavour to be transparent here and in later project outputs about the assumptions 
adopted for analytical purposes, and the limitations and caveats of our approach. 

Broadly, that approach begins by investigating longitudinal impact of the included 
EEF interventions using the first available post-COVID-19-disruption statutory 
assessment outcomes in the NPD for the pupils who participated in the included 
trials. In some cases these assessment outcomes are quite distal from the original 
trials, but in the absence of other longitudinal outcomes they are the best information 
available to understand long-term impact of these interventions. This provides some 
initial intuition about any possible differences in the progress of pupils in intervention 
and control groups. However, it does not allow us to untangle long-term effects in 
general, which may have manifold and complex drivers, from COVID-19 learning 
loss and protective effects against this in particular. 

To better hone in on COVID-19 learning loss, our strategy involves computing 
“expected” longitudinal educational outcomes for pupils who participated in the 
included EEF interventions, using a model to predict these based on data from pre-
COVID cohorts of pupils who took the equivalent national assessments (KS1, KS2 or 
GCSE/KS4) in 2017/18 or 2018/19. We then operationalise “COVID-19 learning loss” 
as the difference between actual and expected outcomes for each pupil who 
participated in the relevant EEF interventions, and use this as a key outcome 
variable in subsequent analyses. This learning loss measures assumes reasonable 
similarity across cohorts in how they would have progressed between key stage 
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assessments (e.g. KS2 to KS4), which is a strong assumptions that we cannot test 
directly and consequently an important limitation of our analysis. Thus, to some 
extent the results must be interpreted with caution. Nonetheless, our judgment was 
that this approach provides the best approximation of COVID-19 learning loss that 
could be operationalised using the available data. 

Trial inclusion criteria 

The first inclusion criterion concerned relevance to the research questions. That is, 
included trials must have occurred before or during COVID-19. Further, for the pupil 
age group participating in a given trial, there had to be an available longitudinal 
outcome in the NPD from either 2021/22 or 2022/23. Longitudinal outcomes 
considered included key stage 1 (KS1), key stage 2 (KS2) and key stage 4 (KS4) 
attainment in the subject area(s) corresponding most closely to each trial’s primary 
outcome measure. Attainment beyond KS4 was not considered, as omission of 
pupils not taking A-levels would bias results.  

Trials were not explicitly excluded based on primary outcome measure, but it is 
worth noting that all included trials ended up having outcomes of either literacy 
(including literacy and language, reading, and/or writing), mathematics, or both. 
Efficacy and effectiveness studies were included, but pilot studies were excluded. 
Studies with a waitlist design were not automatically excluded, but evaluation reports 
were examined to extract information regarding the nature of any waitlist or similar 
design. Based on this examination, no studies included a waitlist design that would 
have directly affected the pupils that participated in the trial, where typically schools 
in the control group were given an opportunity to implement a given intervention with 
the following year’s cohort of the same age.  

Power calculations 

Post-hoc power calculations will be performed using actual sample sizes once the 
data are available. Metadata available through evaluation reports and the EEF Data 
Archive catalogue at the time of writing did not include sufficient detail to be able to 
complete these calculations in full.  

Analysis 

This project will involve several stages of analysis. Data cleaning and checking will 
be conducted in IBM SPSS, while the main analyses will be conducted in R largely 
using the lme4 (Bates et al., 2015) and metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010) packages. As 
this project will use linked EEF Data Archive and National Pupil Database (NPD) 
pupil-level data, all analysis will be carried out within the Office for National Statistics 
(ONS) Secure Research Service (SRS) environment via Assured Organisational 
Connectivity (AOC), with all members of the research team holding up-to-date full 
Accredited Researcher status according to ONS requirements. 

Primary outcome analysis 

Primary outcomes for the original included individual trials can be found in Appendix 
B. These outcomes are quite diverse, so that as noted above we will first look at 
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each trial individually before endeavouring to synthesise results across broad 
groupings of trials through meta-analytic methods. 

STAGE 1: LONG-TERM ANALYSIS FOR INDIVIDUAL TRIALS 

The initial stage of analysis (answering the first research question above) will 
replicate the original analysis from each trial’s evaluation with longitudinal outcomes 
as identified for each trial in Appendix B, including preserving the same clustering 
e.g. of pupils in schools and/or classes as in the original primary outcome analysis 
and including pupil records based on Intention to Treat (ITT) as per EEF’s guidance 
on Longitudinal analysis of EEF trials (2019). Where the identified longitudinal 
outcomes are multiple (e.g. where a trial had both Maths and Reading as primary 
outcomes), separate models will be estimated for each longitudinal outcome of 
interest to allow for the possibility of differential long-term effects by subject area, 
correcting for multiple inference as appropriate (see below section on “Correcting for 
multiple inference” for details).  

Where a trial’s original evaluation deviated from the most recent Statistical analysis 
guidance for EEF evaluations (EEF, 2022a), the primary model estimated at this 
stage will be defined according to the most recent guidance, and a secondary model 
will replicate the original analysis as per EFF longitudinal analysis guidance (2019).  

Information on pupil background characteristics and assessment outcomes will be 
obtained from the National Pupil Database (NPD), including prior attainment, gender, 
Free School Meals (FSM) eligibility (within the last 6 years; EVERFSM_6), Special 
Educational Needs (SEN) provision, and English as an Additional Language status 
(EAL; coded from LanguageGroupMajor where “Other than English” is coded as 1 
and “English” is coded as 0, with “Unclassified” coded as missing). This information 
will be obtained both for the pupils participating in the included EEF trials and for the 
entire population of pupils at relevant key stages in the cohorts taking their KS1, KS2 
or KS4 assessments in 2017/18 and 2018/19.  

Given the aims of the project, data from pre-COVID-19 cohorts of pupils who sat the 
KS1, KS2 and GCSE/KS4 assessments in 2017/18 and 2018/19 will be used to 
calculate estimates of expected outcomes for pupils, taking their prior attainment into 
account (e.g. year 1 phonics screening check as prior attainment for a KS1 literacy 
longitudinal outcome, KS1 as prior attainment for a KS2 longitudinal outcome; KS2 
as prior attainment for a KS4 longitudinal outcome). Equation 1 below provides the 
basis for estimating expected attainment: 

𝑌ா௑௉ா஼்ா஽ = 𝛽଴ + 𝛽ଵ𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 + 𝑒 (Equation 1) 

where YEXPECTED is the available K2 or K4 outcome,  𝛽଴ is the intercept, 𝛽ଵ is the 
coefficient corresponding to prior attainment, and 𝑒 is the error term. A multilevel 
model is not used here, but cluster-robust standard errors are implemented to 
account for the clustering of pupils within schools; this is because this model is used 
for the purpose of prediction in a different cohort. This model will be estimated for 
both the 2017/18 and 2018/19 data, for each relevant key stage (KS1, KS2, KS4) 
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and for literacy and mathematics outcomes (where “literacy” here encompasses 
subject foci including English at KS4, Reading and Grammar, Punctuation, and 
Spelling at KS1 and KS2). To avoid over-controlling, we do not include additional 
background characteristics as covariates here for two reasons: First, the potential 
influence of individual pupil background factors is already picked up implicitly in the 
pre-test measure at least to some extent, as many of these background factors are 
time invariant and will already have influenced the pre-test outcome. Second, 
background characteristics associated with policy-relevant achievement gaps are 
explicitly investigated at a later stage of analysis, where controlling for them here 
might unhelpfully complicate subsequent substantive interpretation. The 2017/18 and 
2018/19 results will be compared to assess stability across pre-COVID assessment 
years before determining which or what combination of both to use as a predictive 
model to compute expected pupil scores. Following on from this, an expected score 
will be generated for each pupil in each trial included in this project, and an estimate 
of COVID-19 learning loss will be computed at the individual level by subtracting the 
actual from the expected scores for each pupil (learning loss = expected score – 
actual score). This learning loss “score” (𝑌௅ைௌௌ) becomes a key outcome for further 
analysis, to facilitate comparisons across the treatment and control groups for trials 
included in this study. Prior to the main analysis, we will conduct individual- and 
school-level descriptive analysis of the variation and range in learning loss scores by 
group (intervention, control) and subgroup (e.g. FSM, gender, EAL, SEN) as well as 
overall. Previous studies have reached mixed conclusions about the extent of 
learning loss in different age groups and in literacy and mathematics due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, but there is some reasonably secure evidence that primary 
school pupils had somewhere between 2 to 3.5 months’ less progress in 
mathematics by Autumn-Spring 2021 than expected based on previous cohorts’ 
performance, and somewhere between 2 and 3 months’ less progress in reading, 
with the maths and reading attainment gaps between pupils with and without FSM 
widening by 0.5 to 1 month compared to pre-pandemic cohorts (EEF, 2022b). 
Learning loss was also found in some studies to be greater for pupils with EAL, 
pupils with SEN, and girls (Renaissance Learning & Education Policy Institute, 
2022). Less is known about recovery from learning loss by the time point(s) at which 
this study looks at longitudinal outcomes of interventions, i.e. 2021/22 or 2022/23. 

We recognise that this approach implicitly assumes some theoretical trajectory in 
common between cohorts of pupils before and during/after the COVID-19 pandemic, 
absent the pandemic itself. It is not possible to provide empirical evidence on this 
comparison given the lack of a “control” group not exposed to pandemic-related 
educational disruption. This assumption is a strong one, but allows us to make some 
sense of how individual pupils might have been expected to achieve, absent the 
effects of the pandemic, with the caveat that there may be unaccounted-for 
differences between the cohorts that we cannot test for in the absence of the effects 
of COVID-19 on the pupils who experienced the pandemic. 

Next, following an approach similar to Ashraf et al. (2021a; 2021b), each trial is 
analysed using a two-level multilevel model (pupils at level 1 within schools at level 
2) to account for the clustering of pupils in schools (or settings, in early years trials), 
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specified below and yielding a consistent measure of effect size on COVID-19 
learning loss across trials, 

𝑌௅ைௌௌ௜௝ = 𝛽଴ + 𝛽ଵ𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡௜௝ + 𝛽ଶ𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝ + 𝑢௝ + 𝑒௜௝ (Equation 2) 

where 𝑌௅ைௌௌ௜௝ is the learning loss score explained above for school j and pupil i,  𝛽଴ is 

the intercept, 𝛽ଵ is the slope between pre- and post-tests scores, 𝛽ଶ is the adjusted 
difference between intervention and control groups where 𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝௞ takes on a value 

of 1 for the intervention group and 0 for the control group, between-school variability 
is represented by 𝑢௝~𝑁(0, 𝜎௨

ଶ) and residual variance is represented as 𝑒௜௝~𝑁(0, 𝜎௘
ଶ), 

with 𝜎௨
ଶ representing the school-level variance and 𝜎௘

ଶ the pupil-level variance. 

Outcomes will not be z-score standardised in the initial analysis of longitudinal 
outcomes for each trial. Standardising scores to have a mean of 0 and variance of 1 
would be problematic in this instance, as this would make comparisons or 
computations across different assessment timepoints difficult to interpret, where an 
individual pupil’s standardised score is then conditioned on the mean at a given time 
point, and changes in the mean between time points complicate interpretations of 
change at the individual level. Given we will look at groups of trials using the same 
longitudinal outcome measures (learning loss in terms of KS1, KS2 or KS4 literacy or 
maths achievement) in the subsequent meta-analysis detailed below, using 
unstandardised outcomes should be sufficient at this stage. 

STAGE 2: META-ANALYSIS ACROSS (GROUPS OF) TRIALS 

The effect size for each trial (k), both for the longitudinal outcome and for the 
COVID-19 learning loss measure, will be calculated as in Equation 3. 

𝐸𝑆௞ =
ఉమೖ

ටఙೠೖ
మ ାఙ೐ೖ

మ
 (Equation 3) 

with upper and lower confidence interval bounds estimated using the same equation 
as above but with the upper and lower bounds of the confidence interval for 𝛽ଶ௞ as 
the right-hand side numerators, respectively (Equations 4 and 5, below). 

𝐶𝐼௞_௟௢௪௘௥ =
௅௢௪௘௥(ఉమೖ)

ටఙೠೖ
మ ାఙ೐ೖ

మ
 (Equation 4) 

𝐶𝐼௞_௨௣௣௘௥ =
௎௣௣௘௥(ఉమೖ)

ටఙೠೖ
మ ାఙ೐ೖ

మ
 (Equation 5) 

 

In order to compute a weighted average of effect sizes, still following Ashraf et al. 
(2021a), the standard errors of the effect sizes from each included trial are computed 
as in Equation 6. 

𝑆𝐸௞ =
஼ூೖ_ೠ೛೛೐ೝି஼ூೖ_೗೚ೢ೐ೝ

ଷ.ଽଶ
 (Equation 6) 
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where 3.92 is the width of a 95% confidence interval in standard errors (Higgins, Li & 
Deeks, 2023). As 𝑆𝐸 is computed based on multilevel model results, this statistic 
inherently accounts for between-school variability.  

We use a random-effects approach to meta-analysis, as this takes into consideration 
the heterogeneity (𝜏ଶ) between EEF trials included in the study (Higgins, Li & Deeks, 
2023). We use the REML estimator of 𝜏ଶ in the metafor package in R following the 
advice of Veroniki et al. (2016). Using this and the estimated effect size for each trial, 
we compute a pooled effect size for similar outcomes (within literacy and within 
mathematics) according to Equation 7, below. 

𝐸𝑆௣௢௢௟௘ௗ =
∑ ௐೖாௌೖ

಼
೓సభ

∑ ௐೖ
಼
೓సభ

 (Equation 7) 

within which the weight for each trial based on effect size variability and between-trial 
heterogeneity is 𝑊௛ = (𝑆𝐸௛

ଶ + 𝜏ଶ)ିଵ (Equation 8). 

Ideally we would have taken an individual participant data (IPD) meta-analysis 
approach, but the number of trials possible to include in this study was too small, 
especially when grouping by outcome subject area, to allow for this approach in 
which trial would need to constitute a level of analysis. The number of trials is still 
small for a two-stage meta-analytic approach, but mitigates some of the trial-level 
sample-size issue that makes IPD meta-analysis unfeasible. No approach entirely 
resolves the challenge of comparing or synthesising results across a diverse set of 
trials, of course, but there is at least some basis for this comparison and synthesis 
where primary outcomes fall within clear groupings (e.g. literacy, mathematics). 

STAGE 3: COMPARISON OF EFFECT SIZES ACROSS SHORT- AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS 

To answer the last research question, standardised effect sizes will be directly 
compared (short-term, long-term) for each included trial and for groups of trials for 
which pooled estimates are feasible and interpretable (literacy and mathematics). 
For short-term outcomes, this will involve replication of the original analysis for each 
included trial (or re-analysis according to the latest statistical guidance; EEF, 2022a). 
There is some variation across trials in the original analysis, but the approach will be 
consistent within trial across the short- and long-term outcome analyses.  
 

Secondary outcome analysis 

The secondary outcome for all trials will be attendance, where this is considered to 
be a proxy for engagement and constitutes the only readily available non-cognitive 
measure relevant to the project that can be obtained from the NPD administrative 
data. Attendance in the NPD is available for each term (Autumn, Spring and 
Summer, or Terms 1 through 3) of a given year in terms of the number of absences 
and total sessions possible to attend, where the attendance outcome used in this 
project will be percent of possible sessions attended in a given year, computed via 
Equation 9, below: 

𝐴𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒௒௘௔௥ =
∑ (ௌ௘௦௦௜௢௡௦ ௣௢௦௦௜௕௟௘೅೐ೝ೘ିௌ௘௦௦௜௢௡௦ ௔௕௦௘௡௧೅೐ೝ೘)య

೅೐ೝ೘స

∑ ௌ௘௦௦௜௢௡௦ ௣௢௦௦௜௕௟௘೅೐ೝ೘
య
೅೐ೝ೘స

*100 (Equation 9) 
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While the extant literature is limited on the longer-term effects of the COVID-19 
pandemic on attendance, there is evidence that at least some effect on attendance 
rates persisted after the end of school lockdowns in England. Specifically, between 
2017/18 and 2021/22, overall absences for pupils without FSM rose from 4.3 to 6 
percent, and for pupils with FSM from 7.6 to 9.7 percent (Eyles, Lilywhite & Major, 
2023). We might reasonably expect, therefore, at most some small effect of COVID-
19 pandemic disruption on attendance, and an effect of at least some interventions 
in terms of relevant protective effects, particularly where interventions’ theories of 
change include either some direct consideration for attendance or some emphasis 
on engagement.  

All secondary outcome analysis will follow the same steps specified above for 
primary outcome analysis, and for the same groupings of trials (e.g. by age group 
and primary outcome subject area). Quality of attendance data during the period of 
COVID-19 lockdowns, and to some extent immediately after this period, may be 
somewhat limited due to constraints on school resources and impact of the 
pandemic on the usual DfE data collection from schools (particularly affecting 
2019/20 and 2020/21), however, this will mostly affect our analysis of Early Years 
trials while attendance data for other trials should remain fairly reliable.  

As an ancillary analysis, and to determine whether analyses need to be in some way 
adjusted to account for differential effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on schools, we 
will also take an initially-descriptive look at the “TermlySessionsCoronavirus” data 
from the NPD for Autumn 2020 through Summer 2022, which record how many 
sessions each pupil was absent for reasons specifically related to COVID-19, 
aggregated to school-level proportions by year. These data are only used tentatively 
in this analytic plan because their reliability and completeness are somewhat in 
question, where schools may not have reported this information consistently in the 
relevant terms and years. 

Subgroup analyses 

The main subgroup analysis of interest in this project concerns the group of pupils 
eligible for FSM, specifically as identified by the EVERFSM6 indicator (of whether a 
pupil has been eligible for FSM within the last 6 years).  

Subgroup analysis will follow the same approach taken for primary and secondary 
analysis described above, but looking at effect sizes of trial by adding FSM*Group 
interaction terms to the models run in the main analysis. Further subgroup analyses 
may be undertaken separately for other groups (e.g. by gender, SEN, EAL) based on 
the evidence suggesting that the effects of COVID-19 on these groups were 
particularly pronounced (Renaissance Learning & Education Policy Institute, 2022)  
The effect size for FSM-eligible pupils will be calculated using the sum of the 
standardised coefficients of 𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝ and of the interaction term (𝐸𝑣𝑒𝑟𝐹𝑆𝑀଺௜௝

∗

𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝) for each included trial, based on the model specified in Equation 10:   

𝑌௅ைௌௌ௜௝ = 𝛽଴ + 𝛽ଵ𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡௜௝ + 𝛽ଶ𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝ + 𝛽ଷ𝐸𝑣𝑒𝑟𝐹𝑆𝑀_6௜௝ + 𝛽ସ(𝐸𝑣𝑒𝑟𝐹𝑆𝑀଺௜௝
∗

𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑝௜௝) + 𝑢௝ + 𝑒௜௝  (Equation 10) 
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Where the sample size allows, subgroup analysis – for each of these subgroups – 
will also be conducted by following the same analytic procedure as in the main 
analysis but on the subsample corresponding to the relevant subgroup (e.g. where 
EverFSM_6=1, SEN provision =1, EAL = 1, or Gender=1). This is likely to be 
possible for some studies but not others, where in some of the included studies at 
least some of these analyses would be underpowered.   

Where possible to use both approaches, the resulting effect sizes for subgroups (e.g. 
FSM) should be similar; results from both approaches will be compared and reported 
where appropriate.  

Correcting for multiple inferences 

The crctStepdown package (Watson, 2024) in R will be used to facilitate the 
implementation of the Romano-Wolf correction, where appropriate, in order to control 
the family-wise error rate. This package allows for relatively speedy computation 
while also accommodating multilevel models run using the lme4 package in R. 
Correction for multiple inference will only be undertaken where trials are being 
analysed independently; such adjustment is not necessary where inference is based 
on evidence pooled across trials (Brookes et al., 2001).  

Missing data  

Missing data patterns will be assessed across the including studies, and missing 
data treatment will be decided based on these patterns.  

We will report descriptive information on each variable included in any analysis 
within the project both for individual trials and overall across any groups used for 
pooling (e.g. across studies with literacy and mathematics outcomes), and 
missingness will be reported within intervention and control groups as well as overall 
both for individual trials and for relevant groups of trials (with literacy and with 
mathematics outcomes). Reporting will take the form of counts and percentages of 
complete cases on each variable. We will also report total percentages of complete 
cases by trial for an analytic sample if listwise deletion were used, i.e. percent of 
data included in an analysis dropping any case with any missing information on an 
included variable, for primary, secondary and subgroup analysis.  

Missingness patterns can be Missing Completely At Random (MCAR), where the 
probability of missingness is not associated with observed nor with unobserved 
variables; Missing At Random (MAR), where the probability of missingness is 
associated with observed variables; or Missing Not At Random (MNAR), where the 
probability of missingness is associated with unknown information (e.g. unobserved 
variables, unknown mechanisms). If data are MCAR, testable using Little’s MCAR 
test, then missingness is random, and listwise deletion does not risk biasing results. 
If data are MAR, we might expect biased results if the proportion of data missing is 
substantial, and so must consider some missing data treatment to mitigate this bias. 
In our case, we will consider multiple imputation if the proportion of missing data on 
independent variables is greater than 5% within a given study or pooled analysis and 
where our initial assessment of missing data patterns suggests data are MAR. It is 
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not possible to test for whether data are MNAR or MAR, but an assessment of 
patterns in the missing data and consideration of plausible missingness mechanisms 
should suffice to reach a credible conclusion to this end. Multiple imputation will use 
all of the independent variables included in the main analysis and will use 20 
imputations (van Buuren, 2018). No imputation will take place for outcome variables 
as this is generally not recommended. As is typical for multiple imputation, 
coefficients and standard errors will be pooled using Rubin’s rules (Rubin, 1987). If 
multiple imputation is used, results will be compared to complete case analysis, and 
both will be reported with an explanation of the implications of any differences 
between the two. Multiple imputation will use the mice package (van Buuren & 
Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011) in R. 

Compliance  

Depending on the quality and completeness of data on compliance in the EEF Data 
Archive for the trials included in this secondary analysis, compliance will be included 
as a covariate/factor in multi-trial models investigating whether and to what extent 
various intervention features are associated with any effects that are protective 
against COVID-19 learning loss. Given compliance may not be measured 
consistently across trials, this variable will likely have to be simplified to a binary 
indicator for insufficient compliance across a trial sample, based on a review by the 
research team of how compliance was defined and measured in each trial. An initial 
review of this information (noting trials in which this is unclear, missing, etc.) is 
included in Appendix B. 

Intra-cluster correlations (ICCs) 

ICCs will be calculated in the usual way for empty models and for each of the 
primary and secondary analysis models using the variance at a given level as a 
proportion of total variation in the model. 

𝑰𝑪𝑪 =
𝝈𝒖

𝟐

𝝈𝒖
𝟐ା𝝈𝒆

𝟐 (Equation 11) 

where 𝝈𝒖
𝟐 represents the variance at the school level for a given trial and 𝝈𝒆

𝟐 
represents variance at the pupil level. ICC can be interpreted as the proportion of 
variation in the outcome that lies at the school level. 

Limitations/complications to inference 

Evaluating longitudinal outcomes across a number of trials introduces multiple 
complications to analysis as well as interpretation. One particular issue in 
educational interventions is that where there is an ethical commitment not to deprive 
the control group of an intervention likely to have a positive effect, a waitlist design 
(in which the control group receives the intervention or a version of it following trial 
completion) or some version of this design, is commonly used. As indicated in 
Appendix A, nine of the 17 included trials included some version of a waitlist design 
or at least the option for control schools to implement the intervention after the trial. 
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In cases where a waitlist or modified waitlist design was used, control schools did not 
implement the intervention with the same cohort of pupils targeted in the relevant 
trial, but in trials after which control schools had the option to implement if they 
wanted after the intervention, no data was available regarding whether and with 
which pupils they may have done so. We did not exclude trials where this information 
was unknown, but note this as a limitation of our inferences as it would be for any 
analysis of longitudinal outcomes of trials without information on subsequent 
engagement with similar interventions in participating control settings. 

The available data do not allow us to have any direct measure of differential COVID-
19 disruption across schools, which is also an important limitation. It is likely that 
there was some considerable variation in disruption to learning between schools, not 
least because of differences in schools’ responses to the pandemic, needs of their 
specific populations of pupils, and resourcing of alternative learning provision. 

The distal nature of some of the longitudinal outcomes relied upon in this research 
also limits the strength of inferences; much can happen between KS2 and KS4. 
However, as noted above, we use the most proximal information available in the 
form of the next available statutory assessment following pandemic-related 
disruption, and we suggest that this offers some useful insight even if caveated 
according to the complications introduced by other unmeasured influences on 
learning between the original trials and longitudinal outcomes.  

Other important caveats to the inferences that can be drawn from this project’s 
analyses are linked to the necessity of adopting strong assumptions already noted 
above in this statistical analysis plan. That is, assuming that learning trajectories are 
similar across cohorts may be problematic, but difficult to impossible to directly 
assess for the cohorts of interest. We mitigate this to some extent by looking at 
trajectories in two pre-COVID cohorts to assess stability, but this does not guarantee 
that the strong assumption across other cohorts holds true. 

Finally, we might expect different types of interventions to differ in their longitudinal 
effects according to outcomes, implementation features, etc. Although we do not put 
forward strong hypotheses about these aspects, our initial review of intervention 
features (Appendix B) affords us the opportunity to consider whether to conduct 
additional analyses that pool results (within outcome) according to different features 
if and when this is possible, i.e. where numbers of included trials are sufficient to 
compare across relevant categories (e.g. of type of implementer or intervention 
feature). Thus, it may be possible to examine this sort of variation in protective 
effects empirically, though initially we focus on comparisons across literacy and 
mathematics outcomes rather than intervention features on the principle that these 
are readily available within the data without importing our own constructed variables 
from the review and we can reasonably expect to have sufficient numbers of trials to 
include in pooled estimates by these outcome groupings. 
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ScratchMaths Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/scratch-mathsEfficacy School 2015/16 2014/15 2016/17 Primary 9 to 11 5 to 6 (same cohort)Maths 0 N GCSE Maths2021/22Y Yes , but not a t pupi l  level  (later cohorts )
FRIENDS Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/friendsEfficacy School 2015/16 2015/16 2016/17 Primary 9 to 10 5 Combined Maths  and Reading0 N GCSE Maths  & Engl ish2021/22Y Option to implement a fter tria l  year but not in target cohort
Changing Mindsets  (re-grant) Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/changing-mindset-2015Effectiveness School 2016/17 2012/13 2016/17 Primary 10 to 11 6 Maths , reading, wri ting0 N GCSE Maths  & Engl ish2021/22Y Yes , but with a  later/younger cohort
Grammar for Wri ting (re-grant) Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/grammar-for-wri ting-effectivenes s -tria lEffectiveness School 2016/17 2012/13 2016/17 Primary 10 to 11 6 Writing 0 N GCSE Engl i sh2021/22Y Option to implement a fter tria l  year but not in target cohort
Accelerated Reader (re-grant) Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/accelerated-reader-effectiveness -tria lEffectiveness School 2016/17 2014/15 and 2013/14 for cohorts  starting in Y4 and Y5 2017/18 and 2018/19 for cohorts  starting Y5 and Y4Primary 8 to 10 4 and 5 Reading 0 N GCSE Engl i sh2022/23Y Longi tudinal  outcome only avai lable for those s tarting the intervention in Y5Yes , but not a t pupi l  level  (later cohorts )
Catch Up Literacy (re-grant) Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/catch-up-l i teracy-effectiveness -tria lEffectiveness School 2016/17 2013/14 and 2014/152016/17 Primary 8 to 10 4 and 5 Reading 0 N GCSE Engl i sh2022/23Y Longi tudinal  outcome only avai lable for those s tarting the intervention in Y5No
Integrating Engl i sh Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/integrating-engl i shEfficacy School 2016/17 2016/17 2017/18 Primary 9 to 11 (same cohort)5 and 6 (same cohort)Writing -1 N GCSE Engl i sh2022/23Y No
Reciproca l  Reading Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/reciproca l -readingEfficacy School 2017/18 2016/17 2017/18 Primary 8 to 9 for universa l  intervention; 10-12 for targeted intervention4 (universa l ), 5-6 (targeted)Reading 0 N GCSE Engl i sh2022/23 (Y6 only)Y Targeted intervention Y6 parti cipants  onlyNo
Maths  Counts Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/maths-countsEfficacy Pupi l 2016/17 2014/15, 2013/14, and 2012/13 for cohorts  starting in Y4, Y5, and Y6 (Pupi ls ’ prior KS1 point scores  in maths  were used as  the pre-test score)2016/17 Primary 7 to 11 3 to 6 Maths 2 N GCSE Maths2022/23 and 2021/11 for Y5 and Y6 in s tudyY Miss ing or unusable data  for Y3 and Y4 in s tudyNo but option to use program wi th control  group after tria l
Catch Up Numeracy (re-grant) Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/catch-up-numeracy-2015Effectiveness School 2016/17 2015/16 2017/18 Primary 7 to 10 3 to 5 Maths 0 N GCSE Maths2022/23 (Y5 only)Y Only have statutory test data  for Y5No but active control
Learning Language and Loving It ™ – The Hanen Program® for Early Chi ldhood EducatorsY https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/learning-language-and-loving-i t-efficacyEfficacy School 2019/20 2019/20 N/A Early years 3 to 4 N Li teracy N/A Y KS1 Reading, Grammar Punctuation & Spel l ing2022/23Y Only poss ible for original  pupi l  cohortNo
The REAL Programme Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/the-rea l-programmeEfficacy Fami ly 2019/20 2019/20 2020/21 Early years -Primary3 to 5 N to R Li teracy 0 Y KS1 Reading, Grammar Punctuation & Spel l ing2022/23Y Impact eval  cancel ledNo
Fami ly Ski l l s Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/fami ly-ski l l sEfficacy School 2016/17 2016/17 2016/17 Primary 4 to 5 R Li teracy 0 N KS2 Reading, Grammar Punctuation & Spel l ing2022/23Y No
onebi l l ion: app-based maths  learningY https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/onebi l l ion-year-1-pupi l s -learning-maths-on-apps?utm_source=/projects -and-evaluation/projects/onebi l l ion-year-1-pupi ls -learning-maths-on-apps&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=si te_search&search_term=onebi lEfficacy School 2017/18 2017/18 2017/18 Primary 5 to 6 1 Maths 3 N KS2 Maths2022/23Y Yes , but not a t pupi l  level  (later cohorts )
Lexia  Reading Core5® Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/lexia?utm_source=/projects-and-evaluation/projects /lexia&utm_medium=s earch&utm_campaign=s i te_search&search_term=lexiaEfficacy Pupi l 2018/19 2017/18 2018/19 Primary 6 to 7 2 Reading 1 N KS2 Reading2022/23Y Option to implement including wi th same age group after tria l
Speech Bubbles Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/speech-bubbles?utm_source=/projects -and-eva luation/projects/speech-bubbles&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=si te_search&search_term=speechEfficacy Pupi l 2018/19 2017/18 2018/19 Primary 5 to 7 1 and 2 Reading -1 N KS2 Reading2022/23Y Only feas ible for Y2 in 2018/19, not Y1No
REACH Primary Y https ://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects -and-evaluation/projects/reach-primaryEfficacy School 2019/20 2018/19 2020/21 Primary 7 to 8 3 Reading -2 Y KS2 Reading2022/23Y assumes  Y3 in 2019/20No  

Please note: We have included the above table as an Excel worksheet object to preserve full details recorded in the process of trial selection; these details will not be fully 
accessible if this document is printed in hardcopy. 
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Appendix B 

Trial name Link School 
phase

Primary Outcome of 
Interest

Primary outcome 
measure

Number of 
schools/settings

Number of pupils Trial security 
(padlocks)

Pupil attrition MDES estimate Additional 
outcome(s)

Additional outcome 
measure(s)

Intensity Duration (within 
one term/up to 15 
weeks, within two 
terms/15-30 weeks, 
within 3 terms/1 
year or 30-44 weeks, 

Implementer(s) Total intervention 
cost of delivery 
(GBP)

EEF intervention 
theme 
(English/literacy, 
Maths/numeracy, 
Staff deployment, 
school organisation, 

Focus of Change 
(Pupil learning, 
School leader 
change, Teacher 
change, Wider pupil 
outcomes other 

Theory of change, 
HOW/WHAT 
(description of 
steps by which it is 
thought that the 
intervention inputs 

Theory of change, 
WHY (describe 
concisely any 
reference to 
theories or previous 
empirical evidence 

Geographical 
location (National, 
one location, two or 
three areas, other - 
specify)

Specialist 
equipment 
required? (e.g. 
availability of 
computers - specify 
if Yes)

Developer 
characteristics 
(Charity, University, 
Private company, 
school/academy/m
ulti-academy trust, 

Professional development 
timing (Pre-intervention 
only, during intervention 
only, pre and during 
intervention, not specified, 
none provided)

Fidelity (high, 
varied/modera
te, limited, not 
mentioned or 
unclear)

Trial design 
(RCT, Clustered 
RCT)

Randomisation 
level (School, 
class/teacher, 
pupil, family, 
key stage/year, 
other - specify)

Trial type 
(Efficacy or 
Effectiveness)

Evaluator 
(University, 
non-University)

Primary 
outcome 
effect size

Primary 
outcome p-
value

Primary 
outcome 
months of 
progress

Primary 
outcome 
effect size 2 
(if multiple 
groups, 
specify 

Primary 
outcome p-
value 2

Primary 
outcome 
months of 
progress 2

Secondary 
outcome 
effect size

Secondary 
outcome p-
value

Secondary 
outcome 
months of 
progress (if 
applicable)

Speech Bubbleshttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/speech-bubbles?utm_source=/projects-and-evaluation/projects/speech-bubbles&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=site_search&search_term=speechPrimary Reading attainment, oral communicationReading attainment (Progress in Reading Assessment: PIRA), oral communication (Renfrew Bus Story test: RBS)25 schools 821 (reading attainment), 811 (oral communication)4 The attrition rate overall was 18.4% for PIRA and 19.4% for RBS.0.22 SD (for all pupils); 0.34 SD (for pupils eligible for FSM).creative self-efficacy, social skillsSocial skills: (social skills improvement system (SSIS): social skills sub-measure); creative self-efficacy (writing self-efficacy measure (WSEM): ideation sub-measure)45 mins 24 weeks drama practitioners, teaching assistants, teachers, resource-led110 GBP per pupil per yearEnglish/literacy, CharacterPupil learning (reading attainment, oral communication), wider pupil outcomes other than learning (creative self-efficacy, social skills)
The Speech Bubbles 
(SB) intervention 

In 2013, the Shine 
Trust funded a England (North West England, South London and East London)Speech Bubbles resource pack describing the rationale, approach, structure and activities; Narrative stimulus pack to support the narrative of the stories; Emotional faces stimuli to support children who struggle to convey emotions via language; Agendas outlining the focus of parent sessions and continuing professional development (CPD) sessions.London Bubble Theatre Company (private company)Pre and during intervention (DPs, TAs and class teachers together attend a centrally held, six-hour induction day at the beginning of the intervention, led by London Bubble. DPs, TAs and teachers also attend a centrally held, three-hour continuing professional development (CPD) session mid-way through the intervention. Additionally, all participating schools are offered an introductory taster session for all KS1 staff in their school, to help them understand the SB programme and approach. This is delivered as a 45-minute twilight session prior to the programme beginning implementation.)high RCT Pupil Efficacy Behavioural Insights Team, UCL Institute of Education-0.05 (reading attainment), -0.04 (oral communication)0.93 (reading attainment), >0.99 (oral communication)-1 (reading), 0 (oral communication)FSM pupils only: -0.04 (reading attainment), -0.08 (oral communication), 0.08 (creative self-efficacy), -0.05 (social skills). EAL pupils only: -0.02 (reading attainment), -0.05 (oral communication), 0.12 (creative self-efficacy), 0.02 (social skills).FSM pupils only: 0.73 (reading attainment), 0.50 (oral communication), 0.56 (creative self-efficacy), 0.73 (social skills). EAL pupils only: 0.83 (reading attainment), 0.55 (oral communication), 0.22 (creative self-efficacy), 0.85 (social skills).NA 0.05 (creative self-efficacy), 0.03 (social  skills)0.47 (creative self-efficacy), 0.71 (social  skills)NA

Lexia Reading Corehttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/lexia?utm_source=/projects-and-evaluation/projects/lexia&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=site_search&search_term=lexiaPrimary Reading ability WRMT-III composite of the scores of four subtests—Word Identification, Word Attack, Passage Comprehension, and Oral Reading Fluency57 schools 620 4 11% of the pupils had missing primary outcome data and were not included in the final analysis.0.19 (for all pupils); 0.29 (for pupils eligible for FSM)Word recognition, Decoding, Comprehension, Fluency, Reading attainmentWord recognition (WRMT-III Word Identification subtest score), Decoding (WRMT-III Word Attack subtest score), Comprehension (WRMT-III Passage Comprehension subtest score), Fluency (WRMT-III Oral Reading Fluency subtest score), Reading attainment (KS1 national test reading raw score)120 mins 12-24 weeks teachers, teaching assistants, resources-led41 GBP per pupil per yearEnglish/literacy Pupil learning
Remedial and 
tutorial use of 

Previous 
randomised National (North East, Yorkshire and Humber, Wiltshire, Lancashire and Greater London)one device (tablet, laptop, PC, etc.) and one set of headphones per child along with paper-based resourcesLexia Learning Systems LLC (private company)

Pre-intervention only 
(Three 1hr online webinar high RCT Pupil Efficacy University 0.08 0.15 1 0.18 (FSM pupils only) 0.04 2 Word recognition (0.07), Decoding (0.10), Comprehension (0.07), Fluency ( 0.05), Reading attainment (-0.03)Word recognition (p = 0.21), Decoding (p = 0.13), Comprehension (p = 0.26), Fluency (p = 0.39), Reading attainment (p = 0.64)Word recognition (+1), Decoding (+2), Comprehension (+1), Fluency (+1), Reading attainment (0)

onebillion https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/onebillion-year-1-pupils-learning-maths-on-apps?utm_source=/projects-and-evaluation/projects/onebillion-year-1-pupils-learning-maths-on-apps&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=site_search&search_term=onebilPrimary Maths Progress Test in Maths 6 (PTM 6)112 schools 1089 5 3.11% (The total number of pupils lost to post-test was 35 out of 1124 randomised pupils, giving a 3.11% attrition rate)0.24 (for all pupils); 0.335 (for pupils eligible for FSM)NA NA 120 mins 12 weeks teachers, teaching assistants, resources-led64 GBP per pupil per yearMaths Pupil learning
According to 
Outhwaite et al. 

The design of the 
activities is based National (East Midlands, West Midlands, North West, Yorkshire)iPad and headphonesonebillion (non-for-profit organization)Pre-intervention only (The Nottingham University team provided one half-day of face-to-face training, an Implementation Manual and instructional videos to support schools to use the apps).

The 
intervention Clustered RCT School Efficacy University 0.24 (Hedges' g)p=0.000078 3 0.35 (non-FSM pupils only), -0.10 (FSM pupils only)p=<0.001 (non-FSM pupils only), p=0.43  (FSM pupils only)-2 (FSM pupils only)NA NA NA

REACH Primary https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/reach-primaryPrimary Reading comprehension abilitythe Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Third UK edition for teachers (WIAT III), Reading Comprehension subtest47 361 0 53.70% 0.4 (for all pupils); 0.68 (for pupils eligible for FSM)word recognition and decoding ability; language comprehensionthe GL Diagnostic Test of Word Reading Processes ; the Understanding Spoken Paragraphs subtest of the Pearson Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals, fifth edition, known as CELF-590 mins 20 weeks teaching assistants £10.50 per pupil over three yearsEnglish/literacy Pupil learning  According to the Simple View of Reading (Gough and Tunmer, 1986), two components are essential to reading with meaning: decoding and language comprehension. REAding with CompreHension Primary (REACH Primary) targets both components in one 20-week intervention programme, using established techniques. Reading Intervention (RI), which includes Sound Linkage (Hatcher, Duff and Hulme, 2014), is used to develop word recognition and decoding skills. Oral Language Intervention (OL) (Clarke et al., 2010; Clarke et al., 2013) is used to promote language comprehension and focuses on vocabulary, figurative language, strategy use, and narrative. A previous efficacy trial found that school staff reported REACH having a positive effect on reading skills, reading accuracy, and confidence for secondary school pupils. On average, around six months’ additional progress was observed where children had received both the reading intervention and language intervention, and four months’ additional progress when experiencing only the reading intervention, using the New Group Reading Test (NGRT) as the primary outcome measure (Sibieta, 2016).Lincolnshire, North East, North West, South Yorkshire and West Yorkshirea computer with webcam and microphoneUniversity Pre and during intervention very low Clustered RCT School Efficacy University -0.1 0.4 -2 0.34(FSM); -0.27(Non-FSM)0.106(FSM); 0.029(Non-FSM)4(FSM); -4(Non-FSM)-0.05(CELF-5); 0.14(DTWRP)0.724(CELF-5); 0.362(DTWRP)NA
ScratchMaths https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/scratch-mathsPrimary KS2 maths KS2 maths attainment score 110 5818 5 6.6% (KS2 maths); 38.4 (CT test)0.18 (primary outcome); 0.21 (secondary outcome)computational thinking  CT test 30 mins 2 years teachers £11 per pupil per year Maths Pupil learning Scratch is a freely available programming language, developed for educational purposes. It uses a visual interface and drag-and-drop tools. In the second year, as well as activities to develop computational thinking and Scratch programming, the content of materials also supports mathematical thinking more directly, through engagement with specially designed ScratchMaths curriculum activities and tasks linking programming to mathematical reasoning and understanding. The ScratchMaths programme aims to address one difficulty many children have in learning mathematics - the need to express mathematical ideas in formal language. The development team’s rationale for the ScratchMaths programme is in part to respond to that challenge, by finding a different language – and set of ideas and approaches - that are more open, more accessible and more learnable. At the same time, they sought to achieve this aim without sacrificing the rigour that makes mathematics work. Their hypothesis is that the language of programming Computational thinking, rather than programming and computing in general, is posited as the intermediate link between ScratchMaths and changes in mathematical thinking, thus an explicit focus on computational thinking informed the research questions and design. In any case, computational thinking and programming are generally considered as interlinked (see Brennan and Resnick, 2012; Selby, Dorling and Woollard, 2014; Meerbaum-Salant et al., 2013). The ScratchMaths team also suggested a potential direct effect on KS2 mathematics. It might be expected that ScratchMaths would enhance learners’ attainment in these specific content areas by providing opportunities for learners to explore specific concepts and to practise their existing knowledge in computing contexts. These effects would supplement any change in computational thinking or related mathematical thinking. Schools were recruited in seven geographical clusters across England - Blackburn, Bradford, North London, South London, Merseyside, Somerset/Devon and Staffordshirecomputer for presentationsUniversity Pre and during intervention low clustered randomised controlled trialSchool Efficacy University 0 0.97 0 0.01 (everFSM); 0.01 (non-FSM)0.915 (FSM); 0.874 (non-FSM)0 0.15 0.048 NA
FRIENDS https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/friendsPrimary KS2 combined maths and reading; Self-rated worry Key Stage 2 Maths and Reading combined; the Penn State Worry Questionnaire for Children (PSWQ-C) (Meyer, Miller, Metzger, & Borkovec, 1990)79 3010 4 8% 0.151 (Academic outcomes data ); 0.125 (self-rated worry)Self-reported total anxiety and depression score; Teacher rated internalising and externalising symptomsthe Revised Child Anxiety and Depression Scale (RCADS 25) (Ebesutani, Korathu-Larson, Nakamura, Higa-McMillan & Chorpita, 2012);  the teacher version of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire60-90 mins 10 weeks an external delivery team ‘Salus’. Salus is a Community Interest Company who have over 20 years expertise in delivery of services for young people, families, schools and communities.£64 per pupil per yearMaths, literacy, behaviour, characterPupil learning FRIENDS for life is a school-based, cognitive-behavioural therapy programme, designed to promote emotional resilience in order to prevent (or stabilise) the development of negative feelings of anxiety and depression. The programme consists of a series of 10 weekly sessions covering topics such as recognising symptoms of anxiety, emotional self-management and supporting peer relationships. Each session is enhanced by a series of additional activities that can be used to practice the newly learned skills as well as homework activities.FRIENDS has developed an impressive international evidence base since its official launch in 1998, with positive results for anxiety and/or depression reduction found in Australia (e.g. Lowry-Webster, Barrett, & Lock, 2003), Germany (Essau, Conradt, Sasagawa & Ollendick, 2012), Mexico (Gallegos, LinanThompson, Stark & Ruvalcaba, 2013), and recently, England (Stallard et al., 2013).  FRIENDS is in use in at least 20 countries (including Ireland, where it forms part of the curriculum) and is currently endorsed by agencies such as the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (who have included it on their national registry of evidence-based programmes and practices). It is the only childhood anxiety prevention program acknowledged by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2004). Throughout various updates in content, the theoretical model underpinning FRIENDS can be consistently described as Cognitive Behaviour Therapy (CBT). Based on the work of Aaron Beck (1964), CBT links thoughts with feelings South-East of EnglandNO (group leader’s manual; pupil workbooks)Australian developerspre-intervention only high Clustered RCT School Efficacy University 0.01 (KS2 combined maths and reading); 0.05 (Self-rated worry)0.908 (KS2 combined maths and reading); 0.269 (Self-rated worry)0 (KS2 combined maths and reading); NA (Self-rated worry)0.05 (FSM: KS2 combined maths and reading); 0.15 (FSM: Self-rated worry); 0.245 (FSM: Self-rated total anxiety and depression); -0.087 (FSM: Teacher rated internalising symptoms); 0.069 (FSM: Teacher rated externalising difficulties)0.587 (FSM: KS2 combined maths and reading); 0.109 (FSM: Self-rated worry); 0.009 (FSM: Self-rated total anxiety and depression); 0.587 (Teacher rated internalising symptoms); 0.665 (Teacher rated externalising difficulties)1 (FSM: KS2 combined maths and reading); NA (FSM: Self-rated worry)0.001 (Self-rated total anxiety and depression); -0.032 (Teacher rated internalising symptoms); 0.018 (Teacher rated externalising difficulties)0.983 (Self-rated total anxiety and depression); 0.773 (Teacher rated internalising symptoms); 0.878 (Teacher rated externalising difficulties)NA
Changing Mindsets (re-grant)https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/changing-mindset-2015Primary KS2 maths, KS2 reading, KS2 Grammar Punctuation and SpellingTest scores in reading and GPS are measures of literacy; KS2 test scores in maths are a measure of numeracy95 4584 4  Attrition rates for the primary outcomes were approximately 11%, and above 40% for secondary outcomes. The total rate of attrition for primary outcomes is 11.58% for reading, 11.24% for maths, and 11.36% for GPS.0.11 (all pupils); 0.15 (FSM)Four subscales of the MSLQ: self-efficacy, intrinsic value, test anxiety, and self-regulationFour subscales of the MSLQ that were adapted by the Growing Learners team and administered to all Year 6 pupils in the study120 mins 8 weeks teachers £4 per pupil Maths, literacy Pupil learning The Changing Mindsets project aimed to improve attainment outcomes at the end of primary school by teaching Year 6 pupils that their brain potential was not a fixed entity but could grow and change through effort exerted. The project combines two interventions from a previous efficacy trial that showed promising results: (1) training pupils in the treatment schools by using a structured series of learning resources and activities and (2) training teachers in mindset theory and offering tips for every day practice (Rienzo et al, 2015). The Changing Mindsets project trained teachers in mindset theory but also gave them the resources to deliver a programme in the classroom. An extensive literature in psychology developed by Carol Dweck and colleagues introduced the idea that it is possible to increase pupils’ perseverance and, as a consequence, to improve their attainment by teaching them that their brain has the potential to grow through effort exerted on challenging tasks (Dweck, 2006; Yeager and Dweck, 2012). In this literature, pupils’ beliefs about their ability to learn are referred to as ‘implicit theories of intelligence’; a ‘fixed mindset’ is the belief that the ability to learn is a fixed trait and a ‘growth mindset’ is instead the belief that intelligence can be developed through effort and dedication. Studies in experimental psychology and economics conducted in the U.S. and Norway have investigated the effect of school-based interventions that shape pupils’ beliefs in their ability to learn: they conclude that pupils who are taught that their intelligence can be developed through effort and dedication show more perseverance (Bettinger et al., 2016) and achieve more across England (midlands, northeast, northwest, southeast, southwest)computer University, private companypre-intervention only high Clustered RCT School Effectiveness non-university (NIESR researchers) -0.01 (KS2 maths); 0.00 (KS2 reading); 0.00 (KS2 Grammar Punctuation and Spelling)0.37 (KS2 maths); 0.72 (KS2 reading); 0.90 (KS2 Grammar Punctuation and Spelling)0 (KS2 maths); 0 (KS2 reading); 0 (KS2 Grammar Punctuation and Spelling) FSM: 0.00 (KS2 maths); 0.01 (KS2 reading); 0.00 (KS2 Grammar Punctuation and Spelling)FSM: 0.92 (KS2 maths); 0.68 (KS2 reading); 0.92 (KS2 Grammar Punctuation and Spelling)NA 0.09 (Intrinsic value ); -0.05 (Self-efficacy); -0.01 (Test anxiety); 0.05 (Self- regulation). FSM: 0.138 (Intrinsic value ); -0.093 (Self-efficacy); 0.049 (Test anxiety); 0.029 (Self- regulation)0.36 (Intrinsic value ); 0.53 (Self-efficacy); 0.74 (Test anxiety); 0.52 (Self- regulation). FSM: 0.23 (Intrinsic value ); 0.38 (Self-efficacy); 0.36 (Test anxiety); 0.77 (Self- regulation)NA
Grammar for Writing (re-grant)https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/grammar-for-writing-effectiveness-trialPrimary Writing skills Bespoke Writing Assessment based on past KS2 tests135 5182 3 28% 0.18 (all pupils); 0.18 (FSM)Reading; Writing; Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling Raw Score (KS2 Reading assessment, 0-50) Level (KS Writing assessment, 1-7) Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling (KS2 Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling (GPS) assessment, 0-70) >120 mins 6 weeks teachers £10 per pupil per year literacy Pupil learning The 'Grammar for Writing' programme draws on the concept of improving children’s grammar in parallel with their writing by using a contextual approach. Drawing on a theorised understanding of grammar as a meaning-making resource for writing development it is a way of teaching writing that assumes that rather than teaching grammatical rules in the abstract, teachers should help pupils to understand how linguistic structures convey meaning (Jones et al., 2013). Consequently, the programme aims to improve writing by developing pupils’ understanding of grammatical choices. Using authentic texts, the core elements of the programme are:  • linking grammar with creating different effects in writing;  • using examples to show choices in writing rather than lengthy explanations; and • using high quality talk to develop discussion about grammatical choices and effects.   A developer-led RCT of the Grammar for Writing programme in secondary schools was conducted with 744 Year 8 pupils in 31 schools. This study found statistically significant positive results in favour of the intervention, with pupils with higher prior attainment benefitting the most (Jones et al, 2012; Myhill et al, 2012). It also found that teachers’ grammar subject knowledge was a mediating factor in influencing student outcomes (Myhill et al., 2012; Myhill et al., 2013). According to the authors ‘The study represents the first large-scale study in any country of the benefits or otherwise of teaching grammar within a purposeful context in writing’ (Myhill et al., 2012, p161). A previous efficacy trial of the programme showed evidence of promise with small (but non-significant) effect sizes for whole group delivery in Year 6 (Torgerson et al., 2014). This evaluation consists of an effectiveness trial of the programme delivered on a larger-scale and over a longer time-period. Half of the schools were recruited from the North East and the other half from across the rest of England. computer University pre and after intervention varied Clustered RCT School Effectiveness University -0.02 NA 0 0.05 (FSM) NA 1 0.02 (KS2 Writing assessment outcome); 0.01 (KS2 Reading assessment outcome); -0.06 (KS2 Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling assessment outcome)NA NA
Accelerated Reader (re-grant)https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/accelerated-reader-effectiveness-trialPrimary Reading KS2 Reading Assessment 170 5759 5 6% 0.137 (all pupils); 0.137 (FSM)NA NA 100-150 mins (20-30 minutes per day)up to two academic years teachers and other school staff £48 per pupil per yearliteracy Pupil learning AR uses internet-based software, initially to test pupils in order to determine their reading level (defined within the AR framework as the ‘zone of proximal development’ or ZPD score), and suggests a ZPD score which helps guide pupils to appropriate books for their reading age and reading interest. These tests, used to define pupils’ ZPD, are referred to as STAR Reading tests. The STAR Reading tests may be taken more than once per year to update pupils’ ZPD scores. As preparation for AR, schools are meant to scan and label each book in their library with their reading level, a task which is facilitated by another web service. Pupils are then encouraged to read books within their ZPD. In addition, pupils take computerised quizzes on the books they have read and earn Accelerated Reader points; these points are related to the difficulty and length of the book read and also to the proportion of correct answers for each quiz and focus on the comprehension of the written text. Teachers are able to produce progressAccelerated Reader (AR) is a whole-class reading management and monitoring programme that aims to foster the habit of independent reading among primary and early secondary pupils. It aims to improve reading by enabling children to read books and other materials commensurate with their reading level but also to stretch pupils' reading. North East; East Midlands and West Midlands (‘Midlands’); North West/Merseyside and South Eastcomputer Renaissance LearningPre and during intervention high Clustered RCT School Effectiveness The evaluation was conducted by RAND Europe and the University of Cambridge in collaboration with NFER0 0.94 0 0.02 (FSM); 0.014 (non-FSM)0.69 (FSM); 0.778 (non-FSM)0 (FSM) NA NA NA
Catch Up Literacy (re-grant)https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/catch-up-literacy-effectiveness-trialPrimary Reading Hodder Group Reading Test (HGRT) 141 1006 4 17% 0.24 SSRT reading score; SSRT reading comprehension score; Pupil attitudes towards literacy; Pupil attitudes towards school; Pupils’ self-esteemHodder Group Reading Test; Salford Sentence Reading Test (SSRT); NFER pupil survey 30 mins 6 to 12 months teaching assistants £53.2 per pupil per yearliteracy Pupil learning Catch Up® Literacy is a structured one-to-one intervention for learners from the age of six to fourteen who are struggling to learn to read (i.e. those whose reading age is significantly below1 their chronological age). Catch Up® Literacy involves a 15-minute individual session for each pupil, delivered twice a week for approximately 6 to 12 months (depending on individual pupil need)2. The intervention uses a book-based approach to support learners’ reading so they activate both dimensions of reading – word recognition processes (including phonics) and language comprehension processes. It is targeted to the needs of individual learners, identified through a bank of assessments (part of the Catch Up® Literacy intervention). Catch Up® Literacy is a book-based intervention. There are four stages of Catch Up® Literacy: • Stage 1: Assessments for Learning (assessments are made and targets are set).  • Stage 2: Selecting an appropriate book for the learner to read (the assessments for learning are used to identifyEarly data from the pilot stages of Catch Up® Literacy, which informed the project in its early stages of development, showed a considerable increase in pupils' reading ages across a 10 week period. A smaller experimental study was also carried out in nine Oxfordshire schools (48 Year 3 pupils) to compare a Catch Up® sub-sample with a matched time group7 and a control group. Findings showed that the Catch Up® pupils made considerably more progress during the same period than both the other groups (Clipson-Boyles, 2000). More recently, Holmes et al., (2012) evaluated the impact of Catch Up® Literacy. They used data for 3134 learners (with a mean chronological age of 86.51 months at the start of the intervention), in 27 local authorities, who received Catch Up® Literacy support and were tested with the Salford Sentence Reading Test at the beginning and end of the intervention. Results showed that the learners had increased their reading age more than expected in the time that the intervention was delivered, andNational computer Charity pre-intervention only varied Clustered RCT School Effectiveness a team from the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER)0.01 0.88 0 0.10 (FSM) 0.30 (FSM) 2 0.04 (SSRT reading score); 0.04 (SSRT comprehension score); 0.09 (Attitude to literacy); 0.04 (Attitude to school)0.36 (SSRT reading score); 0.56 (SSRT comprehension score); 0.18 (Attitude to literacy); 0.60 (Attitude to school)NA
Integrating Englishhttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/integrating-englishPrimary Writing KS2 Writing 80 3607 3 24% 0.23 (all pupils); 0.27 (EAL pupils)KS2 Reading; KS2 Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling (GPS)  KS2 Reading; KS2 Grammar, Punctuation and Spelling (GPS)  three LiLAC-rich lessons per week2 years teachers £3 per pupil per year writing Pupil learning The Integrating English programme is designed to improve the subject literacy and language pedagogy of teachers, and in turn improve the linguistic proficiency and communicative ability for all students. In this case, the programme was implemented with primary school teachers for the whole year group in treatment schools at Year 5 (summer term), in the first year of the intervention, and in Year 6 of the second year. The programme was expected to have greatest impact on EAL students, in turn leading to better learning across all school subjects for all pupils. The intervention is at school level so all children in the relevant year groups are taught using the Integrating English approach. All pupils were involved in testing except those whose parents indicated that they wished to withdraw.  The programme was centred on LiLAC, a training course that is widely used in Australia, which emphasises the importance of recognising differences between genres of text, using a ‘teaching and learning cycle’ to scaffold language, the ‘register continuum’ (thinking about the ‘what’, ‘who’, and ‘how’ of communication), and the relationship between spoken and written language. England No The programme was developed and delivered by Enfield LA School Improvement Teampre-intervention only low Clustered RCT School Efficacy University -0.05 0.577 -1 -0.06 (EAL); 0.01 (FSM)0.517 (EAL); 0.917 (FSM)-1 (EAL); 0 (FSM) -0.07 (KS2 Reading); -0.08 (KS2 GPS); -0.08 (EAL KS2 Reading); -0.09 (EAL KS2 GPS); -0.09 (FSM KS2 Reading); -0.05 (FSM KS2 GPS)0.176 (KS2 Reading); 0.153 (KS2 GPS); 0.134 (EAL KS2 Reading); 0.120 (EAL KS2 GPS); 0.129 (FSM KS2 Reading); 0.488 (FSM KS2 GPS)NA
Reciprocal Readinghttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/reciprocal-readingPrimary Overall Reading Ability and Reading Comprehension AbilityNGRT Overall Reading Score and NGRT Passage Comprehension Score 94 (universal and targeted intervention)3198 (universal intervention); 1296 (targeted intervention)3 14.90% 0.14 (universal intervention: all pupils); 0.20 (universal intervention: FSM); 0.24 (targeted intervention: all pupils); 0.30 (targeted intervention: FSM)Reading Accuracy and Comprehension Meta-cognition NGRT sentence completion Score and pupil comprehension metacognition20-30 mins (universal intervention); 40-60 mins (targeted intervention)12 weeks teachers, teaching assistants£35 per pupil per year (universal intervention); £135 per pupil per year (targeted intervention)literacy Pupil learning FFT Literacy Reciprocal Reading instruction is teacher-led with facilitation that involves collaborative reading of texts (where the teacher reads to the class; teacher and pupils read together; or pupils read the text independently and discuss in small groups). The activity during sessions is the use of evidence-based strategies – predicting, clarifying, questioning, summarising – modelled by the teacher and used collaboratively between teacher and students and between students, to derive meaning from the text. Hence both the teacher and the students use these strategies in their instruction and learning respectively. All teachers involved in the study had to make changes to their teaching focus and lesson timetable to make space to deliver FFT Literacy Reciprocal Reading sessions. The FFT Literacy Reciprocal Reading intervention aimed to improve reading comprehension and overall reading ability through two programmes: a whole-class (‘universal’) intervention for pupils in Year 4 (8–9 years old), and a targeFFT Literacy’s training on reciprocal reading emphasises the importance of all readers applying the four strategies of predict, clarify, question, and summarise, rather than readers taking on roles within the group as in other reciprocal reading programmes. The training considers the difficulties involved in comprehension and how reciprocal reading addresses these, how to identify the children who will benefit most from reciprocal reading, as well as giving teachers opportunities to practise using the strategies, to build their understanding of the impact the approach can have. Additional sessions include considering how to build challenge into the lesson without losing the emphasis on children’s talk and reviewing how best to enhance reciprocal reading through a rich and coherent comprehension curriculum. North of England and the MidlandsNo Fischer Family Trust LiteracyPre and during intervention low Clustered RCT School Efficacy University 0.00 (Universal intervention: Overall Reading (Y4) ); -0.02 (Universal intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y4) ); 0.14 (Targeted intervention: Overall Reading (Y5 and Y6) ); 0.18 (Targeted intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y5 and Y6) )0.795 (Universal intervention: Overall Reading (Y4) ); 0.494 (Universal intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y4) ); 0.001 (Targeted intervention: Overall Reading (Y5 and Y6) ); <0.001 (Targeted intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y5 and Y6) )0 (Universal intervention: Overall Reading (Y4) ); 0 (Universal intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y4) ); 2 (Targeted intervention: Overall Reading (Y5 and Y6) ); 2 (Targeted intervention: Reading Comprehension (Y5 and Y6) )NA NA NA NA NA NA
Maths Counts https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/maths-countsPrimary Maths  the General Maths component of the CEM InCAS assessment.35 291 2 4.60% 0.29 Mental Arithmetic; Attitude towards Mathssubscales on the digital CEM InCAS test90 mins 10 weeks teaching assistants £125 per pupil per yearMaths Pupil learning The unique feature of Maths Counts (MC) is the Digital Tool—a piece of software specially developed to facilitate the delivery of the intervention. The Digital Tool stores information about each learner’s knowledge about maths concepts and understanding. It guides the Learning Partner in planning the lesson objectives for the individual learner and suggests activities and relevant resources to use for each lesson.  MC lessons are conducted using a privacy board which creates a ‘Mini Learning Environment’ (MLE). The board is used to display helpful visual resources for learning and is personalised for the learner. It can also be used to screen the lesson from distracting surroundings. Each school is provided with two of these boards, and schools can either make or buy additional boards if needed. Visual resources helpful in creating the MLE are available on the MC website. Each learner also has a Maths Map, which is essentially a visual image of the progress they are making. This is a key component of the inteNumbers Count drew much of its pedagogical rationale from ‘What Works for Children with Mathematical Difficulties’ (Dowker, 2004), a review commissioned by the DfE for the then National Strategies. The underpinning principles and pedagogy for the Maths Counts programme are derived from the Every Child Counts (ECC) initiative, which was formed in 2007 as a partnership between the Department for Children, Schools and Families and private funders. In 2008, Edge Hill University was appointed through public tender as the Higher Education Institution commissioned to develop the teacher-led Numbers Count (NC) intervention that became the core of ECC and upon which Maths Counts has been modelled. Edge Hill University reported on its website that since 2008 over 50,000 children have been supported by 2,800 trained Numbers Count teachers in 2,500 schools (Edge Hill University, 2018). It reported that children made an average of 17 months of gains in four months (four times the expected progress) as measured by schools’London, Somerset, Bristol and Wiltshirecomputer The intervention was developed by The Mead Community Primary School drawing on the principles of the Numbers Count programme developed by Every Child Counts at Edge Hill UniversityPre and during intervention varied RCT Pupil Efficacy University 0.12 NA 2 -0.14 (FSM) NA -2 (FSM)  -0.04 (Mental Arithmetic); +0.06 (Attitude towards Maths)NA NA
Catch Up Numeracy (re-grant)https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/catch-up-numeracy-2015Primary Maths Age-standardised mathematics score (GL PTM age appropriate test, scale based on standardised scores) 142 1481 2 18% 0.25 (all pupils); 0.31 (FSM)Attitudes to mathematics Bespoke instrument 30 mins 1 year ( Children received one, two, or three terms of support depending on if, and when, they rolled off the intervention)teaching assistants £39 per pupil per yearMaths Pupil learning Catch Up® Numeracy is a one-to-one intervention for learners who are struggling with numeracy that aims to improve attainment in numeracy and attitudes to mathematics. It consists of two 15-minute sessions per week that are delivered by TAs. At the beginning of the intervention, a structured assessment is conducted with each pupil in order to identify the pupil’s componential weaknesses and appropriate number range for the intervention. The assessment is normally expected to take between 60 and 90 minutes, although this will vary according to each pupil’s age and prior knowledge. Catch Up® advises completing the assessment phase as quickly as possible without overloading the pupil. The assessments should be carried out one-to-one by the TA who will be working with the pupil since this is part of the engagement process. To prepare them for delivering the intervention, TAs received three half-day training sessions, each involving a follow-up task in school. An additional optional ‘interim’ training session was Catch Up® Numeracy is a research-based intervention targeted at children who are low attaining in mathematics (Holmes and Dowker, 2013). The intervention is guided by a componential approach to numeracy (Dowker, 2009) and is designed to address individual children’s particular difficulties and weaknesses through one-to-one support sessions delivered by teaching assistants (TAs). This trial follows an earlier Education Endowment Foundation study that showed some positive effects for the Catch Up® Numeracy intervention (Rutt et al., 2014). The intervention breaks numeracy down into ten components and at the start of the intervention assesses children’s ability on each. By using a checklist approach based on this assessment, the teaching assistant’s subsequent instruction is targeted to always address the child’s exact area of weakness (Dowker and Sigley, 2010). Components include counting verbally, counting objects, derived facts and so on. The approach is based on research indicating that numeracy is not a sinNorth East, Yorkshire, Peterborough and Londoncomputer Catch Up® Numeracy was developed by the Catch Up® charity, part of the Caxton Trust, together with Dr Ann Dowker of Oxford Universitypre-intervention only high Clustered RCT School Effectiveness University -0.04 NA 0  -0.14 (FSM) NA  -2 (FSM) 0.11 NA NA
Learning Language and Loving It ™ – The Hanen Program® for Early Childhood Educatorshttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/learning-language-and-loving-it-efficacyEarly years receptive English language BPVS 99 NA NA NA NA Receptive and expressive English LanguageRenfrew Action Picture Test (RAPT)>120 mins (2.5 hrs) 82 weeks nursery staff NA early years (coomunication and language)pupil learning, teacher changeLearning, Language and Loving It™ – The Hanen Program® for Early Childhood Educators (Hanen LLLI) is a training programme for nursery staff to promote social, language and literacy learning in nurseries. It is a CPD programme designed to provide staff with practical strategies to enhance children’s communication and language skills through specialised ways of interacting and communicating with them during normal daily routines. Through a series of group workshops, nursery staff learn about practical strategies that can be easily woven into everyday activities when interacting with children. Between workshops, nursery staff are encouraged to practise the strategies and take part in individual video reflection sessions to review, in collaboration with a Program Leader, their interactions and use of the strategies with children.  A 2017 review of language interventions by Law et al. recommended further research on the effectiveness of training nursery staff to deliver programmes within EY settings. The review reported on three evaluations of Hanen LLLI. An efficacy trial by Girolametto et al. (2003), in which 16 US teachers of 3–5-year-olds were randomly assigned to receive training in Hanen LLLI, found that pupils engaged in shared reading and playdough activities used a greater number of utterances, multiword combinations, and peer-directed utterances. However, the number of different words did not differ by group. Cabell et al. (2011) reported on a randomised controlled trial (RCT) of a programme that trained 49 teachers of 3–5-year-old kindergarteners in the US in Hanen LLLI. The evaluation found no impact on spoken language outcomes, but that the treatment group outperformed the control group for expressive vocabulary. Piasta et al. (2012) reported on an RCT of a US programme based on Hanen LLLI in which 49 nursery staff receivedWest Yorkshire and the North-West of Englandcomputer Hanen LLLI was developed by The Hanen CentrePre, during, and after interventionlow Clustered RCT School Efficacy The project was independently evaluated by a team from NatCen Social ResearchNA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
The REAL Programmehttps://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/the-real-programmeEarly years early literacy developmentthe Preschool Early Literacy Indicators (PELI) assessment53 719 NA NA NA NA NA 30 – 60 minutes per home visit (eight to ten home visits per family over the course of the intervention)1 year teachers NA literacy pupil learning, parental changeThe REAL programme (Raising Early Achievement in Literacy) is an intervention that works with practitioners (usually in the early years) to support children’s early literacy development. The programme aims to help practitioners to build parents’ knowledge and confidence in creating a home learning environment that supports and encourages children’s reading, writing and oral language. The programme evaluated in this trial used REAL approaches including home visits, group literacy events and the ORIM Framework, which supports parents to: create Opportunities for literacy learning; Recognise and value small steps; Interact in positive ways; and make a point of being a Model of a literacy user.The REAL approach has been previously evaluated. Two evaluations that included randomised controlled trials showed the approach to be effective (Hirst et al., 2010; Hannon et al., 2020). A third evaluation showed modest but consistent increases in child-reported family literacy activities (Nutbrown et al., 2003). In addition, there has been a feasibility trial of a project that used REAL approaches called ‘Making It REAL’ that was carried out as part of the Sutton Trust’s Engagement Fund in 2015–2017 (Sylva et al., 2018). ‘Making It REAL’ aimed to support practitioners to build parents’ knowledge and confidence to create an early home learning environment, supporting their children with reading and writing. The study, involving ten nursery settings in Oldham in Greater Manchester, concluded that a larger trial of REAL was needed to provide more robust evidence on effectiveness. The evaluation report highlighted promising results using the Home Learning Environment (HLE) Index, demonstrating a significant effe North West of Englandcomputer (remote home visits)University pre-intervention only low RCT Family Efficacy  a team from NatCen Social ResearchNA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Family Skills https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/family-skillsPrimary literacy the raw scores of the literacy attainment test from the CEM BASE Reception Baseline Assessment standardised assessment,102 1985 4 20% 0.23 NA NA >120 mins (2.5 hrs) 11 weeks external family learning tutors£143 per eligible pupil per yearliteracy and language skillspupil learning, parental changeFamily Skills aims to improve the literacy and language of children learning English as an additional language (EAL). It focuses on supporting parents (or caregivers) of Reception-aged children (aged 45) and consists of 11 core weekly sessions for parents, each 2.5 hours in length, delivered at the child’s school by external family learning tutors. Core sessions focus on topics such as reading to children, phonics, making the most of bilingualism, learning through play, and understanding primary education in England. Additional sessions include a visit to a local library and a tour of the school. Children attend for part of the sessions, and parents are encouraged to do follow-up activities at home. In this trial, the programme was open on a voluntary basis to all parents of Reception children with EAL in the Family Skills schools.  The Family Skills intervention was based on a family literacy model originally funded by the Skills Funding Agency. The family literacy model has been delivered by teams in local authorities throughout the country to around 50,000 families a year. The Family Skills intervention itself was developed through a process of compiling current ‘best practice’ from family learning practitioners engaged as development partners.  Swain et al. (2015) suggest that 30-hour family literacy programmes can benefit children’s literacy development and enhance the home learning environment (HLE) thereby improving academic attainment.  An experimental study of family literacy programmes using propensity score matching found that such programmes have a positive effect on the reading scores of Key Stage 1 children (ages five to seven): children who attended the programmes made greater gains in their reading than children who did not. Also, extensive changes in the home literacy environment were self-reported by the families particEngland No The programme was developed and delivered by Learning Unlimited working in partnership with Campaign for Learning and UCL Institute for Educationpre-intervention only varied Clustered RCT School Efficacy a team from NatCen Social Research0.01 0.21 0 0.01 (FSM), 0.01 (gender), 0.01 (baseline attainment)0.92 (FSM), 0.59 (gender), 0.21 (baseline attainment)0 (FSM) NA NA NA  
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