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Introduction

The EEF aimsto fund interventions that have a strong theory of change (ToC), thatis, a strong rationale for how
the programme resources and activities are expected to lead to the desired outcomes. In 2022, the EEF
introduced a ToC development process at application stage, where delivery teams are supported to develop a
programme ToC. The ToC (and a visual representation in the form of a logic model) are further refined and
finalised during the evaluation set-up and protocol writing stage. Other supportive documents that sit around
the logic model and help build understanding of the ToC are the PLANIT intervention description framework,
causal assumptions log and contextual assumptions log. It is important that evaluation designs of the EEF -
funded programmes are guided by the programme’s ToC. This applies to both the impact evaluation and the
implementation and process evaluation (IPE).

Intervention developers and/or delivery teams? and evaluation teams both play important roles in producing a
ToC and logic model for the evaluation of the programme. Delivery teams understand best what their
programme consists of and what it is aiming to achieve. Evaluators are experienced in ensuring that logic
models are measurable. Close collaboration between the teams is, therefore, essential.

This paper

1) explains whata ToC and a logic modelare and why they are important,

2) describesthe processand sharedresponsibilities of the delivery and evaluation teamsin developingthese,
and

3) definesthe elements of the logic model and introduces a standard logic model diagram.

What is a Theory of Change and a logic model, and why are they
important?

A theory of change (ToC) is a summary of the core components of a programme, its desired outcomes, and
the expected causal relationships between these. In other words, the ‘story’ of what the programme is, how
and why it is expected to work, and what results it is intended to achieve.

By logic model we mean avisual representation of the ToC covering a programme’s inputs, activities, outputs,
outcomes and underlying causal mechanisms (drawing on Coldwell & Maxwell, 2018; Cooksy, Gill, & Kelly,
2001; Funnell & Rogers, 2011; Kaplan & Garrett, 2005; Knowlton & Phillips, 2012).

Terminology varies in the evaluation literature. Funnell and Rogers (2011, pp. 23-24) list 22 phrases® that are
sometimes used interchangeably with ‘logic model’, including ‘theory of change’. At the EEF, we tend to refer
to the visual representation of a programme’s logic as the ‘logic model’, while the term ‘ToC’ may capture
broader aspects of the programme’s ‘story’ through wider materials including the PLANIT intervention
description framework and assumptions logs, including a narrative rationale of why and how the programme
works, and its underlying causal and contextual assumptions. However, we do not draw a strict distinction
betweenthe terms, and they may be used interchangeably.

" Note that this guidance is written for pilot evaluations, efficacy trials, and effectiveness evaluations.

2 Referred to as delivery team from this point forward.

3 These include ‘causal chain’, ‘impact pathway’, ‘intervention logic’, ‘intervention theory’, ‘logical framework (logframe)’,
‘outcomes line’, ‘program logic’, ‘program theory’, ‘results chain’, ‘theory of action’, ‘theory of change’.
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We expect the programme ToC and logic model to support every stage of the evaluation, from design to
interpretation and reporting (Cooksy et al., 2001; Knowlton & Phillips, 2012; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). The
research design, research methods and research questions should clearly reflect the programme ToC and
logic model. Data collection and analysis should be planned so that components and causal assumptions
included in the logic model can be tested, and the extent to which they have been found to be supported by
evidence should be discussed inthe report.

In the event of a null or negative result, evaluations designed in close alignment with the logic model may be
able to distinguish between theory failure (the programme does not work as hypothesised to achieve the
expected outcomes), implementation failure (the programme was not implemented as intended) and
methodology failure* (inadequate evaluation methods were selected, or suitable evaluation methods were
used inadequately) (Coldwell & Maxwell, 2018; Stame, 2010). In the event of a positive result, evaluations
designed in close alignment with the logic model may be able to provide evidence on how and why and for
whom the intervention worked.

Process for developing and capturing the programme and its ToC

Delivery teams and evaluation teams are jointly responsible for i) developing a detailed description of the
programme, ii) describing the theoretical and evidence-based rationale behind the programme including how
and why it may be expected to work, and iii) capturing the programme’s logic in a visual diagram (the logic
model).

EEF-funded evaluations use the following process for development of the programme description, ToC, and
logic model:

1. The delivery team develops an initial description of the programme and its ToC with support from the EEF.

e Initial application: In their application, delivery teams describe in narrative form howthe programme
resources and activities are expected to lead to change in the desired outcomes and provide
supporting evidence for the hypothesised links. Delivery teams may attach a visual diagram to their
application if one exists.

o ToC workshop: Shortlisted delivery teams will first receive a guidance video support them to prepare
for the workshop, and begin to develop an intervention description using the PLANIT framework (see
Appendix 1: PLANIT intervention description framework template). This will support teams to draft a
first version of their logic model diagram using a standard EEF template (see Appendix 2: EEF Logic
Model miroboard template and example) before participating in a ToC workshop. This workshop will
then support delivery teams to develop their logic model further and start to capture the causal and
contextual assumptions underlying their programme in assumptions logs which will be introduced
during the workshop and completed after this (see Appendix 3: Assumptions Logs and examples).
Note that the ToC workshops cover inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes as well as the causal
links between them, but usually do not cover moderators and unintended consequences.

e Evaluator commissioning: After the EEF’s Grants Committee has provided initial approval for the
programme, evaluators are commissioned. Evaluators receive a detailed description of the
programme (based on the PLANIT framework), the logic model, and the causal and contextual

4 Methodology failure can also lead to false positive results (Type | errors), concluding that a programme works when in fact it
does not or there is insufficient evidence to support the positive conclusion. Likewise, methodology failure can lead to Type I
errors, concluding that a programme does not work when, in fact, it does.
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assumptions logs to support them in proposing an evaluation design that is well aligned to the
programme ToC.

2. The delivery team develops an initial description of the programme and its ToC with support from the EEF.

o |IDEAworkshop: Once an evaluator is selected, delivery and evaluation teams attend a collaborative
IDEA workshop, where the teams refine the version of the logic model that will form the basis for the
evaluation.

e Programme description and rationale: During this phase, the PLANIT programme description is
handed over to the evaluator for further development and they develop the programme rationale for
inclusioninthe protocol. This descriptionis based oninformation provided by the delivery team, which
may be complemented by evaluators consulting the literature to fully describe the rationale and prior
evidence for the programme.

3. Theevaluationteamfinalizes the description of the programme as it will be delivered for the purpose of the
evaluation, its rationale, and the logic model for inclusion in the published protocol.

o Projectset-up meetings: After the IDEAworkshop, the logic modeland PLANIT framework are handed
overtothe evaluatoranditistheirresponsibility to finalise it forinclusion in the protocol, ensuring that
the delivery team and the EEF have had a chance to review any changes proposed after the IDEA
workshop.

e Publishing the protocol: The PLANIT programme description, rationale, and logic model for the
evaluation are included in the evaluation protocol, which is published on the EEF website. We
recommend that the causal and contextual assumption logs as prepared by the delivery team are
included in the protocol as an appendix. There is no expectation for the evaluator to update these as
the logs represent the delivery team’s assessment of the assumptions. Delivery teams may wish to
update the logs after the IDEA workshop if any discussions during the workshop have warranted this.

4. The evaluationteam tests the logic model and updates it based on data collected through the evaluation.

e Data analysis: After data collection, the evaluator tests the logic model by conducting pre-specified
quantitative and qualitative analyses to evaluate the programme implementation and theory. Where
the data analysis reveals that some aspects of the logic model were not supported by the evidence
gathered, the evaluator revises the logic model in line with the evidence gathered during this
evaluation.

e Reporting: The evaluator includes both the initial logic model developed with the delivery team and
(where applicable), arevised version based on evaluation data in the final evaluation report, describing
the extent to which the model was supported by the evidence, and describing how and why any
changes from the initial model were made.

The above process applies when a project is first funded by the EEF. Projects that are re-granted will already
have a programme description and logic modelfrom the first evaluation. For these projects, the above process
is adapted flexibly, and IDEA workshops typically focus on updating the logic model where the intervention has
changed or where further refinement or specificity is required. It is helpful to document changes from the
version of the logic model that was previously evaluated.
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Elements of the logic model

There are hundreds of ways of visually depicting a logic model. It is important for the EEF to have a (relatively)
consistent model across our projects with consistent language as this i) enables us to conduct a fair
assessment of the strength of the programme theory at application stage, ii) enables us to provide guidance
and support to delivery teams before evaluators are appointed, and iii) facilitates synthesis and
communication of findings across reports.

The EEF logic model template is provided in Appendix 2: EEF Logic Model Template. We acknowledge that the
template will not be perfect for every project, and we will work with delivery teams and evaluation teams to
adapt the template to the project as required.

Principles when capturing a programme ToC in a logic model:

e Programme-level: The logic model needs to represent the specific version of the programme for the
specific target population that will be evaluated. We recommend thatthe logic model captures all ‘key’
inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes of the intervention as delivered for the evaluation. However,
any one evaluation may not be able to investigate all aspects of the logic model. Evaluators may wish
to grey out / colour code elements of the logic modelthat will not be investigated in the evaluation.

¢ Balance specificity and simplicity: The ToC workshops support delivery teams to represent their
ToCs simply in a logic model diagram without losing specificity in the language used. When trying to
represent a complex intervention in a simplified form, it can be hard to leave out elements that seem
relevant. However, the ‘story’ behind a programme is often quite simple. The aim is to design a logic
model that unpacks the complexity of the programme but is easily comprehensible.

e Stratification by type of participant: Many programmes have activities that occur at different levels
- for instance, teacher training takes place at the teacher level, whereas the resulting teaching
activities occur at the pupil level. The standard EEF template has separate rows for activities at the
teacher and pupil level. These levels can be adapted - for example, some interventions may have
activities at the level of a parent, a school leader, or a master trainer.

We recommend the following elements are included in EEF logic models.

Elements of the logic model covered in the ToC workshops

Inputs and activities: Activities are the actions, processes, or events conducted as part of the programme

(e.g., CPD sessions, webinars, individual learning time using an adaptive computer-based software, small
group tutoring time). Inputs are things that are required to carry out the activities, such as materials (e.g.,
textbooks, facilitator guides, software) and people (e.g., master trainers).

Guiding questions:
e What are the key features of the inputs and activities needed for the intervention to work as intended?

e What features of the inputs and activities differentiate the programme from other similar programmes
or from usual practice?

e How often and for how long will activities be delivered?
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To balance simplicity and specificity, it is helpful to focus on the (hypothesised) core components® of the
intervention, i.e., those features that are expected to influence the intervention’s success if implemented
successfully and without which the intervention would be expected to be less effective.

It is important to use specific language when describing inputs and activities. For example, for a computer-
based intervention that teaches phonics to struggling readers, it may be particularly important to state in the
logic model that the starting point is adaptive (i.e., tailored to the pupil’s current skill level) and that the
activities are progressive (i.e., become increasingly difficult). Core features of well-known pedagogical
practices (e.g., dialogic reading) can be described in narrative form alongside the logic modelifitis not possible
to fitthem into the diagram.

Outputs: Outputs are the direct results of the inputs and activities. You might consider:

e What will teachers/pupils do (more of or less of) as a direct results of the programme inputs and
activities?

e What will teachers/pupils be exposedto that they may otherwise not have been?

For example, as a result of early years practitioners modelling key concepts with children daily during play-
based activities (pupil-level input), children have more opportunities to hear and explore the key concepts
(pupil-level output).

Short-term and long-term outcomes: Outcomes are the changes in knowledge, skills, attitude and/or
behaviour that are expected in the groups targeted by the inputs/activities and outputs.

Short-term outcomes (or proximal outcomes) happen before long-term outcomes and happen as a direct
result of programme outputs. Long-term outcomes happen after the short-term outcomes, and often as a
result of the short-term outcomes (or in part as a result of them).

It can be difficult to define what is meant by short- and long-term. For EEF-funded evaluations, it is usually
helpful to think about long-term outcomes as the changes that can be observed at the end of, or shortly after
the end of, the intervention delivery period. The pupil-level long-term outcome is usually the primary outcome
captured in the evaluation and is usually related to attainment.

It is most important for the logic model to capture those short-term outcomes that are expected to equip the
target population to achieve the long-term outcomes. These types of short-term outcomes are also referred to
as mediators. For example, an intervention may be aiming to improve literacy attainment (long-term outcome)
by increasing children’s enjoyment of reading (short-term outcome and mediator of literacy attainment).

Programmes usually have outcomes for every type of participant they work with — for example, an intervention
may have teacher- and pupil-level outcomes. When possible, it is helpful to capture in what order these
outcomes are expected to occur —for instance, many programmes expect teachers to change their behaviour
in the classroom, whichinturn is expected to lead to a change in pupil behaviour. What is a short- or long-term
outcome for a teacher, might be an output for the pupil. For example, if a teacher’s skills to model appropriate
vocabulary improve (teacher-level short-term outcome), the pupil may be exposed to a wider breadth of age-
appropriate vocabulary (pupil-level output) which in turn is expected to lead to the pupil using a wider breadth
of vocabulary (pupil-level short-term outcome). Arrows can be helpful to illustrate these pathways.

5 Core components are also referred to as active ingredients, critical components, or behavioural kernels.
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If required, additional levels of outcomes can be added to the logic model, such as medium-term outcomes or
longitudinal (distal) outcomes.

Causal assumptions and causal mechanisms: A good ToC should also include an explanation of why the
programme activities can be expected to lead to the anticipated change in knowledge, skills, behaviours, or
attitudes. Whenever possible, these causal links should be supported by existing evidence and/or educational

theory. The evaluation will further test the strength of (some of) these causal links.

In the ToC workshops, delivery teams will be introduced to causal assumptions and after the workshop will
capture these in a ‘causalassumptions log’ (see Appendix 3: Assumption Logs). Delivery teams are also asked
to assess the existing strength of the evidence supporting each causal assumption based on their knowledge.
Evaluators may supplement information on the existing strength of the evidence on the causal assumptions
via a literature review as part of preparing the protocol. Completion of the causal assumptions log will support
teams to complete the ‘4. Core components’ section of the PLANIT framework after the workshop.

Contextual assumptions: Contextual assumptions are the underlying conditions or resources that are
expected to need to exist for the programme to be implemented successfully and be effective (see Appendix
3: Assumption Logs). For example, a contextual assumption may be that teachers will be released from their
usual teaching duties to attend programme training, or that schools will be able to schedule 1:1 support
provided by the programme outside of usualteaching time.

Deliveryteams are asked to assess i) how likely each contextual assumptionis to hold in the context in which
the programme will be delivered and evaluated, and ii) if the contextual assumption were not to hold (fully),
how much of an impact this would have on the programme being delivered with fidelity. Completion of the
contextual assumptions log will support delivery teams to complete the implementation sections (15 and 16)
of the PLANIT template.

Pilot evaluations that test the feasibility of a programme will often explore contextual assumptions in detail,
while for efficacy or effectiveness trials, many contextual assumptions may already be established to hold.
However, whenever programmes are implemented in new or more variable contexts, it is likely to be important
to test whether the contextual assumptions continue to hold.

Parts of the logic model not usually covered in ToC workshops but
should be discussed in IDEA workshops

Moderators: Moderators are variables that modify the form or strength of the relation between intervention
and outcome. They describe for whom the intervention works, and under what circumstances.

It is often helpful to think about three types of moderators (although there is overlap across these categories):

e Characteristics of the programme participants, such as a teacher’s prior level of qualification, or
pupil gender, age, socio-economic status, disability status, having English as an additional language,
or level of attainment at the start of the intervention (often captured through the baseline measure).

e Contextualfactors, thatis features of the contextin which the interventionis beingimplemented that
may influence the strength of the relation between intervention and outcome, such as the type of
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school, the geographic location, teachers’ existing workload, support from the school’s senior
management team, or wider systemic or policy factors.®

e Implementation factors, particularly fidelity but also other implementation dimensions such as
quality, dosage, or responsiveness. We usually expect that delivering a programme with high fidelity
(particularly with the expected dosage and level of quality) is more effective than delivering it with low
fidelity.

Most interventions are likely to have many moderators, so we encourage specifying those that are expectedto
have the strongestinfluence on the outcome, and that will be explored within the evaluation (either only in the
IPE, or both in the IPE and IE). As with other logic model components, there needs to be a clear rationale or
hypothesis for why a factor is expected to influence the success of the intervention.

The EEF requires two moderators to be explored in allimpact evaluations:

e Allimpact evaluations are expected to include a subgroup analysis by pupils’ eligibility for free
school meals (FSM) to understand whether the intervention is effective for FSM-eligible pupils. The
IPE should aim to collect complementary evidence, by examining any barriers or facilitators to delivery
or uptake of the intervention that may be particularlyimportant for socio-economically disadvantaged
pupils. This isincluded as standard in allevaluations because of the EEF’s mission to help reduce the
attainment gap for socio-economically disadvantaged pupils.

e All impact evaluations are expected to explore whether implementation fidelity is associated
with the primary outcome via a complier average causal effect (CACE) analysis. This is included
because it is important to attempt to understand the effect of the intervention when implemented as
intended (particularly in efficacy trials). A limitation of CACE analysis isthat it can only capture aspects
of fidelity that can easily be measured and quantified — we call this narrower definition of fidelity
‘compliance’. Complementary evidence from the IPE is therefore important to fully understand the
relationship between implementation fidelity and outcomes.

It should be noted that the role of context often goes beyond a straightforward moderator relationship. For
example, a programme can modifythe contextinwhichitis implemented, for example by changing behavioural
norms, which in turn may affect the programme’s effectiveness. Context can be considered as both dynamic
and multi-dimensional (BMJ, 2021). The role of context is likely to be increasingly important in effectiveness
trials and scale-up evaluations.

Unintended outcomes or consequences: It is important to consider early on whether the intervention might
also lead to any unintended or negative consequences, so that these can be monitored or avoided’. For
example, a programme that takes pupils out of literacy lessons to implement a new approach to studying
maths may have the unintended consequence of negatively affecting literacy attainment.

Unintended consequences may occur for the programme participants, or for other teachers and pupils in the
school. For example, if a programme requires teaching assistants to spend a lot of time with a small group of
struggling readers, the teaching assistants may have less time to spend with other pupils in the class than they

8 Contextual assumptions describe the minimum requirements expected to be in place for the intervention to be effective, while
contextual moderators are elements of the context that may affect how effective the intervention is. There is clearly overlap
between these. For example, a contextual assumption may be that pupils attend school regularly so that they are exposed to
the intervention — some minimum level of attendance is likely necessary for the intervention to have any effect, and the
intervention may be differentially effective for different levels of attendance.

7 Of course, unintended positive consequences may also occur.
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usually would. This may have the unintended consequence of negatively affecting the literacy attainment of
pupils who are not participating in the intervention.

Unintended consequences may occur for the intervention as designed or as a result of implementation
challenges or adaptations made during delivery.
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Appendix 1: PLANIT intervention description framework template

The PLANIT template is designed to support you to communicate the aims and components of
your intervention in preparation for the Theory of Change workshop.

Alongside this, the framework will help inform the EEF’s evaluation commissioning process by
sharing a version of this framework with evaluators to help build their understanding of
programmatic considerations when designing a high-quality evaluation proposal. We use the
term ‘intervention’ throughout this document as this refers to activities that are designed to
change outcomes, and a programme, strategy, or change in practice are examples of
interventions.

We recommend that you start by drafting your intervention description as this information will
be useful to condense into the core inputs, outputs and outcomes when drafting your Theory of
Change Logic Model. You may have covered some of these points inyour initial application and
can draw information from there. Other areas of the intervention description may still be
unclear, so we do not expect a fully completed version and will work on this further during the
workshop. Please write in full sentences and paragraphs using the prompts as a guide. We
recommend a maximum length of 7 pages, avoiding repetition of information across sections.

Please complete all sections of the PLANIT framework ahead of your Theory of Change
workshop. Following the workshop and initial feedback from your EEF Programme Manager and
Evaluation Manager you should be able to further develop your logic model and PLANIT
framework.

1. Name of intervention
Provide the name or phrase that describes the intervention.

2. Challenge the intervention is designed to address
Outline the problem the intervention was developed to address, drawing from any

relevant observations, evidence ortheory.

3. Aims and objectives of intervention
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Briefly state the overall aim(s) of the intervention. Be sure to describe why your
intervention is likely to be beneficial to socioeconomically disadvantaged learners

4. Core components (during the Theory of Change workshop you will be
supported to develop this answer further)
Describe: (i) the core components* or ‘active ingredients’ of the intervention and its

implementation (i.e., the essential elements required for the intervention to achieve
its intended learning outcomes); (ii) how this differs from usual practice; (iii) the core
causal path(s) of the Theory of Change (how you think the implementation of your
intervention leads to behaviour change in staff/ setting/parents/ pupils as
appropriate); (iv) outline any key theoretical frameworks that your intervention
incorporates.

5. Intervention recipients (children/pupils/learners)
Report: (i) which age group does this intervention target; (ii) Is the intervention open to

the whole setting, multiple year groups, whole class, or targeted (if so, how many
participants are selected and how?)

6. Intervention key facilitator(s)
Intervention facilitators are those who deliver the intervention directly to learners. In

the case of most interventions we fund, this is likely to be staff within a setting;
however, it may also include external instructors such as tutors/mentors,
parents/carers, and other key professionals such as home health visitors.
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(i) Indicate who will deliver the intervention to learners, e.g. the job title/role of the
facilitator(s); (ii) report the facilitators’ expertise, professional discipline background;
(iii) if the intervention is primarily delivered by external instructors/in the home
learning environment, rather than facilitated by setting staff, how are staff expected to
support.

7. Intervention instructor(s) - if applicable
Intervention instructors are those who support facilitators to deliver the intervention

as intended. They often provide professional development or ongoing supervision to
facilitators. This is especially relevant where this is provided/monitored by an
organisation other than the intervention developer. This section may not be relevant if
the developer team delivers training directly to facilitators or delivers the intervention
directly to learners.

Report: (i) who will provide the professional development to facilitators (those that
deliver the programme to learners) e.g. the job title/role of instructors; (ii) the
relationship between intervention instructor and developer and how you work
together (if different organisations); (iii) the instructors’ expertise, professional
discipline, background; (iv) any relevant training/professional
development/monitoring the instructors undertake themselves in relation to
supporting facilitators and wider delivery, including detail about the content,
methods and training model to be used; (v) any recent scaling changes such as
pivoting to online training or using a train the trainer model.

8. Intervention developer(s)
Briefly report: (i) who designed the intervention (developer(s]); (ii) whether the

developer(s) will be involved in delivering the intervention and/or training the
instructors/facilitators.

9. Professional development for intervention delivery

Education
Endowment
Foundation
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Indicate: (i) the number, length and type of any professional development activities;
(ii) who attends or completes the professional development activities; (iii) the delivery
method(s) used e.g. face-to-face, seminars, self-paced online modules, cascading
resources or learning from one or more members of setting staff to other staff; (iv)
information about the core content of the professional development (e.g. key topics,
how the professional development builds knowledge, motivates staff, develops
teaching techniques, and embeds practice) (v) materials in training of intervention
facilitators and/or instructors. Note: Please reference the EEF effective professional

development guidance report.

10.Setting
Indicate (i) the type of setting the intervention will be conducted within, e.g. state-

funded schools, PVIs or maintained early years settings, FE colleges; (ii) if the
intervention predominantly takes place in the home learning environment, indicate
which type of setting(s) you intend to recruit learners/families through.

11.Intervention location
Report: (i) the location(s) where the intervention will take place, e.g., classroom,

online, workplace placement, green space, home learning environment; (ii) relevant
infrastructure details, e.g., size of space, formal or informal layout; (iii) region(s) in
England targeted for recruitment, including whether certain areas are planned to be
targeted for recruitment based on disadvantage or other factors.

12.Delivery - Modes and content
Briefly outline: (i) what happens during intervention delivery including the method(s)

e.g. face-to-face sessions, online, technology; (ii) whether activities will be individual



https://d2tic4wvo1iusb.cloudfront.net/production/eef-guidance-reports/effective-professional-development/EEF-Effective-Professional-Development-Guidance-Report.pdf?v=1746955646
https://d2tic4wvo1iusb.cloudfront.net/production/eef-guidance-reports/effective-professional-development/EEF-Effective-Professional-Development-Guidance-Report.pdf?v=1746955646
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or group-based; facilitator-led or self-paced by learners; (iii) main content and
purpose (note: please provide a general summary of the content and
techniques/practices used in delivery — if you would like to include a detailed overview
of each session these can be added as an appendix); (iv) average length of each
session (in minutes), number of times the intervention will be delivered, and over what
period of time; (v) any additional home practice where relevant.

13. Delivery - Positioning
Report: (i) whether the intervention is delivered in core lesson time as part of the
curriculum or outside of core lesson time (e.g. after school or during non-core
subjects); (ii) The time of year/term the intervention is planned to be delivered,
including any other time-appropriate information, e.g., delivered close to the exam
period.

14. Materials
Report any physical, digital or informational materials that will be used in the

intervention, including those: (i) provided to learners; (ii) used in intervention delivery;
Indicate where the materials will be accessed.

15. Implementation - behaviours
The EEF implementation guidance highlights three key elements that enable effective

implementation in schools:
1) the behaviours that drive effective implementation (see Recommendation 1);
2)the contextual factors that shape implementation (see Recommendation 2); and

3) a structured yet flexible process for putting implementation into practice (see
Recommendation 3).
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These three elements work in combination (see guidance report) to capture whatis, in
reality, a holistic concept. Behaviours and contextual factors provide the foundation
for effective implementation and should be embedded in everyday practice. The
process framework helps schools manage change by organising implementation into
four practical phases: Explore, Prepare, Deliver, and Sustain.

How does your intervention promote the three behaviours underpinning effective
implementation: engage, unite and reflect? Report any strategies you plan to use to
support schools to implement the intervention

Examples can include:

(i) engaging and uniting individuals responsible forimplementation (e.g. meetings with
senior leadership to promote buy-in); (ii) getting buy-in; (iii) supporting settings to
reflect on barriers and facilitators.

Note: Please reference the EEF implementation guidance report or video guide.

16.Implementation - contextual factors
The behaviours that drive implementation are influenced by what is being

implemented (the intervention itself), the existing systems and structures, and
whether there are people in place who can enable change. These are contextual
factors shaping implementation.

Describe the key contextual factors that may influence implementation of the
intervention: (i) the systems and structures needed for the intervention and how you
will support schools to build on existing infrastructure (e.g. ensuring time for planning
is set aside, clearresources are provided, building on existing data collection and
monitoring systems schools may already have in place); (ii) how you will identify and
engage stakeholders within the setting who will enable change and describe how they
will support, lead, and positively influence implementation of the intervention; (iii)

how you will ensure the intervention is clearly defined and doesn’t clash with existing
school practices (i.e. clarity of the intervention, explanatory materials). Note: Please
reference the EEF implementation guidance report or video guide.



https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence/guidance-reports/implementation?gad_source=1&gclid=EAIaIQobChMIrqSJ2KbLjAMVyZpQBh203Q1SEAAYASAAEgJiWPD_BwE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U0M8weR06Gc
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-evidence/guidance-reports/implementation?gad_source=1&gclid=EAIaIQobChMIrqSJ2KbLjAMVyZpQBh203Q1SEAAYASAAEgJiWPD_BwE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U0M8weR06Gc
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17.Planned adaptations
Report whether any elements of the intervention are flexible or are planned to be

tailored for specific groups of learners.

18.Unplanned adaptations (to be completed at reporting stage following

delivery)
Report whether any elements of the intervention were adapted by practitioners in

ways that were not planned prior to delivery.

* Core components: The essential features of an intervention that are expected to influence
the intervention’s success ifimplemented successfully and without which the intervention
would be expected to be less effective. The Theory of Change Workshops cover core
components, delivery teams are not expected to be clear on these prior to this workshop.
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Appendix 2: Logic model miroboard template and example

I EEF Logic Model template ]

You should draw on your PLANIT Framework to translate the Intanvention Into a logic model which is 3 visual representation of your theory of change. Your PLANIT
Framewnrk provided a detailled background on the approach and underpinning theory so you can be more concise here and focus on briefly outhining the inputs and
activities, output, and outcomes.

PROBLEM (covared In ‘Purpose’ section of PLANIT Framework) OVERALL AIM (covered in Purpase’ section of PLANIT Framework)
Include two o teae Brief sontences putining the problem your intereention was Inchitke twe or three brief semences on your interventans gwerall hopes ta achieve
developed in responze to. an part of addressing the problem.
TARGET POPULATION {ccnvred in ‘Learners’ socton of PLANIT Framework) WHY THE PROGRAMME MIGHT BE PARTICULARLY BENEFICIAL FOR FSM PUPILS

|cavered in'Purpose’ section of PLANIT Framewark)
Inlude two o threse Briel Sentences ouinig whkth ae roup the intenertion
Largeas and the level of targeting (opsm 1o the whole setting, maltiphs year ndude tao of thiee brief sercendes outlining why your intervention is Bkely to ba
Eroups. whole (ass, or Largeted). benef<ial 1o seo0economicaly BEaIVanageo leamars.,
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EEF Logic Model - CoachBright Peer-to-peer Coaching

You should draw on your PLANIT Framework to translate the intervention into a logic model which is a visual representation of your theory of change. Your PLANIT

Framework provided a detailed background on the approach and underpinning theory
activities, output, and outcomes.

so you can be more concise here and focus on briefly outlining the inputs and

PROBLEM (covered in 'Purpose’ section of PLANIT Framework)

Young people from disadvantaged backgrounds typically achieve lower maths
results than their more privileged peers, which negatively affects their
employability and life chances.

OVERALL AIM (covered in 'Purpose’ section of PLANIT Framework)

Young people from disadvantaged backgrounds achieve maths outcomes at least as
strong as their more privileged peers.

TARGET POPULATION (covered in 'Learners' section of PLANIT Framework)

Young people from disadvantaged backgrounds (FSM status in the last
6 years) but restricted to KS3 pupils with low attainment in maths.

WHY THE PROGRAMME MIGHT BE PARTICULARLY BENEFICIAL FOR FSM PUPILS
(covered in 'Purpose' section of PLANIT Framework)

In a recent external evaluation of our work, pupils eligible for pupil premium (a

rough proxy for FSM) saw larger changes in their maths attainment than their non-
eligible peers. There is also EEF evidence that suggests a peer-to-peer approach can
have a particularly beneficial impact on low-attaining and SEND pupils, which often

overlaps with FSM: https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/education-
evidence/teaching-learning-toolkit/peer-tutoring)

INPUTS AND ACTIVITIES
Activities are the actions, processes, or events of
the programme (e.g., activities with learners including
discrete sessions or changes to teaching practice,
professional development). Inputs are what is required to
carry out the activities, such as materials (e.g. learner
resources, training aids, facilitator guides, software) and
people (e.g. key facilitators directly to learners and trainers)

SHORT TERM OUTCOMES
OUTPUTS
The direct results of the inputs and activities. What will >

are
attitude and/or behaviours that are upeqed

practitioners/learners do more or less of or be iinthe gr B by the it
exposed to that they may otherwise not have been ? and h: direct result of p
outputs.

Intro meeting with CB: Teacher/school staff Teacher/school staff receives information on
attend a 1-2 hour onboarding meeting where programme and guidance on selecting
w CBintroduces the programme and provides  ———— coaches (senior pupils) and coachees (junior
w guidance on pupll selection and pairing pupils) and pairing coaches to coachees.
ﬁ coaches to coachees.
%] |
9 iTeacherlschool staff develops a strong
O | understanding of the peer-to-peer coaching Teacher becomes long term advocate of Peer-
o Support from CB: Teacher/school staff is | programme and become more proficient in to-Peer coaching model in their school.
T supported by a CB Programme Officer to ipupil selection and matching.
H select pupils for the project (which includes an Teacher/school selects coaches N
a application process for coaches) and to match or teacher selection) and coachees and
o suitable pairs of coaches and coachees. matches suitable pairs where the coach
¥ > would serve as a relatable role model to
v] coachee (pupils who share similar
< demographic characteristics (e.g. gender), or
E Regular check-ins with CB: Teacher/ school external interests/hobbies (e.g. sports).
staff attends regular (as needed) check-ins
with CB Programme Officer over the course of
the programme.
Coach Selection: The school selects (application or B gathers feedback on progress
teacher selection) 15 senior pupils as coaches - in coachee classes, maths topics covered and
Year 10 pupils who are studying maths and have any concerns over palring.
high prior attainment (those who have the potential
to achieve GCSE scores 7-9, determined through
one, or a combination, of end-of-year exams, t
teacher assessments, or any standardised test they
may do in Year 9). The school will be encouraged to Coschias salectad to
identify pupils who meet the disadvantage criteria, Gellver pecrits pasr
where possible (however aptitude and willingness coachingto juntor fUBIE
to be a coach would be prioritised for coaches).
Coach Training: Coaches receive one face to
— inii
wu faxesssshon ol praupersining -1 haurs ) The coach receives training on key coaching
= training) from a CB Programme Officer with all : 5
Q. ¥ skills required such as active listening,
S 15coaches present on how to deliver coaching —_— 5 S ;
effective questioning, argumentation and
Q. to coachee. Coaches also attend 10 group S &
X 1 % leadership skills, and session planning.
B discussions with other peer coaches to reflect and
c develop their maths coaching practice. ,improvements in Coach's ability to L Improvements in senior pupils' leadership
[ lsupport coachees struggling with maths. skills
) ! &
T Coach develops increased and targeted 4
(&) Additional Support from CB: ————» knowledge of pupil's performance and
<O( -Feedback on their coaching through debriefs at learning gaps.
O the end of each session;
-Support with selecting maths resources from a
Google Classroom repository or with developing Coach's SSAT
additional resources to address specific portfolio is Coach recelves Bronze SSAT accreditation and ‘ Pupils enjoy and are more interested in doing
challenges and knowledge gaps tailored to created with mid- ~ ————/can apply for Silver or Gold accreditation. maths.
individual needs. point support from Ceremony at university or school
- Support with building their Schools, Students B
and Teachers (SSAT) accreditation portfolio
(recognised by UCAS).
The coach delivers 10 hours of coaching to a
junior pupil (coachee) on a 1:1 basis (1hr ’_’|Pupils become more confident in their maths |
weekly sessions for 10 weeks) during a jabllities.
Trip to local university: The coach attends a local pastoral or PSHE period in the school day. All |} r
university graduation ceremony at the end of the sussions will be suparised by:a CB
peer coaching programme. Programme Officer.
Improvements in coach and coachees | improvements in pupils' attendance in
|metacognitive skills. [ coaching sessions and in school in general.
Coachee Selection: The school selects 15
junior pupl_ls as Foachees -Year 7 ?uplls who l(mprovements in coach and coachees self- |
are struggling with maths, determined off
|efficacy in maths.
T through SATs results (must meet the [ g T h
%. disadvantage criteria). ks i npupis;mais
3 Coach and coachee engage more in maths
% ! 822 i
© Peer-to-peer coaching: Coachee receives 10 f:(‘:‘ic:esezf f;‘e:;ro lessons, observed through reflections from
K=l hours of coaching from senior pupil (coach) on ———3 cuachlnp o sanov coaches and coachees and the school t
S 211 basis. i € coordinator who liaises with the students’
= subject teacher.
w v
w
) Peer coaches support the coachee to reflect
% on their academic progress and practise
o p— specific topics they are finding hard using —
(W] tailored math problems and mutual concept
explanation.
Trip to local university: The coach attends a T
local university graduation ceremony at the {ime in pupils’ aspi ]
end of the peer coaching programme.
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Appendix 3: Assumptions logs and examples
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Contextual Assumption

Education

oY% crimimen

Assumption Strength

Assumption Risk

Amber/Green

3

N\

1 |Teachers can access the training and will attend the duration, requiring schools to organise staff-cover time for the training Green

2 |Teachers currently have gaps in their knowledge, skills and/or attitudes towards reading comprehension Amber/Green
3 |Teachers are motivated to engage with the training Amber/Green
4 |Pupils identified for the intervention have reading comprehension difficulties but normal reading accuracy abilities Amber/Green
5 |Targeted intervention is delivered as an additional session rather than replacing taught sessions Amber/Green
6 [Pupil sessions can be timetabled, and small group sessions staffed Amber/Green
7 |Teachers have the opportunity to change their practice (e.g. enough time to prepare for sessions, support from senior leadership)  |Amber/Green
8 |Pupils attend the intervention sessions Amber/Green
9 [Pupils engage with the intervention sessions Amber/Green
10 |Schools will accommodate the in-school support visits Green

o
.

N\
N\
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Causal assumptions template

activities and outputs to lead to short term outcomes, or the short-term outcomes to lead to long-term ones? Looking at the arrows (causal pathways) you

have added to your draft Logic Model, please pick the 2-3 pathways you think are most relevant for your project and populate the table below with the
assumptions that sit beneath them. Please allocate a rating of Amber/Red, or Green to each assumption, based on how strong you think the
Elunderlying evidence is. Red would indicate no evidence at all for this assumption, and we would not expect to see this appear in a key causal pathway.

Causal assumption Where in the ToC does Why is this assumption key What is the underlying evidence How strong is the underlying

this assumption occur? | for your programme? behind this assumption? evidence for this
assumption?




Example causal assumptions log

Causal assumption

Where in the ToC does

the assumption apply?

Why is this assumption key
for your programme?

Education
Endowment
Foundation

%

What is the underlying evidence
behind this assumption

How strong is the underlying
evidence for this
assumption?

Training in early literacy
leads to increased early
literacy knowledge in
practitioner

Input and Output

If the training isn’t
increasing early literacy
knowledge in practitioners,
then the following outputs
and short/long term
outcomes are unlikely to
occur.

Previous randomised trial of the
programme.

Green — this evidence is from
a previous randomised
controlled trial of this specific
programme, conducted by
independent evaluators.

Improved practitioner
confidence in working with
parents leads to more
effective support to
parents

Short-term and long-
term outcome

If improved practitioner
confidence is not
translating to more
effective support for
parents, it's less likely that
the desired impact on the
home learning
environment will take
place.

Practitioner reports from
previous delivery of a similar
programme, collected by the
delivery organisation through
informal feedback.

Amber/Red — This evidence
is based on a similar
programme, not this specific
one, and is informal feedback
rather than a structured
survey.

Increased early language
activity with the child in
the home leads to an
increase in the child's early
language skills

QOutput and long-term
outcome

This assumption sits at the
core of the programme — if
increased home learning
does not lead to an
increase in early language
skills then the programme
won't have the desired
impact.

EEF's Early Years Toolkit shows +5
months additional progress due
to parental engagement in the
Early Years. More intensive
approaches, which target
particular families or outcomes,
are associated with higher
learning gains.

— This
evidence is based on a meta-
analysis of the existing
evidence for parental
engagement in the Early
Years. It is robust evidence
but is not specific to this
programme.
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