CMPO

THE CENTRE FOR MARKET AND PUBLIC ORGANISATION

Aspiration & Inspiration - A pilot study of
mentoring in schools

Michael Sanders, Ariella Kristal, Farooq Sabri and Alex Tupper

October 2013

Working Paper No. 13/314

Centre for Market and Public Organisation
University of Bristol
2 Priory Road
Bristol BS8 1TX
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/

Tel: (0117) 33 10952
Fax: (0117) 33 10705
E-mail: cmpo-admin@bristol.ac.uk

The Centre for Market and Public Organisation (CMPO) is a leading research
centre, combining expertise in economics, geography and law. Our objective is to
study the intersection between the public and private sectors of the economy,
and in particular to understand the right way to organise and deliver public
services. The Centre aims to develop research, contribute to the public debate
and inform policy-making.

CMPO, now an ESRC Research Centre was established in 1998 with two large
grants from The Leverhulme Trust. In 2004 we were awarded ESRC Research
Centre status, and CMPO now combines core funding from both the ESRC and the
Trust.

ISSN 1473-625X

% University of
EIEI BRISTOL




CMPO Working Paper Series No. 13/314

Aspiration & Inspiration - A pilot study of
mentoring in schools

Michael Sanderst, Ariella Kristal®, Farooq Sabri® and Alex Tupperf|

1LUniversity of Bristol, Centre for Market and Public Organisation
iYale University, New Haven, Connecticut, USA
§University of Bristol, CMPOQ, Bristol, United Kingdom

1]University of Bristol, CMPO, Bristol, United Kingdom

October 2013
Abstract

We report the results of a pilot study to test the impact of a short talk on pupils' stated intentions to
attend university. In this study, conducted over a single day in a single school, we test first the effect
of mentoring vs no mentoring, and a variation in the form of the mentoring. We find increases in
stated likelihood of applying to both university in general (0.8s.d.) and the University of Bristol
particularly (0.0s.d.). We find no impact of varying the length of the talk.

Electronic version: www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/publications/papers/2013/wp314.pdf

Address for correspondence
Michael Sanders

CMPO

2 Priory Road, Bristol

BS8 1TX
michael.sanders@bristol.ac.uk
www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/

Tel +44(0) 117 33 10799

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to the ESRC, the CMPO and Yale for their financial and logistical support in this
research. We are also grateful to Andrew Whitby and Trish Rosevear, as well as their students, for
facilitating this study, to the mentors who delivered our intervention. As ever, Sanders remains
thankful to his supervisor, Sarah Smith, for her encouragement and support. Any remaining errors
are our own.


mailto:michael.sanders@bristol.ac.uk
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/

Aspiration & Inspiration - A pilot study of
mentoring in schools®

Michael Sanders!
& Ariella Kristal?
& Farooq Sabri?
& Alex Tupper?

October 4, 2013

Abstract

We report the results of a pilot study to test the impact of a
short talk on pupils’ stated intentions to attend university. In this
study, conducted over a single day in a single school, we test first
the effect of mentoring vs no mentoring, and a variation in the form
of the mentoring. We find increases in stated likelihood of applying
to both university in general (0.8s.d.) and the University of Bristol
particularly (0.0s.d.). We find no impact of varying the length of the
talk.

*We are grateful to the ESRC, the CMPO and Yale for their financial and logistical
support in this research. We are also grateful to Andrew Whitby and Trish Rosevear,
as well as their students, for facilitating this study, to the mentors who delivered our
intervention. As ever, Sanders remains thankful to his supervisor, Sarah Smith, for her
encouragement and support. Any remaining errors are our own.

fCorresponding Author: michael.sanders@bristol.ac.uk, 2 Priory Road, Bristol
BS81TX. Affiliation: University of Bristol, Centre for Market and Public Organisation

t Affiliation: Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut, USA

§ Affiliation: University of Bristol, CMPO, Bristol, United Kingdom

T Affiliation: University of Bristol, CMPO, Bristol, United Kingdom




1 Introduction

Increasing rates of university enrollment has long been a goal of successive
British governments. The general trend for the last two decades has been
upward, only slightly upset when fees have been nearly tripled, and then
tripled again. Despite this, some groups, particularly those from disadvan-
taged backgrounds, remain significantly less likely to attend university than
their grades would imply, and, conditional on applying, apply to systemati-
cally less prestigious universities than their more wealthy cohorts.

This paper reports the results of a small mentoring pilot study conducted
over a single day in a school in the South West of England. Students from the
University of Bristol gave a series of short talks to secondary school pupils,
who were surveyed, some before, and some after, about their beliefs about
their own likelihood of applying both to the University of Bristol and to uni-
versity in general.

Previous studies have shown modest effects of mentoring on desirable educa-
tion outcomes. Carrell & Sacerdote (2013), find that offering cash incentives
and mentoring to female students increases college attendance by 15 per-
centage points, although they observe no significant effect for men. They
also find that financial incentives alone do nothing to increase attendance.
Bettinger and Baker (2011) find similarly that mentoring can have a positive
effect on the likelihood of students from ‘non-traditional college backgrounds’

remaining in college. Other evidence is more equivocal - Wheeler, Keller and



Dubois (2010) find in their meta analysis that modest effects of mentoring
can be found across a number of outcomes, such as truancy and perceived
academic ability, but not in actual academic performance per se.

Although this is an important consideration when designing mentoring in-
terventions, actual grades may not automatically be the variable such pro-
grammes seek to influence. As Anders (2012) identifies, pupils from poor
backgrounds, or whose parents are less educated, are significantly less likely
to attend a prestigious university, even conditional on their attainment at
school. Moreover, Anders finds no evidence of discrimination by these in-
stitutions, suggesting that the driving cause is an aspiration gap, where
young people with suitable grades but less advantaged backgrounds are sim-
ply not applying to prestigious universities. This is found elsewhere, for
example Hoxby and Avery (2013) report the surprising lack of supply of
‘High-Achieving, Low Income Students’ - despite the fact that due to schol-
arships, attending a more prestigious university may be cheaper for poor
students than attending a less prestigious one.

Student mentoring programmes, such as the one trialled in this paper need
not necessarily be primarily concerned with increasing academic attainment,
but rather aspiration and the understanding by poorer students that ‘peo-
ple like me’ can attend excellent academic institutions. In this paper, we
test whether even a short talk, appropriately timed, can have a substantive
impact on pupils’ reported aspirations to attend a highly ranked local uni-

versity. In addition we attempt (crudely) to test whether the delivery of



the mentoring - as a mainly passive process of listening, or a more engaged
process where pupils have more chances to question the mentors - is more
effective. We find large and statistically significant increases in stated inten-
tion to apply both to University in general and to the University of Bristol in
particular. However, we find no significant effects of the variation in delivery
we impose.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In the next section we describe our
experiment design. This is followed by our data and results, and finally by
a discussion, and extensive appendices containing notes on our experimental

procedure.

2 Experimental Design

As described previously, this is a pilot study, aimed at developing our under-
standing of potential logistics of a larger trial testing the effect of mentoring
and support on university attendance decisions. This study was conducted
in a single school over a single morning (1st July 2013). Our experimental
environment is a secondary state school in Bristol. In 2011, 78 percent of
Year 13 students (18 year olds) of this school went straight to university, 13
percent went directly into employment and apprenticeships, 5 percent took
a gap year, and 3 percent returned to the sixth form for further studies. Al-
though this is higher than the national average, it is not exceptional. The

school’s location in a rural area may also contribute to its interest.



2.1 Treatments

Our interventions formed a part of a broader week of activities outside of the
university curriculum, and followed immediately after a session on personal
statements (a document used as part of the university applications system
in the UK, in which prospective students articulate their virtues to their
chosen universities). All prospective students were randomly allocated to one
of four groups, which varied across two dimensions -the type of mentoring
they received (T1 and T2), and the timing at which some questions were
answered. All participants were given a diagnostic survey at the beginning
of the session in which they were asked a series of questions about their
identity, what subjects they were studying at A-level, and what they were
considering studying at University. This survey, as well as a ‘cheap talk’
script read out at the beginning of the study, can be found in Appendix A.
EA: Pre-Mentoring ask: Participants assigned to this treatment re-
ceived the same preliminary survey as other participants, but questions 6.01
and 6.02 from the post-mentoring survey, regarding their current university
plans were asked before the mentoring had taken place. This allows us to
gain a baseline measure perceived likelihood of university attendance (it is
therefore analogous to a control group for these measures).
EP: Post-Mentoring ask: This group is identical to the previous group,
except that questions about likelihood of attending university are asked after
mentoring talks.

T1 - Short Talk, Long Questions: The total length of the session is 20



minutes. In this treatment, mentors (randomly assigned) gave a talk of 10
minutes about their university experience, with 10 minutes allowed for ques-
tions. Although this talk is not scripted or heavily prescribed, participating
mentors received training the week before the study. In this training, they
are told how long they will be speaking for, and given a list of talking points
to cover which describes the structure their talk should take (this suggested
structure can be found in Appendix C). Although this laissez faire approach
necessarily adds noise to the quality and nature of talks, it adds to the exter-
nal validity of our design, as precisely controlling the talks given by different
mentors is impossible in a wider context.

T2 - Long Talk, Short Questions Participants assigned to this treatment
receive a longer talk, of 15 minutes, and a shorter question and answer ses-
sion. Mentors are instructed to follow the same talk structure as had they

been given a shorter talk.

2.2 Participants

Our sample contains 53 pupils at our chosen school, aged between 16 and 18
(year 12). These students have completed the first year of their A-levels, and

will be applying to university (or not) in the next academic year.



2.2.1 Recruitment

The school was recruited by convenience sampling - it is the secondary school
attended by one of the authors'. The school was contacted by telephone by
a different author, and asked if they would be willing to take part in the
pilot of a new mentoring scheme. They were made aware that a larger scale
programme would likely be rolled out in the subsequent year, for which they

may or may not be eligible.

2.3 Mentors

We have a sample of 4 mentors, who were recruited and trained over the weeks
leading up to the experiment (see the Appendices for details of recruitment).
These mentors were second and third year students at the University of

Bristol, and were paid £36 for taking part in the programme.

2.4 Assignment
2.4.1 Mentors

Our 4 mentors were assigned, one to each of our 4 cells, at random. This was
conducted using simple m randomisation by Samuel Nguyen?, for which we

are grateful.

!Many moons ago

2Mr Nguyen is a member of the Cabinet Office Behavioural Insights Team with exten-
sive experience of randomised controlled trial methodology and independent randomisa-
tion. His contact details are available on request from the authors



2.4.2 Participants

We did not know in advance of the study precisely how many students would
be available, and hence pre-randomisation was not possible in this case. In-
stead, participants were randomly distributed a University of Bristol branded
card with a number from 1-4 on it, showing the group to which they had been
assigned. These cards were distributed during the reading of the cheap talk
script. 60 cards in total were in this deck, 15 for each group, and they had

been thoroughly shuffled. Balancing tests may be found in the next section.

3 Results

3.1 Data

For each participant we observe which treatment they were assigned to, and
the responses which they made to our survey. . For reasons of expedience

and to protect the anonymity of our participants, no further data is gathered.

3.2 Balance

We conduct post-hoc balancing tests to confirm the validity of our randomi-
sation. Table 1, below, reports the results of these tests for the 3 reported
characteristics of participants in our sample - their gender, whether or not
they have a family member who attends/attended university, and whether or

not they have a friend who attends/attended university. We test for balance



both in assignment to the before/after measurement, as well as the long/short
talk treatment. We find no significant evidence of balance in t-tests on any

of these assignments.

Table 1: Balance Tests

After Long
Variable ~ Sample  TO T1 P Variable ~ Sample  TO T1 P
Gender 0.491 0.500 0.481 0.587 Gender 0.491 0.571 0.400 0.255
0.505  0.510 0.509 0.505  0.504 0.500
Family Uni  0.755  0.654 0.852 0.145 Family Uni  0.755 0.821 0.680 0.598
0.434 0.485 0.362 0.434 0.390 0.476
Friend Uni  0.673 0.640 0.704 0.799 Friend Uni  0.673 0.679 0.667 0.812
0.474 0.490 0.465 0474 0476 0.482

3.3 Empirical Strategy

In a study of this size, our empirical strategy is necessarily parsimonious. As
described previously we have two dimensions across which individuals vary -
when we measure their self-reported likelihood of attending university, and
the length of the talk they receive. Hence, we estimate two models - the first

of which exploits variation in the timing of the asks:

Y =a+ BT} + BT7 +uy (1)

Where « captures baseline levels of intention to attend, and T and T2 cap-
ture self reported likelihood of attending among those who were asked after
their talks and were assigned to treatments 1 and 2, respectively. Our second

model uses the full sample of response for the question ‘Do you think you

9




are more likely to attend university as a result of this talk?’, and estimates:

Y; = a+ /T + u (2)

Where in this case the control («) is T1 - hence, we estimate whether one
form of mentoring (more talk/less questions) is better than another (less talk,
more questions). This measure is more likely to be biased by experimental

artefacts, but is likely to be more powerful.

3.4 Regression Analysis

Table 2, below, shows the results of the empirical strategy described above.
Columns 1 and 2 report the results of model 1. The outcome measure in col-
umn one is stated likelihood (on a 10 point Lickert scale) of attending Bristol,
while in column 2 is stated likelihood of attending University more gener-
ally. Columns 3 and 4 estimate model 2, where stated increases (rather than
differences relative to the counterfactual group), are used as the outcome
measure, again with column 3 reporting the results for Bristol attendance
and column 4 reporting the results for University attendance. This variable
is coded as a 5 point scale (we will discuss this later in the discussion sec-
tion). As is clear from the table of results, and from Figures 1 and 2, we
observe a significantly higher score on both likelihood of attending Bristol
and likelihood of attending university generally in the after group than the

before group. This suggests that our talk has had the desired effect.

10



’ Table 2: Responses to Survey - stated likelihood of attending ‘

(p(bris))  (p(uni))  (m(bris)) (m (uni))
After 1.984%  2.331%*

(0.775)  (0.739)
Long - After  -0.798 -1.100
(0.920)  (0.883)

Long 0.071 0.114
(0.243) (0.195)

Constant  3.231%%  7.269%*  2.029%¥x 3.286%**
(0.459)  (0.447)  (0.167) (0.134)

S standard errors in parentheses, * * xp < 0.0001, % x p < 0.001, *xp < 0.05

Interestingly, we find no significant difference in either specification between
groups that had a long talk with short questions and those with a short talk
and long questions. This might suggest that the presence of an inspirational
young person talking about university education is sufficient to encourage
others, but the length of that exposure is not relevant, at least among the
short durations studied. More research is required to determine whether
more intensive mentoring, which could add value to students through their

grades, is more effective than a purely inspirational form of mentoring.

11
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Figure 2: Score on ‘are you planning to apply to university’



4 Discussion & Conclusions

Although our results are striking, they are far from conclusive, particularly
as they are based on stated, self report values, and not realised behaviour. As
everyone in our study receives the intervention at some point, we are unable
to conduct follow up measurement to determine longer term effects.
However, we can begin to draw out some indications. First, the benefit of
mentoring, at least, is large, positive and significant. Although it could be
that this effect is weaker than stated (as we expect it to be), and short-lived,
this at the very least suggests that a timely and salient intervention can have
a substantive impact. Perhaps less surprisingly, we find no significant impact
of the length of the talk/Q&A session on our findings. We should not rule
out however that different doses, not tested here, will have larger or smaller
effects.

Most importantly, even if the effects of this intervention are short-lived, this
time of a young person’s life may represent a ‘teachable moment’ at which
their behaviour can be positively (or negatively) influenced by a small and
low cost intervention. If nothing else, our findings produce a strong case for
further study. To this end, the feedback gathered on our talks is presented

in our appendices.
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Appendix A: Sample Surveys and Cheap Talk
Script

Cheap Talk: “We're hoping to do this kind of talk at more schools, including
this one, next year, and we’re really keen to make sure that it’s as good
as possible. In front of you you’ll find some surveys, which ask you a few
questions about yourself, then what you think of the talk. It’s really impor-
tant to us that we make this as good as possible, and your feedback is an
important part of that - we’d be very grateful if you could fill the surveys in

as completely and honestly as possible.”

14



CMPO Quesoneae

Please place a cross against all eptions that apply

1. Gerder

Male | | Famaln

2. A-Level subjects currently laken and predicled gradeg, if known

"gisclaimar arawers & contdental and anorymous — thay cannot aact wour urivensily application

A and Dasign Gecgragty
Biology Histony

Bursingns Sudies. IcT

Chemistry Mathomatics
Civennshin Medi Sludies
Dwsgn Tachaslogy Muss:

Drama Photograpty
Ecoromics Pirysical Educaion
Elecironics Physcs

English Language Paychology
Engiish Lierature Paitics

Frarch Religizus Education
Furfer Matheratics Sodn gy

Ofhers (ploase spocity]

3. Did any of the following peeple among your famiy and fiends go o university?

Yes Ha Dot imiow

Mothar

Fathar

Brother of sister

Aunt, unche ar cousin

AR lzast cn ficnd from home'sohoc]
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4. In the lallowing seclion, you will be asked 1o think aboul reasons thal may make you
consider going to university. Flease cross the answer thal best represents your

fesponse.

Smangly

Moither

AZIDE  Agres nor

Disagree

d

wand o sludy & submct Tt resly inlamets ma

a0

Wy famiy warks me %0 go o unisersizy

4:03

| it b deaie dor @ apeciic lype of job

a0

4:05

Al ey Triets am going B urhersity

| wamanit S0 Impinosse my job prospocts

408

Tanjory leaming and shadying

FE

| o't want 1o get a job syaight away

Pwanl o gain greater indeperdence

409

4:10

I'wani io ke advanioge of T sodal experience

w19 takn advartage of the grasl range of
appartunting thal unfmnsty ot (sctiee. el

OOoogooOoooooQgo

O|0|O|O|0o|0 o|O|O/o

OooogooOoooooQgno

g
Oojoojojojojooo| @

[=]
olololololonololoo! §

5. Assuming thal you are likely 1o apply lo university, which universilies are you

consadering apolying for?

"miaclaiman arswers ae corfdenial and anonymois — thay cannol aMact your urivansily application
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Pleasa cross the answer thal best represants your fresponse o the following questions,
where 1 indicales thet you will definitely NOT ang 10 ingicates that it definitely WILL.

z 3

a S

] T

& 8 1

E:01

ety are e sesy wenivesit 1 00 O O OO O OO0

Hew ket sy sospprwthe sty ot ] O] O O OO0 OO O

Sristal?

6. FPlease cross the answer thal best represents your respense 1o the Tollowing

slatements.
Hidther
Dim:m” Disaoe | agros nor
dmagnes

Strergly

haree Ao

T

How that | huros attended e talk, | am man
liwety bo apply fo universiy.

Tz

How that | hawe attended e tik, | am mare
liely 1 apgiy o o Uiniversity of Brriscl,

T3

Crorall, | fawl fhat | haves erceagh informetion i
maks an infarmed choios aboul which
university | apply fo.

7. The follewing slaternents concern the guality of the talk. Flease cross the answer that
best represents yeur frespanse to the following stalaments.

Strorgly
DCisagron

Disagrea

Heiter
Agres ner
diagen

Stronghy
Agros

B0t

The tak has taughl me more abod university

8:02

| Fourd they CHA sesion usedal

8:03

Th talke was celfamd wall

B0

| Tolt that | was akln 5o sukas 1o thi spaaker

B0

B:07

I Toel more oware of Ge benofis and cosés of
univorsty than | did beiorn this Bk

Tha indormation providied in this ok is kol D
affect my deciion aboul which untensity | ga ta

Cramrall, | Tound this ek salul
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It you faal that the talk could have baan mproved or if you hawa any lurther commenis, please
commeant balow:

We are Researchers:

This survey, and the talk it accompanias, is par of the Univarsity of Briztol's "Bristol Bridges”
meantofing scheme, run and orpanised by e CMPO. In aadiiien 10 your infermaton and anjoymeant
we hope 1o use the talk and survey 1o undersiand student atlibudes 1o e lalks, and how heay might
be improved in fubure. By filling in the survey and handing il back, you consant 1o having your

answers analysed for this purpose. Your ancrymity will be protecied, ang all data from survay
responses will be held sacuraly.
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CMPO

Questionnalre B

1. Please cross the answer that best represents your response fo the following
questions, where 1 indicates that you will definitely NOT and 10 indicates that it

definitely WILL.
101 mikeyaeyuapkmerivesiy (] O DO OO0 OO OO DO
e | HeErsmrumssyemenvesnet | ] OO O OO OO O

Brigtal?

Plegse place a cross egainst all options that apply

2. Gender

Male | | Female |

3. A-Level subjects currently taken and predicted grades, if known

“disclaimar: answers are confidental and anonymaus — thay cannat afiect your univarsity application

At and Design Goograpiy
Boiogy Histary
[ Busness Sudes IcT
Charmisiry Mathaenaiics
Cilzanshio Maia Sludies
Daaign Tachnslogy Muaic
Drama Photography
Eocmomics Physical Ecucatian
. Elctranics Physics
Engligh Language Payehelogy
English Lisralure Poitics

Franch

Redigons Education

Further Mathematics

Socodogy

Omnors [ploase specify]
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4. Did any of the following paople @mong your family and friends go to university®

fes

Mo

Dan’t krow

Maother

Fathar

Bradher or sisler

AunL urch Of sausT

M least one friend from home'school

5. In the following section, you will be asked to think about reasons that may make
you consider going to university. Please cross the answer wiich best represents

your response.

o g e
507 | 1 want o study a subject that reaily interesss me 1 O ] [ 0
502 My darmiy wanis me 12 4o o universty | O O [l O
g3 T T ——— O O O [ ||
5:04 A1 my fends are geing to uriversty | O | (] [l
Bs 1w 40 ersve iy b prospects l O O O O
506 | enjay learning and studying | | ) O a
57 1 et wart fo el & b straight away | O n (| O
508 I want fa gain greater nospendence O O O O ||
S5 | | wanl o take advarage of the sacial epedience | [ O O [ O
oy | wAnt o ke advantage of 8 great range of | O ) [ O

opportunities that univers ity offers (socicties, etc.)

6. Assuming that you are likely to apply o university, which universiies are you

considenng applying for?

arg cank and angrymous — they canngt affact your unhwersity application
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¥. Please cross the answer that best represents your response bo the following

sialements.

Strorgly
Digsaagran

Dagrsa

Meither
AfeR fof
disagree

Strongly
Agron

T2

Facew Thal | have attencec © tak, | am more
lkety o apply % unversiy.

Pecrw thal | have altenged e tak, | am more
likely to apply %o the University of Bristal.

T3

Owerall, | fesad thaat | harwe enough indormatian
fa make an Flormed choios s which
unkwersity | anphy bo.

8. The following statements concem the quality of the tal

k. Please cross the answer

that best reprasents your response bo the following statemants.
Mt
gwmmh; Disagree agres nor sgroe Srangly
= disagree 7
&l Tha tak has taught me mees abeul uriversty
202 | found the J&A session usedldl
Sl | Tred talk waa dalbvaned wal
s I Talt that | was able jo redale o Fe speakar
805 | fpl more aware of the benefits and costs of
university than | did before the tak
Thea information provided in this tale is Fealy s
gar | affecd My dedsion abowt which uriversiy | go
]
804 | Cweral, | found s talk useful
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If you feel that the talk could heve been improved or if you have any further comments, please
camment below:

W are Researchers:

This survey, nd the talk it accompanies, (& part of the University of Bristol's “Bristol Bridges”
mentoring scheme, run and crganised by the CMPO. In addition to your infermation and enjoyment
we hope 1o use the talk and surdey 10 understand sbedent attitudes 1o the falks, and how they might
be improved in future. By filling In the survey and handing it back, you consant o having your
answers analysed for this purpose. Your anonymity will be protected, and all date from survey
razponses will be held securaly.
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Appendix B: Talking Points

e Academics

— Freedom to study what you really care about, to pick your own
schedule and courses, only 2-3 hours of lectures and flexible hours,

need to manage your own schedule/workload

— Opportunities opens the doors to cooler and higher paying jobs,
ability to work with university staff members on projects if you

want
— Support from personal tutors and lecturers if struggling, career-
oriented support from tutors and student advice services
e Social Life
— Independence - Living away from home for the first time, schedule,
social

— Culturally Enriching - Different people, new people, interesting
people and different societies can try for free to discover new in-

terests and hobbies. Can start new societies
e Financial

— Explain the ease and flexibility of the loan system

— How money should not be a reason to stop them from going to

university how it works

23
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Appendix C: Qualitative Feedback

Students were asked to provide feedback on the talk and suggest ways in

which it could be improved. Their thoughts have been summarised here:

Students wanted more information on study times (i.e. the av-
erage timetable for a university student and how one spends one’s
free time) and the concept of lectures (i.e. how long do they last?
How many hours should students study after?).

Notes: This was included in the script used in the trial - perhaps more anec-
dotes could be used. A “day in the life of...” type presentation might be

useful here.

Students wanted more information on costs (i.e. living costs,
tuition costs).
Two hand-outs could be useful here - one breaking down the average monthly
cost of living (depending on city and lifestyle) and another giving clear fund-

ing options for coverage of tuition fees and living costs.

Students wanted more information on the type of support that
is available at university.
This is included in the script - perhaps a more informed breakdown of the

salient support services would be useful.

25



There should be more information about the accessibility of
universities - i.e. success rates and likelihood of getting into uni-
versities upon applying.

Speakers could include a note about success rates when applying for univer-
sities in general if this statistic is more favourable than expected. However,

success rates of students applying to Bristol may be a deterrent.

Some students wanted more information about the courses pro-
vided at the University of Bristol
There are too many to mention here. In the broader study, mentors could

refer to the website.

Positive feedback was received about mentors’ delivery and engagement.

It was also suggested that hand-outs and power-point presentations could be

used.
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Appendix D: Mentor Recruitment

Email 1- first email to WP Manager

Dear X

Further to the very brief discussion of a widening participation project that
I mentioned to you earlier last week, I am in need of some volunteers.

The widening participation pilot project is run by a number of researchers
(and supported by UoB) where a number of university students go into a se-
lected state school in Bristol to talk to A-level student about their university
experience so that they can make a more informed choice about their post-
schooling options (many of them will be writing their personal statements).
The talk will be no more than 20 minutes to a group of approximately 10
students. The pilot is meant to represent a relatively small intervention and
the objective is to see whether these talks result in any difference in attitudes
to university.

This will be a one-off event that takes place from 10am on 1st July (I believe
that transport is arranged, though will confirm this).

If you know of any students who might be interested in giving a talk or any-
body that you think I should talk to, please let me know.

Thank you in advance for your help.

Best wishes,

Farooq

Email 2- second email to WP Manager; confirmation of details
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Hi X,

Volunteers will be picked up at 9:00 on Monday 1st July from Priory Road
by taxi (paid for) and should be dropped back by 11:15.

We will need them to talk to Year 12 students for a total of 20 minutes to
include a discussion of their own university experience (academics, society,
social life etc), including a 10 minute QA. Students do not need to prepare
a presentation and we will provide further details of the talk beforehand.
Many thanks,

Farooq

Email 3- third email to WP Manager; update on compensation
Hi X,

I know that you have probably already sent out that earlier email but I have
now been told that we can compensate students at a rate of £9/hour for
three hours (9-12pm).

Apologies for this.

Best,

Farooq

Message 1- Facebook message to students; post confirmation of
compensation
Hi X,

I have a small proposition for you and it involves payment!
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[ am currently participating in a widening participation pilot project where
a number of university students go into a selected state school in Bristol
to talk to school leavers about their university experience so that they can
make a more informed choice (many of them will be writing their personal
statements); with the talk being to a group of approximately 10 students for
no more than 20 minutes. This will be a one-off event that takes place from
9:00-12:00pm on Monday 1st July (we have arranged transport so you do not
have to worry about this). For participating in the project you will be paid
at a rate of £9/hour for three hours (9-12pm).

Let me know if this interests you.

Thanks,

Farooq

Email 4- follow up email to students who responded to message
1 (with “Mentor Talking Points” attached) Dear X,

I am glad to hear that you are keen to get involved!

I have attached a brief guide for the kind of thing that you should look to
cover during the talk. They key point is to draw from your own experience
with the mentioned topics.

You will notice in the attachment that your talk could take one of two forms:
1) 15 minute talk/5 minute QA

2) 10 minute talk/10 minute QA

We have done this to test which intervention is more effective (students will
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be asked to fill in surveys).

I will get in touch with you soon to confirm which format your talk will
cover.

We might also arrange a very brief practice session later this week, again
something that I will confirm very soon.

If you have any more questions, feel free to email me.

Thanks once again.

Best wishes,

Farooq
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