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Section 1 Executive Summary  

The Skills and Post-16 Education Act received Royal Assent on 28 April 2022 in England, to underpin the government’s 

skills and training strategy for the country. 

According to the government, the reforms outlined in the Act are intended to help to create more routes into skilled 

employment in sectors the economy needs such as engineering, digital, clean energy, and manufacturing, so more 

people can secure well-paid jobs in their local areas, levelling up the nation and supporting communities to thrive.1 

The law includes new criminal offences aimed at stopping “cheating services”, often informally known as “essay mills”. 

It contains two new criminal offences, specifically an offence of providing or arranging a paid-for relevant service in 

commercial circumstances, and an offence of advertising a relevant service to students. 

The definition of a “relevant service” is broad, defined as: “a service of completing all or part of an assignment on behalf 

of a student where the assignment completed in that way could not be considered to have been completed personally 

by the student”. The law makes clear that a student does not commit the offence of aiding, abetting, counselling, or 

procuring the commission of the offence of providing/arranging a relevant service by making use of relevant service to 

complete an assignment. Instead, it is the service provider that is at fault. 

While it is an objectively good initiative from the government to discourage contract cheating, the broad nature of the 

definition of relevant service and the imposition of civil and criminal penalties may create unintended consequences for 

both service providers and students. 

Additionally, there isn’t sufficient evidence of  there being  cost-benefit analysis done by the government to understand 

what the impact of this might be, and whether the wording of the legislation might cast its net wider than intended and 

lead to unintended consequences which penalise any form of technology-enabled service provider support to help 

students learn better. Specifically, in the case of service providers, this may deter them from providing certain services 

to the education market in England, including services that seem entirely innocuous or incidental. Students therefore 

may find services they took for granted are no longer provided, negatively impacting their learning experience. 

This report aims to understand what service providers and students think the impact of the legislation might be on them. 

From both sets of stakeholders, we sought to understand if they were aware of the new legislation, whether they thought 

it would impact them and, if so, to what extent. 

Our research took place through a combination of email-based surveys, telephone surveys, focus groups, video 

interviews and in-person surveys at events, during the period 2 May to 16 June 2022. Given the novelty and recent 

introduction of the legislation, we unsurprisingly found most respondents were unaware of the broad potential scope of 

the legislation and expressed concern at the potential unintended consequences. 
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Section 2 The Legislation 

Relevant parts of the legislation 

The part of the legislation we are most interested in this research are: 

(2) “Relevant service” means a service of completing all or part of an assignment on behalf of a student where the 

assignment completed in that way could not reasonably be considered to have been completed personally by the 

student.” 

(3) References to completing all or part of an assignment on behalf of a student include references to providing material 

to the student in connection with the assignment where: 

(a) the student could use the material in completing the assignment or part, and 

(b) the material: 

(i) is prepared in connection with the assignment, or 

(ii) has not been published generally. 

- Paragraph 29 Meaning of “relevant service” and other key expressions, Part 4: Miscellaneous and General – 

Chapter 1 – Cheating Services Provided For Post-16 Students At English Institutions, Skills and Post-16 

Education Act 

The legislation goes on to specify how it would be an offence: 

“It is an offence for a person to provide, or arrange for another person to provide, in commercial circumstances, a 

relevant service for a student in relation to a relevant assignment.” 

- Paragraph 30 Offence of providing or arranging a relevant services, Part 4: Miscellaneous and General – 

Chapter 1 – Cheating Services Provided For Post-16 Students At English Institutions, Skills, and Post-16 

Education Act 

Contract cheating is damaging, and should be discouraged 

Contract cheating is when students involve a third party to complete their assignments or graded components. It occurs 

when someone other than the student completes this assignment which is then submitted for grading.  

Contract cheating has increased in higher education recently. When higher education institutions switched to online 

learning at the start of the Covid-19 pandemic, the percentage of contract cheating students surged, according to 

Erguvan (2021) and Hill et all (2021).2 These studies showed that essay mills saw the lack of face-to-face interaction 

and proctoring on campus as an opportunity and used aggressive marketing methods to attract students. Although 

academics could easily identify contract cheating assignments, they were made more prevalent because of 
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opportunities presented by online-only education. 

As the pandemic added pressure on students to maintain achievement levels despite reduced in-person teaching time, 

educators and policymakers saw contract cheating as undermining the quality of higher education. When service 

providers submitted written responses to the Parliamentary Select Committee before the legislation was passed, they 

were extremely supportive of legislation that would tackle cheating in higher education. 

Why is this of interest? 

The legislation relates to post-16 institutions, meaning higher education providers, further education providers, a 16 to 

19 age group academy or any other institution or person, other than a school, that is principally concerned with the 

provision of education or training suitable to the requirements of pupils who are over compulsory school age. 

Students use technology-enabled services during their education to enrich their learning experience. Broadly, this could 

be to save time in completing an assignment or learning a concept, save money in doing something quicker or work 

more efficiently than could otherwise be done, or get smarter by understanding new concepts. 

Pre-pandemic, modern, technology-enabled learning would have complemented traditional, classroom-based, or rote 

learning. During the pandemic and thereafter, the same technology is instead supplementing or replacing that learning. 

Where traditional methods of teaching have not been possible, education institutions and educators have turned to use 

modern, tech-enabled approaches to teaching. Sessions delivered over Zoom quickly became commonplace at the 

start of the pandemic, but other edtech services became part of the learner experience too. 

The language of the Act could be problematic in that it does not seemingly acknowledge that the world of traditional 

teaching has moved to a blended model. For example, a fashion and design student at an English university during the 

height of the pandemic would have paid the same fees as before the pandemic, but instead without access to 

workshops, studios sewing machines and mannequins on campus. A music production student would not be able to 

use their college’s specialist studio equipment to develop their recording skills. An social studies student that does not 

need specialist campus facilities may be more easily able to switch to online learning for tutorials. At the same time, 

basic online services that provide help with grammar and spelling checks, citations and more could also be penalized. 

A government announcement in 2021 said that students would have to pay the full amount in tuition fees even if 

universities are still closed by the Autumn of that year.3 In addition to this bad news, students suffered a triple whammy 

of a reduction in income from part-time jobs whilst studying, increased worries about employability after graduation 

amidst an economic downturn and lack of work experience comparable to earlier cohorts of students, and student 

accommodation payments that have typically not been waived despite students not living on campus. 

Technology and edtech became even more important for students during this time. The negative impact would have 

been most acutely felt by Black And Minority Ethnic (BAME) students, those from lower socio-economic backgrounds 

that could no longer find supplementary income through part-time work, and those with lower proficiency in English 

(such as international students). 
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The unintended consequences of the Act could therefore be directly contrary to the government’s levelling up agenda, 

which aspires to help young adults from across communities thrive. Technology helps students from BAME and lower 

socio-economic backgrounds that need extra homework or language support which may not be available at home.  

Problematic language 

As written the legislation defines a relevant service as “a service of completing all or part of an assignment on behalf 

of a student”. There is a presumption here that technology-enabled service providers should be penalised, regardless 

of whether they are enhancing learning outcomes or not. In order words, the edtechs are committing the offence of 

contract cheating without the establishment of proof of intent. 

In our analysis of edtechs operating in England, we looked at what services might fall under the purview of the 

legislation, including Citations and Plagiarism Checker, Exam Prep, Expert Tutors, Homework Help, Math Solver, Study 

Guides/ Flashcards, Textbook Solutions, Understanding a Topic, and Writing and Grammar. See Appendix 1 for our 

detailed methodology to create these. 

If we read the legislation narrowly as meaning students couldn’t copy-and-paste work that belonged to someone else 

after an edtech has taken appropriate steps to inform students of their responsibility not to do so, then para 29 (3) 

“completing all or part of an assignment on behalf of a student” would be intuitively understandable. 

But read more broadly, it could include any technology in its purview. Let’s say a foreign student, whose mastery of 

English is poor because they have not had in-person campus interactions during the pandemic to improve their 

language skills, uses a paid online grammar check service on an assignment. That could mean the grammar check 

platform falls within the purview of the law. Or if students used closed or open groups on online platforms for homework 

help or to understand a topic better, the technology platform could be regarded as having provided a "part of an 

assignment" if they pay for access to these groups. 

If a campus experience were possible pre-pandemic, perhaps these conversations would happen in-person and not 

online. Instead, the legislation seemingly could be penalising edtechs simply because such interactions have moved 

online.  The intention of the legislation should not be to penalise service providers that provide what we all – not just 

post-16 students – take for granted, but the potential impact could be as such. 
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Section 3 Impact on Students 

Introduction 

Students use technology-enabled services to understand new concepts better, work more efficiently and achieve a 

greater return on investment in their education. The pandemic has increased their use of such services. There is a 

varying level of mandatory use of these services by higher and further education providers depending on the course, 

department, and institution. 

By surveying students, we can assess the impact they perceive these services may have on their learning. Through 

this, we can estimate the breadth and depth of impact on such service providers and suggest mitigating actions to 

prevent the negative impacts. 

The student population 

There were 2,257,580 students in England in the academic year 2020/21 according to the Higher Education Statistics 

Agency (HESA),4 of which 56.7% identify as female and 43.1% as male. Of these, 77.8% were home students, with 

22.2% being foreign students. Of the 501,270 foreign students, 24.8% were from the European Union and 75.2% 

from elsewhere. Home students studying at institutions in England from the most deprived quantile of the UK 

comprised 19.5% of the student population.5 

Methodology 

Student survey 

The student survey was created based on our understanding and experience of students' willingness, and attitudes, to 

completing surveys. The overall survey needed to be concise and easy to understand to maximise the chance of 

students completing it once they started. We compared the overall flow and phrasing of questions from official research 

surveys from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) and the Census. The dissemination of the survey commenced on 

2 May 2022. Students were asked to provide their education institution email addresses so that we could verify they 

were current students. 

Our opening ‘identifier’ questions were consistent with those used by the ONS. The key statements related to the Act 

were taken from it directly to avoid misinterpretation of the meaning of similar or comparable words. For example, we 

used ‘technology-enabled service provider’ or ‘education technology’ rather than the more common ‘e-learning 

platforms’ or ‘edtech’. Some respondents found the legislative phrasing difficult to understand, which marginally 

increased the time taken to complete the survey, but it attracted a more knowledgeable, viewpoint-orientated sample. 

In our focus groups, students asked follow-up questions on understanding the phrasing and the implications thereof. 

After gaining an understanding of their use of such services, we asked more specifically about the Act, if they were 

aware of it, and their perception of the impact this Act could have on their learning, making sure to not use any leading 

questions that could influence their answers. The full survey can be found in Appendix 2.  
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Our survey dissemination focused on gathering data from students from the BAME, socio-economically deprived 

communities, as well as foreign students, as they were most like to need assistance from edtech for homework help, 

language learning, grammar checks or other services. 

The choice of universities and students to engage with was based upon this criterion (see Appendix 1 for examples). 

Given we conducted this survey during exam season, we found the most effective approach was for a team member 

to be present on campus in areas with high footfall (libraries, eateries, student halls, etc) to directly ask students to 

scan a QR code and complete the survey, supplemented by a cash prize incentive. The result of this approach has 

been a high completion rate of 75% (of 449 starts of the survey, we have 338 completed survey responses). Our sample 

closely mirrored the student population in England in terms of gender, faculty distribution and socio-economic 

background.  

Focus groups 

Given exam season and the non-availability of students in-person as they might be at other times of the year, we 

organised virtual focus groups. The richness of interpersonal interaction in virtual sessions is lower than for in-person 

focus groups. 

The focus group questions followed a similar flow to the survey; however, questions were phrased in an open-ended 

manner, to invite elaboration and discussion from students. Each focus group was designed to last no longer than one 

hour, which gave enough time to have a deeper discussion about the Act but was short enough so that duration was 

not a barrier to participation. 

Our sample of students in terms of the course they study mostly mirrors that of the overall student population in the 

UK, with an over-representation of Arts and Humanities and Health Sciences and Medicine students. Both study areas 

are ones where the transition to online learning was more pronounced. For example in-person teaching through labs 

and studios is more important for these students than, say, for a social studies course, where online-only delivery can 

more easily convey the same content. 

Table 1  Students by faculty in the UK (2020/21) 

Faculty Population Our sample 

Arts and Humanities 14.0% 21.3% 

Health Sciences and Medicine  15.6% 22.8% 

Social Sciences and Law 20.6% 19.2% 

Business 17.3% 10.9% 

Engineering 12.3% 9.5% 

Natural Sciences 9.7% 8.9% 

Other 10.6% 7.4% 

Source: EPG research; HESA, HE student enrolments by CAH level 1 subject, CAH level 3 subject, HECoS, level of 
study, first year marker, mode of study, domicile marker and academic year, Reference ID DT051 Table 52, 
accessed 01 June 2022.  
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Table 2  Gender comparison in England (2020/21) 

Gender comparison Population Survey respondents 

Female 56.7% 61.3% 

Male 43.1% 38.4% 

Other 0.2% 0.3% 

Not known - - 

Source: EPG research; HESA, UK domiciled full-time HE undergraduate student enrolments by participation 
characteristics, accessed 01 June 2022. 
 

Table 3  Home vs foreign students in England (2020/21) 

Student origin Higher education students Survey respondents 

Home 77.8% 66.9% 

Foreign 22.2% 33.1% 

Source: EPG research; HESA, HE student enrolments by level of study, accessed 01 June 2022.  
 
As foreign students are likely to supplement their learning more with tech-enabled service providers, we wanted to gain 

more data from this group compared to the overall student population. In our sample, 33.1% of respondents were 

foreign students, which is 11.1 percentage points higher than the overall student population. Similarly, we aimed for an 

over-representation of BAME communities in our sample. 

Table 4  Ethnicity of students in England (2020/21) 

Ethnicity Higher education students Survey respondents 

White 69.0% 49.4% 

Asian 13.3% 31.0% 

Black 9.0% 9.9% 

Mixed 4.7% 1.8% 

Other 2.1% 7.8% 

Unknown 1.8% - 

Source: EPG research; HESA, UK domiciled full-time HE undergraduate student enrolments by participation 
characteristics, accessed 01 June 2022. 

Key findings 

67.8% of students say they use technology-enabled services every day and 55.6% of students strongly agree that their 

use of such services enhances their learning. 
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Figure 1  How often do you use technology-enabled service providers? 

 

Source: EPG research. 
 

80.2% of students somewhat or strongly agreed that making it harder to use education technology products will make 

their learning harder, with 51.2% strongly agreeing. 

Students welcome more strict rules around cheating providers but feel the Act must be more specific to avoid ambiguity 

before it comes into effect to avoid “extra stress” among students. In one of our focus groups, students welcomed a 

clamp-down on cheating and said they “think it's a good thing” as it is otherwise “unfair for those people who have 

worked really hard and are not cheating”. 

The figure below shows the wide diversity of technology-enabled services used by students. Several of these are free 

for students (e.g. Office 365 applications) but others which offer a freemium service (e.g. YouTube, Zoom, Grammarly) 

would fall in the purview of the law if the student is using the service through a paid subscription. Other services like 

Moodle and Turnitin would be paid for by the university but are free at the point of use for students, unless for example 

online editions of textbooks are being individually purchased. There is currently no distinction in the law between the 

latter two types of paid service, something highlighted by our edtech respondents in Table 8. 
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Figure 2  Thinking of the last 12 months, which technology-enabled services have you used? 

Source: EPG research. 

Only 16.6% of the respondents were aware of the contract cheating provision in the legislation, which is unsurprising 

given it is such a new piece of legislation. A roughly similar percentage were aware of the provision to impose liability 

on service providers. 

Opinion was equally divided when we asked students if it makes sense to them if the service providers are held 

criminally liable for cheating. The largest number (27.5%) had no firm opinion and the remainder of the responses 

skewed towards this provision not making sense to them (40% vs 31%). 
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Figure 3  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Making it 
harder to use education technology products will make learning more difficult. 

Source: EPG research. 
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Figure 4  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Potentially 
imposing criminal liability on an education technology or technology-enabled services 
provider, if a student uses it for cheating, makes sense to me. 

Source: EPG research. 

In one of our focus groups, students felt strongly about the unintended consequences of the legislation, with a Dentistry 

student saying: “I think they need to really sort out all the fine details before they pass this bill because ... it's just not 

that clear. You may not even know that you're doing something wrong, but it hasn't specifically said that on the website 

or on the bill. So it's hard to know. And I think it'll just be a headache. Like those people that worry and stress a lot, 

they're going to end up probably not doing as well, just because they're too afraid to use a certain site or they don't 

know if they're able to use it or not.” 

A Business student indicated that while solicitation from essay mills was common, there could be a reward system for 

students that report such providers: “Maybe universities should have a reward system, whereby these people that are 

sending these messages saying ‘I’ll write your assignments’. If someone reports them to the university, then they can 

get a financial reward or something, which is then going to stop loads of assignments being written. Because I've got 

about six or seven on my WhatsApp that I could go to my university and just tell them.” 

This student’s feedback indicates essay mills are common, but there could be more targeted ways to tackle contract 

cheating when proof of intent can be established. The student is from a top-1000 university according to Times Higher 

Education’s World University Rankings. 
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The table below outlines some of the other feedback we received from the surveys. 

Table 5  Examples of student feedback received 

“I think cheating in uni assessments should be punished but I don’t see why it should be legally prosecuted, I’d 
understand if the punishment would simply be not passing the exam or having to repeat the year. I don’t think it 
should have legal consequences” 

“Services like Grammarly are extremely helpful for students like myself with a disability and it seems absurd that 
this could be considered cheating, this law could really hinder us.” 

“Knowledge of how to use some of these tools is in itself a valuable skill, can you imagine a workplace without ms 
office? Why penalise students for making use of these tools? there is perhaps then a further distinction that needs 
to be made differentiating those tools that give an unfair advantage though you'll find it hard to pin that down.” 

“When the professors are on strike for half the term every term, how else are we supposed to get more help we 
need if not for technology-enabled service providers? Also grammarly??? My mom is a […] best selling author 
published by […] and […] and she uses grammarly daily. That’s also very ableist because many with learning 
disabilities use grammarly to help with revisions.” 

“This would cause unnecessary more stress to students” 

“This is terrible! If it wasn’t for grammerly I feel like my work would make no sense 

“Cheating should he dealt with by the school/exam boards involved, not the law” 

“I think the idea behind it makes sense however almost [all] students are at a very young age and might not 
understand the implications behind it, whether it’s right to criminalise something that is already deemed punishable 
by universities makes me hesitate” 

“Zoom classes have worsened learning experiences, but other technologies are crucial.” 

Source: EPG research. 
 

Conclusion 

There were 2.3 million students in full-time study in England in the academic year 2020/21. We sampled 338 of them 

in a highly representative sample with a focus on students from the BAME, socio-economically deprived communities, 

as well as foreign students, as they were most like to need assistance from edtech for homework help, language 

learning, grammar checks or other services. 

Of these, 80.2% of students said the new legislation may negatively impact their learning and most felt it could have 

unintended consequences. Given very few students were aware of the changes may be because universities 

themselves have not yet considered the potential negative impacts from the broad remit of the Cheating Services 

Provided For Post-16 Students At English Institution provisions. As a result, they may not have made students aware. 

There could be easier ways for institutions to work together with students to tackle contract cheating. 

Thousands of students, particularly those from disadvantaged backgrounds, could be negatively impacted across the 

country by edtechs removing some services because of the legislation. Students said the impact could be mitigated by 

making the legislation clearer, with a narrower remit on contract cheating services, to reduce the unintended 

consequences of the Act. 
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Section 4 Impact on Technology-Enabled Service Providers 

Introduction 

When service providers submitted written responses to the Parliamentary Select Committee before the legislation 

was passed, they were extremely supportive of legislation that would tackle cheating in higher education. 

However, submissions from professional membership body for tutoring and wider supplementary education, The 

Tutors’ Association, and edtechs Course Hero and Chegg voiced concerns about the broad nature of the legislation. 

Chegg said in its written evidence that if relevant study material is available with the provider, they could become 

liable should the work they host be used by a student to complete any part of their assignment. It explained that the 

legislation could assume the offence of contract cheating without providing or requiring proof of intent from the 

service provider, thereby penalising non-traditional (technology-enabled) education providers. 

Course Hero said that despite the online resources it provides being like those provided by the government's 

initiatives in this area, the wide purview of the legislation could negatively restrict their market provision. The National 

Tutoring Programme is a £450m scheme launched by the Government to help students catch up in the wake of the 

pandemic. This is similarly argued by The Tutors’ Association. Course Hero further argued that the spelling and 

grammar checks provided by services like Microsoft word that merely help the student’s assignment cannot be 

considered acts of mischief by either a platform or the student. 

The importance of SMEs 

Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (SMEs) are the heart of the British economy. They account for over 99.9% of all 

UK businesses, and approximately 50% of all private-sector employment and private sector turnover.6 Our market 

analysis of edtechs showed that 29% of the sample had less than ten staff, and 96.6% of them were SMEs. 

At the start of 2021, there were 5.5 million small businesses in the UK with 0 to 49 employees, which made up 98.1% 

of the total business. SMEs account for approximately three-fifths of the employment and around half of the turnover in 

the UK private sector.7 

In recognition of the importance of SMEs to the economy, the British government has provided significant assistance 

to such businesses during the pandemic. For example, the Coronavirus Job Retention Scheme (CJRS) was announced 

on 25 March 2020. to provide a grant to cover 80% of furloughed employees’ wages, with a similar scheme following 

for the self-employed. In the 2020 Budget, the government announced a new Coronavirus Business Interruption Loan 

Scheme (CBILS), which offered interest-free loans for the first 12 months of up to £5 million, predominantly to SMEs. 

The technology sector remains vital to the country, and in particular London, attracting talent and pools of capital from 

around the world. London is Europe’s technology capital, with its tech sector contributing 240,000 jobs in the city and 

£22.5bn to the London economy, according to trade promotion agency London & Partners (L&P).8 The creation of the 

annual London Tech Week in 2014 by L&P showcases the vibrant tech ecosystem in the capital, as does the annual 

EdTech Week. 
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According to the Department for International Trade (DIT), the UK’s edtech industry is among the fastest-growing in 

Europe, with £92 million of venture capital investment into edtech across the UK in 2020.9 

A government policy which negatively impacts ‘big tech’ may be politically popular, since big tech is often accused of 

not paying its fair share of taxes in the UK, maybe politically popular. However, legislation that could majorly impact 

SMEs in the middle of a cost-of-living crisis and economic downturn, should be introduced after considering the costs 

and benefits to the economy. 

Methodology 

Technology-enabled service providers potentially impacted in England 

Through our market knowledge, interviews, and the use of edtech databases, we developed a list of 438 technology-

enabled service providers which we believed offered relevant services in England if a broad definition of the legislation 

is taken. 

To determine which services they provided that could be impacted, we split the service provision into the following nine 

categories of relevant services, using the broadest definition of the relevant parts of the legislation, as outlined in 

Section Section 3 above Citations and Plagiarism Checker, Exam Prep, Expert Tutors, Homework Help, Math Solver, 

Study Guides/ Flashcards, Textbook Solutions, Understanding a Topic, and Writing and Grammar. These are expanded 

upon in Appendix 1. The categories were broad enough to include one-person tutoring businesses, but also global 

service providers such as Dropbox. 

We had a considerable debate within the team before settling on these choices, particularly around how to account for 

potential outlier values. Micro-enterprises offering subject-based tutoring services were straightforward to consider, but 

accounting for these pointed to the broader risk with the Act. Thousands of tutors who would have once upon a time 

listed on Gumtree or similar sites offered in-person tutoring pre-pandemic either as a career, gig economy or a side 

hustle. Just because this activity has moved from in-person to online, it now may fall under the purview of the legislation. 

For the nine categories, we wanted to assess whether companies were providing these services. We used binary 

values of 0 and 1 to indicate whether we regarded the company as providing that service in England. This was based 

on whether they have England-based staff, offered pricing options in GBP, and had social media content predominantly 

marketed to English-speaking student populations and other similar proxies. Some service providers may not 

specifically target their services to England, but they may well have a small number of England-based customers. In 

these instances, we used our discretion of whether they warranted inclusion in our sample, erring on the conservative 

i.e. we would rather underclaim than overclaim impact. Other service providers may price their products in a way that 

their free product is aimed at students, but a paid service is for non-student individual or enterprise use. According to 

the broadest definition of the legislation, they could still be seen as advertising a relevant service to students. 

Since we had some outliers in the data in terms of the number of employees, including YouTube and Microsoft, the 

most relevant employee size to look at is the median. From this, we can see most of our companies were SMEs, 

including many start-ups. 
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Table 6  Overview of edtechs offering services in England that may be impacted 

Total companies 438  

Could be impacted? 383 87% of the sample 

Offering services in England 287 66% of the sample 

   

Total Size 600,645  staff 

Average size (median) 30  staff 

   

Citations and Plagiarism Checker 42 companies 

Exam Prep 44 companies 

Expert Tutors 137 companies 

Homework Help 108 companies 

Math Solver 22 companies 

Study guides/ Flashcards 64 companies 

Textbook Solutions 13 companies 

Writing, Grammar 68 companies 

Understand a Topic (Videos/Other Content) 220 companies 

Source: EPG research, Crunchbase, Apollo. 
 

This should not be taken as an exhaustive list of the companies that could fall under the purview of the legislation. The 

total number of companies impacted will be based on how narrow or broad the definition of relevant services is taken. 

Some companies may offer some products that do not fall under the purview of the legislation, but others do. 

For example, in one of our interviews, the edtech offered Expert Tutor and Understanding a Topic services. However, 

some services were based on only self-study and provided for free for certain groups of students. Other services were 

live tutor-led sessions and paid for by students predominantly (although not exclusively) based outside the UK. To 

understand the extent to which the company could be breaking the law would not be straightforward without significant 

detailed data provided by the edtech, which would burden that small business. 

The government’s Department for International Trade website contains a page devoted to the UK’s prowess and 

investment attractiveness in the edtech arena .10 Out of the three case studies mentioned, Turnitin (plagiarism checking) 

and VRLab Academy (virtual reality content for science courses) both provide mostly relevant services as defined by 

the legislation, and Byjus (personalised learning) also provides some services for the post-16 education market. 

Although we identified up to 42 companies that could be providing Citations and Plagiarism Checker relevant services, 

in our survey results only 26 businesses said they provided such services. One respondent that was not aware of the 

legislation said: “If an edtech provides an AI-assisted bibliography [what’s wrong with it], in today’s world is doing it 

manually anyone’s idea of a good use of time?” 

SME survey 

We created a comprehensive sample frame of email addresses based on edtechs with staff located in the UK and 
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reached out to them through an email survey, focusing on founders, CEOs, and other executives. To help boost the 

number of completed interviews, a telephone matching exercise was undertaken, where respondents either gave 

answers over the phone or subsequently filled in the survey online. 

We had 120 completed responses, which are approximately one-third of the total number of technology-enabled service 

providers we thought may be impacted. We supplemented this with interviews with some edtech providers on their 

views through video calls. 

Key findings 

The table below shows the representation of SMEs in our sample. For smaller businesses operating in the online 

tutoring space, for example. Approximately 20 micro and small businesses that operated in the post-16 skills or 

education market from that responded to our phone or email survey saying that they would not wish to complete the 

survey because they did not believe it impacted them. 

Table 7  SME representation in survey and edtech market analysis 

Size of enterprise England Edtech market analysis Survey responses 

Micro (<10 employees) 89.8% 29.0% 30.8% 

Small (<49 employees) 8.3% 21.7% 35% 

Medium (<250 
employees) 

1.5% 45.9% 28.3% 

Large (>500 employees) 0.4% 3.4% 5.8% 

*49 – 499 employees. Source: EPG research; Table 3 - Number of VAT and/or PAYE based enterprises within region 
by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) division and employment size band, Dataset: UK business: activity, size 
and location 2021, 04 October 2021, ONS. 
 
 
Our sampled companies were generally very positive about their business outlook, with 85% saying they had seen 

sales growth of at least 10% in the last year, and 18% seeing growth of over 100%. For 36.7% of the respondents, 

England was considered a very important market for their business. 
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Figure 5  To what extent to do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The England 
post-16 education market is very important for my business. 

 
Source: EPG research. 

As the figure below shows, businesses surveyed provided a wide range of services, including several free, freemium 

services or paid for by the education institution and provided free at the point of use for students. 
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Figure 6  Which of the following services do you provide? 

 
Source: EPG research. 

More service providers, at 23%, were aware of the contract cheating provision in the legislation compared to students. 

A roughly similar percentage were aware of the provision to impose liability on service providers. 

Generally, our data showed respondents weren’t aware of the legislation but intuitively felt the scope may be too broad. 

53% of respondents either somewhat or strongly agreed there could be unintended consequences of this Act, but a 

further 45% had no firm opinion, with several mentioning this was because they didn’t know about the Act. 39% of our 

respondents somewhat or strongly agreed there could be a negative impact on their business. 39% also said they 

thought the definition of relevant services was too broad. 

But for respondents that were aware of the legislation and/or its criminal offence provision, this number went up to 67%, 

as shown in Figure 7. Where the respondents were not aware of either, 48% thought there could be a negative impact. 

Either way, only 8% of respondents overall said they somewhat or strongly disagreed with the statement “There could 

be unintended consequences of this Act for edtechs operating in England.”  
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Figure 7  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: There could be 
unintended consequences of this Act for edtechs operating in England. 

Source: EPG research. 

Only one respondent said they were aware of the legislation and its provision for a criminal offence, but did not foresee 

unintended consequences, adding: “Some tech is useful if the student has a learning plan and need software to help 

structure sentences or help with paraphrasing etc.” 

In several responses and interviews, we noted the view there should be more communication from the government on 

these provisions, because of their potentially far-reaching consequences. One respondent said: “Not sure about this 

news, as there should be proper notifications about such things as it involves students and their future and not just the 

companies providing support.” 

One respondent recommended amendments to the legislation to make it clearer, noting: 

“…strictly speaking a 'practice question' that has been developed to test the same content, could be construed as 

violating this [legislation].  As a single very simple example - if a medical student uses [an online platform], which has 

been provided to them either by their university, or by another organization. And if that student is preparing for an 

anatomy exam. It seems like, providing a set of sample questions to that student, such as: ‘Which of the following 

structures carry blood away from the heart?" - A) Veins; B) Arteries; C) Nerves’ should not, in any reasonable/common 

sense understanding, be considered as providing cheating services. In fact this sort of thing should be encouraged as, 
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rather than teaching the student how to cheat an exam, practicing questions like this is one of the primary ways in which 

students learn about their weaknesses and it helps them to focus their studying on those areas.” 

Figure 8  To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: If the Act can 
be interpreted to impose strict liability and therefore criminalise the simple availability of 
any relevant study material online, that would have a negative impact on my business. 

 

Source: EPG research. 

 

 

Figure 9  The “relevant service” provided by an edtech in the Act is defined as: a service of 
completing all or part of an assignment on behalf of a student where the assignment 
completed in that way could not reasonably be considered to have been completed 
personally by the student. Thinking of this definition, to what extent do you agree with 
the following statement: The definition of “relevant service” is too broad. 
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Source: EPG research. 

Table 8  Examples of service provider feedback received 

“Definitely unaware of this bill and its impact!” 

“The threat of criminality will limit the scope of industry engagement with edutech” 

“26(3) talks about material that "is prepared in connection with the assignment" so it would be good to get 
clarification. Does this mean only material prepared specifically in connection with that specific assignment for that 
specific student? That would make sense. Otherwise, any general purpose study materials available commercially 
could be liable.” 

“This bill should not negatively affect the companies who are providing help to students because not all companies 
are doing anything wrong, they are just helping students who don't have the help and guidance otherwise.” 

“I am not sure as this definitely concerns me about the possible consequences. I hope it is for the better as not all 
companies are into such activities is all I have to say.” 

“Whilst we fully understand the case for regulating 'contract cheating' services - we assume that the intention of 
this bill is to prohibit, for example, services that offer to complete essays or provide confidential information (test 
answers etc) to students, therefore undermining the integrity of an online exam. We understand that with more of 
education and assessment moving online, there is a greater need for this in order to maintain a high standard for 
UK qualifications. We would happily support sensible initiatives in this area.  
 
“… clauses 29-33, to me do seem like they could be interpreted to prohibit the provision of any kind of online test 
preparation materials, including those which would not, under any common sense definition, be considered 
cheating.  
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“This would significantly hamper the ability of not only us, but also many tutoring companies and other EdTech 
startups in the UK, to operate in the UK.  
 
“The kinds of services which we offer are not intended to undermine any kind of exam integrity -in fact we intend, 
through the provision of secure online environments, to enhance it.  
 
“Our clients (e.g. universities) - may choose to provide past-questions and other materials to the students online to 
help them prepare for these exams. This is standard practice across many university courses and whilst I do not 
believe it is the government's intention to prevent this, a strict reading of those clauses does cause concern. “ 

Source: EPG research. 
 

Conclusion 

We found most of our respondents were not aware of the legislation and/or its criminal offence provision. Where they 

were aware, two-thirds believed this would have a negative impact on their business. 

As more edtechs form an opinion about the legislation, the legal wording could be tested in other ways. For example, 

if the legislation is defined broadly, could liability insurance for edtechs be invalidated? Is it possible to adhere to the 

new law by amending terms and conditions in contracts to place the burden of compliance on higher education 

institutions and students? 

If service providers stop advertising and offering a relevant service, this will negatively impact the standing and 

attractiveness of the UK edtech sector globally, and impact jobs particularly in the SME sector. The contract cheating 

objectives of the Act may conflict with a post-Brexit vision of Global Britain that champions entrepreneurism and 

innovation, and positions itself globally as a leading destination for edtech in Europe. 

Our survey points to fundamental clarifications or changes that may be required in the legislation. But it also shows a 

clear need to build a greater understanding of the legislation, including whether the government's interpretation of the 

definition of relevant services will be narrow or broad. Building knowledge about the legislation will be important in the 

months ahead, to prevent unsuspecting businesses from being caught in the net. 
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Section 5 Conclusions 

This research intends to start a conversation, one that’s not yet been had about the potential impact of the Skills and 

Post 16 Education Act. 

Our research has found that students and service providers are supportive of stamping out contract cheating, as it 

undermines the quality of higher education and penalises students for acting fairly. 

But it also found many unknowns. If the incidence of essay mills has surged during the pandemic, as the academic 

world returns to a more ‘normal’ teaching environment from the academic year 2022/23, contract cheating could well 

automatically fall by itself. One of our student respondents admitted there are many opportunities available for students 

to cheat but was one amongst many respondents who pointed out there are more effective ways of tackling the problem 

at a university-level, rather than top-down from government.  

Educational institutions should communicate the potential impact clearly to students, technology-enabled service 

providers should educate themselves about the legislation more closely, and government should be open to mitigating 

the unnecessary impact of unintended consequences. 

Government should take note to not imposing a higher cost of doing business on SMEs because most of the service 

providers providing relevant services are law-abiding and want to support better learning outcomes for learners. The 

legislation may be detrimental to the UK’s positioning internationally as an innovation-driven, technology-friendly 

economy. If the legislation disproportionately impacts BAME students and those from lower socio-economic 

backgrounds, it will be in conflict with levelling-up and education access targets for such groups. Furthermore, it may 

damage England’s standing in a competitive international higher education market. 

Policymakers should consider reviewing the wording of the legislation to make it narrower, clarifying its intention and 

precise remit. These actions will provide more clarity to concerned stakeholders and create a better law. The law should 

not use a hammer to crack a nut. 
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Appendix 1 Detailed methodology 

Our aim when designing studies is to put forward the approach that is most fit for purpose. In this instance, we took a 

mixed-mode approach of online and telephone surveys, virtual focus groups, as well as virtual interviews.  

In general, internet surveys may suffer from biases arising from differences between the parts of the population that 

are online and have a higher propensity to respond, and those that are not. We were aiming at an online-savvy student 

population, already used to two years of mostly online classes, and technology companies involved in the provision of 

edtech services to students. In other words, internet surveys have an advantage in reaching these specialist groups, 

with any potential biases minimised compared to surveying a little-defined group of people.  

For online surveys, the focus is the speed of response. Our student surveys were conducted over the period 2 May to 

16 June 2022 during exam season when students were elsewhere focused, so we reached out to a wide breadth of 

universities. 

Methodology 

Differences in online and in-person data gathering 

There can be differences in results between online surveys and in-person information gathering. For example, in-person 

surveys can be subject to an interviewer effect (the personality and questioning style of the interviewer may influence 

respondents) or social desirability bias (the presence of an interviewer). The mode effects of online and face-to-face 

survey methodologies, including how response scales are used may be different. 

Online respondents take a few minutes to fill in a survey (whereas focus groups have a captive audience for an 

extended period) so they may be biased towards choosing mid-points in scales or ‘don’t know type of responses that 

involve less thinking.11 In focus groups, respondents’ answers may be influenced by what others in the focus group 

say, which provides for more nuance and detail in a survey. There is some academic evidence from Duffy et al (2005) 

that online research may attract a more knowledgeable, viewpoint-orientated sample than face-to-face surveys. 

In our case, online and in-person results for the student survey yielded similar results, but with telephone responses 

providing more detail. 

In-person student focus groups 

Given exam season and the non-availability of students in-person as they might be at other times of the year, we 

organised smaller, virtual focus groups of 5-6 participants. But moving online enabled us to bring together students 

from different universities together, removed logistical barriers to participation and conduct smaller sessions. 

We focused on gathering data from students from the BAME, socio-economically deprived communities, as well as 

foreign students, as they were most like to need assistance from edtech for homework help, language learning, 

grammar checks or other services. The table below shows an example of some of the universities we reached out to 

for our survey responses: 
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Table 9  Sample survey respondents’ ethnic groups and nationality markers in our student 
survey 

University 
White ethnic 
groups 

BAME ethnic 
groups 

Foreign 
students 

Comments compared to overall 
student population 

University of 
Greenwich 

46% 54% 23% 
Higher proportion of BAME students 
by 24.85% 

Goldsmiths 
University 

52% 48% 20% 
Higher proportion of BAME students 
by 18.85% 

University of 
Southampton 

75% 25% 35% 
Higher proportion of foreign 
students by 12.79% 

University of 
Portsmouth 

71% 29% 18% Similar to overall population 

Source: EPG research, websites of the University of Greenwich, Goldsmiths University of London, University of 
Southampton, University of Portsmouth. 

 

Categorising “relevant services” 

Methodology 

Our aim in building an indicative universe of technology-enabled service providers that may be impacted by the 

legislation was as follows: 

• Create an indicative universe of technology-enabled service providers that may be impacted by the legislation. 

• Build an understanding of which relevant services they provide. 

• Form an assessment of how many service providers may be impacted by the legislation. 

We assigned a value of 1 or 0 depending on whether the service provider catered to students above 16 years of age. 

For the size of the company, we used figures available from company LinkedIn pages or, if not available, then from the 

company website or a third-party database such as Apollo.io, CrunchBase and others where employee size was stated 

only as a range, we considered the lower limit, to be conservative. 

We had a considerable debate within the team before settling on the choices for the above relevant services, particularly 

around how to account for potential outlier values. Micro-enterprises offering subject-based tutoring services were 

straightforward to consider, but accounting for these pointed to the broader risk with the Act. Thousands of tutors who 

would have once upon a time listed on Gumtree or similar sites offered in-person tutoring pre-pandemic either as a 

career, gig economy or a side hustle, including this report’s author. Just because this activity has moved from in-person 

to online, it now may fall under the purview of the legislation. 

For the nine categories, we wanted to assess whether companies provided these services. We used binary values of 

0 and 1 to indicate whether we regarded the company as providing that service in England. This was based on the 

following criteria: 

• does the website mention England, Great Britain, or the UK? 

• is a +44 (UK) phone number provided on the website or other marketing material? 
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• is a UK address provided on the website or other marketing material? 

• are there pricing options offered in GBP? 

• do they have UK-based staff according to LinkedIn or other databases? 

• do they have social media content predominantly marketed to English-speaking student populations? 

Some service providers may not specifically target their services to England, but they may well have a small number 

of England-based customers. In these instances, we used our discretion of whether they warranted inclusion in our 

sample, erring on the conservative i.e. we would rather underclaim than overclaim impact.   
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Our breakdown of relevant services 

We broke down our understanding of a relevant service into the following nine areas: 

Citations and Plagiarism Checker  

A service that analyses text to look for instances of plagiarism/ improper citations, a service that helps cite sources in 

the required format, services that provide help in assignments/essays and ensure that the work produced is original.   

Website keywords required to assess these services are being provided: citations, plagiarism. 

Exam Prep  

Platforms that prepare students through mock tests, provide exam material such as question banks with answers and 

previous years' question papers.  

Website keywords: exam. 

Expert Tutors 

A service that provides and connects tutors with students who request a tutor/mentor/expert who is an expert in their 

desired field. The tutoring can either happen on the platform itself or once connected, offline.  

Website keywords: expert, tutor, mentor. 

Homework Help: 

Platforms that build students' concepts by helping solve questions from either their assignments or textbooks/ 

coursework, platforms that provide paid homework solutions, and platforms that facilitate grammar checking for 

essays or assignments are also included. 

This is distinct from the Writing and Grammar category, which is for services that check-writing (such as essays) 

explicitly. Homework Help is broader as it covers services providing or facilitating any kind of homework/ coursework 

help.  

Website keywords: homework. 

Math Solver: 

A service that provides step-by-step solutions to any maths/ science problem with a mathematical equation/ graph 

which needs to be solved. Topics usually covered are algebra, trigonometry, calculus, statistics, linear algebra, 

graphing, etc. For example, Microsoft Math Solver provides step-by-step solutions for pre-algebra, algebra, 

trigonometry, and derivatives. Edtechs that teach maths or exclusively provide maths courses or tutoring arenot 

included in this category and are included instead either in Understanding a Topic (if a math topic is being explained) 

or Expert Tutors (if explicit math tutoring is being provided). 

Website keywords: equation, solve, step-by-step. 

Study Guides/ Flashcards  
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A service that helps students increase learning speed and develop mastery of a subject by providing study guides/ 

class notes/ flashcards.  

Website keywords: guide, flashcards, reference, books, libraries, resources, textbook. 

Textbook Solutions 

A service that provides step-by-step solutions to problems given in textbooks used in classrooms. For example, Study 

Soup provides step-by-step solutions and textbook solutions.  

Website keywords: solutions, textbook. 

Understanding a Topic  

Platforms that provide video/ audio/ written understanding of a topic or subject in depth. For example, Coursera 

provides courses in visual and transcript formats to further understand a topic or develop a skill.  

Website keywords: content, video, topic. 

Writing and Grammar 

Platforms that focus on writing and grammar should have elements of daily comprehension and syntax. They may 

also facilitate the cause of the students by correcting the grammar of posted essays/ homework/ assignments. 

Platforms that provide partial or complete assistance for essays and dissertations are also included. For example, 

Grammarly helps in framing sentences better and corrects grammatical errors, and Capital-essay offers essay and 

dissertation services. 

Website keywords: writing, grammar, spelling. 
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Appendix 2 Student survey 

1. Your name* 

(Short text answer) 

2. Full name of the university* 

(Short text answer) 

3. Your university email address* 

We need this to make sure only current university students fill out the survey. 

(email) 

4. What is your sex?12 

If you are non-binary, transgender or have variations of sex characteristics, also known as intersex, the 

answer you give can be different from what is on your birth certificate. 

If you’re not sure how to answer, use the sex registered on your official documents, such as passport or 

driving licence, or whichever sex you consider yourself to be. 

• Male 

• Female 

 

5. What is your ethnic group?13 

(Drop down list)  

• White 

▪ English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish, or British 

▪ Irish 

▪ Gypsy or Irish Traveller 

▪ Roma 

▪ Any other White background 

• Mixed or multiple ethnic groups 

▪ White and Black Caribbean 

▪ White and Black African 

▪ White and Asian 

• Any other Mixed or multiple ethnic backgrounds 

▪ Asian or Asian British 

▪ Indian 

▪ Pakistani 

▪ Bangladeshi 

▪ Chinese 

▪ Any other Asian background 

• Black, Black British, Caribbean, or African 

▪ Caribbean 

▪ African 

▪ Any other Black, Black British, or Caribbean background 

• Other ethnic groups 

▪ Arab 

▪ Any other ethnic group 

 

6. Which of the following best describes the course you are currently pursuing? 

• Arts and Humanities 

• Business 

• Computer Science 

• Engineering 

• Health Sciences and Medicine 
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• Natural Sciences 

• Social Sciences and Law 

• Other (please specify) 

 

7. Which of the following best describes you? 

• Home student 

• Foreign student 

 

8. Thinking of the last 12 months, how often have you used any education technology or tech-enabled 

services for your degree? 

• Not at all 

• Every day 

• Less than every day but at least once a week 

• Less than once a week but at least once a month 

• Less often 

 

9. Thinking of the last 12 months, which technology-enabled services have you used? Please select all 

that apply. 

• Adobe tools (Captivate or other) 

• Articulate 

• Brainly 

• Canvas 

• Chegg 

• Course Hero 

• Coursera 

• Essay Camp 

• Essay Capital 

• FutureLearn 

• Grammarly 

• Khan Academy 

• Kortext 

• LinkedIn Learning 

• Microsoft Word 

• Moodle 

• MS Teams 

• Qualtrics 

• Quora 

• Sharepoint 

• Student management systems 

• Turnitin 

• YouTube 

• Zoom 

• Other (please specify) 

 

10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: My use of tech-enabled 

services enhances my learning. * 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

11. Are you aware that the new ‘Skills and Post-16 Education Act’ in Parliament makes cheating illegal?* 

In case you’re interested in finding out more, it’s Part 4: Chapter 1 (clauses 29 to 33) of the Act. 
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• Yes 

• No 

 

12. Are you aware that the Act can be interpreted to impose criminal liability on an education technology 

or technology-enabled services provider if you use their relevant online services to complete part of 

an assignment that can be defined as cheating?* 

• Yes 

• No 

 

13. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Making it harder to use 

education technology products will make learning more difficult. 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

14. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: Potentially imposing criminal 

liability on an education technology or technology-enabled services provider, if a student uses it for 

cheating, makes sense to me.* 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

15. Is there anything else you want to tell us about this? 

(Long text answer allowed) 

16. Would you like to be enrolled on a prize draw to be in for a chance of winning £100 of Amazon 

vouchers? 

• Yes 

• No 

 

17. Occasionally, we might reach out to participants to discuss their answers further. Could we contact 

you to discuss your answers further?  

• Yes 

• No 
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Appendix 3 Edtech survey 

1. Your name* 

(Short text answer) 

2. Your business name* 

(Short text answer) 

3. Your email address* 

(Short text answer) 

4. How many employees does your business have?* 

 

• 0-1 employee 

• 2-10 employees 

• 11-50 employees 

• 51-100 employees 

• 101-500 employees 

• 501-10,000 employees 

• 10,001+ employees 

 

5. Thinking about the last 12 months, have you seen significant growth in users on your platform?* 

• Yes, 100%+ growth 

• Yes, 50-100% growth 

• Yes, 10%-50% growth 

• Not really, less than 10% growth 

• No, we have lost users 

 

6. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The England post-16 

education market is very important for my business.* 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

7. Which of the following services do you provide? * 

Tick all that apply. 

• Assessment and testing 

• Bibliography referencing 

• Classroom training 

• Coaching and mentoring 

• Collaborative learning 

• Content authoring and design 

• Data and analytics 

• E-learning strategy 

• Gaming and simulations 

• Grammar check 

• Language learning 

• Learning engagement 

• Learning management systems 

• Learning value 

• Management and business skills 
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• Mobile delivery 

• Performance support 

• Personalisation 

• Plagiarism check 

• Virtual and augmented reality 

• Virtual classroom technologies 

• Other (please specify) 

 

8. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: My use of tech-enabled 

services enhances my learning. * 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

9. Are you aware that the new ‘Skills and Post-16 Education Act’ in Parliament?* 

• Yes 

• No 

 

10. Are you aware that the Act now makes it a criminal offence to provide or arrange for another person 

to provide contract cheating services for financial gain to post-16 students in England?* 

In case you’re interested in finding out more, it’s Part 4: Chapter 1 (clauses 29 to 33) of the Act. 

• Yes 

• No 

 

11. Are you aware that the Act can be interpreted to impose criminal liability on an edtech if a student 

uses their relevant online services to complete part of an assignment in a way that can be defined as 

cheating?* 

• Yes 

• No 

 

12. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: There could be unintended 

consequences of this Act for edtechs operating in England.* 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

13. To what extent do you agree with the following statement: If the Act can be interpreted to impose 

strict liability and therefore criminalise the simple availability of any relevant study material online, 

that would have a negative impact my business.* 

• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

14. The “relevant service” provided by an edtech in the Act is defined as a service of completing all or 

part of an assignment on behalf of a student where the assignment completed in that way could not 

reasonably be considered to have been completed personally by the student. Thinking of this 

definition, to what extent do you agree with the following statement: The definition of “relevant 

service” is too broad.* 
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• Strongly agree 

• Somewhat agree 

• Neither agree nor disagree 

• Somewhat disagree 

• Strongly disagree 

 

15. Is there anything else you want to tell us about this? 

(Long text answer allowed) 

16. Would you like to be enrolled on a prize draw to be in for a chance of winning £100 of Amazon 

vouchers?* 

• Yes 

• No 

 

17. Occasionally, we might reach out to participants to discuss their answers further. Could we contact 

you in this regard?* 

• Yes 

• No 
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