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What is the Power2 Thrive Programme?

The Power2 Thrive is a programme designed and delivered by Power2, which supports young
people aged 11-16 to become mentors for nursery-age children. The programme consists of a
16-week course, which includes the nursery placement, and pairs this with classroom learning
and reflection sessions geared to support wellbeing. Young people participating in the
programme work towards an NCFE qualification as part of their engagement.

Who is it for?

Power2 Thrive is designed for young people who are:

e Livingin poverty
e Experiencing poor mental health or wellbeing, and
e Experiencing educational need (e.g. low engagement with education)

This evaluation found it may be best suited for young people presenting with confidence and
self-esteem challenges. It is effective across a broad range of backgrounds and needs —
including Pupil Premium-eligible students, looked-after children, and young people with SEND
— and works best when groups include a healthy mix of need levels.

What does it achieve?

This independent evaluation drawing on analysis of programme data from Power2, interviews,
observations, and teacher assessments across three schools points to meaningful gains in
young people’s personal and emotional development:

o Self-confidence: 83% of participants showed improved self-confidence after taking
part

o Communication skills: 82% showed improved communication

e School engagement: 65% were better engaged with school

e Attitude to education: 70% showed an improved attitude towards education

o Emotional regulation: Participants reported using new coping strategies to manage
difficult situations at school and at home

o Reduced risk-taking: Parents reported greater assertiveness and reduced vulnerability
to negative peer pressure

Programme data and qualitative data suggest that the programme has a positive effect on self-
efficacy. However, given the way in which WEMWABS is intended to be used, it is not possible to
isolate the effect in this evaluation. We recommend the programme integrate a specific
measure for self-efficacy to better understand and capture this.

How does it work?

The programme's impact comes from three interconnected elements:

1. Agenuine safe space. Facilitators build a trust-based, non-judgemental relationship
with participants that feels entirely distinct from normal school culture. Young people
feel comfortable opening up, trying new behaviours, and shedding the defensive habits
they carry into class.



2. Atransformative role. Young people take on real professional responsibility —
wearing a staff lanyard, supporting toddlers, and earning a formal qualification. For
many, this is the first time they have been trusted with a meaningful role, and it
fundamentally shifts how they see themselves.

3. Abuilt-in learning loop. Skills taught in the classroom — communication, emotional
regulation, active listening — are immediately practised in the nursery setting, so young
people can internalise and apply them in real situations, not just learn them in theory.

What do participants say?

“l didn’t really want to come into school. Now | actually want to come into school.”
Jenny, Y8 F

“Those with low self-esteem don’t think they’re good at anything — this programme is great
for showing them they have skills they didn’t recognise they had.”
Teacher
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Introduction and context

This document summarises findings and recommendations from a mixed methods evaluation
of the Power2 Thrive Programme, which was conducted by Stories of Change in 2025-6.
The evaluation sought to answer the following questions:

1. What were the overall perceptions of the Power2 Thrive programme?

2. Which elements of Power2 Thrive make the most difference to young people’s
outcomes?

3. Doesthe programme particularly support (or not support) any particular
demographics or experiences of young people?

4. Is Power2 using the right tools to monitor the programme effectively?

What did we do?

We conducted qualitative fieldwork and reviewed programme data between May and December
2025. The method is outlined below.

Scoping phase Qualitative fieldwork Analysis and delivery

Nov ‘24 Jan‘25 Apr‘25 May‘25 Aug ‘25 Dec ‘25 Feb ‘26 Mar ‘26 Jul‘26

During this time, we conducted in-person fieldwork at three schools, based in:
1. Greater Manchester
2. Cheshire

3. Wirral Virtual School (which consisted of two secondary schools coming together)

Fieldwork consisted of interviews with session facilitators, participant observation at sessions
and remote, follow-up interviews with some of the young people and their parents. Young
people we spoke to comprised both boys and girls, Year 8s, 9s and 10s, and included
representation of some looked after children and some with SEND.

We conducted three reviews of the programme data, which included data from 666 programme
participants, of which 503 had completed WEMWABS data. We used this data to explore in more
detail the characteristics of the young people the programme was serving and the kinds of
outcomes we saw across the cohort.
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How does the programme work?

The Power2 Thrive programme supports young people aged 11-16 to become mentors for
nursery-age children. The programme consists of a 16-week course, which includes the nursery
placement, and pairs this with classroom learning and reflection sessions geared to support
wellbeing. Participants work towards an NCFE qualification as part of their engagement.

At the beginning of the evaluation, we developed a theory of change to highlight the core
components of the programme:

QUTCOMES

* Increased learning and
confidence in using SEL skills,
empathy and social skills

* Positive relationships with peers

in group settings

* Enhanced relationship with a
classroom-like enviranment

= Develops self-confidence and
positive self-parception

* Gains work-relevant experience

Gains ownership af their own

Young person is
referred if they are
living in poverty;
experiencing poor

Manualized,
structured
syllabus, co-
designed with
young people

mental health and
experiencing
educational

need (e.g. low
engagement with
education)

outcomes and progress
* NCFE qualification

While the programme has distinct structural components (as outlined above), fieldwork
demonstrated that the impact is really maximised by the ‘glue’ that binds these pieces together.
Ultimately, the programme offers something special in giving young people the opportunity to
step out of their daily routines to build and experiment with a ‘new sense of self’.

We have developed a simple model to explore this, which we outline below.



Future selfhood possibilities

The nursery setting

The classroom

sessions
Enablers:

School Facilitator relationship

>
Learning and applying wellbeing skills

The elements of the programme that are particularly significant are:

- The facilitator relationship and role in building a ‘safe space’ on the programme
Facilitators actively cultivate an environment that feels distinct from school culture. By
establishing a non-judgemental, mutual relationship, facilitators create a ‘safe space’ where
young people feel comfortable sharing worries they might hide from teachers, allowing them to
step away from their school selves and drop potentially defensive behaviours.

“It’s a different culture to school and you can be more like yourself”
Y9F

“[Our relationship with the facilitators] is a good friendship in a way — we’re comfortable
around them. We call it banter. We have a laugh with them.”
Y8 F

The walk from the secondary to the nursery school was a key part of relationship building,
providing an unstructured space for young people to open up, connect with one another, and
mentally transition into their mentoring roles.

“[The walk is] one of the most important parts of the programme...those are the times
someone will choose to walk with you so they can talk to you about something [away from]
the group”

Facilitator

The walk was not consistently designed into the programme, depending instead on the location
of the schools signing up to the programme. We pick this up in recommendations below.

- The nursery setting is an opportunity to try on a ‘new persona’

Young people, teachers and facilitators noted that the nursery time could be transformational
for the young people. It was a chance to take on professional responsibilities—such as wearing
a staff lanyard— and act as positive role models, away from established negative classroom



habits and peer pressures. This can lay a foundation from which a more responsible, mature
personality can emerge.

“When I’m in the nursery | become a whole different person. It brings out my personality
more. It makes me more comfortable.”
Miriam, Y8 F

- The opportunity to learn and then immediately apply new wellbeing skills

The programme offers young people clear classroom learning with the opportunity to apply
these skills immediately in the nursery setting and reflect on how these skills are working. This
built-in learning loop means young people learn social, emotional, and communication skills in
the classroom and then actively practise them while mentoring toddlers, which can pave the
way for them to internalise the skills and eventually apply them back in their own school and
personal lives.

“We learned some skills in the classroom...we learned about feelings and using our skills —
e.g. verbal and non-verbal communications —and put those skills into action at the nursery.
Doing both helped.”

James, Y8 M



The evidence: what should work and why

We conducted a literature review to identify the supporting theory and evidence for the
programme design. As the Power2 Thrive programme follows a distinctive format, there is
limited evidence to support the exact format of this programme. For this reason, we focussed
the literature review around three core features of the programme. These are:

1. Evidence around cross-age peer mentoring —the factors that are considered important
to create a positive impact in peer mentoring relationships, specifically age-differential
relationships

2. Evidence about taking an asset-based approach when working with young people

3. Evidence about interventions that pair classroom learning with experiential learning
and the factors that support positive outcomes here

We also drew on evidence from Power2’s wider programmes, including previous evaluations, to
highlight relevant threads of previous internal learnings.

Itis clear that much of the design of Power2 Thrive has already been endorsed by and built from
the existing evidence. The review did not identify fundamental problems in programme design or
rationale. Itis worth noting, however, two points where the model diverges from the evidence on
effective cross-age mentoring: the literature points to an optimal duration of at least a year (the
programme runs for 16 weeks) and to community rather than school settings yielding larger
benefits. These divergences do not undermine the design, but they are worth monitoring as the
programme develops.

The full report from the literature review is available in a separate document. In this report, we
summarise what the evidence base tells us about what should work, and why, for programmes
of this nature.

1. Cross-age peer mentoring

There is a strong theoretical basis for cross-age peer mentoring - mentoring which involves
pairing an older young person (mentor) with a younger young person (mentee)’. In addition,
meta-analysis indicates that cross-age peer mentoring has a statistically significant medium
effect size on youth outcomes, with some research suggesting that cross-age peer mentoring
can be more effective than adult-child mentoring. There is also some evidence to suggest that
young people from disadvantaged backgrounds may be more likely to benefit from mentoring
programmes.

Both mentors and mentees can experience positive outcomes, with benefits for mentors often
including:

e Improved wellbeing and self-confidence
e Improved social and interpersonal skills, including empathy

' Evidence suggests that young people should be at least two years apart in age to be considered ‘cross-age’. This is
in contrast with peer mentoring more generally, where the mentor and mentee relationship is defined by being
very close in age or life experience between participants (e.g., they might be the same age group) or
intergenerational mentoring, which involves pairing two different generations.



e Skills development, including vocational skills
e Fulfilment and enjoyment of the task

e School-related connectedness

e Opportunity to be a role model

When it comes to mentoring nursery-age children, the evidence base is more limited, so the
Power2 Thrive programme contributes to learnings here.

The factors that support particularly effective delivery of cross-age peer mentoring include:

e Effective adult oversight, in order to minimise negative peer effects where possible

o Clear programme structure with planned activities, often targeting a specific outcome

e Programme duration of at least a year, with careful management of termination

e Taking a youth-driven approach, in which young people can help to shape the activities

e Small group size

e Training and support for mentors

e Good quality relationships between programme providers and mentors, with mentors
pre-selected and matched for their compatibility

e Community settings (rather than school settings) which involve parents or other
stakeholders seem to yield larger benefits

2. An asset-based approach

An asset-based approach to working with young people focuses on identifying and building
upon the strengths, skills, talents, and opportunities that young people possess, rather than
solely addressing their problems or needs. Asset-based approaches are rooted in the idea that
individuals are best placed to understand the support they need or want. Services are most
effective when designed by their users. The core principle is to work with young people,
encouraging them to develop their potential and have agency over their own lives, rather than
simply administering to them.

There are challenges in establishing definitive ‘proof’ of the effectiveness of asset-based
working due to the limitations in the evidence-base — given that it is generally a values-based
rather than a data-driven approach, challenging to isolate the specific element of taking an
asset-based approach that does the ‘work’ and unethical to set-up any comparison which takes
a ‘deficit-based’ approach.

However, asset-based practices have been found globally across a range of services and there
is no evidence to suggest that that these approaches were in any ways harmful or failed to
achieve any positive outcomes.

Evidence suggests that the benefits of taking an asset-based approach in peer mentoring can
include:

¢ Enhanced connection to school

e Prevention of problems escalating
¢ Empowerment

e Skill development

The key features of implementing an asset-based approach in peer mentoring include:
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e Focusing on strengths of both mentors and mentees.

o Building supportive relationships, through activities that enable mentors and mentees
to connect with one another; as well as peer-support for mentors

¢ Empower both mentors and mentees to make choices about their goals, and involve
mentors in programme development so they can feel ownership

e Addressing holistic development, including developing skills such as communication,
confidence, and leadership, and other vocational skills that can strengthen CVs

e Encouraging mentors to serve as positive role models - highlighting that mentors can
benefit just as much as mentees through the 'helper therapy principle’

e Fostering mentees’ connectedness to school and a sense of belonging, particularly for
youth who may otherwise feel marginalised or different.

o Offering leadership opportunities which influence mentors’ perceptions of themselves
and encourages the internalisation of their social roles

e Creating opportunities for reflection that encourage mentors to recognise that they are
learning interpersonal skills and have the status of a role model

3. Pairing classroom learning with experiential
learning

Experiential learning is learning through experience, whereby learners can implement lessons
learned in the classroom or elsewhere in a real-world setting. This would ideally be
accompanied by a process of reflection, whereby learners are supported and encouraged to
reflect on what they have learned.

Several established models provide frameworks to understanding experiential learning,
with Kolb's Experiential Learning Cycle being the most influential, although there are
alternatives. Each emphasise the important role of real-world application in the learning
journey.

Evidence suggests that experiential learning can offer several benefits for young people
experiencing low mental health or poor educational engagement, including:
o Development of social and emotional learning (SEL) skills and competencies

e Improved classroom engagement and motivation

¢ Real-world connection e.g. through workplace visits and role models
e Improved relationships with teachers and peers.

o Personalised learning which is tailored to their needs and interests

Evidence suggests that effective use of experiential learning includes:
e Asequenced, step-by-step training approach with lesson plans and programme

curricula.

e Opportunities for learners to apply what they have learned in school to real-world
problems.

o Dedicated time for reflection, shifting the student focus from grades to the learning
process itself.

o Feedback from participants

10



The sources do not specify an ideal ‘dosage’ of classroom learning versus experiential learning
for young people, but they do highlight several factors to consider when determining an
appropriate balance:

 Time and effort: Experiential learning can demand a significant amount of time and

effort. Time invested is important for higher order thinking, whereas different types of
experiences are essential for fostering softer skills such as social competence.

e Activity duration: Learning outcomes did not vary depending on activity duration. An
activity’s fit to an appropriate duration may matter more.

¢ Spaced learning: Some learning occurs in the spaces between learning sessions, and
abstract conceptualisation may benefit from longer time duration.

e Student-led customisation: Empowering young people to help create their own
curriculum fosters responsibility and addresses local needs so that activities do not feel
‘imposed from outside’.

¢ Individualised approach: Allowing teachers to considering a young person’s individual
readiness when organising content and facilitating experiences.

11



Who participates: is the programme
reaching the right people?

The data shows that referral compliance is very high, with 99-100% of participants meeting the
eligibility criteria for referral — an indicator of adherence to the referral criteria rather than, in
itself, evidence that the programme is reaching those who stand to benefit most. Itis a strength
of the programme that it can be relevant to a wide range of people, and useful to a broad range
of needs. However, data shows there is a high prevalence of some demographics:

The typical participant

The most prevalent demographic on the programme is a female (76%) participant aged 13-14
(71%), eligible for Pupil Premium (69%), who is presenting primarily with self-confidence (80%)
and self-esteem (85%) challenges. She is most likely to be white (67%), although this is driven
by the regional distribution of the group-based programme (which is heavily concentrated in the
North West) rather than the programme itself favouring a specific ethnicity.

Targeting seems to be working

This focus means that there are no obvious subgroups in the collected data that are particularly
benefitting from or not benefitting from the programme. When looking at WEMWBS wellbeing
data, for example, those who see a significant positive change in their wellbeing appear
demographically to be very similar to the cohort as a whole. The largest differences between
improvers and the rest of the cohort are on low self-esteem and ethnicity, but once the number
of variables tested is taken into account, none of these differences is robustly statistically
significant. On gender, boys make up 28% of those who see wellbeing increases compared with
23% of the whole cohort; this slight over-representation is not statistically significant given the
small absolute numbers.

When looking at that cohort of wellbeing ‘improvers’ there is a potentially different split
emerging when we compare this group to wider teacher views of improvement. This group of
wellbeing improvers are more likely to be young people that teachers see as having improved
engagement with school, improved school attendance, that like school more. They are less
likely than the overall cohort to be young people who are seeing improvements to risky
behaviour, to being less disruptive in school and to be less at risk of exclusion.

What this suggests is that there might be a split in how young people are benefitting. There are
those, perhaps the larger group, who have confidence and self-esteem needs and see both a
wellbeing and school engagement improvement (although we will look a little closer at the
wellbeing improvements and WEMWABS in particular below); we should be cautious in reading
too much into this, as these needs are spread fairly evenly across the cohort rather than
concentrated in this group. There is also a group who are smaller in number, who display some
riskier and more disruptive behaviours, and who do seem to benefit from the programme, notin
a measurable way around wellbeing, but rather more around lowering those riskier behaviours
as a first step.

12



Ensuring a ‘balanced mix’ of needs in each group

The programme struggles to support cohorts that are entirely composed of highly disruptive
participants. Instead, it appears to be most effective when a small number of higher-need or
more disruptive students (often boys) are ‘sprinkled’ into a broader, more settled cohort, where
the two groups may complement each other and settle the group down. It was recognised that
group dynamics are dependent on referrals from teachers, who themselves don’t always know
what group dynamic may be:

“It’s quite hard for us to know about the group dynamics [when making the referrals]”
Teacher

Challenges with ‘last resort’ behavioural referrals

The programme may be suitable for students who are not yet ready for a more formal
intervention. Sometimes schools refer their most disruptive students as a last resort, but
because Power2 Thrive requires deep reflection about mental health, students who only
present with severe behavioural challenges (or undiagnosed ASD or ADHD presenting as
behavioural issues) may struggle to engage. The presence of these students in the classroom
can disrupt the rest of the group and limit their learning.

13



What outcomes does the programme
achieve?

Outcomes

The evaluation of programme data, collected by the Power2 team, points to a clear pattern in
where the programme has the greatest effect. Because the evaluation used a pre/post and
qualitative design without a comparison group, these patterns describe change observed over
the course of the programme and are best read as indicative rather than as definitive causal
attribution.

Its impact is strongest and most consistent in young people’s personal and emotional
development, more moderate in their engagement with school, and more selective (reaching a
particular group rather than the whole cohort) when it comes to reducing risky or disruptive
behaviour.

Itis also important to distinguish two different lenses on outcomes: what teachers observe in
young people, and what young people report about their own wellbeing. In this cohort the two
are only weakly related (teacher-rated and WEMWBS measures correlate at less than 0.15), so
they are best read side by side rather than collapsed into a single measure of ‘impact’.

Teachers were most positive about growth in personal and interpersonal skills, which
emerged as the programme’s core strength. Following participation, teachers agreed or strongly
agreed that 83% of young people had improved in confidence, 82% in communication and 80%
in self-esteem, while 75% were seen as less shy or withdrawn. These findings align closely with
the qualitative accounts set out below, in which young people, parents and teachers repeatedly
describe growth in confidence, self-expression and the willingness to ask for help.

A second cluster of outcomes, centred on school engagement, was positive but more
moderate. Teachers reported improved engagement with school for 65% of participants and an
improved attitude towards education for 70%, with around 57% seen as liking school more and
showing better attendance. This is consistent with the way teachers and facilitators described
the programme as a ‘hook’ that draws young people back into school, although its effect on day-
to-day attendance appears more modest than its effect on how young people feel about being
there.

Outcomes relating to behaviour and risk were smaller and more concentrated. Only 30% of
teachers agreed that young people were taking fewer risks after the programme, with two-thirds
(66%) neither agreeing nor disagreeing; 41% saw less disruptive behaviour and 35% a reduced
risk of exclusion. Rather than a weak result, this is better understood as behavioural change
being a meaningful outcome for a particular subgroup (the smaller group of young people who
arrive with more disruptive or risky behaviours) rather than something the programme delivers
across the board.

On the standardised wellbeing measure (WEMWABS), the cohort-wide picture is more nuanced.
Across the 490 young people with matched before-and-after scores (a subset of the 503 with
completed WEMWABS data), the average change was small (+0.5 points) and not statistically
significant, with gains and declines almost cancelling out: 39% improved meaningfully, 35%
declined and 27% saw no meaningful change.
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The more important story sits beneath that average. Wellbeing gains were concentrated
among those who began with the lowest scores: students starting in the lowest band rose by
an average of more than four points, and 42% of low-baseline young people moved up a
wellbeing level. Some of this reflects regression to the mean, and the number starting from a
high base is small, so that part of the pattern should be read with caution; even so, the direction
is meaningful: the programme’s wellbeing benefit is greatest for those who arrive with the
greatest wellbeing need. A self-reported measure of feeling confident also rose by a small but
statistically significant margin.

These outcomes are not evenly distributed across the cohort. Boys were more likely than girls to
show meaningful wellbeing gains (46% compared with 37%) and were rated somewhat higher
on confidence and engagement. Younger participants aged 13-14 were a little more likely to see
wellbeing improvements, whereas older students aged 15 and above were markedly more likely
to be rated as more engaged with school (79% compared with 61%). Taken together, the
programme appears to deliver its personal-development gains broadly, while its wellbeing and
engagement effects land differentially — strongest, above all, for those starting from the lowest
base.

Perceptions of the Power2 Thrive programme

Programme data and qualitative feedback demonstrate that the programme is really positively
viewed by young people, their parents and the participating schools. There were some minor
logistical and design tensions noted.

Young people and their parents are really positive about their experience

Students consistently report enjoying the programme, actively looking forward to the sessions,
and not wanting the programme to end. Parents strongly echoed these sentiments, noting their
children looked forward to the sessions and were often keen to share their experiences when
they returned home.

“It made me happy because | was experiencing new things”
Shannon, YO F

“She’s come back buzzing and telling me all about it”
Shannon’s mum, YO F

School staff recognised the value of the programme

“Power2 Thrive offers something unique. It's immersive, you get more responsibility. | don’t
think there's another programme that has that.”
Teacher

Teachers felt that the programme offers something unique among the other programme
offerings they see for young people struggling with confidence and school engagement. In
addition, they noted that Power2 organises the delivery smoothly without turning it into a chore
for the school staff. Despite some initial apprehension about young people missing 16 weeks’
worth of lessons, teachers agreed that the developmental benefits for the students made the
investment of time worth it.
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There were some minor frictions in navigating school logistics

Facilitators sometimes have to navigate restrictive school rules (such as policies around
corridors and bathroom breaks) as well as bottlenecks in decision-making, often with their
point of contact at the school a senior safeguarding lead who can take time to reply on
programme request (e.g. permission to use a television or a sports court).

There were small modifications and minor tensions noted in the
programme delivery and design

While young people were positive about the programme overall, a few felt there was ‘too much
writing’. Some were aware of the length of the workbook and requested reductions, and one
student requested the option to type for some of the sessions. Facilitators also observed that
some older participants (Years 10 and 11) occasionally struggled with the pressure of balancing
the programme with their wider academic workloads, and teachers reported that some young
people showed reluctance to reintegrate into the normal school day after attending the nursery
session, suggesting the transition into and out of school could be an issue for some of the young
people to navigate.

“It’s a bit too much paperwork — 80 pages. A lot for me to be writing. That’s five per session.”
Mark, YO M

“[The writing was] pretty long - there was too much to write and too many pages. Computers
would have been better”
Lee,YIOM

Young people and their teachers reported positive outcomes

Developing Although a 16-week programme can’t overcome foundational challenges for
NG EIELEIN young people, for those who were receptive, it offered opportunities to
skills develop foundational skills that help them socialise generally and move on
to the next good thing.

“| struggled with eye contact - it was awkward and it felt weird for me. You
have to do it with the children, otherwise they won’t know you are looking
at them. | use it with my friends now and teachers. | feel more confident
to ask for help when I’m struggling. In English the other day | had to do an
activity and do a speech — it made me feel more confident because |
knew what to do.”

Jenny, Y8 F

Teachers agreed or strongly agreed that 82% of young people had improved
communication skills following participation.

Building “Those with low self-esteem don’t think they're good at anything — this
confidence programme is great for showing them they have skills they didn’t
recognise they had”

Teacher

“My mum said that I’'m a lot more confident at home and I’'ve come out of
my shell”
Jenny, Y8 F
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Managing
emotions

Engagement
with school

Making
friends and
social
connection

Teachers agreed or strongly agreed that 83% of young people had improved
their confidence following participation.

Some young people felt better equipped to manage their emotions, noting
that they successfully used newly learned coping strategies and relaxation
techniques to stay calm in challenging situations in their school and home
life.

“When [the mentees] get angry, I’'ve learned how to use breathing
exercises to stay calm in the moment - I’'ve been able to adapt to that to
avoid bad situations. At school sometimes | take a breather. | use my
skills If someone’s annoying me. | ask the teacher to go outside for 5
minutes. It helps me physically and mentally become calmer.”

James, Y8 M

“Last week we learned how to relax your body. It’s helped me a bit more -
after football I'm really tense, so now | know the techniques to help me
relax.”

Jenny, Y8 F

Teachers and facilitators saw the programme as a hook to get young people
into school.

“On Monday I’m looking forward to Thursdays. [Before the programme] |
didn’t really want to come into school. | didn’t really like it. | didn’t want to
engage in lessons well. Now | feel like | can engage a bit more. I’'ve done
it, it’s stuck in my head now. | actually want to come into school.”

Jenny, Y8 F

“[The programme] Motivated him to get to school... He has ADHD and
struggles to sit still and focus.”
Lee’sdad,Y1IOM

Teachers agreed or strongly agreed that 65% of young people were better
engaged with school following programme participation.

The programme served as a supportive environment where participants
could escape typical school pressures, build meaningful social connections,
and make new friends:

“I don’t really like school. People try bullying me. [the programme gave
me an opportunity to] get away from the bullying.... I’'ve learned how to be
good at communicating with others, how to deal with different situations.

[Like how I use] active listening with my mentee”
Mark, YO M

“Mark can be quite isolated in the classroom, prefers to work and sit on
his own. It can cause problems but he coped well with the [P2 Thrive]
group... it brought him into contact with peers he never would have come
into contact with.”

Mark’s parent
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“Previously sometimes she would say mummy my friends don’t want to
talk to me. [On the programme] She was happier and not worried that
people don’t want to talk to her. Her happiness is better - she is happier
now.”

Miriam’s mum, Y8 F

Sense of The hands-on responsibility of mentoring in the nursery, combined with
EL IGVE g Cid earning a formal qualification, gave young people a sense of achievement
and link to that allowed them to talk more positively about their future career
future aspirations and engagement with school
aspirations
“The qualification is my own achievement. It’s shown me how far I’'ve
come.”
James, Y8 M

“The certificate made me feel excited and happy and proud.”
Miriam, Y8 F

70% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that attitude towards education
had improved following programme participation.

LU RGEI /@ Some parents could trace the link between increased confidence and
taking reduced risk-taking for their child:

“She had low confidence and self-esteem. She allowed herself to be
dragged into situations and get the blame, whereas now she’s saying ‘no-
stop bossing me around’. She has been led astray...she was being
pushed around a bit and taken advantage of.”

Jenny’s mum, Y8 F

“This [experience on Thrive] brought out a different side of Shannon. It
offset some of the issues she might have at school. She struggles with
timekeeping, getting to classes and making the right choices.”
Shannon’s mum, YO F

30% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that young people were taking
fewer risks following programme participation. (66% said they neither agreed
nor disagreed, underlining this was an important change for some, but not all
young people who took part).
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Are the right tools used to understand the
success of the programme?

A key part of this mixed methods study was to understand whether the route to monitoring the
programme is tracking the right things. The analysis suggests that the current monitoring
approach which embeds the WEMWABS scale is robust and allows alignment across Power2’s
wider programmes. It is a validated scale that funders and external evaluators recognise and
require for eligibility.

However, there are limitations to the current approach which risk underselling the programme's
true impact:

WEMWSBS risks underselling the programme's specific impact: Data analysis from
the WEMWABS data collection reveals no statistically significant cohort-wide
improvement in aggregate wellbeing scores. This is primarily because WEMWBS
measures broad wellbeing rather than the specific domains where Power2 Thrive excels,
such as self-confidence and self-esteem. We know that WEMWABS is not designed to be
disaggregated, so the following item-level pattern should be treated as exploratory
rather than as a validated result: programme wide, the cohort sees the biggest positive
moves on the questions ‘I’'ve been feeling good about myself’ and ‘I’ve been feeling
confident’. These areas are strongly backed up by our qualitative findings as areas where
the programme is strong and where the programme design and theory of change has
potential to see improvement.

The shorter SWEMWABS toolis not a viable alternative: While the team considered
switching to the shorter SWEMWABS, analysis showed that this abbreviated version
actually excludes the two specific questions where participants showed the biggest
increase ("feeling confident" and "feeling good about myself").

Young people report finding the current surveys challenging and subjective: Young
people report finding the WEMWABS questionnaire confusing and difficult to fill out. They
also note that their answers are often influenced by their daily mood or short-term
stresses, rather than reflecting long-term developmental changes.

“IWEMWABS data] depends on the mood I’m in. I’ve got different things that have been
stressing me out. That questionnaire has been difficult. Difficult to put my feelings down”

James, Y8 M

Schools report an interest in more young person and parent voice: Teachers felt that
youth voice, parent voice, and direct feedback from the nursery staff would be
particularly meaningful and useful for demonstrating the programme's value to school
governors.

19



New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) as an
alternative

We ran an analysis of alternative and complementary measures that can support Power2 to
understand the impact of the programme. This analysis® led us to recommend the NGSE as
the additional measure for Power2 Thrive. It is short (8 items), free and open access, has

been validated with youth populations from low-income and first-generation backgrounds that
closely mirror Power2’s cohort, and produces a focused general self-efficacy score that tells a
complementary story to WEMWABS. Running both together generates 22 items in total, which is
manageable for young people and does not significantly extend the time required at any given
programme point.

2 See Appendix for further details
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Recommendations

Given the evaluation was broadly positive and did not identify fundamental problems with the
model, we discussed refinements that can tackle the issues raised and accentuate the positive

impacts for young people.

We used the findings from the fieldwork to identify some key opportunity areas for where the
programme may be adapted.

Reduce the school-like feel
of the workbook

Create a ‘confidential zone
around sessions in schools
to reduce disruption from
the school environment?

How might we..?

Support students to
successfully reintegrate
back to their school day
after Power2 Thrive
sessions?

Formalise a ‘transition’
ritual, to support students to
build trust in a new social
setting, away from school-
selves?

Understand if those with
lower wellbeing benefit the
most?

Identify a measure that will
allow the direct monitoring
of confidence and self-
efficacy; alongside broader
WEMWBS data?

Capture the longer-term
impact of the programme?

Support schools to put
forward more balanced
cohorts, so that higher need,
more disruptive student are
‘sprinkled in’ to more stable
cohorts?

Capture parent voice more
systematically or more
usefully ?

Formalise nursery feedback

for schools and students?

We reviewed these collaboratively with the Power2 team in order to identify some key
recommendations. These are outlined below.

Minor but consistent challenges

\ Recommendations
Fully transition the Power2 Thrive

Details
Some young people felt .

Opportunity
Reducing the

school-like there was ‘too much workbook into an "Activity Book" style
feel of the writing’, with which includes conversational activities
workbook some requesting options to and quizzes to minimise paperwork
type or reduce paperwork * Ensure thisis aligned with wider Power2
workbooks as well as NCFE
qualification requirements.

* Offer digital typing as a SEND
accommodation for those who struggle
with writing

Creating a Young people were visibly * Develop explicit training for facilitators

‘confidential
zone’ around
classroom
sessions

around ‘managing environmental
disruption’ which includes role-play for
hands-on experience and encourages
facilitators to explore ‘tag teaming’ to
manage disruptions as a pair

interrupted by peersin
schools (e.g. tapping on
windows) which could ‘jolt’
them back into their
school selves and more
disruptive behaviours
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Support peer learning on this theme so
facilitators can swap tips

Centralise a log of tips and ideas, e.g.
for room shielding, finding alternative
spaces to work (e.g. outdoors), or
raising issues about spaces with
schools

Reintegrating | Some young people were
backinto the | reluctantto rejoin the
school day school day after the high-
engagement environment
at the nursery.

Develop training around check-ins and
check-outs which includes a range of
options for when time is limited or
young people are tired

Support peer learning around running

effective check-ins/outs

* Trial use of lanyards or other
professional markers during the end-to-
end session to clearly demarcate the
start and end of the professional
persona

Protecting and accentuating the ‘safe space’

Opportunity \ Details Recommendations

Formalise a Many reported that the * Ensure that every cohortis given a
transition walk to school is one of the chance for unstructured trust building,
ritual most important parts of the however they travel to nursery. In the

programme for building
trust and getting away from
the school environment —
but this is incidental, rather .
than ‘builtin’.

case that they do not have to walk to a

nursery setting, consider building in a

walk around the block to build this in

Look for opportunities to switch to

walking when young people travel to

nursery settings by another form of

travel

* Provide briefings for schools and
facilitators around the importance of
unstructured time for trust-building

* Ensure the walk as a point of trust
building is covered in facilitator training,
and support facilitators to peer learn
around this

Improving the targeting

Recommendations

Opportunity \ Details

Explore In our data review we have * Develop a simple narrative about who
further if found a tentative finding the programme benefits most to be
those with that those with the lowest used in guidance to schools and other

lower wellbeing experience the non-specialists, to support their

wellbeing greatest benefits
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benefit understanding of who would be a good
most fit for the programme.

Support Grouping disruptive young Develop a simple communications
schools to people all together can pack for schools which covers the

put forward create a difficult dynamic importance of balancing cohorts,
more that impacts the success of framed as ‘how to get the best
balanced the programme for outcomes for your young people’. This
cohorts everyone. However, can be disseminated within schools to

teachers are not always
able to pre-empt this in
advance.

ensure school staff can pass the
message on to one another

Consider a practical tool, e.g. a ‘cohort
balancing checklist/key questions’ to
help school staff sense check the make
up of the group before it is formalised

Using data to tell a better story

\ Details

Opportunity
Identify a
measure that
can capture
the self-
efficacy part of
the story

The programme is
particularly good at
supporting confidence and
self-efficacy, but this is
‘hidden’ in the WEMWBS
(and would be hidden in
SWEMWABS too). WEMWBS
is important to support
alignment and funder-
interest though.

\ Recommendations

Use the NGSE measure to capture
self-efficacy alongside WEMWABS data
Explore how this can be meaningfully
embedded into the current data
collection plan, to limit the burden for
young people

Capture
longer term
impact

There are some concerns
about ‘lost learning

time’, but teachers and
parents generally
appreciate the investment
in the programme makes it
worth missing lessons.
Young people skip
sessions when they feel
under pressure around
their schoolwork.

Power2 is currently trialling
an approach to capture
data from teachers and
young people after 6
months.

Scale and formalise the existing
mechanism for capturing wellbeing
and behavioural data from young
people and teachers after the
programme.

Capture
parent voice

Schools value parent
voice, and parents can
help to see things about

Identify ways to improve the response
rate on the parent feedback form, e.g.
by explaining this to parents at the
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more
systematically

the programme that young
people may not see
themselves —e.g. a link
between increased
confidence and reduced
risk taking

There is a parent feedback
form, but this gets low
response rate. There is also
a form for facilitators to
share feedback from
parents, which isn’t often
used.

moment of signing in, or asking
facilitators to ‘nudge’ parents to
request feedback

Review the effectiveness of the form
provided to facilitators to capture
feedback from parents and whether
this could be streamlined - e.g. asking
facilitators to summarise all verbal or
written feedback as part of wrapping
up each cohort

Selection of a few parents across the
programme sample to hold semi-
structured conversations and get a
spread of insight into the parent
perspective

Formalise
nursery
feedback

Feedback from nurseries is
ad hoc but can be areal
boost for young people.
Teachers report this

could be a useful addition
to their reports to
governors.

There is a midpoint review
form where nurseries may
offer feedback.

Encourage nurseries to provide
feedback at the midpoint review form.
Suggest this includes feedback on:
Impact on nursery-age children
Conduct of secondary school young
people in the nursery setting; any
change seen over time

Feedback on logistics and facilitator
relationship

Any further thoughts, including on
how/where the programme could be
improved
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Conclusion and next steps

Power2 Thrive offers something unique to schools looking to support their young people,
through a mentoring programme that trusts young people with real responsibility that
fundamentally shifts how they see themselves and their futures.

The evaluation findings indicate that the Power2 Thrive programme is a deeply valued and

structurally sound intervention, with encouraging evidence of impact on personal development
but, as yet, no statistically significant effect on the standardised wellbeing measure. Given the
evaluation did not unearth issues or a model in need of repair, the transition forward is about

refinements and evolution.

Future efforts will focus on a few key strategic refinements:

Telling a more compelling impact story: Successfully integrating the New General
Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE) alongside the WEMWBS measure will help to emphasise the
programme’s strengths around self-efficacy.

Protecting the programme culture: Safeguarding the ‘safe spaces’ created by
facilitators—including the vital, relational moments found in transitional rituals like the
walk to nursery—and embedding these into core training.

Precision targeting and cohort dynamics: Equipping schools with clearer, data-driven
narrative packs and cohort-balancing tools to ensure the best social dynamic for every
group.

Minimising school-environment disruptions: Providing facilitators with creative tools
and training to minimise environmental disruptions and help young people navigate the
transition between their professional mentoring personas and standard school routines.

This will support Power2 to protect the transformative experience for young people, while also
collecting the robust data needed to champion its value and potentially scale its reach in future.
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Appendix

Selecting and Integrating a Self-Efficacy Measure

Purpose of this note

This note sets out our recommendation for a self-efficacy measure to run alongside the
Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (WEMWABS) in the Power2 Thrive programme. It
covers:

e Abrief rationale for why a dedicated self-efficacy measure is needed

¢ Anoverview and comparative assessment of credible candidate measures

¢ Aranked recommendation with our primary choice

¢ Practical guidance for how Power2 can integrate the measure into programme delivery
without adding unreasonable burden for young people

Why a dedicated self-efficacy measure is needed

The programme’s current data collection centres on WEMWBS, a 14-item wellbeing scale that
has served Power2 well since 2021. Its broad evidence base, funder recognition and positive
framing remain strong reasons to keep it. However, the evaluation has identified a meaningful

gap.

The core finding

WEMWABS analysis shows no statistically significant cohort-wide wellbeing improvement — but
qualitative and quantitative evidence consistently points to strong gains in confidence and self-
efficacy. The problem is not that the programme isn’t working; it is that the tool we are using to
measure it is not designed to capture the specific thing the programme is best at changing. The
two WEMWBS items where participants show the biggest positive movement (‘I've been feeling
confident’ and ‘I've been feeling good about myself’) are precisely the ones excluded from the
shorter SWEMWBS — making that abbreviated alternative even less suitable.

The case for adding a brief, focused self-efficacy scale is therefore not about replacing
WEMWABS but about giving the programme a second, complementary lens that can tell a more
complete and accurate story of impact. This has been discussed and agreed in principle at the
implications workshop and the recommendations workshop.

The design criteria for the additional measure, as agreed through the workshop process, are:

¢ Robust and well-validated, with a track record in youth or comparable populations
e Free orvery low cost to use

e Short— limiting overwhelm for young people who are already completing WEMWBS and
a YP survey

e Staged soitis not administered in the same week as WEMWBS

e (Capable of generating a simple score that can be tracked and reported separately from
WEMWBS

Candidate measures considered

We reviewed five candidate measures against the criteria above. The table below summarises their
key characteristics. vV = strong fit; v = partial fit.
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Measure Construct ‘Cost Brevity | Youth

fit validity

General Self-Efficacy Scale N4 N4 N4 N4 10 items, 4-point scale; well-

(GSE) tested with adolescents

New General Self-Efficacy V V JV vV 8 items; higher construct

Scale (NGSE) validity; used with low-
income youth

Rosenberg Self-Esteem v N4 N4 v 10 items; self-esteem not

Scale self-efficacy; good
complement

Multidimensional Wellbeing N4 N4 v v Co-created with YP;

in Youth Scale (MWYS) subscales relevant; longer
than ideal

Mental Health Continuum N4 N4 N4 N4 14 items; overlaps with

Short Form (MHC-SF) WEMWABS; less targeted

Brief notes on each:

General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE)

Developed by Schwarzer and colleagues, the GSE is arguably the most widely cited general self-
efficacy scale in existence. It has 10 items rated on a 4-point scale and has demonstrated high
reliability and validity across 28 nations. It is free to use. The items ask respondents to rate their
confidence in handling difficult problems and challenges — language that maps well onto what
Power2 Thrive is trying to shift. Imperial College London has also produced a validated adapted
version for evaluation contexts, which is worth flagging as an option if Power2 wants to align
with that methodological tradition.

New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE)

Developed by Chen, Gully and Eden (2001), the NGSE is an 8-item alternative that research
suggests has higher construct validity than the original GSE. It has been used across diverse
populations including young people from low-income backgrounds and first-generation college
students — a demographic overlap with Power2’s cohort that matters. It is free and freely
available via Sparqgtools and similar repositories. At 8 items, it produces a combined burden of
just 22 items when paired with WEMWBS — the threshold we identified as manageable.

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

A 10-item scale alternating positively and negatively worded items, which reduces the risk of
acquiescence bias (a particular concern with younger respondents who may default to
agreement). It measures self-esteem rather than self-efficacy — a related but distinct
construct. Power2 Thrive appears to be building both, and measuring them separately is
valuable. The mixed item direction does, however, require a degree of literacy and cognitive
engagement that may create difficulty for some participants in the Power2 cohort. It is free to
use.

Multidimensional Wellbeing in Youth Scale (MWYS)

Developed in co-creation with adolescents, this is a genuinely youth-centred scale with five
subscales: having impact; purpose and meaning; dealing with stress and worry; family
relationships; self-confidence; and feeling respected, appreciated and loved. The ‘having
impact’ subscale is particularly interesting given the mentoring role at the heart of Power2
Thrive. However, using it as a full-scale instrument would add more items than we would ideally
want. Using only the self-confidence subscale is possible but reduces the scale’s psychometric
integrity.
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Mental Health Continuum Short Form (MHC-SF)

A 14-item scale covering emotional, social and psychological wellbeing with three subscales. It
has strong credentials in youth mental health research and allows disaggregation that
WEMWABS does not. However, at 14 items it adds substantially to the overall data collection
burden when combined with WEMWBS, and its coverage partially overlaps with WEMWBS
rather than providing a distinct supplementary lens.

Ranked recommendation
We assessed all five measures against the agreed criteria. The table below presents our ranking.

Rank | Measure \ Fit score Summary rationale

1 New General *%x k%% Bestoverall fit. 8 items, free, validated with comparable
Self-Efficacy youth populations, produces a focused self-efficacy
Scale (NGSE) score that complements WEMWBS without overlap.

Combined burden of 22 items (WEMWBS + NGSE) is
manageable.

2 General Self- * k%% Equally free and very well validated. 10 items rather than
Efficacy Scale 8. The Imperial College adapted version is useful if
(GSE) evaluation alignment is a priority. Slightly longer than the

NGSE with comparable outcomes.

3 Rosenberg Self- * Kk k%% Measures a related but distinct construct (self-esteem).

Esteem Scale Best used as an optional complement if Power2 wants to

track both constructs. Mixed item direction may
challenge some YP.

4 MWYS *h ke Strongest on youth co-creation credentials and subscale
relevance to the mentoring role. Scored lower on brevity
and practicality of partial use.

5 MHC-SF * k¥ ¥ Solid credentials but too long when combined with
WEMWABS, and construct overlap reduces the added
value compared to NGSE or GSE.

Our recommendation: the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE)

We recommend the NGSE as the additional measure for Power2 Thrive. It is short (8 items), free
and open access, has been validated with youth populations from low-income and first-generation
backgrounds that closely mirror Power2’s cohort, and produces a focused general self-efficacy
score that tells a complementary story to WEMWBS. Running both together generates 22 items in
total, which is manageable for young people and does not significantly extend the time required at
any given programme point. If Power2 wishes to align with an evaluation tradition associated with
a specific institution, the adapted Imperial College version of the GSE is worth exploring as an
alternative first-choice.
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Practical steps for Power2 to integrate the NGSE

Step 1: Access and familiarise with the instrument

The NGSE is freely available and does not require a licence or formal permission to use in an
evaluation context. Power2 should:

e Download the NGSE items from Sparqgtools (spargtools.org) or directly from Chen, Gully
and Eden (2001). The 8 items are widely reproduced in open-access evaluation toolkits.

¢ Review the standard 5-point Likert response format (Strongly Disagree to Strongly
Agree). There is an argument for adapting to a simpler 4-point scale if this is thought to
better suit the cognitive profile of participants — however, this should be discussed and
any adaptation documented to ensure data comparability.

¢ |dentify whether the Imperial College adapted version is appropriate, particularly if
Power2 is building relationships with university research partners that might conduct
independent validation in future.

Step 2: Integrate items into programme materials

The NGSE items should be formatted consistently with the existing YP data collection tools,
reflecting the design principles that have already guided the WEMWABS format (positive framing,
simple language, accessible layout). Specifically:

e Work with the facilitators and design team to produce a version of the NGSE in the same
visual register as the existing data collection workbook. Avoid presenting it as a
standalone clinical questionnaire.

¢ Consider whether a brief framing sentence for young people would help contextualise
the purpose, e.g. ‘These questions ask you about your confidence in yourself. There are
no right or wrong answers.

¢ Pilot the format with a small group of young people before full implementation to check
for any comprehension difficulties with specific items.

Step 3: Stage collection across the 16 weeks

The core principle is that WEMWABS and the NGSE should never be collected in the same
programme week. The staging below achieves this while also generating a useful mid-point
pulse on self-efficacy. It has been designed around the existing programme structure.

Week Stage Data collected Rationale / guidance
Week 1 Programme No formal measures Standard initial session to build trust
start ahead of collecting any data
Week 2 Baseline WEMWBS (baseline) + NGSE Both measures collected at start.
(baseline) Combined burden is 22 items —

manageable as a one-off at the start
of the programme when YP are fresh
and expectations are being set.

Week Active No formal measures No measurement burden.

3-14 programme

Week Near end post WEMWABS (post) WEMWBS collected alone to ensure
15 focused completion. Collecting this a

week before the final session ensures
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Week Stage Data collected Rationale / guidance

it is not rushed during the graduation

week.
Week Graduation NGSE (post) + YP post-survey Final self-efficacy measure alongside
16 the existing YP post-intervention

survey. Graduation energy can make
this feel celebratory rather than
onerous. Combined burden is
manageable as the session is the
programme close.

Step 4: Train facilitators

Facilitators are the critical bridge between the instrument and the young people completing it.
Training should cover:

e Howtointroduce the NGSE to young people in a way that feels purposeful and non-
threatening

¢ How to support completion without leading responses (particularly where YP may
struggle with the language of any items)

* How to handle the logistics of alternating collection weeks, including tracking which
measure is due

e Howtorecord and return data consistently to support analysis — particularly the
session number/week alongside each completed form, to enable the staged analysis
described above

Step 5: Build the NGSE into the data analysis
framework
The NGSE generates a total score by summing responses across all 8 items (or averaging,
depending on the version used). This gives a single self-efficacy score that can be tracked from
baseline to post and compared within and across cohorts. Power2 should:

e Agree a consistent scoring protocol before collection begins, and document it

¢ Ensure the NGSE score is treated as a separate metric from WEMWABS in all reporting —
not combined with it — so that each score tells a distinct part of the story

e Overtime, explore whether self-efficacy at baseline is a predictor of engagement or
outcome, which could add further precision to the referral guidance work

Step 6: Report the NGSE findings alongside WEMWBS

The most significant practical benefit of adding the NGSE is reputational and communicative:
Power2 will be able to report a specific self-efficacy score change alongside the existing
wellbeing score. This directly addresses the finding that WEMWABS has been underselling the
programme’s impact to funders and referrers. Power2 should:

¢ Develop a simple narrative frame that explains why two measures are used and what
each captures (general wellbeing vs. self-efficacy)

e Presentthe NGSE change score as a headline figure in impact reports, alongside the
WEMWABS change score
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e Discuss with current funders whether the addition of the NGSE is consistent with
existing KPI frameworks — it should not conflict, and may strengthen reporting

Suggested timeline for implementation

e Summer 2026: Access NGSE, design integrated data collection materials, pilot with one
cohort facilitator

e September 2026 (programme restart): Introduce NGSE in first cohort of the new
academic year, using the staging schedule above

e End of first cohort: Review data quality, facilitator feedback and YP experience; refine
approach if needed

¢ From second cohort onwards: Full implementation with three collection points
(baseline, mid-point, post)
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