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Foreword 

In 2008, my Foundation decided to jointly fund the Young Speakers’ Programme, alongside v, because I recognise 
the huge importance of allowing young people to develop the confidence they need and giving them the tools 
required to create social change.  I felt – and I believe the report bears this out – that the programme would have 
two crucial benefits of equal importance. 

First, it would allow young people to gain the skills they need in both public speaking and in preparing for, and 
organising, local community events.  It would also engender within them key attributes such as confidence and 
teamwork.  These will be invaluable in their futures after school – particularly in the workplace.

Second, we know that young people form the future of our society.  By equipping them to deliver these messages 
themselves to their peers and their communities, we can be sure that this future is in safer hands.  If each person 
who heard the presentation even only took part in one or two of the actions, a big change in attitudes would  
take place. 

The Aldridge Foundation promotes an entrepreneurial mindset to young people through our sponsored Academies 
and through all of the projects which we fund and co-ordinate.  Our six key attributes – creativity, determination, 
team-working, risk-taking, problem-solving and passion – are embedded into each of those programmes.  Having 
worked with We Are What We Do over the past two years, and now read this research conducted by IPSE at the 
London Metropolitan University, I feel that we have seen that translated into reality, giving young people the skills 
for life.

Through ongoing work, we will see the messages of the Young Speakers Programme sustained through peer-to-
peer education, instilling entrepreneurial attributes in younger generations to come, and ensuring they can be 
active citizens.

Our challenge is now to work with partners such as yourselves to ensure that the success of this pilot programme 
can be extended across the whole of the country.  We look forward to doing just that.

Rod Aldridge OBE
Chairman, The Aldridge Foundation

Joint Funder of the We Are What We Do Young Speakers’ Programme
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Executive summary

        
We Are What We Do

We Are What We Do began in 2004 having originated from the East London charity, Community 
Links. It aims to inspire people to use their everyday behaviour to make a positive difference to the 
world around them. This is achieved through a number of means including high profile campaigns, 
partnerships with companies and the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF),  
a range of books and bags, a growing online community and schools programmes, such as the 
Young Speakers. 

The Young Speakers Programme

The aim of the programme is to create 400 volunteering opportunities for diverse young people. 
They attend training in public speaking and creative campaigning methods, and receive support to 
gain the skills, knowledge and confidence to go into their communities as social activists and public 
speakers. They deliver interactive presentations in their own schools, local primary schools and 
community groups, inspiring people with the message of We Are What We Do.

The programme has so far trained and supported 450 young people, mainly young women aged 
16-18, from 26 diverse schools and colleges in four cluster areas: London, the Midlands; the North 
West; and the South West. The Young Speakers engage in a wide variety of activities, including 
delivering presentations and workshops in their own school, other schools and community groups;
attending and speaking at events; and organising school and community campaigns.

The Evaluation

The Institute for Policy Studies in Education (IPSE) at London Metropolitan University were 
commissioned to conduct an evaluation of the programme for We Are What We Do. This aimed to 
assess the impact of the Young Speaker’s programme on:

The personal development of Young Speakers 

The impact of Young Speakers’ activity on the community, such as in their own school, other 
schools, family, friends and community groups.

•

•
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The evaluation consisted of:

a training session observation;
a paper-based survey before and after the training event;
surveys of Young Speakers nearing the end of their time as Young Speakers;
a survey of teachers responsible for coordinating Young Speakers; and
case studies in three schools involving interviews and focus groups with Young Speakers,  
teachers and pupils.

Evaluation findings

This evaluation found the Young Speakers programme to be a well-loved, well-received, and 
well-run programme. The strengths of the programme lie in the distinct combination of five key 
elements: the use of both social and environmental messages; the fact it is delivered by young 
people; that the Actions are accessible; that the branded merchandise appeals to young people 
and that the programme promotes a feeling amongst participants that they are part of a larger 
worldwide movement 

The greatest impact of the programme so far has been on the personal development of the Young 
Speakers themselves, who have on the whole had highly positive experiences of the programme. 

The impact of the programme on the Young Speakers:

The majority stated that they joined the programme firstly to ‘make a difference’ but also selected 
a range of statements relating to personal benefits such as skill development and its value on their 
university applications.
 
The vast majority intended to go to university, and many said they planned careers or other future 
activities that would benefit society. 

Young Speakers and teachers indicated that the training was a positive experience during which 
they had met like-minded young people and had gained confidence in the skills they would need 
on the programme. 

The training also impacted positively on Young Speakers’ perceptions of We Are What We Do, and 
their perceptions of their own ability to bring about social change. 

Young Speakers and teachers claimed that the programme had increased the Young Speakers’ 
confidence levels.

Most Young Speakers were nervous before their first presentation, but gained considerable 
satisfaction from engaging their audience and in some cases, receiving feedback that showed that 
the children had taken in and acted on what had been said. 

The Young Speakers reported increased awareness of the importance of their own actions and of 
feeling that they could make a difference.

Nearly all of the Young Speakers had previously been involved in some form of ‘civic’ activities 
including working with children, fund-raising, volunteering and so on, so the impact of the 
programme on civic engagement was less clear-cut because many of the Young Speakers already 
had high levels of engagement. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
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Young Speakers said they had developed skills most in public speaking, team building and 
performance.

There was some evidence that the impact of the programme was greater among the more 
disadvantaged students. 

Young Speakers and their teachers felt well supported by We Are What We Do staff. 

The impact of Young Speakers on their community

Children and teachers felt that young people were best placed to deliver social and environmental 
messages as children and were more likely to listen and not feel lectured.

The majority of Young Speakers said that they had spoken to their friends and family about the 
programme and that they had made and intended to make small positive changes in their lives as 
a result. 

The impact of the programme within Young Speakers’ own schools is largely dependent upon the 
extent to which the programme is taken on board by coordinating teachers.

Further research is needed to explore the impact of the programme in primary schools, but from 
discussion with pupils in one case study school it is clear that pupils enjoyed the presentations, 
recalled information from it and spoke about their intentions to change their behaviour in the 
future.

Recommendations for the future of the programme

A key issue for We Are What We Do in terms of how to progress further in the future relates to 
the depth versus breadth of the programme’s impact. It is important for the organisation to decide 
whether they would like the programme to have a concentrated impact on the Young Speakers 
who participate, in which case the reach of the programme may be lessened, or whether a more 
diffused, lighter impact reaching larger numbers of people across whole schools and communities 
is sought. 

The preferred approach would determine levels of support needed to be provided by We Are What 
We Do staff. For example:

If greater depth is required, working with more disadvantaged young people then resources will be 
needed to support both them and their teachers. This would also necessitate guidance for teachers 
on selection of students. 

If greater breadth is required to reach large numbers within and beyond their school, then more 
work will be needed to develop links with other school events and activities, and promote/ raise 
awareness as to how this might be done. This would require a greater focus on resources to show 
how the Young Speaker’s activities could be integrated into the curriculum.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Introduction

The Institute for Policy Studies in Education (IPSE) at London Metropolitan University was 
commissioned to conduct an evaluation of the Young Speaker’s programme for We Are What We 
Do. The evaluation ran from March 2009 to April 2010. 

We Are What We Do

We Are What We Do began in 2004 having originated from the East London charity, Community 
Links. It aims to inspire people to use their everyday behaviour to make a positive difference to the 
world around them. This is achieved through a number of means including high profile campaigns, 
partnerships with companies and the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF), a 
range of books and bags, a growing online community and schools programmes, such as the Young 
Speakers. 
We Are What We Do have published three books: Change the World for a Fiver (2004); Change 
the World 9-5 (2006) and Teach your Granny to Text (2008). The last featured 30 Actions suggested 
by young people in response to a national competition held for all those under 18. Young people 
were asked, ‘What simple action would you ask one million people to do to change the world?’ 
More than 1000 schools participated and uploaded their entries onto the competition website  
(www.smallactionsbigchange.co.uk). A free copy of the book has since been distributed to all 
maintained schools by the DCSF.

The Young Speaker’s programme is an important part of We Are What We Do, and began in 2008, 
when 200 Young Speakers were recruited in the North West of England and London. The programme 
aims to provide young people with the skills, resources and confidence to give presentations in 
schools and community groups to ‘inspire’ children. Through using young people to give interactive 
presentations it is hoped that they will connect with their young audiences. The programme of 
presentations is accompanied by classroom materials which can be downloaded from the website 
for teachers to use. The programme was funded by the Aldridge Foundation and v up until  
March 2010. 

The aims of the Young Speaker’s programme are:

To create 400 volunteering opportunities for 16-25 year olds – to give a diverse group of  
young people the skills, knowledge and confidence they need to achieve their aspirations  
to change the world.  

To create a positive and sustainable impact on communities – young volunteers will inspire children 
and communities to take simple everyday actions to tackle big social and environmental problems.  

To develop freely available innovative and engaging tools and platforms to inspire positive change 
in communities.

Young people attend a two day residential training in public speaking and creative campaigning 
methods, and receive support to gain the skills, knowledge and confidence to go into their 
communities as social activists and public speakers.  They deliver interactive presentations in their 
own schools, local primary schools and community groups, inspiring children with the message 
that small, simple actions, such as learning some sign language or switching things off when you 
leave the room, can create big social change.

•

•

•
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We Are What We Do’s role is to provide training and materials for Young Speakers and their school 
coordinators. They also provide a web platform and tools for Young Speakers to be able to spread 
the word, and they link participating schools and share good practice. Participating schools put 
forward a member of staff to become the We Are What We Do coordinator, who attends the training 
and provides support to Young Speakers in their school in building relationships and organising 
speaking opportunities with local schools and groups. Young Speakers attend the training, give We 
Are What We Do presentations and run campaigns in their own school, local primary schools and 
with community groups. 

Policy Context 

The Young Speaker’s programme can be viewed within the context of current government policy 
which aims to encourage more young people to become involved in volunteering. There has been 
a growing interest in the need to encourage more young people to participate in volunteering and 
to ‘give something back’ to their communities. 

This was particularly highlighted by the Russell Commission’s A National Framework for Youth Action 
and Engagement (2005), which identified the need to get more young people into volunteering, 
improve the quality of the volunteering experiences they might have and ensure greater diversity of 
those participating in volunteering. The authors recommend that the framework should provide an 
opportunity for young people to expand upon their contribution, helping to build social capital and 
to ensure that society appreciates the value of young people’s civic engagement. Recommendation 
4 of the framework states that ‘it should be commonplace for young people to volunteer whilst 
they are at school, college or in HE.’ 

The report identified a number of key areas which are pertinent to the Young Speaker’s programme. 
In particular, the authors referred to the key theme of the ‘importance of involving young people 
themselves in the design and implementation of volunteering activity.’ This ‘youth-led approach’ is 
seen as crucial to recruiting young volunteers. They write: 

 Half of all young volunteers become involved in activities on the advice or recommendation  
 of friends, some of the most successful and inspirational volunteering experiences are  
 those that are led by young people, and young people are uniquely placed to support  
 and mentor their peers on a number of important social issues. (Russell Commission. A  
 National Framework for Youth Action and Engagement. Executive Summary, p. 8). 

This is an idea which is at the heart of the Young Speaker’s’ programme, ensuring young people are 
involved in the development and delivery. The emphasis on building an online community, which 
is central to the Young Speakers and We Are What We Do as a whole, is also highlighted by the 
Russell Commission. 

The DCSF refer to We Are What We Do in their 2008 Schools Delivery Plan for Sustainable Schools 
under the heading of inclusion and participation. 

 Our programme of work with We Are What We Do has successfully engaged young people  
 across England in thinking about their contribution to making the world a better place. We  
 now want to establish a programme of action to empower children and young people  
 nationally to take action to improve their homes, schools and communities. (DCSF, 2008)

The Young Speaker’s programme also ties in with a wider agenda relating to community cohesion 
and student leadership, allowing Young Speakers to contribute to their communities. Community 
cohesion, as broadly defined by government, involves a common vision and sense of belonging 
for all communities; respect for the diversity of people’s backgrounds and circumstances; equal 
opportunities for people from different backgrounds; and the development of strong and 
positive relationships between people from different backgrounds in the workplace, schools, and 
neighbourhoods (Local Government Association, 2004). 
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Evaluation Aims

It is against this setting that the current evaluation was commissioned by We Are What We Do. It 
aimed to independently assess the impact of the Young Speaker’s programme at two levels: 

Personal development of Young Speakers in 2009/2010 – from recruitment stage

Impact of Young Speakers’ activity on the community – covering activities of both Cohort 1 
(2008/2009) and Cohort 2 (2009/2010) Young Speakers.

The evaluation assessed the following aspects of the programme:

Personal development of Young Speakers

 From application to completion – confidence, aspiration, new skills, knowledge,  
 working as a team, relationship-building, etc.

Impact of Young Speakers’ activity on the community

 Impact of the Young Speakers’ activities on their own school and on other schools where  
 they have spoken 

 Impact of the Young Speakers’ activities on family, friends and community groups.

It also aimed to gain an insight into the following secondary aspects:

We Are What We Do’s administration of the Young Speaker’s programme

Best practice areas and areas which could be improved

Methods

The evaluation consisted of:

stakeholder interviews with We Are What We Do and funder; 

a training session observation; 

surveys of two cohorts of Young Speakers (Cohort 1: 2008-2009 and Cohort 2: 2009-2010):

 a paper-based survey before and after training (Cohort 2 only);

  online surveys of Young Speakers nearing the end of their time as Young Speakers in July  
 2009 (Cohort 1) and March 2010 (Cohort 2); 

an online survey of teachers, from both current schools and those which were no longer part of 
the programme;

case studies in three schools (a primary, a secondary and a sixth form college). Interviews and focus 
groups were held with Young Speakers, teachers and pupils; and 

additional interviews with Young Speakers from a further two schools. 

A detailed explanation of the methods used in this evaluation can be found in the Appendix. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

*

*

*

*

*

•

•

•

•

•
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Notes on the data

It should be noted that this evaluation is based on the responses of those who completed the 
surveys and those who participated in the case study schools. The teachers and Young Speakers 
who responded to the survey were likely to be those who were already more engaged with  
the programme. 

The interviews were held with Young Speakers from five out of 26 schools, a primary teacher and 
two Young Speakers’ teachers. The case study schools were selected by We Are What We Do,  
in discussion with the evaluators, and were chosen to provide examples of good practice. As such, 
the qualitative data collected provides data relating to a ‘snapshot’ in time, and should not be held 
to be representative of the experiences of those in all schools in the programme as a whole.

Report structure

This report is divided into sections exploring the various impacts of the programme. We begin 
by describing the schools and Young Speakers who took part in the programme and explore 
their rationale for becoming involved and issues around Young Speaker recruitment. Section 3 is 
concerned with Young Speakers’ experience of their training and their perceptions of its impact. 
Section 4 examines students’ experiences of being Young Speakers, reviewing what they actually 
did, both in their own school and in primary schools. Section 5 explores the overall impact of the 
programme on Young Speakers’ personal development, while the following section looks at how 
their activity impacted on the community, both within their own schools and the schools they 
visited, and on their friends and families. Finally, Section 7 explores the key messages spread by the 
Young Speakers, the strengths of the programme and We Are What We Do’s administration. We 
conclude with recommendations to take the programme forward. We now explore the evaluation 
findings in detail. 
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1 Schools and their recruitment of Young Speakers

This section maps the different schools involved in the programme and discusses how teachers 
responsible for coordinating the programme recruited Young Speakers in their schools. 

1.1 The schools

In total, 26 institutions have participated in the programme over the course of two years. Those 
schools currently participating in the programme are very varied and include sixth form colleges, FE 
colleges, technology colleges, academies and secondary schools. The majority of the 12 institutions 
involved in the first year of the programme continued their involvement; only three did not (one of 
these was the theatre group who were only contracted to work with the programme for a year). A 
further 14 institutions joined the programme in 2009-2010, when the programme was expanded to 
new regions. Of the 26 institutions that have participated over the two years, there were:

Ten secondary schools (mostly community comprehensives);
Seven FE colleges (two of which are sixth form colleges);
Four academies;
Four voluntary aided Catholic schools/ colleges; 
One independent school; and
One theatre group.

Most of the schools had mixed intakes; there were three single-sex girls’ schools (two of which 
have mixed sixth forms), and one boys’ independent school. The schools ranged in terms of their 
ethnic diversity; some were highly diverse with as many as 94% of students from BME groups, while 
others had mainly White students. They also varied in terms of the socio-economic background of 
students, including both institutions with high levels of Free School Meal eligibility and those with 
students from more affluent backgrounds. Seven had been rated outstanding by Ofsted (the rest 
good or satisfactory). Attainment levels ranged from a school where just 23% of pupils achieved five 
A*-C GCSES including English and Maths, to one where 74% of pupils achieved this. 

Schools from four regions are currently involved in the programme (London, the North West, the 
Midlands and the South West). In the first year of the programme, Young Speakers’ activity was 
focused in London and the North West; the Midlands and the South West were also included in the 
second year. 

In the stakeholder interview, the Young Speakers Coordinator explained that at the start of the 
programme they had a strategy to focus on regions to create clusters formed by ‘word of mouth 
spreading.’ The first chosen cluster was in East London, in the disadvantaged area of Newham, 
where We Are What We Do founders had a history of working, and there was already a good 
network set up. 

Young Speakers’ teachers confirmed that they first became involved largely through word of mouth 
and existing connections, with Community Links for example, or through having heard We Are 
What We Do staff talk at conferences, or being approached directly by We Are What We Do as a 
result of being in one of the cluster areas. 

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Young Speakers’ teachers gave various reasons for becoming involved in the programme. They 
discussed the benefits to students’ personal development; one said, ‘I think it is an excellent 
opportunity for our young people to work on their confidence and get a chance to do something 
positive.’ Key attractions included the ‘positive message’ of the programme and the fact that it 
enabled young people to ‘do something positive for society and the planet.’ A teacher wrote:

 I thought this was an excellent opportunity for students to gain a deeper awareness of 
 the wider issues that confront our society, whilst at the same time gaining skills that will 
 enable them to make a positive contribution as adults. 

Similar themes were expounded by teachers in the case studies. One spoke of how the programme 
had the potential to change students’ ways of thinking about the world and develop a more ‘global 
view’. In another case study school, where the majority of pupils were part of AimHigher (coming 
from families without a history of attending higher education in the UK), the programme was seen 
as a further means of ‘improving [students’] chances of going on to university and improving their 
confidence in interviews and their public speaking.’ An added attraction for this teacher was that 
the Young Speaker’s programme is also delivered in local sixth form colleges, and that this would 
provide those involved with some kind of link when they moved on to college.

1.2 Recruitment of Young Speakers 

We found that while the programme was generally open to students from a range of diverse 
backgrounds (Young Speakers’ backgrounds are explored in the next section), and that most 
teachers gave students the opportunity to volunteer for the programme, it was clear that there 
was a degree of selection in the recruitment process of Young Speakers. 

Young Speakers’ teachers responding to the survey indicated that the programme was most 
commonly open to Year 12s, followed by Year 11s and Year 13s, and was largely dependent upon 
the type of school. The way that Young Speakers were recruited varied by school. Most teachers 
said they invited students to volunteer, often after advertising in assembly (14 out of 19); three said 
they had selected students either on their own or other teachers’ recommendations; and two said 
they used a combination of both methods. 

In the case studies, we explored with Young Speakers and teachers in greater detail how recruitment 
had taken place. Teachers in two of the case study institutions said they invited students to volunteer 
to be part of the programme. In one school, 30 students volunteered, which was considered too 
large a group to manage, and consequently, the teacher said, ‘We put in a couple of little obstacles 
that they had to be able to jump over in order to do it.’ They held sessions on a Saturday, and made 
it a deposit scheme, with students getting their money back if they attended the session. The 
teacher explained:

 It just showed a little bit more of a commitment to the whole programme, so that  
 weeded out quite a few, and then we had a couple of other after-school sessions and  
 that weeded out a few more. So we’ve got our stalwarts now, which have shown huge  
 commitment and can be totally relied on.
 
Young Speakers in another case study school explained how they had been ‘chosen’ for the 
programme by their teacher who ‘made a list of people they thought would be appropriate for 
doing it’, and had then been asked if they would like to do it. When asked what the teacher had 
based their choice on, a Young Speaker answered that it was ‘because we all do extra stuff in school 
already.’ Another said, ‘You had to be likely to get into the school next year. Cos it’s in Year 11 so 
you had to be likely to get the grades and have the behaviour to get back in.’ Significantly, their 
responses implied that those chosen had to be confident enough to be part of the programme; 
one said those chosen were, ‘people that were happy to talk to large groups of people and were 
confident enough to stand up in assembly and talk.’
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Similar themes emerged in conversation with Young Speakers in other schools. In one, 12 people 
were chosen from the year, and were then told it was ‘first come first served’ for the 10 places 
available. A Young Speaker in this school said teachers’ choices were ‘based on speaking merit, 
and because we’ll be committed to actually going through everything that you had to do.’ Another 
explained:

 They chose people that were confident and that will be willing to participate in all of the 
 activities that you had to go through to become a Young Speaker. 

Young Speakers in another school said students were asked, ‘Who would like to speak in primary 
schools next year, who’s willing to do this?’ About 20 students volunteered; they then attended 
a meeting and were told that the first to complete a form and register online would be chosen. 
Consequently, ‘a lot of people didn’t get the opportunity to go.’

This is in contrast to the aims of the programme, which was, said the We Are What We Do 
Young Speaker’s Coordinator, designed ‘for students who haven’t necessarily had those kinds of 
opportunities before’. A similar view was held by the funder who was keen that the programme 
should reach ‘the most difficult’ young people, not necessarily those who were already ‘most likely 
to volunteer.’ 

There was then a tension between the egalitarian aims of the programme and the practical aspects 
of running it in schools. Selecting students who were already involved in other similar activities 
or who already showed an aptitude and inclination towards such activities, and those who were 
confident in public situations and were able to work on their own initiative certainly ensures 
that the programme runs successfully, without teachers having to provide burdensome levels of 
support. However, it does mean that those students who could most benefit from the aspects 
of personal development provided by the programme miss out. It is an issue which is difficult to 
resolve, given the extra responsibility, time and commitment that the programme demands from 
students; those who are less confident may struggle. On the other hand, teachers also spoke of 
instances where those who were more academic, or who already had significant extracurricular 
commitments, dropped out because of the demands of their timetables and other extra-curricular 
activities. 

Drop out from the programme is then an issue which needs to be considered. We Are What We 
Do collects data relating to this. In 2008-2009, they estimated that 37 students out of 240 dropped 
out (15%). This included two schools which dropped out due to lack of support and staff changes 
within the school. As well as this, individual students dropped out as a result of changing schools 
at the end of their GCSE year; the demands of other school work; and struggling academically and 
so being advised by teachers not to undertake extra-curricular activities. We Are What We Do 
estimates that in 2009-2010, 20 out of 227 Young Speakers (9%) will have dropped out. We Are 
What We Do note that reasons for drop out are similar to the previous year, and that drop out was 
largest ‘especially in those schools where we did not meet face-to-face with someone from senior 
management at recruitment phase.’ 

However, we were unable to obtain a clear definition of what constitutes drop out. It could be 
defined in various ways: Young Speakers who gave no presentations, or those who attended the 
training and then did no further activity; or those who did not record action on the website.   We 
spoke to one Young Speaker who was still clearly engaged with the programme, noting her Actions 
on the website, but who had been unable, so far, to give any presentations because her group of 
Young Speakers had not found time in their timetable when they were all free to visit a school. 
How drop out is defined thus remains vague, and could be improved through greater centralised 
data collection, for example collecting data on individual Young Speaker’s, such as how many 
presentations they gave and to who. 
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The responses to the pupil and teacher surveys provide some further indications of drop out. 
In 2008-2009, at least one Young Speaker from all 12 of the participating schools responded to 
the survey, implying that there was at least some activity in each of the schools. However, in the 
following year, there were five schools from which no Young Speakers responded to the survey. 
Responses were not received from teachers in some of these schools either, implying that there 
was little interest in the programme within these schools. 

A teacher from a school where there had been very little activity related this to the qualities of the 
pupils involved, and suggested that she had made a poor selection of students for the programme. 
Teachers responsible for Young Speakers in two of the case study schools spoke of the drop out 
they’d experienced in their groups of Young Speakers. In both cases, Young Speakers had dropped 
out either to concentrate more on their studies or other extra-curricular activities. In one of the 
schools, the teacher estimated that about half the 20 Young Speakers who were trained had ‘really 
embraced it.’ She suggested that the difficulties of engaging primary schools, combined with 
finding time within their school timetables to visit schools, may have put some Young Speakers off. 
To counter this, she encouraged Young Speakers to work more within their own college, ‘just trying 
to kind of get the message out to the people that we can access, as opposed to them having to take 
a full afternoon off to get to a primary school somewhere.’

1.3 Summary

The institutions participating in the programme were diverse in their nature, intakes, and attainment 
levels. Schools had generally become involved in the programme through existing networks. 

Teachers generally reported that they had recruited students to the programme by asking for 
volunteers, but their responses and those of the Young Speakers themselves indicated that in 
many schools there was also some form of selection, often favouring students who had already 
participated in similar extra-curricular activities, or those whose behaviour and attainment was 
good. This perhaps meant that those who might most have benefited from the programme did not 
take part.  
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2 The Young Speakers

This section provides an overview of the kind of young people who become Young Speakers. We 
explore their reasons for joining the programme, the level of civic engagement amongst the Young 
Speakers who took part in the evaluation, their educational attainment, and their aspirations for 
the future. 

We begin by describing the Young Speakers, in particular those who completed the surveys: 

Higher numbers of girls are Young Speakers than boys. Equal Opportunities data collected by We 
Are What We Do shows that two thirds of Young Speakers 2008/09 cohort were girls, and 70% in 
2009/10. In terms of responses to the online surveys, the majority were female (73% of Cohort 1 
and 77% of Cohort 2). It was not clear whether this was because the programme appealed more to 
young women, or whether it was linked to teachers’ recruitment practices. This is something that 
could benefit from further research.

Young Speakers’ activity is concentrated amongst those in sixth form. The majority of Young 
Speakers responding to the survey in both years were aged 16-18 (88% in 2008 and 94% in 2009). 

In 2008-2009, more than half of the respondents came from London schools and the remainder 
from the North West. The following year, schools in Bristol and the Midlands came on board. In 
2009-10, again, the bulk of responses were from London (44%) and the North West (31%); 16% of 
respondents were from the South West. 

The online surveys invited Young Speakers to provide information about their ethnicity; the majority 
did so. They were very diverse and included young people from a great many ethnic backgrounds. 
The ethnic make-up of each cohort was very similar with about half from Black or Minority Ethnic 
backgrounds (BME) or of mixed race, and almost 40% ‘White’ or ‘British.’

Almost half of each cohort said that they received Educational Maintenance Allowances (EMA) 
(46% of Cohort 1 and 44% of Cohort 2), indicating that they were from a low income family. In order 
to be eligible, students aged 16-18 must have an annual household income of less than £30,810 
(for tax year 2008-2009); they then receive up to £30 a week to continue in their learning.

Almost half of Cohort 1 Young Speakers (46%) said that they were currently (or had previously 
been) on the Gifted and Talented programme. A lower proportion of Young Speakers from Cohort 
2 said they were on the programme (37%).

2.1 Rationale for involvement with the Young Speaker’s programme

The two cohorts were asked in the surveys why they wanted to become Young Speakers (Figure 2.1). 
The main reasons selected centred around the development of personal skills. The most frequently 
selected option was ‘to gain useful skills’, identified by more than three-quarters of Young Speakers 
in both Cohorts. This was followed by the desire to ‘increase my confidence in public speaking.’ 
Around two-thirds of Young Speakers said that they ‘wanted to make a difference’; this was higher 
amongst Cohort 2. About half saw the programme as a way of helping their university application 
(higher amongst Cohort 1). Few Young Speakers said they took part because their friends were or 
because they liked the sound of a trip away. 

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Figure 2.1: Reasons for becoming a Young Speaker 

The survey asked Young Speakers to rank the three most important reasons for joining the 
programme. Both Cohorts of Young Speakers highlighted the same factors. The most frequently 
mentioned ‘most important’ and ‘second most important’ factors amongst Young Speakers in 
Cohort 1 were ‘wanting to make a difference’, followed by ‘gaining useful skills’ and ‘increasing 
confidence in public speaking.’ 

While a higher proportion of Cohort 2 selected ‘making a difference’ as one of their reasons for 
taking part, they were less likely than those in Cohort 1 to indicate that it was the most important 
reason; in general they appeared to be more concerned with the personal outcomes than with 
the messages of the programme. However, this may reflect the different timings of the survey; 
Cohort 1 were given the survey at the end of their time as a Young Speaker when the messages of 
the programme may have had a greater impact on their thinking, while Cohort 2 were asked the 
question at the training event. 

The same reasons for joining were prominent in the rationales of the Young Speakers we interviewed:  

 I did it because I knew that you that you had to speak and do presentations and stuff,  
 I wanted to gain my confidence, and also that it looked really good if I include it in my  
 personal statement for uni. 

In terms of skills for personal development, Young Speakers spoke of wanting to have the chance to 
interact with people, such as one who said, ‘the reason why I became a Young Speaker is to know 
how to engage and interact with people in the real world.’ 

A number of Young Speakers said they joined the programme because they were so inspired by the 
message and could see how they would be able to ‘spread the word’ further in their role. There was 
a genuine desire amongst Young Speakers to ‘make a difference’, and do something to help society 
and the environment. Young Speakers liked the fusion of environmental and social messages: 

 I became a Young Speaker because I believe that is important to make some changes in the  
 world ’cos we are privileged with so many things, whereas other people aren’t. I thought  
 that was maybe a way to spread the message of helping other people as well as the  
 environment. 

Those who were already likely to engage with this kind of argument clearly valued the feeling of 
‘being part of something.’ 
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 I heard a lot about the work they [the previous year’s Young Speakers] were doing after I  
 started college, and I was quite interested because it sounded fun but also because we  
 are actually more environmentally conscious. I thought it was something I could contribute  
 [to], if I could be part of it and if I could make a difference, I think it would make me feel  
 better and I could spread the word as well.  So it was something that I wanted to do,  
 something I wanted to be part of. 

Some joined out of curiosity, others because they were put forward by their teachers. One Young 
Speaker said his teacher told him it would be ‘a good valuable opportunity.’ He added, ‘I just went 
on her word basically; I didn’t know much about the organisation and just followed her advice.’ 
Others had heard about it through friends in the year above who had been Young Speakers and had 
recommended it, ‘They said that they really enjoyed it and it was a really good way to put across 
like the positive change and I kind of really liked that idea so I thought I’d just give it a go.’ 

2.2 Level of prior civic engagement

As shown above, a number of Young Speakers joined the programme in order to make a difference 
to people’s lives and to their environment. The programme fitted in with a number of issues which 
Young Speakers expressed concern for, and many had a history of involvement with voluntary 
activities, or work in their communities – broadly defined here as ‘civic engagement.’ That the 
programme attracted this kind of student was commented upon by a Young Speaker’s teacher who 
provided this description of the kind of students in her Young Speakers group. 

 If anything they tend to be the more ... not capable intellectually, but capable of coping  
 with different situations and being more active in classes and generally being a bit more  
 effective as students, because, obviously, they’re prepared to give the time up for some  
 things, so they’re going to be more sort of proactive students ... So I think because of that,  
 because of the nature of the sort of project, that they actually have to give up their own  
 time to do things, I think we tend to get slightly more willing students. (Young Speaker’s  
 Teacher)

In the survey we asked Young Speakers to indicate the activities they were already engaged in. 
We found that generally they were fairly well pre-disposed to civic engagement and showed a 
high prior level of engagement in civic activities similar to those featured in the Young Speaker’s 
programme. Figure 2.2 provides a breakdown of responses for the two cohorts. 
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Figure 2.2: Young Speakers’ prior civic engagement

 
Nearly every Young Speaker said that they had been involved in at least some form of civic 
engagement. Only 5% said that they had not been involved in any of the activities listed.

The most frequently selected activities that Young Speakers said they had experience of were 
working with children; participating in drama/ performance; fundraising for charity; and working 
as volunteers (between 66% and 49% of each cohort had experience of these). In the first three of 
these activities, experience was higher among Cohort 2. 

More than half the Young Speakers in each cohort said they had experience of working as volunteers. 
This is in line with national data collected by 2005 DCLG Citizenship Survey which found that 53% 
of young people aged 16-19 had volunteered with a club or organisation at least once in the last 
12 months.  

Experience of public speaking/debating and membership of the School Council was higher among 
those in Cohort 2. 

Around a fifth of Young Speakers said they had been members of charity or special interest groups.

Around a fifth said they were or had been involved with a local faith group (18% Cohort 1 and 23% 
Cohort 2). Higher proportions of Cohort 2 Young Speakers from London were involved with their 
local faith group (50% in London vs. 23% overall Cohort 2)1. 

Almost a fifth of Young Speakers had attended marches or protests (15% Cohort 1 and 21%  
Cohort 2). 

More than a quarter said they had previously been involved in working with their local community. 
This was higher among the Young Speakers in Cohort 1 (32% vs. 25% in Cohort 2). 

Few Young Speakers in either cohort were members of political parties or had ever been involved 
in ‘environmental activism.’

1 Data from the Cohort 2 Training Survey (2009-2010) are categorised according to which location the Young Speakers were from London, Bristol or North West 
group, as they attended different training events. There was also a small group who did not attend one of the three main training events, but who attended a 
non-residential training event at We Are What We Do offices in London. They were excluded from the significance analysis.
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It is interesting to note the differences between the two cohorts; Cohort 2 showed higher levels 
of prior involvement in the activities listed. It may be that in the second year the programme 
was being more appropriately targeted at those whose interests lie in this area, or it may be that 
teachers were recruiting those students who have most experience and active involvement related 
to the programme aims. Further research with teachers would be necessary to explore this. 

In the survey, Young Speakers provided details of the kind of activities they had been involved in. 
Below is an example of one of the most active who came from a school which selected students for 
the programme rather than having students volunteer. 

 Drama/performance: acting in shows; Attending a march/ protesting: No to Iraq War;  
 Debating: debate club; Chair of school council; Special interest/charity: Amnesty  
 International; Oxfam; Working with children: nursery assistant; Environmental activism:  
 recycling; Political party: member of Labour. 

2.3 Education and plans for the future

The Young Speakers were asked about their educational qualifications and their plans for the 
future. Despite coming from schools which offered a variety of courses, the great majority of Young 
Speakers said that they were studying for A-levels; 84% of Cohort 1 and 83% of Cohort 2 said that 
A-levels would be the highest qualification they would leave school with.  Fewer than one in ten said 
that they would leave with AS-level or BTEC qualifications (7% Cohort 1; 8% Cohort 2). Just four per 
cent of Cohort 1 and six per cent of Cohort 2 said the highest qualification they would leave school 
with was GCSEs. None of the Young Speakers said they would leave without any qualifications2

Young Speakers were also asked what they would be doing in September 2009 (Cohort 1) and 
September 2010 (Cohort 2). The largest proportion of respondents said that they would be at 
university. Around a quarter of Young Speakers indicated they would be at college, while some said 
they would be staying on at school. 

Figure 2.3: Young Speakers’ intended destinations 

   Cohort 1       Cohort 2

 
Young Speakers in Cohort 2 were asked whether they intended to go to university; 97% anticipated 
doing so. This is clearly well above the national figure of less than 50%, but this is perhaps an 
inevitable result of targeting the programme at those aged 16 or more. 

2 It is possible that this question may have been misleading in that it said ‘while at school’ – those at Sixth Form College may not have answered correctly. It 
was subsequently amended the following year.
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The surveys also explored Young Speakers’ career plans and ambitions for the future in an open-
ended question which asked them to write in their plans. Their responses were then coded. The 
career plans they outlined often combined both the expression of a desire to gain a degree/ go to 
university, and the specific degree or career area. A large number of Young Speakers said they were 
interested in becoming a doctor/ studying medicine; this is perhaps indicative of the high level of 
achievement and aspiration within this group of Young Speakers. One wrote ‘To study medicine at 
one of the good universities’, while another wrote:

 I would like to go to university to study Psychology. After the 4 year course I intend to  
 specialise in clinical or neuropsychology and hopefully become a psychologist working  
 either within the NHS or privately. 

Others spoke of wanting to join the teaching profession and pointed to the advantages of working 
with children as part of the programme in terms of preparing them for this. 

Some said that being a Young Speaker had made them want to work in a similar field in the future, 
such as one who wrote, ‘ideally, I would like to work for an organisation like We Are What We Do, 
trying to promote change in the world.’ Another wrote:

 I hope to have a job involving languages and that I will be able to continue with extra  
 activities, which will involve me trying to make a difference, and which possibly might  
 include some travelling around the world. 

While some Young Speakers were clearly still undecided, responding with question marks for 
example, others wrote very detailed, well thought out descriptions of their future plans, such as 
the case below:

 I plan to go to university in 2010 to begin a BA in either drama/ theatre studies or English,  
 preferably I would like to do a combined course. If I achieve a 2.1 or higher then I will  
 complete a Masters. After uni I am undecided on the career path which I will take. I plan on  
 having a gap year after uni. 

In order to gauge further information about the students that joined the Young Speaker’s 
programme we also asked those in Cohort 1 to indicate the three things that were most important 
to them in their future. Family, happiness, making a difference and job satisfaction were the most 
frequently identified as being their most important hopes for the future. It is interesting to note 
that ‘fame’ was frequently identified as a third choice. 

Figure 2.4: Young speaker’s hopes for the future (Cohort 1) 3

  3 Note, this question was only asked of Cohort 1. 
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2.4 Summary

The Young Speakers were ethnically diverse; a disproportionate number were female. 

Their rationales for involvement in the programme included both ‘making a difference’ and a range 
of personal benefits such as skill development and its value on their university applications. 

Nearly all of them had previous civic engagement including working with children, fund-raising, 
volunteering etc. 

The vast majority intended to go to university, and substantial number said they planned careers or 
other future activities that would benefit society. 

•

•

•

•
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3 Young Speakers’ Training

The majority of this section relates to data from Cohort 2. While Young Speakers in Cohort 1 
answered a small number of retrospective questions about the training, those in Cohort 2 were 
invited to complete a short paper-based survey before and immediately after the training event. 
We also explored teachers and Young Speakers’ experiences and perceptions of the training in 
interview. 

3.1 Experiences of the training 

Cohort 2 Young Speakers received two days of residential training from We Are What We Do staff at 
the end of June and beginning of July 2010. Three training events were held in two rural locations, 
one outside Bristol (for South West and London schools) and another in the Lake District (for 
schools in the North West). An extra one-day event was held in London for those who were unable 
to attend the residential.

Overall, the Young Speakers rated their experience of the training very highly. All Young Speakers 
rated it as ‘good’ or ‘excellent’ in terms of enabling them to be a Young Speaker, while a similarly 
high proportion were positive about their experience of working as a group. Nearly all said that 
they had found it enjoyable, and the great majority said it had been excellent or good in terms of 
improving their confidence. Those few who felt it was only satisfactory or poor at improving their 
confidence were spread across the three training groups.

Figure 3.1: Rating of the skills acquired at the training (Cohort 2 only)

Young Speakers were similarly positive about the trainers’ presentations at the event, and in relation 
to the information provided and the overall organisation (99% rated the trainers’ presentations as 
excellent or good, while 94% rated the information provided as excellent or good).

Figure 3.2: Rating of the overall experience of the training (Cohort 2 only)
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The organisation of the training event was also rated well. In terms of the training logistics, their 
ratings were slightly more mixed, particularly in relation to the catering. The London group were 
least happy with the accommodation and catering.  

At the end of the training, Young Speakers were asked to write in what they felt was the best thing 
about the training and they came back with a wide variety of answers. Nearly all wrote something 
here, and their responses are grouped into the categories shown in the graph below. 

Figure 3.3: The best things about the training (Cohort 2 only)

The most frequent response was about meeting new people. One Young Speaker wrote, ‘Being 
around people who have similar views as me on changing the world. I think that the We Are What 
We Do movement is exactly what the world needs.’ Young Speakers also appreciated the way 
that the training enabled them to improve their confidence. Learning new skills in general, but 
specifically techniques of public speaking or giving public presentations, was also identified as an 
important aspect. One wrote, ‘I loved the way the activities involved everyone and gave everybody 
a chance to gain new speaking skills without forcing people into things they don’t want to do.’

Young Speakers enjoyed the fact that the training days involved creative and practical tasks in 
groups, where they were taught new skills and were able to apply their skills to a particular scenario 
(i.e. designing and making the campaign). A small number also expressed their enthusiasm for the 
trainers and facilitators at the event and the fact that they had been ‘inspired’ by their stories, and 
by being part of a group of like-minded people: ‘To see others aiming to the same thing as you is 
great encouragement and support, loved it.’

The survey also asked Young Speakers to identify any aspects of the training event which could be 
improved in the future. The majority responded with suggestions of some sort. The most frequent 
suggestion was improvement to the catering, followed by less sitting/more breaks. A significant 
proportion answered that nothing could be improved. Other suggestions for improvement 
included having more interactive activities, more socialising between schools, being able to stay at 
the residential for longer and having more time to practice public speaking. 
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Figure 3.4: Aspects of the training that could be improved (Cohort 2)

 There was a perception that the training could have been improved through having more breaks 
during the sessions, for example ‘mini-breaks of 5/10 minutes every hour’, and less time spent 
listening, with more active participation between groups, such as ‘more active activities and less 
“sit and listen” parts.’ Suggestions were made to have more, shorter activities in the future, and 
for there to be more opportunities to work with Young Speakers in other schools at the training, 
and that they might be encouraged to mingle more; ‘more activities to make friends with the other 
schools’ and ‘more time to meet other people.’

At the end of the training they were also asked if they still had any worries remaining before 
embarking on their role as a Young Speaker. Only seven Young Speakers expressed concerns in 
relation to their roles as Young Speakers. These mainly related to nerves and concerns about having 
the confidence to present in front of children. A Young Speaker worried about ‘my presentation 
not drawing the audience in as well as I wanted it to’, while another said, ‘I just don’t want to lose 
contact with the programme and everyone in it – I really [want] to be a part and make a difference.’ 
Only eight comments added final criticisms of the training. 

Instead, most comments were very positive. A significant number of comments consisted of praise 
or said that they had no worries. A number also thanked the We Are What We Do team for the 
training. The comments below are indicative of the bulk of Young Speakers’ comments which were 
highly positive about the residential training:

 The whole ethos of We Are What We Do and exchanging and I feel privileged to be  
 part of it. 

 Thank you for offering such a unique, amazing, inspiring and motivating course. 

 I think this has given us all at a chance to get more experience and learn how to be  
 more involved with the younger generation; it has been a really good chance for us to   
 better ourselves. 

Similar comments were made by Young Speakers in the case study schools. Here, again, Young 
Speakers were very positive about their experience of the training. One said she ‘absolutely adored 
it’ and that ‘it was one of the best like weekends of my life.’ She went on to explain that ‘they packed 
so much in but not just, like, lectures. It was about activities, experience, games to play and you 
could just meet the Young Speakers.’ A Young Speaker in another case study school said, ‘I think all 
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of us loved it.’ Others spoke of how welcomed they were made to feel by the We Are What We Do 
staff: ‘They were so friendly and willing for us to be there and just really welcoming and really got 
us involved straight away. Really helpful.’ The rural locations of the residential training days were 
also mentioned; one described it as ‘really earthy.’ They further cemented the feeling that Young 
Speakers were special. 

Teachers also gave their assessments of the training days. One teacher described it as ‘like just 
having a massive hug for two days. It was brilliant. It was really, really friendly.’ She found the 
speakers ‘utterly inspirational.’ However, she found that while the students enjoyed it, by the end 
of the training there was some confusion as to what they were actually presenting; ‘Were they 
presenting the Actions or were they promoting We Are What We Do?’ The teacher said she spoke 
to the organisers about this and noted that in the second year the training was a lot more focused, 
and students were given three Actions to concentrate on: 

 That kind of made it a lot clearer to them, and they all had a brilliant time and didn’t  
 want to come back. You’d think they would have been there for sort of two weeks with the  
 teenage friendships and things they’d formed. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

However, some confusion remained among Cohort 2 Young Speakers. When asked how the training 
could be improved, one suggested ‘Maybe make it more concise – a bit more precise in terms of 
what our responsibilities as Young Speakers are.’

Other teachers were also positive about the training events and pointed to the skills it equipped 
students with and to developments in their confidence. A number suggested the timing of the 
training could be improved. There was a perception that students ‘lost momentum’ and that it was 
‘hard to pick up the programme after the summer break’, because they did not actually do any 
presentations until some time after the training ended: 

 Because of the timing of the residential training before the summer holidays, a lot of  
 the momentum was lost, and after the summer really struggled to get the students to  
 develop presentations. In the end they didn’t actually do any, although one of the students  
 did some informal work in college. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

 The six students who attended the training residential were really excited, but as it was the  
 end of the academic year they did not do anything with the We Are what We Do material  
 until the next September, and by then the momentum was gone. I did not have the time to  
 support them in September and a lot has happened since then. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

A teacher also discussed the logistics of the training event and whether the locations of the events 
‘could be looked at.’ She also noted that there were ‘sometimes some very long sessions where the 
kids were required to sit and listen after 3-4 hours travelling.’ 

For one of the case study teachers, the training programme became ‘more crisp and organised’ 
and ‘a lot more effective’ in the second year. However, she left the second year’s training with a 
feeling that Young Speakers had not been made to feel quite as ‘special’ as they had in the first year. 
For her, this is what helped motivate the Young Speakers and engage them with the programme. 
She said there were less of the small touches, such as having Young Speakers write themselves a 
postcard which We Are What We Do then posted to them later in the year to remind them how 
they felt at the training.



3.2 The impact of the training on confidence

Cohort 2 Young Speakers were asked to rate their confidence levels on a scale of 1 to 9 (1 being not 
very confident; 9 being very confident) both before and immediately after the training. Figure 3.5 
below shows how their mean confidence ratings changed during the course of the training. In every 
aspect of confidence, Young Speakers’ ratings improved by the end of the training. At the beginning 
of the training, Young Speakers were least confident in speaking in front of large audiences, running 
campaigns, talking to people they didn’t know and phoning people they didn’t know. These four 
aspects were the ones in which Young Speakers reported the greatest improvement in by the end of 
the training. A less pronounced impact was seen in relation to those aspects which Young Speakers 
rated their confidence more highly, although they still improved. 

Figure 3.5: Confidence ratings before and after the training 

 
If we focus on those who rated their confidence as being low (between 1 and 3) before the training, 
it is clear that the training had a significant impact on their confidence ratings. Of the 49 Young 
Speakers in this group, 23 rated their confidence between 4 and 6 after the training, while 40 rated 
it as high (between 7 and 9). The table below shows the differences in terms of the percentage of 
Young Speakers rating their confidence as low before and after the training.  

Table 3.1: Percentage indicating low confidence before and after training 

However, a small minority of Young Speakers rated their confidence in specific aspects as lower 
after the training. This was particularly in relation to ‘phoning people I don’t know’ and ‘working as 
part of a group/ team.’ In both cases nine Young Speakers rated their confidence as lower after the 
training). It is not evident what might have caused these Young Speakers to drop their confidence 
ratings in this way.
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  4 mean ratings: 1=not very confident; 9= very confident

Speaking in front of large audiences
Talking to people I don’t know
Running a campaign
Phoning people I don’t know
Presenting arguments
Persuading people
Working as part of a group/ team
Base      49

31
24
22
21
13
7
6

% rating low  
before training

% rating low  
after training

4
1
*
5
*
-
*
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There was some variation in the levels of prior confidence between the groups of Young Speakers 
from different regions (as indicated by the training event they attended). Confidence levels 
in relation to all aspects except speaking in front of large audiences, both before and after the 
training, were lowest amongst those from the North West and highest among those from the South 
West. Young Speakers from London were particularly confident in relation to team work prior to 
the training (75% rated their confidence highly in contrast to 70% in the South West and 53% in 
the North West). The variations in confidence were less pronounced immediately after the event, 
although those from the North West remained the least confident. 

In the case study institutions, teachers and Young Speakers also discussed the impact of the 
training on Young Speakers’ confidence. The techniques taught to Young Speakers at the training 
were described as crucial to the development of confidence, as was the opportunity to work with 
students from other schools. 

 They taught us techniques of how you could maybe give a better presentation to people,  
 and basically they have given us quite a lot of training to help us, otherwise I doubt whether  
 we’d be able to stand here and talk to you! 

 Also, you are interacting with different people and plus they are in the same position as  
 us, so obviously we interacted better, because we knew everyone is in the same position,  
 so our confidence has increased as well. 

 I wasn’t confident before, but I came back from the training and I was like a completely  
 different person. It was really weird. 

Young Speakers’ teachers echoed these comments and described it as ‘a real confidence booster.’ 

3.3 Impact of the training on Young Speakers’ perceptions of We Are  

 What We Do

As Figure 3.6 below shows, the Young Speakers were very positive about the We Are What We 
Do movement before they started the training, and were even more so after it. After the training, 
greater numbers agreed that they felt part of the We Are What We Do movement; had something 
to say that others care about; felt able to make positive things happen in their school; and felt 
about to inspire others to take action. 

The greatest impact was in relation to levels of agreement with the statement ‘I have something to 
say that others care about’; this rose from 56% to 85% after the training. The training had a strong 
impact on helping students to feel part of the We Are What We Do movement, increasing from two 
thirds to more than 90%. The proportion of Young Speakers who said they were neutral, unsure, or 
did not feel part of the movement, decreased from 38% before the training to 9% by the time they 
had finished the training. This suggests that the training event is key in getting Young Speakers on 
board and making them feel involved with and included in the movement. 

Less pronounced differences were seen in relation to feeling they could make a difference in their 
school and the extent to which ‘the We Are What We Do movement is a good way of affecting social 
and environmental change’, although in both cases the majority of Young Speakers agreed by the 
end of the training.  
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Figure 3.6: On being a Young Speaker

I feel part of the We Are What We Do movement

 
I have something to say that others care about
 

I feel able to make positive things happen in my school

 
I feel able to inspire others to take action

 
The Young Speaker’s programme is a good way of affecting social change

 
The training survey also asked Young Speakers to indicate how far they agreed with a set of 
statements designed to determine how prepared they felt for being a Young Speaker after the 
training. The vast majority of Young Speakers agreed that they had a good understanding of what 
was expected of them as a Young Speaker (89%), and that they felt inspired by the programme 
(88%). Those who claimed they were not inspired (strongly disagree, disagree or neutral) were 
predominantly from the London group and the North West group. 

Fewer than one in ten (9%) said they did not feel ready yet to go and present to children and just 
over a quarter (26%) claimed that the thought of doing their presentation was daunting, though 
the majority indicated that they felt ready to go and present to children (77%). 
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Figure 3.7: Level of preparedness immediately after the training

 
The online surveys also asked retrospective questions of Cohort 1 and 2 at the end of the programme 
about their experience of the training. Young Speakers’ views about this were fairly evenly spread; 
while around a third were happy with the amount of training they received, a similar number said 
they would have liked to have had more training (this was higher amongst Cohort 2). 

Teachers were similarly positive about the extent to which the training prepared Young Speakers 
for the presentations; three-quarters agreed that it had prepared Young Speakers sufficiently well. 

3.4 Summary

Young Speakers and teachers indicated that the training was a positive experience during which 
they had met like-minded young people and had gained confidence in the skills they would need 
on the programme. 

The training also impacted on Young Speakers’ perceptions of the We Are What We Do movement, 
and their perceptions of their own ability to bring about social change. 

Suggestions for improvement related to the timing of the training (momentum was lost over the 
summer break); and to specific activities (Young Speakers would prefer more activity and less 
listening). 

•

•

•
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4 Being a Young Speaker

This section explores the students’ experiences as Young Speakers: how prepared they felt to give 
presentations, what they liked about the experience, and how it could have been improved. The 
activities Young Speakers were involved in varied by school. We Are What We Do emphasise that 
being a Young Speaker does not necessarily mean having to visit primary schools. Some Young 
Speakers’ focused upon activities within their own school, others within primary schools and 
others were involved in both (details of the activities conducted by Young Speakers can be found 
in Section 6). This depended on a number of things, such as the extent to which teachers engaged 
with the programme/ provided support, the extent to which students embraced it, and the level 
of success in contacting primary schools, which, as we will see below, presented some challenges 
for Young Speakers.

4.1 Organising the presentations

In the 2008-2009 survey, more than half the Young Speakers agreed that ‘contacting schools and 
organising the presentations was generally easy’ (57% Cohort 1; 59% Cohort 2). Higher proportions 
of Cohort 2 Young Speakers disagreed with this statement (20% compared with 13% of Cohort 1).
 
While more than half the Young Speakers agreed that contacting schools was generally easy, a 
significant number of Cohort 1 identified organising presentations as a difficulty/ challenge in their 
experience as Young Speakers. They recounted instances when they had been unable to contact 
schools or when schools showed little or no interest in having them present. A particular problem 
was schools that did not return calls. There was a perception from some Young Speakers that they 
were ‘not taken seriously’ by the schools, and that they were ‘not cooperative because of us being 
young.’ Another said:

 I think the difficulties lie in arranging to go into schools. Many schools which I contacted  
 were just not interested. Many said they would get back to me and did not. I felt that in  
 some cases I just wasn’t taken seriously. 

A particular problem for Young Speakers was ‘get[ting] their foot in the door’, i.e. convincing school 
secretaries to let them speak to the relevant person or to have someone call them back. Teachers 
echoed these sentiments in the online survey. They too provided examples of when Young Speakers 
had encountered difficulties in arranging their presentations:

 When many did not hear back from/ were messed about by schools they contacted to do  
 presentations with their motivation dwindled. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

 Contacting primary/ keeping in contact/ keeping the momentum after the training was an  
 issue for some students. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

Consequently, Young Speakers in the case study schools had set up their visits to primary schools 
largely through existing personal links. One Young Speaker visited her old school, while some 
visited a school which one of the Young Speaker’s mothers worked at; others made presentations 
at schools for which the visits had been set up by We Are What We Do staff through Community 
Links. Others visited their school’s feeder primary schools, and schools which had been visited 
by Young Speakers in the previous year. These types of arrangements were more successful and 
stopped Young Speakers from becoming despondent through lack of interest from schools. One 
of the case study schools used its existing links as an FE college running a ‘pre-teaching’ course 
to arrange presentations, but even then the teacher acknowledged that where they did get some 
interest from schools, these were some distance away. 



33

On top of the difficulties Young Speakers encountered when contacting schools, some also lacked 
confidence in phoning them. A number of teachers said that their Young Speakers were ‘reluctant’ 
to approach schools. To assists with this a teacher suggested that:

 I do think that some further training on actually getting a presentation organised would  
 have helped, maybe if this is incorporated into the main training with students supported  
 to contact local schools there and then. Or maybe a follow up day in local areas to do this.  
 This could then have incorporated the links with primary schools. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

Others agreed. One teacher suggested having someone to help the Young Speakers arrange their 
presentations, while another suggested having a system where primary schools could request a 
Young Speakers’ presentation. She noted that Young Speakers were ‘not keen on having to ring local 
primary schools to try and make appointments’ and that primary heads were ‘not interested as 
they never heard of it.’ Greater awareness raising amongst primary school heads would help in this 
regard, as would continued work on behalf of We Are What We Do to set up and sustain ongoing 
links with primary schools.  

A second issue in terms of organising presentations was time. Firstly, it was difficult for Young 
Speakers to find a time when everyone in the group was free to do presentations. Secondly, it was 
hard to fit in presentations alongside their studies. It should be noted that most Young Speakers 
were studying A-levels, and as such would have had a significant amount of coursework to complete. 
A number mentioned having had to ‘miss lessons’ or being unable to visit schools for presentations 
because they needed to focus on their exams and coursework. 

 Many of the times which presentations would be delivered were during my college so I had  
 to take time out and missed lessons as a result. 

 When arranging presentations, sometimes, we all had exams and so we had to really try to  
 organise it well so that we were able to find a time when we were all free so that we could  
 prepare for it. 

A Young Speaker who was ‘reluctant to miss time in lesson to go to a presentation’ wrote of 
the difficulties of arranging presentations whilst doing A-levels, and suggested that it could  be 
improved by:

 … having after school activities or going into youth centres for example, as not only is it  
 better for us with work commitments, but it also narrows down the audience to those who  
 are willing to listen and want to make a difference, rather than taking time from their day  
 to make them listen. I think people would have been more responsive this way. 

Again, the issue of ‘juggling’ A-level courses and finding time to get together as a team were also 
raised by teachers when asked to identify difficulties and challenges within the programme. One 
teacher said, ‘Our biggest difficulty was escaping the curriculum in our school in order to spend time 
in assemblies at primary schools.’ 

4.2 Experience of giving the presentations

The surveys asked Young Speakers how they found the experience of giving the presentations. 
Young Speakers in Cohort 2 appeared to have higher levels of confidence than those in Cohort 1. 
More than half the Young Speakers said they found it daunting doing their first presentation (72% 
Cohort 1 vs. 63% Cohort 2), while around a quarter said they felt very confident doing their first 
presentation (24% Cohort 1; 36% Cohort 2). More than 40% said that they found it easy; this was 
again higher amongst Cohort 2. Young Speakers were more positive about the level of input they 
had into what they presented; almost three quarters in both cohorts agreed they had lots of input, 
although this was higher amongst Cohort 1.
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Figure 4.1: Experience of giving the presentations 

 
Young Speakers in the case study schools appeared to have had a fair amount of input into what 
they presented, in terms of the details of how they did their presentation and which aspects they 
concentrated on. However, Young Speakers took guidance from We Are What We Do in terms of 
the campaigns and We Are What We Do Actions which they focused on in their presentations. In 
some instances, We Are What We Do supported the Young Speakers by giving them tips, extra 
support sessions and, where relevant, a focus for the actions to cover in their presentations, so 
that they gave presentations with a clear message. This was evident in the similar campaigns being 
run in the case study schools, with two focusing on Walk Your Dad. Young Speakers in one school 
explained they had been given  ‘walk with your dad, get fit, feel better, and spending time with 
different generations’ to work on, but that ‘it was really easy going’ because they could relate to 
these Actions themselves.

In the interviews, we discussed with Young Speakers how they felt during their first presentation. 
In one school, Young Speakers described it as having been ‘easier than we thought it was going to 
be.’ In another school, a Young Speaker described her first presentation:

 It was so nerve racking but I really enjoyed doing the presentations, I’m quite good at  
 speaking to people and I like doing the presentations but I was really nervous at the first  
 one, I was kind of shaking a bit, but I went through it with [staff at Community Links] and  
 it was completely fine, so it was good. 

The surveys also explored with Young Speakers the extent to which they retained their links with 
schools. Young Speakers’ views were mixed, and were broadly similar in the two cohorts. Given the 
emphasis placed on sustaining links with primary schools by We Are What We Do in 2009-2010, 
it is perhaps disappointing that greater proportions of Cohort 2 did not agree with that they were 
able to follow up their visits at a later date or that they were still in touch with some of the schools 
they visited. Encouragingly, more than half of Young Speakers agreed that they had had a chance to 
talk with teachers in the schools they visited prior to giving their presentations. However, around a 
third of Young Speakers disagreed with the statements ‘I was able to follow up some of my visits at 
a later date’ and ‘I am still in touch with some of the schools I visited.’  
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Figure 4.2: Links with schools

 
In interview with Young Speakers it was clear that some had visited primary schools more than 
once or that they planned to do so in the future. Young Speakers visited the case study primary 
school twice; they first gave a presentation in assembly before returning at a later date to conduct 
a workshop event with a smaller number of pupils. 

Sustaining links with primaries was made easier by working with feeder schools. Young Speakers 
spoke of the potential for the primary pupils to link into the Young Speaker’s programme when they 
attended the secondary school. 

 That’s another one that is a feeder school for [our school] so we’ll be seeing them in Year 7  
 if the Year 6s come to [our school] so that’s another way that if we go into the feeder  
 schools, when they come here we can then say ‘do you remember seeing us in Year 6?   
 Have you done any of the Actions? Can you bring them into secondary school?’ Keep it on  
 like a chain reaction sort of thing.
 
In the surveys Young Speakers identified the best things about doing their presentations.  They 
were highly enthusiastic about the aspects they had enjoyed as Young Speakers and the impact 
they perceived it to have had on children. The most commonly mentioned related to audience 
response and engagement, for example, in seeing the reaction from children they presented to, 
and interacting with children. Whilst some Young Speakers referred to the ‘impact’ on the children, 
often this consisted of comments relating to how the pupils had enjoyed the presentation, and 
whether they had paid attention and/ or listened to what the Young Speakers had to say to them, 
rather than any impact in terms of attitudinal or behaviour change. A Young Speaker wrote ‘It was 
great to see the children’s faces light up as I was talking to them’. Others spoke of how they enjoyed 
working with children, and having ‘an insight on what it would feel like to be in charge of a class’. 

A small number of Young Speakers actually provided evidence of impact on children’s behaviour. 
These included instances where children had provided feedback and recalled some of the Actions 
and told Young Speakers how they had completed them, for example, that they had ‘tried the 
actions at play time’. Young Speakers wrote:



36

 The best thing was when I saw the children really take in what I was saying, I did one  
 presentation at my friend’s little brother’s schools, and I saw him weeks later and he was  
 telling me all the stuff he had been doing, and it was great to know they actually listened! 

 BEST – being recognised by kids in the streets and having them repeat what we had taught  
 them at playtime as they remembered it and they also told us how they had completed  
 some Actions. 

The presentations also provided Young Speakers with a great sense of satisfaction and achievement, 
helping them to feel that they had made a difference. 

 Best: Lots and lots of fun, the thrill of talking to a group, being able to put across my  
 message to make change! :) 

 BEST – feeling I’ve done something for my environment and community. 

 I love talking to people and using the opportunity to test my presentation skills. 

4.2.1 Challenges and difficulties of giving the presentations

As well as identifying the ‘best bits’ of doing the presentations. The most frequently mentioned 
‘worst bit’ was nerves. Young Speakers wrote of the ‘fear’ of standing in front of a large crowd; one 
wrote ‘worst is the initial feeling of all the faces staring at you’, while another wrote, ‘the worst 
thing was not knowing what to say sometimes’. Some worried that their nerves would get the 
better of them. However, a number of respondents noted that their fears abated as they got into 
their stride and as they became more comfortable with speaking in public over time.

 The worst thing was doing my first presentation, it was really nerve racking because  
 I wasn’t overly used to speaking in front of people before this I had struggled to do even  
 class presentations. But the more I did, the better I got! I love doing them now! 

Young Speakers, particularly those in Cohort 1, also expressed concerns about the lack of 
engagement from some audiences, particularly older pupils, and how best to engage those who 
were not interested. There was a perception that it was easier to engage with younger pupils. 
Young Speakers’ peers were seen as the hardest to reach group. One Young Speaker said, ‘I did 
not enjoy presenting to my own school seeing as everyone knew who we were they took it more 
as a joke and not very seriously’, while another said, ‘Older and larger groups are more daunting. 
Younger children is more fun, and less scary because if you go wrong they don’t notice.’ However, 
whilst it was easier to get a positive reaction from younger pupils, others worried that those that 
were too young would not grasp the message: ‘The kids were enthusiastic but some of them were 
a bit young to understand.’ 

As the quote below shows, some Young Speakers thrived on the challenge of engaging people:

 The WORST things were when people didn’t completely believe in changing the world and  
 the BEST things were changing their minds. 

Organisational factors were also an issue for Young Speakers. They gave examples of schools that 
forgot they were coming, or of difficulties they had experienced in arranging visits with the schools: 

 Worst was probably the hassle of organising them – I found the We Are What We Do  
 system of allocating talks ineffective and thus had to organise them independently, which  
 was very time consuming.
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As mentioned above, making time was also a challenge, and Young Speakers wrote of having to 
‘take time off school when it was really important.’ Others said that they had not spent enough time 
preparing for their presentations, which made them more anxious: ‘It had me pretty worried before 
the talk that I hadn’t planned enough for two hours.’ 

Schools were not always adequately technically prepared for the presentations. The DVDs appeared 
to have caused some problems; sometimes for example, there were problems in getting the sound 
to work. One Young Speaker wrote, ‘The technical aspects of things was poor because we were 
unable to show the children the presentation as the projector had not been set up so they missed 
out on a bit.’ 

In a separate question, Young Speakers identified any challenges/difficulties that they encountered 
in delivering their presentations or campaigns. Organising presentations with schools and making 
time to do the presentations have already been discussed above. Other frequently mentioned 
difficulties and challenges included those relating to class control, differentiation, nerves, and 
technical issues. 

Issues relating to class control were challenging for Young Speakers as this is something which they 
said they felt ill-prepared for, and which they had to rely on teachers to assist them with. Some 
relayed stories of ‘disruptive’ pupils who interrupted the presentations and had to be dealt with by 
teachers. This initially affected the confidence of some of the Young Speakers, but became less of 
an issue over time. 

 There were some challenges, as obviously some of the pupilAs were more difficult to 
 convince and some of them had comebacks to the points we made, and at first this knocked  
 our confidence a little but with experience we learnt how to overcome this. 

One said that they learnt in time to ‘involve them more’ in activities. Both cohorts encountered lack 
of interest among pupils in their presentations, and it may be beneficial for the training to prepare 
Young Speakers for the fact that not everyone will want to listen to their presentations, and that 
they should not allow some of the more challenging instances to de-motivate them. 

As well as encountering difficulties relating to audience engagement, Young Speakers also 
commented on issues of differentiation, for example, having to tailor their presentations to the 
different age groups: 

 I think the main challenge we found was to be able to adjust our presentations for the  
 different year groups we were presenting to. The Year 3 class obviously responded  
 differently to the Year 12 class. I think we weren’t prepared for this and so in future we  
 have made sure that we apply a different type of techniques to get the message across  
 about We Are What We Do to older groups. 

When asked what improvements could be made to their presentations, more than half the Young 
Speakers said that their presentations could have been improved by having more practice (51% 
Cohort 1; 70% Cohort 2). Having more confidence was an issue for around two-fifths in both cohorts, 
while about a quarter said the presentations could have been improved with better materials and 
resources. For almost a quarter of Cohort 1 (24%) better audience engagement would have helped; 
this was lower in Cohort 2 (18%).
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4.3 Summary

The Young Speakers engaged in a wide variety of activities, including presentations and workshops 
in other schools; presentation for the new group of Young Speakers, and organising campaigns in 
their own schools.

A significant minority experienced difficulties organising presentations in primary schools, apparently 
because primary schools were not interested or did not take the Young Speakers seriously because 
of their age. Many Young Speakers were reluctant to telephone unfamiliar schools, and found 
making the arrangements very time-consuming. It was much easier to use primary schools where 
they already had personal or school contacts rather than persuade unfamiliar schools to take part. 
Most Young Speakers were nervous before their first presentation, but gained considerable 
satisfaction from engaging their audience and in some cases, receiving feedback that showed that 
the children had taken in and acted on what had been said. 

The clash between the demands of their own school work and of the Young Speaker’s programme 
was frequently noted. 
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5 Impact on the Young Speakers’ Personal Development 

This section explores the impact of the programme on the Young Speakers’ personal development. 
It is on the Young Speakers themselves that the programme has had the greatest impact, according 
to both Young Speakers and their teachers. Impact has been greatest in terms of building their 
confidence, encouraging them to change their behaviour/ adopt the We Are What We Do Actions, 
impacting on their future plans and aspirations, and skills development. We explore each of these 
aspects in turn. First, we look at some of the more wide ranging impacts of the programme as 
reported by Young Speakers. 

Both online surveys asked Young Speakers to indicate their level of agreement with a set of 
statements about how being a Young Speaker impacted on them. Slightly higher proportions of 
those in Cohort 2 said that they felt closer to their local community as a result of being a Young 
Speaker (55% Cohort 2 vs. 43% Cohort 1). The majority (almost equal proportions of both cohorts) 
disagreed with the statement ‘Being a Young Speaker has had no impact on me at all’; just one in 10 
agreed. Similarly, most disagreed with the statement ‘My role as a Young Speaker has not improved 
my confidence at all’; only around five per cent agreed. 

Figure 5.1: Impact of the programme on Young Speakers
 

Teachers were also positive about the impact the programme had on the Young Speakers involved. 
The majority disagreed that ‘Being a Young Speaker did not change the students in any way’ (85% 
of teachers compared to 79% of Young Speakers). More than half the teachers (55%) agreed that it 
had helped Young Speakers to feel part of their community. 

We now explore each of the specific impacts on Young Speakers’ personal development in turn.

 5.1 Impact on confidence

The survey asked Young Speakers to write in what had been the biggest difference that being a 
Young Speaker made to their lives. The responses were multi-coded, so as to allow as many of their 
opinions to come through in the data as possible. The most frequent mention was of the difference 
that it had made to their levels of confidence. Young Speakers spoke of having improved confidence, 
feeling less nervous, and feeling like they could speak in front of large groups, such as a Young 
Speaker who said, ‘I am much more confident in front of large audiences.’ While most mentioned 
confidence alone, others made the link between improved confidence and interpersonal skills, and 
future job chances or applications to university; one said ‘It has made me more confident in myself 
and in the things I do e.g. applying for college.’ Similar themes were picked up by others:
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 I am far more confident as a person and I have almost no fear about putting myself  
 out there in any number of situations, which has helped me with finding new friends and  
 work opportunities.

 The confidence in public speaking that I have gained is really good - whether I need to use  
 it in making a presentation or just everyday life. 

Increases in confidence were also mentioned by teachers and Young Speakers throughout the 
evaluation as being the most significant impact on the Young Speakers’ personal development. 
Three quarters of Young Speakers disagreed with the statement ‘my role as a Young Speaker has 
not improved my confidence at all.’ Similarly, the majority of teachers (83%) agreed that students’ 
confidence had increased greatly as a result of the programme; none disagreed.  

The Cohort 2 survey asked the Young Speakers to rate their confidence levels (on a scale of 1 to 9, 
with 1 being least confident and 9 being most confident) in the same areas as in the training survey 
(see Section 3). Table 5.1 below provides a breakdown of Young Speakers’ confidence ratings before 
the training, immediately after the training and again towards the end of their experience in the 
programme. Confidence ratings were highest immediately after the training. Towards the end of 
the programme, Young Speakers reported lower mean confidence levels, but importantly these 
were generally higher than those before the training. This suggests that the training is very effective 
in giving Young Speakers’ confidence prior to embarking on the programme, but that the realities of 
being a Young Speaker, such as organising and giving presentations may make Young Speakers more 
realistic in their confidence assessments towards the end of the programme. The key is that some 
of the increased confidence gained through the training is retained by the end of the programme.

Table 5.1: Confidence (Cohort 2)

At each point, Young Speakers were most confident in working as part of a group/ team (mean 
score 7.7). By the end of the programme, Young Speakers were much more confident in talking to 
people they didn’t know. Prior to the training, they were least confident about speaking in front of 
large audiences (mean score 4.8); by the end of the programme this had increased to a mean score 
of 6.6. The training impacted greatly on Young Speakers’ confidence to run campaigns (changing 
from a mean score of 5.2 to 7.5). This dropped to 6.5 by the end of the programme, after Young 
Speakers had actually experienced running campaigns, but still remained improved on that prior to 
the training. They were least confident in phoning people they didn’t know. This is discussed above 
in Section 5 as being a particular challenge for the programme, and it is this area in which Young 
Speakers need additional support.

Working as part of a group/ team
Talking to people I don’t know
Presenting arguments
Persuading people
Speaking in front of large audiences
Running a campaign
Phoning people I don’t know

* mean ratings: 1=not very confident; 9= very confident

7.5
5.5
6.4
6.7
4.8
5.2
5.6

Before training After training Near end  
of programme

7.5
5.5
6.4
6.7
4.8
5.2
5.6

7.7
7.0
6.8
6.7
6.6
6.5
6.2
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Case study participants also discussed the impact of the programme on their confidence in 
interview. There was an overall consensus from the majority of Young Speakers we spoke to 
that their confidence had improved as a result of the programme. In contrast to the survey data, 
they talked about the ways that they had developed their confidence through actually doing 
presentations.  This impact appeared to be greatest among those who said they had been very 
lacking in confidence prior to joining the programme. 

 I think, a lot of us, our confidence has increased; we were really shy before but because of  
 our presentations and our training it has actually increased our confidence. (Young  
 Speaker)

A Young Speaker, when asked how nervous she was previously, said:

     I was probably shaking all the time, I couldn’t look at anyone, I’d look down and stuff like  
 that, and I would just quickly read off the page or whatever and sit down; I wasn’t able to  
 answer questions confidently.  But now, like, if someone was to ask a question, then maybe  
 I could help them out. 

She went on to explain that her confidence had developed in terms of talking to people she didn’t 
know. Previously, she said, she would have been able to give presentations to large groups of 
people, but would have found talking to small groups difficult. 

 I used to do presentations before in school and stuff and I was fine with them, but I think  
 it was just talking one to one or with small groups of people that was a bit worse. Whereas  
 I’m totally into Young Speakers now and I just like chat with them and be confident about  
 that ... so yes it helped me out with that. I feel more confident just talking to you now. 

Another Young Speaker in the same group agreed, and said, ‘Yeah everything just, got much louder!’ 
with additional experience of presenting. 

While the greatest impact was on the least confident, those who said they felt fairly confident 
before joining the programme also indicated that they had developed their confidence further in 
the programme. When asked what she had gained from the programme a Young Speaker said: 

 A confidence boost, and being able to connect with like different people, so ranging from  
 young children all the way up to with old people you could do it like other than primary  
 schools.[And would you have said you were confident beforehand?] I was quite confident  
 but doing this has really made a lot of difference. 

It was not always possible for Young Speakers to identify the specific aspects of the programme 
which led to the development of their confidence. Young Speakers in one of the other case study 
schools said it was as a result of working together as a team, ‘It’s the interaction in class.’ They 
practised at meetings held on Saturdays when they used to present to each other; ‘I think that 
was good because then you got to know everyone properly and you feel more confident in the 
school.’ A Young Speaker described how her group had taken turns at being the lead presenter. She 
said, ‘That kind of helped quite a bit to building our confidence up.’ Others said they had gained in 
confidence through the experience of giving the presentations in schools; they said ‘it makes you 
feel good after you have done it. Even though it didn’t go well, it would be like “Yeah, I have done it 
now”.’ Another said, ‘It helps a bit ‘cos it is actually fun. So if you can do it with fun things, you can 
do it with anything.’ 
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The teachers we interviewed were equally enthusiastic about the impact on Young Speakers’ 
confidence. One said her group were ‘fantastic, they’ve totally blossomed.’ She explained that 
while she had had to ‘step in’ during some of their early presentations because they were ‘losing 
their way’, since they gained more experience they ‘have obviously got better and like today I can 
just sit down, I don’t do anything.’ The Young Speaker’s programme had been, she said, ‘a fantastic 
thing for their confidence, their cohesion, their empathy and sort of working with different people 
that they wouldn’t normally choose to work with.’ 

Another Young Speakers’ teacher said ‘it has sort of contributed positively to their confidence and 
general maturity levels I think.’ She referred to a Young Speaker in her group to illustrate the impact 
the programme had had on the student’s confidence. Previously, she said, the student used to 
be lacking in confidence, ‘hide behind her hair’, whereas now, when the teacher says there is a 
presentation to do ‘she’s the first one to volunteer and she does everything so she’s brilliant. I think 
yes some presentations have been really, really good.’

5.2 Impact on the Young Speakers’ attitudes and behaviour

Young Speakers noted the changes participation in the programme had brought about in terms 
of their awareness of environmental issues and how this had led to changes in their attitude to 
the environment and to society as a whole. For some, this was in addition to having increased 
confidence, such as a Young Speaker who wrote, ‘I have gained more confidence and think more 
carefully about [how] my actions will affect the environment.’ Their experience of the programme 
opened Young Speakers’ eyes to world issues; one Young Speaker wrote that ‘I look at the 
environment and at the world differently, in a more positive way in which we have to preserve the 
world for the future.’ Others said that they now had a greater understanding of how they could 
make changes to improve the world: ‘Before, I thought doing actions were good, but didn’t know 
how they helped collectively. Now the community aspect is very clear.’ 

Being able to ‘give something back’ and develop their confidence allowed Young Speakers to have 
stronger feelings of self-worth, self-esteem and pride. For some of the students, becoming a Young 
Speaker meant incorporating a whole range of changes to their lives. One described it as a ‘lifestyle 
change’ and described how they tired to ensure their friends and family followed as many Actions 
as they could. Making a difference and spreading the messages to friends and family was something 
which was mentioned by a number of Young Speakers. One said, ‘I am constantly looking at small 
changes that I can realistically make to my daily life in order to make a positive change to those 
around me.’

In both the survey and the case studies Young Speakers spoke of the effect it had had on encouraging 
them to change their way of thinking. For some, who already held strong feelings about promoting 
positive environmental and social change, the programme provided, in the words of one Young 
Speaker, ‘an outlet to voice your concerns and what you want to see changed.’ 

In the surveys, the majority agreed that being a Young Speaker had made them think about their 
actions in the world differently, made them realise they can make a difference, and changed their 
outlook on the world. However, almost a quarter disagreed that it had changed their outlook on the 
world, which may imply that they had a similar outlook, which attracted them to the programme in 
the first place. There were few differences in the responses of the two cohorts in relation to these 
statements. 
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Figure 5.2: Impact on Young Speakers’ attitude and behaviour
 

In the case studies, there was a consensus from the Young Speakers we interviewed that being part 
of the programme had made them think about their actions in the world more carefully. It made 
them consider their place in the world and how they could make a difference. Many said they 
had become ‘more aware’ and thoughtful in what they did, and of using the We Are What We Do 
Actions to help; for instance they spoke of turning electrical items off standby, reducing the amount 
of water and electricity they used, being more considerate of others etc. Aside from making these 
small practical changes to their everyday lives, they also spoke of a greater, all encompassing 
change in attitude. It made them realise that there were things they were able to do to make a 
difference, as the exchange from a group of Young Speakers below shows:  

 - Before, it actually changed our views on almost everything that we do.

 - Yeah like the environment.

 - It made us more caring and think more about what we do. 

 - It actually made us a better person because, say we did something, we know the 
 consequences of our actions. 

In another case study school, a Young Speaker emphasised that felt they had to ‘practise what they 
preach’ and follow the Actions themselves. 

 By coming here and doing workshops with them it kind of makes you realise that you have  
 to do it yourself.  You can’t come here and say you should be doing this, you should be  
 doing that and then go and do it yourself. 

The programme also helped Young Speakers to feel part of a movement through which they could 
make a difference. 

At the end of the programme, the majority (more than 85% in both cohorts) said that they felt 
part of the We Are What We Do movement (Figure 5.3). Almost three quarters agreed that they 
were able to inspire others to make changes to their lives; around one fifth were neutral. As with 
confidence ratings these figures are lower than those collected immediately after the training, but 
again, there is greater agreement than there was prior to the training.  A teacher commented on 
the importance of feeling part of something, ‘it’s that thing about seeing themselves as part of 
something as opposed to seeing themselves at the centre of their world, just to realise that there 
are things bigger than [them].
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Figure 5.3: Impact on Young Speakers’ links to the movement

 
5.3 Impact on Young Speakers’ future plans and aspirations

The third impact explored in the evaluation was the extent to which the programme impacted on 
Young Speakers’ future plans and aspirations. To explore this properly would require longitudinal 
research with a sample of Young Speakers over a period of years, which was outside the scope of 
this research. However, the surveys asked Young Speakers for their perceptions as to the extent to 
which their activity on the programme had impacted on their intentions of becoming involved with 
particular activities in the future. We asked Young Speakers how much more likely they were to do 
a range of activities as a result of being a Young Speaker.  

The majority said that, as a result of being a Young Speaker, they were now more likely in the 
future to volunteer, do charity work, get involved with the local community and talk about the 
environment or politics with friends. There was less agreement as to whether being a Young 
Speaker had impacted on their intentions to go to university or to stay on in education (opinion 
was split in half amongst Cohort 1 as to whether it had made it was any more likely). As some 
Young Speakers noted in their comments to this question, this is not necessarily a reflection of 
the programme – merely, that they were already intending on going to university or staying on in 
education and that being a Young Speaker had not changed this. A similar picture can be seen in 
relation to voting intentions. In terms of future political engagement and future educational plans, 
much higher proportions of those in Cohort 2 said that they were likely to do these things as a 
result of being a Young Speaker. A quarter of Young Speakers said that it was more likely that they 
would join a political party in the future. It is, however, difficult to know if this means that they 
were no more likely to do these things because they would have done them anyway or because 
they would not have done them anyway. As such, it unfortunately provides little information about 
their actual intentions. 
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Figure 5.4: Impact on Young Speakers’ future political/ civic engagement & educational plans

 
We also asked Young Speakers’ teachers their perceptions of the impact of the programme on 
their students. Almost one in five agreed that the programme encouraged students to go to 
university who wouldn’t otherwise have gone (19%); however more than a third disagreed with 
this statement, implying that those recruited to the programme would have gone to university 
anyway. Teachers held mixed views in relation to the statement, ‘it has had little impact on raising 
students’ aspirations’; 44% disagreed, while 17% agreed.  
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In the case studies, we explored Young Speakers’ perceptions of the impact that being a Young 
Speaker had on their future aspirations. As shown in Section 2 virtually all Young Speakers responding 
to the survey in Cohort 2 said that they intended to go to university. Whilst as the previous question 
showed, a number said they would have gone to university even if they had not been part of the 
programme, there was a perception that having been a Young Speaker would be helpful in terms of 
preparing for university and having the confidence to meet new people once there. 

 I probably had doubts about it, ‘cos maybe I thought I wouldn’t be able to mix with people  
 ‘cos I am not a very confident person. So yeah, it has definitely helped me ‘cos now that I  
 know I can interact with different people, I think maybe it will be easier. 

 Definitely. I’m not worried about that, like starting university and that because I’m sure I’m  
 a more confident person now. 

Others spoke of how the programme had ‘given me a confidence boost I needed to allow me to feel 
I could [go to university]’, and of ‘learning the lessons you need to take to university’.  

A second benefit of being a Young Speaker related to university and college applications. Young 
Speakers in all the schools we visited commented on how their CV and personal statements would 
be improved as a result of being Young Speakers. This was partly linked to perceptions related to 
the unique nature of the programme. Young Speakers highlighted the fact that ‘not a lot of people 
are Young Speakers’, that ‘200 people nationally’ had been trained, and that ‘you have to get 
chosen for it.’ Being able to point to their involvement in We Are What We Do activities alongside 
their environmental consciousness was seen as being ‘an advantage’ in the personal statement. A 
Young Speaker explained:

 Well I put it in my UCAS thing, said all the things I’ve done in college to try and show that  
 I was an active student in college. 

A teacher at a school which had been involved in the Young Speaker’s programme in both years 
referred to a number of students on whom she believed the programme had had an impact in 
terms of helping them to make future educational decisions. Again, the key issue here was in terms 
of raising students’ confidence. She spoke of a ‘veiled student’ who had used her activities as a very 
active Young Speaker to convince her parents to allow her to go to university away from home. She 
said, ‘I think Young Speakers was a big part of that because just giving her an opportunity to sort of 
get involved in things, to prove her kind of responsibility.’ She spoke of another girl who had been 
very lacking in confidence:

 In the first year, she was quiet as a mouse and was terrified when we first got there and  
 sort of fully-veiled and then by the end of it, she was brilliant ... And she’s now decided she  
 wants to go on and go to university and she wants to be a sort of educational psychologist.  
 (Young Speakers’ Teacher)

5.4 Impact on Skills developed as a Young Speaker

Young Speakers were also asked about the skills they developed as part of the programme. The 
majority said that they developed skills greatly or slightly in public speaking, team building and 
performance; more than half of Young Speakers said that they had developed these skills greatly, 
and in the case of public speaking, more than 70% said they had developed it greatly. The least 
developed skills were research, problem solving and running campaigns (around a quarter said 
they had not developed these skills). Echoing patterns throughout this evaluation, responses 
from Cohort 2 were slightly more positive. The responses relate to the skills which the training 
focused upon. For example, in the first year, the programme focused on public speaking, while in 
the second year of the training there was a greater emphasis on campaigning. Greater numbers of 
Young Speakers in Cohort 2 said they had developed skills related to running campaigns, suggesting 
that the We Are What We Do focus on this aspect in the training has had an effect. 
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Figure 5.5: Skills developed by the Young Speakers

 

In our observations of the Young Speakers in case study schools, all the groups clearly worked very 
well together. The presentations were well planned and each member of the groups appeared 
to know which part they played. In interview with Young Speakers they also discussed how the 
programme had encouraged them to work better as a team in preparing their presentations. Young 
Speakers said that it ‘has brought this group even closer together’ and that ‘people know how they 
fit into the team.’ Others said:

 So we have been quite open with everyone, so whoever has an idea, they are not scared to  
 keep quiet.  We have been open with creativity and ideas amongst each of us here. (Young  
 Speaker)

 Teamwork, yes definitely, and I’m not one for working in teams really. I [usually] try to do  
 it myself, but we worked as a team with the campaigns.  (Young Speaker)

5.5 Differences between groups

We explored all the data relating to the impact on young people’s personal development to 
see whether there were any differences between groups within the Young Speakers. While no 
statistically significant differences were found, there was a consistent trend in which those in 
receipt of EMA and those who were not on the Gifted and Talented programme gave responses that 
differed from the other Young Speakers, and which suggested that the impact of the programme 
may have been greater on the more disadvantaged groups. For example, they were more likely to 
report improved confidence levels, and to say that the programme had brought them closer to 
their community. They were also more likely to agree they realised they could make a difference 
and that the programme had made them think about their actions differently.  Higher proportions 
of Young Speakers who received EMA said they were now ‘much more likely’ to talk about the 
environment, stay in education, vote, go to university, volunteer and be involved with their local 
community. They were also more likely to say that they had developed skills greatly in research, 
public speaking, team building, problem solving and performance. Thus there is at least tentative 
evidence that the programme had a greater impact on these groups. 
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There were also some differences relating to gender, but again these were not statistically significant: 
higher proportions of boys were neutral towards the statements that it had changed their outlook 
on the world and that it made them realise they could make a difference. Higher proportions of 
girls strongly disagreed that being a Young Speaker had had no effect at all.

5.6 Summary

Young Speakers and teachers claimed that the programme had increased the Young Speakers’ 
confidence levels.

The Young Speakers reported increased awareness of the importance of their own actions and that 
they could make a difference.

The impact on civic engagement was less clear-cut because many of the Young Speakers already 
had high levels of engagement. 

The skill development most often reported was in public speaking, team building and performance.

There was some evidence that the impact was greater among the more disadvantaged students. 

•

•

•

•

•



49

6 Impact of Young Speakers’ Activity on the Community

Having looked at the impact that being a Young Speaker had on students’ personal development, 
we now explore the impact of the Young Speakers’ activity on their community – within their own 
schools, in primary schools, and on family, friends and the wider community.  

6.1 Impact within Young Speakers’ schools

Firstly, we describe the activities conducted by Young Speakers in two of the case study schools, 
and discuss how Young Speakers’ and students perceived these activities to have had an impact in 
their own schools. We explore the extent to which the programme reached other students in their 
school, and look at the extent to which the programme was embedded within the school ethos and 
curriculum. 

6.1.1 Own school activities and students’ perceptions of impact

We conducted two case studies, one a secondary school and the other a sixth form college, where 
we observed Young Speakers presenting to fellow students in their own schools. In each we spoke 
with Young Speakers, their teachers and other students. The presentations we observed in the two 
schools were very different, with one consisting of a brief introduction to a We Are What We Do 
campaign and the other aimed at explaining in greater detail to newly recruited Young Speakers 
what they would do as part of the programme. Below we describe the activities they were involved 
in in their own schools, and how students responded to these campaigns. 

6.1.1.1  Launching a new campaign

Year 11 Young Speakers in a London secondary school were observed presenting to Year 8 students 
in their school. They gave a short presentation about the ‘Spring Spring’ campaign they were 
launching, which we describe below. The six Young Speakers here (all girls) had taken an alternative 
approach, and instead of visiting primary schools, they had previously spoken to Year 5 children 
who visited their school on their induction days to the secondary. This had reportedly worked very 
well and they had further plans to visit primary schools in the coming months. The Young Speakers 
here had also tried to engage with local old people’s homes but with little success. They had hoped 
to do this for the action ‘talk to another generation’ and had planned a range of things they would 
do for their presentation. Unfortunately, they had not been able to speak to anyone at the home 
and the visit did not go ahead. 

At the time of the visit the Young Speakers were focusing on a new campaign, the ‘Spring Spring’. 
We Are What We Do supplied the Young Speakers with two pedometers for each pupil in Year 
7; one for the pupil and one for a member of their family. The Young Speakers encouraged 
pupils to compete with people in their families to see who could walk further. There was also a 
competition between the Year 7 form classes to see which class could walk the furthest. Young 
Speakers previously presented at an assembly with Year 7 to launch the campaign. On the day 
of our visit they introduced the campaign to a Year 8 tutor group. This was a short 5-10 minutes 
presentation, in which they introduced themselves, the campaign and We Are What We Do using 
an animation. They were confident and comfortable giving their presentation and added in touches 
of humour, which seemed to help keep pupils engaged. During such a short presentation without 
any interaction from the class, it was harder to gauge the response of the pupils; however, most 
seemed to pay attention and remain engaged. 
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The short length of this presentation and the lack of pupil interaction, combined with the fact we 
were only able to talk to a small number of pupils, meant that it was hard to gauge the impact on 
pupils. The extent to which a 10 minute presentation can impact on pupils is questionable; however, 
this was an introductory presentation, and will be followed up later in the term when the pupils 
will be given pedometers and encouraged to compete to see which class can walk the furthest. 
Nonetheless, pupils said that they appreciated the humour that the Young Speakers added into 
their presentation and that they liked the animations. In terms of the messages they learnt from 
the presentation, they said:

 They teach you respect, and you become closer with our family.

 And learn to live healthier.

 Nowadays kids don’t really do that, so it’s easier to connect with their families. (Year 8  
 students)

They were already fairly active in terms of recycling and walking to school, but said that having 
the pedometers would be a good way of encouraging them to walk more. In particular, having a 
competition between the different classes and within their classes was seen as a real incentive to 
take part. 

6.1.1.2  Recruiting the new Young Speakers

The second case study was in a North West sixth-form college. Here, the Young Speakers had 
found it easier to focus their energies on the rest of the college rather than visiting local primary 
schools, although some Young Speakers had also done this. This was a presentation to nine ‘new 
Young Speakers’, that is, those who had already been recruited to be part of the programme for the 
2010-2011 academic year. These students had been to a number of sessions held by the current 
Young Speakers which informed them about the campaigns and aimed to encourage them to join  
the cause. 

There were eight current Young Speakers at the event, four of whom were involved in presenting to 
the new Young Speakers. They had also given presentations to everyone within the sixth form and 
to the student body within the college overall, through their campaigns. The observed presentation 
was intended to introduce the new group to the activities that the current Young Speakers had 
taken part in so far, and to get them thinking about what they might want to do as Young Speakers. 
The presentation was led and written by one Young Speaker, with contributions from others in 
relation to particular campaigns. They discussed various campaigns including using biros until they 
run out and recycling them into pen pots, giving people compliments, planting a tree, and Action 
34, ‘Change the World’ (they raised money during Fairtrade fortnight selling Fairtrade products for 
their local Fairtrade shop). 

After having introduced these campaigns to the group and allowing them time to look at the We 
Are What We Do books, the group was split in two. One group was given a flip camera and asked 
to make a short campaign film illustrating one of the Actions in the book. The other group were 
asked to design materials to go on the Young Speakers’ notice board which the tutor had procured 
to keep the rest of the sixth form up to date about the programme. Four new Young Speakers (two 
girls and two boys) made a short film telling people to use the stairs more often. It showed the boys 
being stopped by the girls in front of the lift and challenged to take the stairs instead, while reading 
out from the books some of the benefits of walking more. In the focus group later on the boys 
mentioned that a teacher had seen them make the film and had decided to take the stairs instead 
of the lift as a result. The new Young Speakers were engaged for the great majority of the time and 
seemed to be thinking about what they might do as Young Speakers. The enthusiasm of the current 
Young Speakers was quite infectious. 
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We spoke to two groups of students; one who had previously seen Young Speakers’ presentations 
and were not involved in the programme, and one group of those who were ‘new recruits’ to 
the programme (2010-2011) and received an interactive presentation from the current Young 
Speakers (2009-2010). Young Speakers were particularly active in this college. Those in the first year 
of the programme had acquired recycling bins for the school, while the current Young Speakers 
had planted a tree in the school grounds and during the week of the visit were selling goods for 
Fairtrade fortnight. All of the students were then aware of the programme and estimated that most 
students in their college would be also.

Those who were not involved in the programme recalled presentations they had seen some time 
ago, saying ‘It wasn’t boring like some presentations can be.’ This was mainly because of the age 
of the Young Speakers and the use of animations, which some of the students thought the Young 
Speakers had been ‘reliant on’. They referred to some of the changes they had made in their life 
having heard about the We Are What We Do Actions at the presentation. One student said she gets 
off the bus at an earlier stop now, while another had stopped letting the tap run while brushing their 
teeth and another had stopped charging their phone over night because, ‘instead of wasting like 
8 hours of electricity, you are only wasting like 2 or 3, if that.’ One of the students said they turned 
things off that were on standby, and said that, ‘I’d have never done it before the presentation.’

The interactive presentation/ workshop for the newly recruited Young Speakers was felt to have 
been particularly useful in providing them with an introduction to the kinds of things expected of 
them as Young Speakers, and helping them to formulate ideas about the kinds of campaigns they 
might run once they were ‘proper’ Young Speakers. 

 I thought it was helpful. And I thought it just shows like if we just all pull together and did  
 all that stuff, what we could achieve, it is just, you know, really effective.

They particularly liked the interactive nature of the activities. The presentation provided ideas, and 
then they were asked to think of their own in the workshop activities after. 

 It is good we got involved in it.Instead of sitting there and listening to it, you take it in more.

 And you actually know ‘cos it was getting up to get the bottle, put in the box, it was a small  
 action that does do a big thing.  Recycle.  So it just doesn’t tell you about it, you actually do  
 it, so you know yourself.  It is better. 

They also commented on their own potential to impact on other people in the future. 

 It will yeah, you can always say like what you are going to do, but it is like only until you do  
 something that people can like see a difference being made.

6.1.1.3  Other schools

We also interviewed Young Speakers in non-case study schools. They too described the activities and 
campaigns they had run. In one school, Young Speakers had spoken in primary school assemblies, 
and then returned to do ‘follow up events’ later on. Like some of the case study schools they ran a 
campaign with a ‘walking challenge’ to go with the Walk Your Dad action. They also set up a plan 
with the School Council. 
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6.1.2  Young Speakers’ perceptions on impact within their own  

  school

Young Speakers in both the surveys and the qualitative interviews spoke of some of the challenges 
and difficulties they encountered in engaging people of their own age in the We Are What We Do 
message. There was a perception amongst some of the Young Speakers that older students were 
less receptive to the messages and they recounted instances when they had given presentations 
to their peers who they felt did not take them or their message seriously.  Young Speakers wrote:

 We found that the older the children the less respect they had for our message and  
 presentations. 

 I just explained to my family what We Are What We Do was about, but it is difficult to  
 get people my own age to do any Actions or show some interest - unless they are Young  
 Speakers themselves.
 
This led some of the Young Speakers to question the extent to which their activity impacted on 
older students.  

 Not knowing how to regain control when older groups of students refuse to listen, older  
 students (15+) not taking on board the messages. It makes you feel like you are wasting  
 your time and just embarrassing yourself, however I think that it is nice to know I might be  
 making a difference to someone [= even if it is only one person in the audience. 

Respect was something which was mentioned by a number of Young Speakers. A Young Speaker 
pointed to the differences between presenting to children and older students. Children, she said, 
‘listen and respect you and pay more attention than your peers – your peers sometimes don’t’.

In the interviews, several Young Speakers also spoke of their reluctance to talk to their peers for 
fear of not being taken seriously. In contrast, one Young Speaker had visited her old secondary 
school. Whilst she said she ‘thought would be harder’ to talk to 14 and 15 year olds, she found it a 
good experience; ‘I absolutely loved it. It was really good. They were really enthusiastic about it and 
got really involved.’ In one case study school, Young Speakers had decided to target the younger 
students (Years 7 to 9) because they felt that they would be ‘more open’ to the messages of the 
programme;  a Young Speaker said, ‘they’re more open minded about learning about what you can 
do to make change whereas the older years it’s harder’. 

There are two aspects to this – it may be that older students’ lack of respect was due to their 
perceptions of the kind of students who took part in the Young Speaker’s programme, for example 
perceiving them as ‘hippies’ or ‘swots’, or it may that the message itself did not resonate with 
the older students. Whilst the motto works well with primary children, it may be that it is seen 
differently by older students. Further research would be useful in this area. A Young Speaker wrote 
of the differences in response between a Year 12 and a Year 3 class and said that they ‘weren’t 
prepared for this’. In the future they have decided to ‘apply a different type of technique to get the 
message across about We Are What We Do to older groups’. 

6.1.3  Teachers’ perceptions of impact and links to the secondary  
  curriculum

The teachers responsible for the Young Speaker’s programme in the secondary schools and colleges 
that responded to the survey came from a variety of different roles. In four of the institutions (three 
of which were colleges) the Young Speakers came under the responsibility of enrichment and extra-
curricular activities, while in one of the case study schools, the programme came under the remit 
of the teacher responsible for AimHigher. 
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The teachers’ survey explored the extent to which teachers perceived the programme to have 
reached the whole of their school. Teachers were evenly divided in terms of those who said 
that awareness had spread to many or all students in the school, and those who said only those 
participating and their friends really knew about the programme (nine teachers in each case). In 
three schools, teachers said that only those participating really knew about it. 

As well as students’ awareness, we also asked teachers the extent to which the programme had 
been taken on board by other students in the school. While more than a fifth of teachers disagreed 
that ‘only those directly involved took on board the messages of the programme’, the majority (two 
thirds) agreed that this was the case. More than half of teachers disagreed that ‘the We Are What 
We Do messages reached the whole school’ or that ‘campaigns had been run across the school’; 
however in each case, around a third agreed.

Figure 6.1: Teachers’ perception of the reach of the programme across the school

The case study secondary school and sixth form college had both set up displays/ notice boards to 
promote the Young Speaker’s programme in the school. One teacher said is ‘raises the profile’ for 
when they go into classes to give presentations, ‘and it’s like, “oh I’ve seen that before, where have 
I seen that?”’

The majority of teachers disagreed that teachers had developed lessons around the We Are What 
We Do Actions (15 teachers); only three said that teachers had. This contrasts with responses to 
another question which asked whether teachers in their schools used the We Are What We Do 
Actions in their lessons or tutor groups, or developed resources around the Actions; more than 
a third of teachers (six teachers) said this. Examples of We Are What We Do messages being 
used in lessons included PSHE lessons where students used the We Are What We Do books as a 
resource, Year 7 geography, and the use of tutorials and assemblies to give presentations to groups 
across the school. Teachers also gave examples of how the Young Speakers communicated their 
message to others in the school, including through classroom displays, notice-boards and virtual 
learning environments where students could upload videos etc. However, one teacher spoke of the 
difficulties of integrating it into the curriculum more; ‘Sixth form can be quite disparate, so difficult 
to get a consensus for activities. Also only a short time for tutorials and only once a week.’ 

While one of the case study teachers responsible for Young Speakers spoke of the range of ways in 
which teachers could use the We Are What We Do message and materials as a classroom resource, 
this had not translated to them actually being used as such. She said there a number of Actions 
that could be ‘adapt[ed] to particular lessons’, such as sustainable development in geography, or 
the environment in science. However, she was unsure if other teachers would actually be aware 
of these possibilities. While the Teach Your Granny To Text book was displayed in the library, the 
potential of the programme as a teaching resource had not necessarily been communicated to 
other teachers in this school. She explained:
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 It’s another thing I probably haven’t expanded it out to them very well but, yeah, I mean,  
 it’s on display this [Teach Your Granny to Text] book so the teachers, nosy teachers, will  
 have a look at it.  The other ones maybe not.

This was illustrated on the day of the case study visit. The school was holding a week of activities 
around rubbish and recycling, issues which would fit well with the messages of We Are What We 
Do. However, the potential to tap into the We Are What We Do messages was lost due to lack of 
awareness on the part of other teachers. Whilst communicating the existence of the We Are What 
We Do books, message and Young Speakers as resources to other teachers is crucial, often teachers 
responsible for Young Speakers may not have time on top of an already busy timetable to cascade 
these possibilities to their colleagues.  

This leads us on to one of the most important issues relating to the effective implementation of 
the programme. As discussed in Section 1, not only does the programme rely on the commitment 
of the students, but it also requires staff time to provide further support to Young Speakers as they 
do their presentations. This was an issue highlighted by teachers when discussing the difficulties 
and challenges encountered in the programme. They spoke of problems when responsibility was 
passed on to other teachers who were unclear of their roles, and of the demands it made on their 
time in terms of supporting students. One said ‘not a lot has happened’ since September because 
they ‘did not have time to support’ Young Speakers. Others said:

 A teacher/ youth activity leader from the college needs to put in a lot of work on this side  
 for this to succeed and unfortunately this year we did not have the resources to do that.

 We have not done many presentations, purely because their workload is big and tracking  
 them down is very difficult. I wish I had done more and feel like a failure that we did not! I  
 think that it probably needs two teachers in the school doing it as this would have made it  
 easier. 

A teacher in one of the case study schools explained that for the programme to work, ‘you need 
to have a bit of coordination and a bit or preparedness to put some time in because it does take 
up quite a lot of time.’ She was particularly engaged with the programme, having wholeheartedly 
embraced the messages when she first saw the We Are What We Do books. She acknowledged 
that ‘you need to have quite a bit of commitment to it’, and was unsure if anyone would take it up 
if she left, ‘in the current educational climate.’ She suggested it was ‘just about finding the right 
person’, who does not have a lot of other demands on their time. She was fortunate in that her 
line manager had been supportive of her role in the programme and had given her extra time on 
her timetable (initially half an hour, but has since increased) to do tasks relating to the programme. 
This support was crucial to the effective implementation of the programme. She outlines some of 
the issues below:

 So first of all he gave me half an hour on the timetable to do it and then this year we’ve  
 kind of – with the enrichment – they’ve allowed me to integrate it into that and they’ve  
 kind of given me quite a bit of leeway but in the general day-to-day teaching of your  
 average teacher, there’s just so much to do that you’ve got to kind of really want to do it  
 in order to be able to.

These findings show then that while the messages of the programme are reaching those directly 
involved, there needs to be more done to ensure the programme is better embedded within schools 
and that there is some way of transferring information about the programme to all teachers, rather 
than just those who are responsible for the programme in the whole school. 
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6.2 Impact in primary schools

The types of activities done by Young Speakers in primary schools varied. As we mentioned earlier, 
some did not do any primary presentations due to logistics and organisation, or through a preference 
to concentrate their efforts within their own school. However, many Young Speakers have visited 
primary schools and found the experience very valuable. Often, they presented in assemblies to 
year groups, or sometimes to the whole school. Some forged longer lasting relationships with 
schools, conducting follow-up visits/ events, such as workshops with classes or groups of children. 
Others worked with primary children in their own school, for example on the days when older 
pupils visit secondary schools to help them transfer to Year 7 from Year 6. Here, we explore Young 
Speakers’ perceptions of how primary pupils responded to their presentations in assemblies and 
workshops, and how these activities impacted on the attitudes and future behaviour of pupils in 
the primary case study school we visited. We also examine how the programme could be linked to 
the curriculum. 

6.2.1 Young Speakers’ perceptions of impact

First, we explore Young Speakers’ perceptions of the impact of their presentations in the primary 
schools. The great majority of Young Speakers disagreed that the children did not enjoy their 
presentations (95%). Similarly, most (80% or more) agreed that pupils listened, that they were likely 
to do small positive actions as a result of seeing the presentation and that children are more likely 
to listen to the messages young people than those of adults. A smaller proportion agreed that the 
presentations had a lasting impact on those who saw them (69%). Young Speakers expressed mixed 
opinions in relation to the statement ‘it’s hard to say whether pupils took on board the messages of 
the presentations’ (24% agreed, while 37% disagreed). 
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Figure 6.2: Impact on those who saw the presentations

 
The majority of Young Speakers’ teachers (75%) also agreed that pupils were more likely to do small 
positive actions as a result of seeing the presentation. 

Young Speakers were asked what the main benefits were for the children who attended their 
presentations, and what their evidence was for drawing such conclusions. While a significant 
proportion merely repeated the We Are What We Do motto, others had obviously given a lot of 
thought to the question and provided compelling evidence of impact on the children. It should be 
noted that all the responses appeared to relate to primary children. There was little mention of 
specific impact on those within their own school. 

It was felt that children benefited from Young Speaker’s visits because they were more likely to take 
on board the messages of people who were nearer to them in age. As one Young Speaker put it, ‘it’s 
not like having parents nagging.’ Another said that it ‘made doing good things seem “cool”.’ Others 
spoke of acting as role models for children. Another aspect was that the concept of the message 
was easy for children to understand, and was presented in an entertaining way. 

 I feel that the main benefit for the children was that they were able to understand our fun  
 presentations and messages much more easily than if adults had been just talking to them.  
 They were really interested by the ‘small Actions’ concepts and offered many creative ones  
 to add to the list - such as ‘running/ jumping/ skipping/ hopping instead of walking.’

Most importantly, many of the Young Speakers said that they thought that their presentation 
would have made the children see that there was something they could do themselves to make a 
difference, and that subsequently they would spread this message to others, such as their family, 
which fits very well with the intentions of the We Are What We Do movement.  
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In terms of the evidence on which they based their perceptions of impact, this was quite wide 
ranging. While some provided no evidence at all, others gave examples of children asking and 
answering questions which demonstrated their learning. 

 It got them thinking about what they do in their day to day lives.  We managed to get  
 all the children actively involved, something many teachers said would be hard to do as  
 there are naturally shy children in most classes.  

A Young Speaker summarised their perceptions of the benefits on the children they presented to:

 I think the kids saw us as role models and a lot of them said that they would love to become  
 a Young Speaker also. They also realised how they can fit into the bigger picture, like they  
 can make a difference. I can tell that the presentations had an impact, because the ideas  
 they came up with were amazing, and when you hear them say what you told them in  
 their own words it feels great. One of the feedbacks from a primary school we went to  
 was that the children were picking up litter in the playground and turning off lights after  
 we left. It meant so much especially as I wasn’t sure it went that well that time. 

6.2.2 Pupils’ responses and perceptions of impact

Here we explore how primary pupils responded to a Young Speakers’ presentation in one of the 
case study schools. It should be noted that we visited just one primary school, where all the pupils 
involved were Eco warriors, and therefore likely to engage with the programme well. The data 
presented here then should not be seen as representational of the overall impact of the programme 
on primary school pupils. 

6.2.2.1  A workshop

We observed a Young Speakers’ visit to a primary school. The eight Young Speakers had previously 
visited the school and had delivered a presentation to an assembly of three year groups. We 
visited on the day that they were doing a follow-up ‘workshop’ event with 30-40 of the school’s 
Eco warriors group (two pupils from each class in the school), who were responsible for picking up 
litter, looking after the school pets and composting fruit remains. The Young Speakers had prepared 
a workshop with three different activities for the children. These included role play of different 
Actions; making posters to illustrate Actions; and an activity to accompany Action 02, ‘Walk your 
Dad.’ This involved pupils thinking of someone they would like to spend more time with and then 
drawing a map of the route that they would take on a walk with that person. Children were split 
into three groups and then rotated around each of the activities. 

The role play activity worked best and the children appeared to grasp the concepts well and 
enjoyed performing their role plays to the rest of the group at the end. The poster activity was 
less successful, partly to do with the time available (pupils were told they could finish their poster 
another day), but also to do with the fact that some of the concepts were quite difficult to illustrate, 
such as two younger boys who puzzled over how to draw a picture to illustrate saving energy. 
Actions such as ‘smile’ and ‘grow your own food’ were much easier to draw. Additionally, as with 
most poster activities, pupils tended to focus upon issues relating to the actual drawing rather than 
the concepts which they were being invited to think about. In the third activity pupils were asked to 
think about ways of helping global warming. Pupils suggested stopping using cars, using your bike, 
and walking, which led the Young Speakers to introduce the concept of ‘walking your dad.’ Pupils 
then wrote an invite to someone they wanted to go for a walk with and drew a map of where they 
would walk. 
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This was a very successful workshop. The children were engaged throughout the workshop and 
most of the Young Speakers seemed very at ease and confident in their actions. They distributed 
themselves well between the groups and provided encouragement to the children.

We held two focus groups with pupils from all year groups in the school. All were very positive 
about their workshop with the Young Speakers, finding them fun and enjoyable. While older pupils 
(Years 4 to 7) were able to recall what they had done and what they had learnt in some detail, 
those in Years 1 to 3 were less able to recall these things and needed greater assistance from their 
teacher in remembering the workshop. Some recalled that they had ‘learnt how to recycle stuff 
and make people happy’, ‘made posters with a partner and we did role play‘, and ‘learnt that you 
shouldn’t waste electricity because it’ll make your Mum and Dad pay more.’ Another pupil recalled 
in greater detail what they had learnt:

 Well today was like when they came to give us that talk we learnt; they had a book.  They  
 had that book and we learnt quite a lot of things like how we can help the environment.  
 Like we can recycle (inaudible) as well if we don’t need it or we don’t have to recycle, we  
 can make something else out of it if it’s broken and stuff instead of throwing it in the bin.  
 (Primary pupil)

Pupils went on to talk in greater detail about how seeing Young Speakers’ presentations had 
impacted on their attitudes and future behaviour. They spoke of using less energy, watching less 
TV, walking more and recycling their toys. They were very enthusiastic, and liked the fact that the 
Young Speakers had visited their school. Examples of things older pupils (year 4-6) said they would 
do in the future included:

 I’m gonna tell my friends to watch less TV and go outside. And when its, cold you go outside  
 with a jumper on or a coat, and you have to do some exercise outside. 

 Yeah because they say like recycle your toys so like most of the toys, I don’t really play with  
 toys any more so I told my mum that we can recycle them a lot of toys. (Primary pupils)

Older pupils also pointed out to the researcher how energy was wasted in the school, for example, 
they said, the lights in the room where the focus group was held should have been turned off as 
there was enough natural light coming in from through the windows. 

6.2.3  Teachers’ perceptions of impact and links to the primary  
  curriculum

We spoke to a primary teacher and a nursery nurse in one of the case study schools. As with 
the Young Speakers’ teachers, the primary teacher also spoke of the potential for creating links 
between the programme and the curriculum. This is an area which We Are What We Do could 
develop further in the future. 

The primary teacher we spoke to in the case study school explained that the Young Speakers’ visit 
came about through word of mouth and familial connections. Whilst Young Speakers presented 
to Years 3 and 4 in an assembly, their follow up visit was with the Eco warriors group. The primary 
teacher felt that this was ‘such a good link’ and that she thought the ‘eco warriors would love that. It 
gives them incentive.’ This was a large, multicultural school which was already very environmentally 
conscious in terms of both school ethos and curriculum. The teacher explained that there was a 
whole school focus on community cohesion, and ‘making all children feel valued and respected no 
matter what their background.’ They had recently brought in the global curriculum, and as such the 
Young Speaker’s programme fitted well with the ethos of the school.
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Young Speakers also spoke of how their presentations could benefit primary schools and what 
might attract teachers to the idea of having them present in their schools. 

 The teachers that I’ve spoken to are genuinely interested in getting us in because they’ve  
 been trying to spread the message through the global warming and the current news and  
 they’ve been trying to speak to the kids about it, but it doesn’t seem to be getting across.  
 I think they look at We Are What We Do as a way of getting it across to young children in  
 a more creative and active way which is probably what attracts the teachers to want us to  
 come in.  I mean they’ve been really enthusiastic about wanting us to come in. It’s not just  
 been us; it’s been from them as well which is good. (Young Speaker)

The primary teacher praised the Young Speakers workshop as ‘excellent.’ She said the Young 
Speakers were ‘very well organised’, had arrived in advance and set up the room, and had come 
‘with a clear idea of what they wanted to do.’ She found the workshop ‘well structured’, and said:
 
 Rotating round the three activities was a really good idea.  I didn’t realise they were going  
 to do that until this week so I think that worked very well. For younger children as well it’s  
 good to move round. They focus better for short times as well.  It was good. 

She recognised that a number of the pupils repeated the motto perhaps without understanding it 
fully, but said that: 

 I mean with the whole class you would get two thirds that understand what you’re talking  
 about and a third that think ‘I’ve no idea what this means’ so it’s probably an element  
 of that but I think the more we repeat it, the more we talk about it and it’s those children  
 then by the time we’ve done a presentation in assembly the message will be starting  
 to drop home. I think the more times they hear it then they’ll gradually understand it more.  
 But certainly in the interviews with the younger children I was quite surprised how keen  
 they were and how much they had actually taken on board which was nice. (Primary  
 Teacher)

The teacher intended to use grant money to buy some Teach Your Granny to Text books ‘and put 
them in the classroom so that they’re directly there for the children to use, and I think the teachers 
are getting the message that this is important. We’re making global citizens of the future.’ 

She acknowledged that messages in the We Are What We Do books were much broader than the 
environmental focus of the Eco warriors, but said that the more social Actions could be linked in to 
other areas of the curriculum such as Personal, Social and Health Education (PSHE). She said that 
teachers were becoming more aware of issues around recycling and sustainability as a result of 
their global curriculum:

 Because of the global curriculum which we’ve been taking on board a lot of teachers now  
 are starting to plan cross curricular projects to do with sustainability.  ... so yeah I think a  
 lot of teachers are quite excited by it and have taken it on board. (Primary Teacher)

Whilst she could see the benefits of the programme and how it might be linked to the curriculum, 
it is not known how other teachers whose pupils attended the We Are What We Do presentation 
in assembly, rather than the workshop, viewed the programme and its messages. There is the 
potential in schools such as this, which have an ethos which resonates with the We Are What We 
Do messages to forge greater links and try to engage all teachers, rather than specific individuals, 
in the messages of the programme, perhaps through greater awareness raising. This would provide 
greater opportunities in creating whole school participation, and encourage all teachers, not just 
those involved in the Eco warriors’ group, to integrate some of the We Are What We Do Actions 
into their lesson plan ideas. Making primary school teachers more aware of the programme would 
also have benefits for the Young Speakers organising the presentations. 
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6.3 Impact on friends, family and community

The majority of Young Speakers said they had discussed some of the We Are What We Do Actions 
with their family (81% Cohort 1; 78% Cohort 2), and their friends (91% Cohort 1; 93% Cohort 2). 
More than a quarter of each cohort said they had spoken to people in the local community, such 
as faith groups, neighbours etc. When asked who they spoke to in these groups, the responses 
were very varied. They included family members, often parents and siblings, but also extended 
family as well, friends, and the wider general public; as one Young Speaker said, ‘The list is endless. 
I constantly nag’. Another summed up the range of people they had spoken to:

 I told my family, friends, ballet class and the adults in my Italian night class, as well as the  
 sixth formers in my school, all about my work with We Are What We Do and I always told  
 them about the action of not leaving their mobiles on charge overnight, and of course I  
 told them they should try to do good things for others and for the environment, and I  
 told them about We Are What We Do too so that they should try and spread the message.  
 (Young Speaker)

A number of Young Speakers mentioned having shown people the books and using this as a basis 
for discussion. 

 Family and friends by sharing the books around, and then discussing how certain Actions  
 had a larger impact than others, as well as how some unusual Actions helped spread the  
 message more strongly than others. (Young Speaker)

 I talked to my sister and I advised her not to charge her mobile phone over night. I showed  
 her the books we were given and went through the Actions with her. She has learnt many  
 Actions which she has then passed onto her friends. (Young Speaker)

There was a perception amongst those Young Speakers that responded to the question that their 
discussions did have an impact on family and friends. Young Speakers provided lots of examples 
of occasions when friends and family had changed their behaviour. In particular, they mentioned 
people using less energy, for example, not leaving things of standby, turning lights off and not 
charging phones overnight. They also mentioned families recycling more and using plastic bags 
less. Examples included:

 My mum has stopped charging her phone overnight (mainly because I unplug it if she 
 does!!!) and nothing really gets left on standby in the house anymore.

 Parents have become a lot better at switching things off. Dad wants to register as an organ  
 donor like I have. 

 They are more conscious of how much carbon emissions they are adding to the environment  
 and small changes such as exercising and how it can help their health. 

As well as taking on board the environmental Actions, other themes which come through in the 
data related to Young Speakers talking to their friends and family more about respecting others and 
about considering different people’s opinions. One said, ‘My Grandad is a bit more cautious about 
the way he talks to people and takes on board a younger person’s opinion a lot better.’ Another said: 

 One of my friends joined We Are What We Do and become a Young Speaker and many of  
 my other friends have simply began to have more respect for others around them as well  
 as their opinions and beliefs.
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A minority of Young Speakers gave a more negative response and questioned the extent to which 
the people around them had changed their behaviours, such as the Young Speaker who responded, 
‘ha ha, not sure actually.’ Another said, ‘Not very much – attention has been focused on the younger 
generation. Others appear more sceptical.’ 

6.4 Summary

The impact of the programme within Young Speakers’ own schools is largely dependent upon the 
extent to which the programme is taken on board by coordinating teachers.

Further research is needed to explore the impact of the programme in primary schools, but from 
discussion with pupils in one case study school it is clear that pupils enjoyed the presentations, 
recalled information from it and spoke about their intentions to change their behaviour in the 
future.

Further work is needed in both Young Speakers’ own schools and primary schools to raise awareness 
of the programme across the school and embed it within the curriculum. 

The majority of Young Speakers said that they had spoken to their friends and family about the 
programme.

•

•

•

•
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7 We Are What We Do – the message, the brand &  
 administration 

This section explores awareness and perceptions of the We Are What We Do brand, and the 
messages beyond the brand, examining participants’ understanding of the messages that the 
programme promotes and how transferable such messages are to young people’s own lives. Finally, 
we explore the distinct combination of elements that give the programme its strength, before 
exploring the administration of the programme. 

7.1 Awareness and perceptions of the We Are What We Do brand

This section explores Young Speakers’ and teachers’ awareness of We Are What We Do and their 
perceptions of the brand.  Prior to joining the programme, there was greatest awareness amongst 
the Young Speakers of the ‘I am not a Plastic Bag’ campaign (more than half of Young Speakers 
said they had seen it). This is likely to be linked to the high visibility of the Anya Hindmarch bag in 
the media. Fewer Young Speakers said they had seen the Change the World for a Fiver and Teach 
your Granny to Text books (between a quarter and a half of Young Speakers). The lowest levels 
of awareness were in relation to We Are What We Do itself (just over one in ten in Cohort 1, and 
almost half in Cohort 2 were aware of it). As is clear from the chart below, Cohort 2 Young Speakers 
had higher levels of awareness in relation to each aspect. This is likely to be because those in 
schools which participated in the programme in during both years will have heard about it from the 
campaigns run in the first year by the other Young Speakers. 

Figure 7.1: Awareness of We Are What We Do

 
Some of the Young Speakers in the case studies spoke about their awareness of We Are What 
We Do branded merchandise. One Young Speaker said that the ‘I’m not a Plastic Bag’ campaign 
‘attracted’ her to the programme, a feeling held by another in her group:

 I knew [We Are What We Do] had created the bags but I didn’t realise that they were this  
 big, you know, company that were recruiting Young Speakers. When they came in and said  
 ‘oh, we’re the makers of I’m not a Plastic Bag’, then I recognised things and I thought, ‘oh  
 well, I would love to be part of that.’ Because I thought that was a brilliant idea and it was  
 obviously a hit with loads of people that were our age, so I was quite happy to be a part of  
 it and learn more about it. (Young Speaker)

A teacher described how ‘excited’ she was when she first saw the Change the World for a Fiver 
book, ‘instantly from looking at it, I just thought this – I’m interested in this. She went on to say that 
the books and the animated videos have an ‘unpolished’, ‘kind of like, home-made, crafty look’ look 
to them, which gives off ‘the same ethos behind it, like anybody can sort of really do it and that’s I 
suppose what they’re trying to promote’. 
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7.2 Beyond the brand: the We Are What We Do message

Both teachers and Young Speakers endorsed the principles behind the Young Speaker’s programme 
almost universally. The great majority of Young Speakers and their teachers agreed that the Young 
Speakers’ programme is a good way of affecting social and environmental change (97% Cohort 1; 
90% Cohort 2; 94% teachers).

The motto that ‘small actions x lots of people = big change’ was seen to promote ‘positive messages’ 
by both teachers and Young Speakers. A Young Speaker hoped that her involvement would ‘leave 
a positive message about changing the world.’ For some of the teachers, this was a particular 
attraction to the programme. One wrote in the survey that she ‘immediately liked the positive 
message/image of the programme’, while another saw it as ‘an excellent opportunity for our young 
people to work on their confidence and get a chance to do something positive’. 

The chance for young people to do something positive in their lives was also raised by a Young 
Speakers’ teacher in another case study school. 

 I wouldn’t say I’m passionate about the environment but I like it and I’m really conscious  
 that 16, 17, 18-year old students have very little concept of anything outside of themselves  
 and I thought that’ll be a really good kind of tool for allowing them to think about things  
 other than themselves and put themselves in more of a kind of global view as opposed to  
 thinking that they’re at the centre of the solar system. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

A primary teacher gave her assessment of the message and it’s potential to reach people:

 Such a good message.  You know ‘small actions x lots of people = a big change’, you know I  
 think could have a big impact hopefully ‘cos so many people think, ‘oh well, what’s the  
 point? I can’t make a difference by the little things that I do’, but I think if we can teach a  
 whole generation that actually it does make a difference I think that could have a very big  
 impact. (Primary Teacher)

Young Speakers themselves spoke of having a much more ‘global view’ in their lives since joining 
the programme. 

 Nowadays everyone just thinks that what they do right now is not going to affect their  
 future and they’re just like living for the moment a bit in a way. And it kind of opened our  
 eyes seeing that it’s a bigger picture.

 We shouldn’t just think about ourselves. We should think about everything else around us.  
 Because even the smallest things like throwing litter on the floor. It might not mean  
 anything to the person at the time but in the long run it changes a lot.

 It means anything you do does count even if you think it’s the smallest of actions, even if  
 you think it’s not important it does actually count, it actually helps you. (Young Speakers)

Young Speakers explained that it also ‘has an effect on what you do at home’, because if you make 
changes at school then ‘automatically you tend to do it at home as well’.  Other Young Speakers 
discussed the potential to reach a much wider audience through cascading the message via the 
young people they talked to. The fact that the Actions were ‘fun’ and ‘accessible’ made this an 
easier task. 

 I discussed the Actions with my family, friends and the local Brownie pack where I help  
 out. I think that the idea of small actions was familiar to them but that We Are What We  
 Do’s presentation really made it more fun and accessible - especially for the younger ones.  
 Most of the people I’ve spoken with and shown the books/website have picked several  
 favourite Actions that they try and keep in mind. (Young Speaker)
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7.3 The strengths of the programme

The strengths of the programme lie in the distinct combination of five main elements: firstly, unlike 
most programmes delivered in schools, it combines both social and environmental messages rather 
than concentrating on one alone; secondly, it is a student-led programme, using young people to 
deliver messages to other young people; thirdly, it uses a range of accessible Actions, some of 
which were written by young people; fourthly, it uses branding and merchandise in the form of 
bags, books, and videos to spread the message; and finally, it allows those involved to track their 
Actions online using the ‘action tracker’ website, connecting with a worldwide community of like-
minded people. 

7.3.1 Combination of social and environmental messages 

A particular strength of the programme lies in the fact that it delivers both social and environmental 
messages. This was something which was picked up on by both Young Speakers and teachers. 
Young Speakers in one of the focus groups referred to other more environmental organisations, 
such as Greenpeace, and highlighted how We Are What We Do differed to these organisations. A 
common sentiment was that there is a lot of information and awareness about the environment 
and recycling, but little that addresses social change. A Young Speaker said that the social and 
environmental messages in We Are What We Do had been ‘mixed well’, while another said, ‘I 
hadn’t even thought about there being two different sides. I just merged it all as one’. A third Young 
Speaker saw the programme as helping them to ‘[make] the world a better place’. 

They spoke of how many of the Actions combined both environmental and social messages, 
rather than concentrating on one alone. One such example was the ‘Walk your Dad’ action, which 
Young Speakers said they hoped would help ‘kids [spend more time] with their families’ and build 
‘stronger relationships.’ 

 A lot of the Actions as well link both, so like the Walk your Dad one is like socially going  
 for a walk with someone you enjoy spending time with, but also not using a car and helping  
 the environment so I think it’s good in that way. (Young Speaker)

7.3.2 Delivered by young people

We Are What We Do attest that their messages are best delivered by young people, and that they 
are better placed to ‘inspire’ others to make a difference in their own actions. The evaluation 
confirmed this. In the surveys, the majority of Young Speakers and teachers agreed that ‘children 
are more likely to listen to what young people have to say than adults’ (81% Cohort 1; 73% Cohort 
2; 81% teachers).

Pupils, both primary-aged and those in Young Speakers’ own schools, were very receptive to the 
fact that young people had delivered the We Are What We Do message rather than adults. It 
became clear in the case study focus groups with pupils that part of this was to do with the novelty 
of having older pupils from their own school or others coming to talk to them.

Significantly, Young Speakers were seen as role models. Pupils suggested that it seemed far more 
achievable to do the things the We Are What We Do Actions presented by the Young Speakers, 
simply because they were young themselves. A Year 8 student said, ‘If they [Young Speakers] can 
do it, we can do it’, while a sixth-form student said, ‘It seems more out of your league when you see 
an older person come in.’ Young Speakers expanded on this idea further:  
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 I think because we’re younger, we’re better role models. We’re like the future so they might  
 look up to us to see how we’ve done, something like that.

 Children look up to their peers and not so much teachers or their parents, ‘cause they think  
 like that is cool, but seeing people who they think are cool such as Young Speakers in their  
 teens they begin to think twice. I found that they really did take on board what we were  
 saying unlike the back chatting that some of the school officials may have gotten.

Young Speakers also espoused the We Are What We Do aim that young people who saw their 
presentations would cascade the message further to their friends and family.

 If they look up to us and they respect us then they’ll probably follow what we do, and if you  
 have younger brothers and sisters, we can teach them and teach their friends and stuff, so  
 it’s like a chain reaction and it keeps growing and growing … (Young Speaker)

Teachers also saw the potential of having the message relayed by Young Speakers rather than 
teachers. A Young Speakers’ teacher in an 11-16 secondary school explained that younger pupils 
would see the Year 11 Young Speakers as ‘the goddesses’ because they were the oldest students 
in the school; ‘they’re fantastic, they’re role models and I think it makes a huge bit of difference, 
them saying it as opposed to us saying it. It’s one of those things that they will respond more to, 
a year 11.’ A primary teacher agreed that it would have more impact on her pupils coming from a 
young person.  

 I think so because it’s that peer thing of like ooh, you know, ‘they must know what they’re  
 talking about ‘cos they’re a young person.’ I think once people get that bit older young  
 people think, ‘oh she’s old, what does she know?’ You know, there’s that element; certainly  
 with my kids anyway.  I just think they feel it’s more relevant if a young person’s saying it.   
 It’s cool although that probably isn’t the right word to use any more. (Primary Teacher)

For pupils, a key difference was that they did not feel ‘lectured’ by the Young Speakers. A number 
of pupils contrasted their presentation from the Young Speakers with other visits or talks they 
received in school from adults, who they said they were less inclined to listen to.
 
 But it doesn’t seem like weird or anything when you are doing things like recycling and it’s  
 not like ‘what you doing?’, ‘recycling, everyone else does it!’ rather than somebody older  
 telling you because if somebody older tells you, it is like yeah, you’re just lecturing me  
 about it.  If somebody your age talks to you about it you say, ‘oh yeah.’ (Sixth-form student)

Year 8 students in a secondary school agreed. They said they got ‘sick of adults’ encouraging 
them to recycle, and that when adults spread this message ‘you take it in a way that they’re 
lecturing you.’ 

This was a perception also held by both Young Speakers and their teachers, and by primary teachers. 
Young Speakers said that because of their age they could try to be seen more as ‘friends’ rather 
than teachers, enabling them to connect better with their audience. 

 I think if an older person came in and talked to them, they would be a bit like, ‘Oh, lecturing  
 us!’ but because it’s your peers you’re friendly with them all. (Young Speaker)
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7.3.3 The Actions

Young Speakers, teachers and those who saw their presentations commented on the accessibility 
of the We Are What We Do Actions. Respondents liked the fact that the Actions seemed ‘doable’ 
and could be done by anybody regardless of their age. One Young Speaker said how she liked the 
idea that the Actions in Teach your Granny to Text had come from children, making her feel that 
she could do it if they could.

 In the books I think there’s some really clever ideas and the thought that that has come  
 from primary school children and secondary school children, ‘cos, I mean, they went round  
 and got the ideas. I wouldn’t have thought of some of those and they really work.  I was  
 like, ‘wow I can definitely do that.’ (Young Speaker)

Students who watched the presentations also commented on how much easier the Actions were to 
relate to and how relevant they were to their age group. A sixth-form student referred to campaigns 
which encouraged people to ‘drive less’, something which was not relevant to most young people, 
‘whereas charging your phone overnight is [more relevant].’ 

While some Actions such as Action 01 (make someone smile) and Action 20 (give lots of 
compliments) could be done by anyone, others were more appropriate for specific age groups. 
This was seen as important by Young Speakers, who liked being able to use different Actions to 
tailor their presentations to different ages. For example, Action 27 (recycle your toys) was far more 
appropriate for primary children, while Action 22 (don’t charge your phone overnight) was more 
suited to older teenagers. 

Young Speakers were also asked in the surveys to identify the We Are What We Do action which 
they used in their everyday life. The most frequently mentioned of these amongst Cohort 1 
were not charging phones overnight, Actions related to saving energy saving and those relating 
to smiling, giving people compliments, being kind, sharing lunch, baking for family and friends 
etc. The latter was the most frequently mentioned by Cohort 2, followed by not charging phones 
and saving water. Of the more social Actions, smiling, the easiest of all the Actions, was the most 
frequently mentioned. Other individual Actions that were less frequently mentioned included 
recycling, declining plastic bags, spreading the message to others and saving water. Examples from 
Young Speakers included:

 SMILING!!!! Giving LOADS of compliments to people and making them smile. 

 As I already did many of the environmental Actions I have done more of the social ones  
 because I believe strongly that we need to make the world a nicer society to live in!

A minority said they had not used any of the Actions; one expanded on their reasons for this in 
their response:

 Not that many, often find them impractical – it is the message of change and reform that  
 I have found works best, and encouraging initiative in school communities for change. 

7.3.4 The We Are What We Do branding: animations and merchandise

An important aspect of the We Are What We Do brand for many respondents were the animations 
accompanying the Young Speakers’ presentations. These were seen as being particularly important 
by both Young Speakers and the pupils they presented to. They were key to pupils remembering 
the presentations, and pupils were able to recall a range of different clips they had been shown. 
Examples included:
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 It was just like things like ‘don’t leave your phone on charge overnight’ and a little picture  
 of the mobile stand too.  (Giggling)  So cute. (Sixth form student)

 And [I remember] the ‘hello chimp.’   It was ‘make someone smile’ and ‘call me chimp.’ ( 
 Sixth form student)

 That PowerPoint was like ‘don’t leave the tap running while you’re doing your teeth, have  
 short showers.’ (Sixth form student)

 Yeah I remember. There was a video and it was really funny.  It had how many farts people  
 do. (Primary pupil)

They were seen as being different to what they would be shown usually; one pupil said ‘We wouldn’t 
have taken any notice really; we would have been bored and have just sat there’ had it been like a 
normal presentation. Pupils said they liked the ‘colourful’ design and ‘cute’ animations. Teachers 
agreed, saying that animations helped, particularly because of the colours, which appealed well 
to younger children, and that they looked ‘much more professional than the normal’ PowerPoint 
presentations used. One teacher said ‘I think they’ve tapped into the right design for it.’

Young Speakers commented that the animations helped keep pupils engaged, ‘Because if it’s boring 
they won’t want to watch it.’ A Young Speaker spoke of doing presentations in a primary school 
using a We Are What We Do animation:

 It was like a video presentation with music and cartoons and animation and that was  
 a good way for us to introduce ourselves to show them what we were broadly about, what  
 we wanted to achieve. (Young Speaker)

Young Speakers had a number of ideas about how the programme might be better targeted at 
young people. A number of these relating to branded merchandising. They spoke of the stickers 
and mugs which are often handed out as prizes at presentations, but said that these might not be 
the best type of merchandise to give to the various age groups. Instead, they suggested that pens 
‘which they can use every day’ would be more age appropriate for young children rather than mugs 
which are more suited to older people

The Young Speakers in this particular group elaborated on this further, discussing the target groups 
of the merchandise. In their opinion the We Are What We Do merchandise did not differentiate 
between its different target groups enough, and that ‘it’s all just aimed at everyone.’ They suggested 
that having better prizes would give pupils ‘something to aim towards’. They said that doing this 
would encourage people more to come on board and engage with the programme. However, 
they did recognise that this would require extra funding, and acknowledged that this may not be 
available. 

 I think they’re limited for funds so the amount of stuff they can create for us to show like in  
 terms of books and t-shirts and stuff like that.  I don’t think they have enough financial  
 support to make like key rings or pens.

The importance of having merchandise to encourage people to get involved was picked up by 
Young Speakers in another school who had recently launched the ‘Walk your Dad’ campaign and 
planned to hand out pink We Are What We Do pedometers to Year 7s.  They said that when they 
saw them ‘we got so excited!’ There was a feeling that such products would really help motivate 
people to do more exercise. 
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 I remember in year 7 when we did two weeks of using pedometers and we actually got  
 really excited. We were running, jogging on the spot. 

A Young Speakers’ teacher also commented on the benefits of the branded merchandise in helping 
Young Speakers to feel that they were ‘special.’

 So we went to London and we had the cups and everybody had a cup with their name  
 tied onto it instead of using a plastic cup, just little things like that – I think that needs to be  
 the essence of it, because it’s such a small thing but that the students look at it and think,  
 ‘Oh, this is really special!’, and that then really reinforces the message with that – you  
 know if the label on the cup can make you kind of feel fuzzy inside, than that’s what they’re  
 trying to get them to spread I suppose. (Young Speaker’s Teacher)

7.3.5 Being part of a worldwide movement

A key aspect of the Young Speaker’s programme is the online ‘action tracker’, where those in Young 
Speakers’ schools (and the general public), can create an online presence to track the Actions they 
have done and those they plan to do. Young Speakers have done Actions 4,015 times, and posted 
381 things on the website ‘inspiring 1,586 people to use their simple everyday actions to change 
the world’ (We Are What We Do data). 

Whilst we did not ask Young Speakers specifically about the website, some of those in the 
interviews mentioned it and referred to the resources which were available there to assist them in 
planning their presentations. Young Speakers said the website was ‘quite cool’ and liked being able 
to ‘see what other schools have done.’ They also commented on how We Are What We Do staff 
had supported and encouraged them to use the site to help them as Young Speakers, and to add 
things to it:

Importantly, the website helped to show those involved that they were part of a larger worldwide 
movement. Young Speakers appreciated this and noted that, ‘it’s not just here in the school.  It is 
happening elsewhere.’ Similarly, the primary teacher commented on how it was ‘a bigger thing’ 
rather than just applying to their school. 

 It’s like ‘ooh this could go beyond the school into something much bigger’ so I think it  
 makes the message linked and it goes into the wider world and beyond. (Primary teacher)

7.4 We Are What We Do Administration

In this final section we explore the administration of the Young Speaker’s programme by  
We Are What We Do and discuss how the Young Speaker’s programme was administered and  
the extent to which support was provided to both Young Speakers and their teachers by We Are 
What We Do staff.

Young Speakers in both cohorts were similarly positive about the support provided by We Are What 
We Do staff. In both years, more than 80% disagreed that We Are What We Do had not supported 
them as well as they could have in the programme, while similar proportions agreed that there 
was always someone from We Are What We Do available to help them when needed; however, 
a small proportion of Cohort 2 disagreed with this statement (4%). Slightly higher proportions of 
Cohort 1 agreed that they received enough support from We Are What We Do prior to giving the 
presentations (83% in Cohort 1 vs. 78% Cohort 2). 
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In the case studies Young Speakers discussed further the support provided by We Are What We Do. 
They appeared to have a good relationship with We Are What We Do staff and appreciated their 
advice. They said they received regular emails from We Are What We Do and were kept up-to-date.

Teachers were also very positive about the support provided by We Are What We Do – 81% of those 
responding to the survey agreed that Young Speakers were well supported. The great majority of 
teachers also agreed that they were kept adequately informed by We Are What We Do throughout 
the year. 

The teachers were also asked how the programme might be improved in the future. Most frequently 
identified were the need for more follow-up visits to schools, better links with primary schools and 
the provision of lesson ideas and activities.  

Figure 7.1: Teachers’ perceptions of how programme might be improved

 
Teachers were also asked to suggest other ways in which the programme could be improved. The 
areas they mentioned, such as ways of making the organisation of primary school visits easier, 
juggling the demands of the curriculum with student and staff time and the timing of the training, 
have been covered elsewhere in the report. On the whole, teachers were highly positive. One 
wrote: ‘the programme was excellent as was the support’, while another wrote, ‘Only timing [could 
be improved]. It is a great programme and well delivered, but needed immediate action after the 
training.’ 
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7.5 Summary

Awareness was greatest in relation to the ‘I am not a Plastic Bag’ campaign, which more than half 
the Young Speakers said they had seen before. Young Speakers were less aware of the books and 
particularly We Are What We Do as an organisation prior to joining the programme.

Perceptions of the brand were very positive.

The We Are What We Do message was well liked for its positive messages and development of a 
global view in young people. 

The combination of social and environmental messages, the fact it is delivered by young people, 
that the Actions are accessible, that the branded merchandise appeals to young people and the 
feeling that they are part of a larger worldwide movement all serve to give the programme its 
strength. 

The We Are What We Do brand, messages and Actions are largely well pitched at their target group. 
Young Speakers recommended having greater differentiation by age in terms of the products 
available. 

Young Speakers and their teachers felt well supported by We Are What We Do staff. 

•

•

•

•

•

•
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8 Conclusion and Recommendations 

This evaluation found the We Are What We Do Young Speaker’s programme to be a well loved, 
well-received, and well-run programme. 

8.1 Impact on the personal development of Young Speakers

The greatest impact of the programme so far has been on the personal development of the Young 
Speakers themselves, with the vast majority indicating it had increased their confidence and other 
personal skills. Teachers agreed that the programme had had a clear positive impact on those 
students who participated. 

The residential training events were invaluable for Young Speakers. They were ignited by getting 
away somewhere different; meeting the We Are What We Do team who inspired them; meeting 
other students from different schools; learning about campaigning and public speaking in fun, 
hands-on, and active ways. This sense of involvement and confidence appeared to continue with 
participants as the year progressed, but there is evidence that some felt despondency when they 
failed to spread the message to other students and schools as successfully as the programme 
envisaged. 

On top of this they responded well to the positive messages of the programme, appreciated feeling 
part of something bigger, and having the ability to affect change. While the programme appears to 
attract more academic students, or those with high levels of civic engagement, and most aspired 
to professional careers, the Young Speakers did report positive influences on their likelihood to get 
involved in formal politics or similar activities in the future. 

8.2 The impact of Young Speakers’ activity on the wider community

The impact of Young Speakers’ activity on their wider community was harder to gauge, and would 
require further work with a wider selection of schools to explore it fully. However, the programme 
was positively received by those who attended presentations given in both Young Speakers’ own 
schools and in primary schools. Teachers, Young Speakers and the pupils they talked to said that 
young people were the best placed to deliver the We Are What We Do messages and that they 
were more likely to listen to other young people than adults. 

The Young Speakers’ activity in schools (both their own and primaries) encouraged other young 
people and children to consider their actions and how they might be able to make small changes in 
the future; whether such intentions actually transfer into actions and long term attitudinal change 
requires further research. 

Young Speakers’ also reported that they regularly discussed the programme with their friends and 
family and provided examples of changes they had made in their lives. Further research with this 
group would be helpful to explore how adults respond to messages delivered by young people. 

Whilst teachers were positive about the messages of the programme and saw the potential for it 
to feed into the school ethos and various aspects of the primary and secondary curriculums, there 
was little evidence of it being embedded into the curriculum or feeding into existing environmental 
or social programmes in the school. This is an area which could be developed further.
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Throughout the evaluation, the We Are What We Do brand was positively received by the Young 
Speakers; the actions had broad appeal to large audiences of a range of ages, the motto was well 
learnt and recited, and the merchandise valued and respected. 

A key issue for the We Are What We Do in terms of how to progress further in the future relates 
to the depth versus breadth of the programme’s impact. As we will see in the recommendations 
below it is important for the organisation to decide whether they would like the programme to 
have a concentrated impact on the Young Speakers who participate, in which case the reach of the 
programme may be lessened, or whether a more diffused, lighter impact reaching larger numbers of 
people across whole schools and communities is sought. The preferred approach would determine 
levels of support and resources needed to be provided by We Are What We Do staff. 

8.3 Recommendations

Below we outline some aspects of the programme which could be developed in the future. 

8.3.1 Training:

The evaluation found training to be key to the personal development of Young Speakers. However, 
teachers identified issues around the timing of the residential training, suggesting that it could be 
improved by:

Having it near the end of the summer holidays/ start of the school year, perhaps at the end of 
August/start of September. This would help to sustain the enthusiasm and motivation that is 
evident amongst Young Speakers immediately after the training, and would allow them to put the 
skills developed at the training into use while they are still fresh. 

Examples of good practice include the case study college which had Young Speakers present to 
teachers as soon as they came back from the residential training. This had the added benefit of 
raising awareness amongst other teachers. 

More guidance on Young Speakers roles and just what is expected of them in their role would be 
useful, as would greater focus in the training on negotiating access to other schools.

More opportunities for retaining links between participating schools. This was identified by Young 
Speakers attending the training. This would feed into the community cohesion agenda in education.

8.3.2 Recruitment

Despite the vast majority of the participating schools being mixed, the programme has much higher 
proportions of girls than boys and would seem to appeal to them more. Similarly, whilst most of the 
participating institutions offered a range of courses, the students recruited as Young Speakers are 
overwhelmingly A-level students rather than those studying vocational courses. We suggest that it 
is not the programme’s selection of schools that is causing any diversity/ equity issues, but the way 
that students are selected by teachers.  

In contrast to the egalitarian aims of the programme organisers it was clear that some teachers 
recruited those students who were most likely to commit to the programme and were already 
fairly confident, as they would consequently require less teacher support. Data suggest that the 
programme has the greatest impact on those who need it most, e.g. those whose confidence is 
lowest at the start and those who come from low income backgrounds and who are not part of 
school Gifted and Talented programmes.  

•

•

•

•

•
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If We Are What We Do wish to continue to target the programme at young people from more 
disadvantaged backgrounds then it would be helpful to draw up some guidelines for teachers 
in recruiting students, emphasising that the programme aims to reach a diverse group of young 
people with different skills and experiences. However, as teachers noted, working with those who 
are less able or less confident would require greater levels of teacher support, and teachers may 
not have the time within their busy timetables to provide this support. Consequently, We Are What 
We Do staff would need to support students in the programme. This may mean working with a 
smaller group of disadvantaged young people and providing more targeted support to this group 
to help their personal development. 

Decide whether the programme specifically aims to access less advantaged pupils, and provide 
more resources/ support if this is the case.

Alternatively, consider broadening the reach of the programme to encompass a more whole school 
approach rather than focusing on the personal development of Young Speakers, involving less time 
intensiveness from each individual Young Speaker.

Develop a clear definition of what constitutes ‘drop out’ and how it is recorded.

Provide advice/ criteria to teachers on equitable selection of pupils, particularly in terms of gender 
balance, and accessing those students who would benefit most from the programme; those from 
more disadvantaged backgrounds, such as those who are less confident, and are not necessarily 
the most academic A level students.

Research how best to engage boys in the programme in the future. Wider evidence suggests that 
boys are less engaged in volunteering but more research is needed to uncover the specific issues 
relating to this programme. 

8.3.3 The role of the Young Speaker 

As mentioned above, giving presentations also required a significant time commitment from the 
Young Speakers, many of whom were also studying for A-levels and had to juggle the demands of 
visiting schools and giving presentations with their coursework and exams. Whilst there might be 
other less intensive ways that Young Speakers can engage with We Are What We Do and spread the 
message, such as using the internet, telling family and friends, covering it in school time as part of 
curriculum, it was the experience of actually speaking in public which had the greatest impact on 
the Young Speakers. Ways of making this easier could include:   

Emphasise to teachers and Young Speakers the potential to conduct campaigns and activities in 
their own school as well as primaries. 

Improve links with primaries (see below).

8.3.4 Engaging primary schools

Contacting and organising presentations in primary schools were identified as the biggest challenges 
for Young Speakers in doing presentations.  This could be improved by:

Providing further focus on contacting schools in the training, whilst also emphasising the importance 
of persistence in contacting schools to Young Speakers.

Examples of good practice in case study schools include working with feeder primary schools, and 
working with primary schools during their ‘transition’ visits to secondaries. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Engaging local primary schools further and raising awareness amongst headteachers and their staff 
of the potential of the programme to link into the curriculum, for example in terms of sustainable 
schools, eco schools, community cohesion. 

One possibility might be to invite primary teachers to part of a training session where they could 
forge links with local Young Speakers. 
 
Data collection on primary schools could be improved, as could building and retaining stronger 
links with schools once they have been visited by Young Speakers.

8.3.5 A whole school approach/ links to the curriculum

Interviews with teachers suggest that We Are What We Do messages fit well with a number of 
areas in the secondary and primary curriculums, and that they have the potential to feed into 
the overall school ethos. Both teachers and students responded positively to the We Are What 
We Do brand and messages and the fact that they were delivered by young people. This set the 
programme aside from other environmental and social programmes. However, there were missed 
opportunities in schools in terms of embedding the programme within the curriculum and linking 
it to overall school ethos. 

The programme works best in schools with committed and enthusiastic teachers, as with all 
programmes like this. Without the input of staff time it is difficult to motivate the pupils. Spreading 
the message to other members of staff also relies on the enthusiasm and input of the Young Speaker’s 
teacher. But this is vital if it is to be embedded within the curriculum and across the school, rather 
than something which only affects a small group of Young Speakers. Recommendations include: 

Develop part of the training specifically aimed at teachers to show how the programme might fit/ 
work in their school. 

Supply participating schools with introductory material for other teachers not involved in the 
programme, perhaps pointing them to the teachers’ area of the website. This would raise awareness 
of the programme and ensure other teachers do not see it as something that is only for Young 
Speakers. 

Promote other school events and activities which tie in with Young Speakers, such as school’s eco 
warriors groups or Fairtrade Fortnight to show the benefits of such links.

Further development of We Are What We Do resources to show how the Young Speakers’ activities 
could be integrated into the curriculum. This would also encourage students to really think about 
the actions and how to apply them, by situating them within broader issues of social inequality and 
the environment.

Provide suggestions to show how the programme could be linked to the citizenship and PSHE 
curriculums, for example in terms of promoting respect and political engagement, as well as health 
promotion through exercise and healthy eating. 

8.3.6 Reaching out to the community

This is an area which we were not able to fully explore in this research given the scale and scope of 
the evaluation. Further work would be useful in the following areas:

The training could provide further examples of how to engage the non-engaged, perhaps developing 
‘top tips’ on how to work with audiences that do not want to listen.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Support Young Speakers to differentiate their material and activities and tailor the message to 
different age groups, particularly to older students.

Conduct further research with Young Speakers’ families to explore how the youth-led message is 
perceived by adults.

•

•
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10  Appendix: Methods

This section explores the methods used in the programme in greater detail. Table 10.1 below shows 
how each strand of the evaluation related to the aims outlined above. 

Table 10.1 Research design

We now describe each strand of the research methodology in detail. 

10.1 Preliminary research

At the beginning of the evaluation we conducted two face-to-face stakeholder interviews with 
representatives of We Are What We Do and the Aldridge Foundation. These provided information 
about the original aims and intentions of the programme and its administration and organisation. 

The researchers also attended one of the training sessions for the 2009-2010 Cohort in Bristol on 
2 July. 

10.2 Surveys

In total, four surveys were conducted:

An online survey of the 2008-2009 Cohort of Young Speakers (June 2009)

A short 2-page paper-based survey of the 2009-2010 Cohort of Young Speakers administered at the 
residential training events (June-July 2009)

An online survey of the 2009-2010 Cohort of Young Speakers (March 2010)

A brief online survey of the secondary/ sixth form college/ FE teachers responsible for coordinating 
the Young Speakers in their school (both participating schools - March 2010 and those no longer 
involved - June 2009)

Additional interviews with four Young Speakers from a further two schools.

The surveys were predominantly intended to provide data on the impact of the programme on the 
Young Speakers themselves. 

The following response was achieved for the online surveys:

Stakeholder interviews
Training session observation
Participative research
Surveys (Young Speakers and Teachers)
Case studies

X
X
X
X

Personal development of 
Young Speakers

Impact on the 
community

Administration of 
WAWWD

X

X

X

X

•

•

•

•

•
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Table 10.2: Summary of survey responses

In terms of the paper-based training survey, 161 questionnaires were completed at four training events. 

10.2.1 Survey administration and content

Young Speakers’ surveys

Surveys were administered online using www.surveymonkey.com. Emails containing a link to 
the survey were sent to Young Speakers and teachers by We Are What We Do on behalf of the 
researchers. The survey was split into sections:

about you;
why did you become a Young Speaker?;
previous experience;
education and plans for the future;
your experience of giving the Young Speakers’ presentations;
impact on you;
impact on the people who saw your presentations;
impact on friends and family; and
about We Are What We Do.

It included both tick box questions and open-ended questions. It is possible that the length of the 
survey may have put some Young Speakers off, with some of the questions, particularly the open-
ended questions which asked them to write in their responses, skipped by significant proportions 
of Young Speakers. When designing the survey, it was recognised that Young Speakers may skip 
such questions. Nonetheless, the responses from those who did answer the open-ended questions 
are very illuminating, and it would seem to have been right to have included them. 

10.2.1.1 Training survey

All Young Speakers who attended the residential training events were asked to complete a two-
sided paper based questionnaire asking about their reasons for becoming a Young Speaker and 
exploring their experiences, perceptions and impact of the training event. They were asked to fill 
in one half of the questionnaire before they started the training and one half after, in order to 
examine how the training impacted on confidence in particular. It was intended that the Training 
Survey would be attached to the Equal Opportunities Monitoring form, thereby allowing analysis 
of responses on the basis of gender, age, ethnicity, location etc. This survey was not administered 
by the evaluation team, and in the event, forms became separated. This made the analysis of the 
Training Survey problematic, in that responses could not be analysed by specific demographics. 
Instead, the analysis of the training data for 2009-10 is limited to the four training events.

2008-2009 Cohort
Online survey June 2009
2009-2010 Cohort
Online survey March 2010
Teachers Survey
Online survey July 2009
Online survey March 2010

198

183

3
27

Emailed Bounced CompletedOpted out % Respnse

1

0

0
0

81

64

2
17

4

0

0
0

41%

35%

66%
63%

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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10.2.1.2 Teachers’ survey

This was a short online survey sent to the teachers responsible for Young Speakers in their school. It 
focused on the reasons for the school’s involvement in the programme, how pupils were recruited 
to the programme, and asked teachers for their perceptions as to the impact of the programme 
on both Young Speakers and the pupils they spoke to. Teachers in all participating schools were 
invited to respond in 2009-10, while in 2008-09 teachers in those schools no longer part of the 
programme were also invited to explore their reasons for dropping out and how they thought the 
Young Speaker’s programme could be improved in the future. 

10.3 Case studies

This strand of the evaluation aimed to provide an in-depth view of the impact of Young Speakers’ 
work in schools, both on the Young Speakers themselves and on the schools in which they worked. 

Case studies were conducted in three schools; two of which were in outer London, and one which 
was in the North West. We visited a primary school, a sixth form college and a secondary school,  
in order to gain as broad a picture of Young Speakers’ activities as possible. 

The case study schools were arranged by We Are What We Do in consultation with the evaluation team. 

Each case study included: 

An observation of the Young Speakers’ presentation 
A focus group/interview with the Young Speaker and team members (45 minutes)
Interview with teacher responsible for Young Speakers (30 minutes)
Two focus groups with pupils who attended the presentation (30 minutes each)

Case study interviews aimed to explore Young Speakers’ motivation for joining the programme, 
what they hoped to gain from it, their experience of the recruitment and application process and 
how they found the training. Discussions also related directly to the observed presentations, such 
as how successful they found it, the organisation of the event and the extent to which being part of 
the programme equipped them with the confidence to deliver the presentation. 

Discussions were also held with teachers about how their school came to be involved with Young 
Speakers, their thoughts on the programme and the presentation, and the extent to which the 
presentation relates to the curriculum and other school input. They also discussed the impact of 
the presentation on their pupils. We initially planned to conduct interviews with teachers of those 
pupils who observed presentations, but this was not possible.

In each case study we conducted one or two short focus groups with a small number of pupils (5-8) 
who saw the presentation. They were asked what main messages they took from the presentation, 
what their perceptions of the Young Speakers were, and whether the messages would impact on 
their actions. 

•
•
•
•
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The table below provides a breakdown of respondents interviewed in the case study schools:

Table 10.3: Breakdown of case study participants

10.4 Additional interviews with Young Speakers

We also conducted some additional interviews/ focus group with a further four Young Speakers 
from three schools (one of which was also a case study school). 

Originally, we intended to conduct participative research with a group of Young Speakers in order 
to ‘track’ their progress through the programme. We held a focus group discussion soon after the 
training with a small group of Young Speakers, exploring their reasons for joining the programme, 
and their hopes of what they would gain from being a Young Speaker. The session ended with an 
interactive workshop in interviewing techniques. They were asked to keep a written record of some 
form (either blog, diary etc) of their time as a Young Speaker, noting down their feelings when they 
did their first presentation etc. They were also given the task of documenting the impact of their 
involvement with the programme on their family and friends, using flip phone cameras. 

Whilst initially we had a high level of interest from Young Speakers recruited at the training event, 
this interest fizzled out over time, and due to lack of resources we were not able to chase up 
and support the four Young Speakers involved. We were however, able to talk to all four near the 
end of the programme to ask about their experience and hear their perceptions of impact. These 

interviews are integrated into the case studies data. 

Primary case study
Secondary case study
College case study

Total

8
6
4

18

Young Speakers Teachers Event observedPupils

2
1
1

4

Workshop
Presentation

Presentation and 
workshop

15
6

10 (5 new YS & 5 students 
unrelated to YS)

31


