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Biographies

Show Racism the Red Card isthe UK’s anti-racism educational charity and was established in January 1996.

The organisation utilises the high-profile status of football and football players to help tackle racism in society.

The majority of the campaign’s output is the delivery of education to young people and adults in their schools, their
workplaces and at events held in football stadiums. In addition to the direct education of young people and adults,
Show Racism the Red Card produces resources which help promote a message of understanding. Across Britain,
Show Racism the Red Card delivers training to more than 50,000 individuals per year.

Chris Ford has worked on the edges and interfaces of practice, policy, and theory grounded in the voluntary and
community sectors of the North East of England, since 1987. He works freelance undertaking research and
development using a wide range of inter-personal, professional, and conceptual skills.

Chris undertakes a wide range of research responding flexibly to the needs of individual clients, with a core focus
on working with diverse marginalised communities, simulating and supporting personal, organisational and sectoral
development. He has particular expertise in evaluation including undertaking project and programme evaluations
and impact assessments; training and supporting participatory approaches with service users; consultancy and
training for organisations and partnerships.

Chris teaches part-time at Newcastle University Business School and is a member of the editorial board of
Community Development Journal published by Oxford University Press. He is registered with the Information
Commissioners Office for data protection purposes. His work complies with the ethical guidelines produced by the
Social Research Association as well as good practice guidelines produced by the United Kingdom Evaluation Society.

Claire Rodgerson is the Project Coordinator of the Routes project. She joined Show Racism the Red Card in
May 2017 and brings ten years’ experience of working in the third sector, along with academic input from her
ongoing MSc in Social Justice & Community Action from the University of Edinburgh, to develop this new and
exciting service. Claire’s career has focussed on (often controversial) social justice issues, working at both
grassroots and policy levels. Her experience ranges from working with young people in urban and rural contexts,
asylum seekers and refugees, on environmental and food justice and in improving regional support for sex workers
and people who have experienced sexually exploitation.

Thematic knowledge for this project has been gained by Claire from both her career and personal activism. Time
spent working with young people in Leeds, Nepal, Geneva and the North-East has, in addition, given Claire the skills
to lead this project and engage in non-judgemental dialogue with young people at risk of radicalisation.



Executive summary

This evaluation documents the pilot year of Show Racism the Red Card’s (SRtRC) Routes project. The project
provides a specialist anti-racism educational intervention through schools and formal educational settings in Tyne
and Wear, targeting young people (aged 13-18) identified as being at risk of being drawn in to the politics of the
far-right, but whom are below the threshold for a Prevent intervention.

Routes is funded by the Home Office’s Building a Stronger Britain Together (BSBT) programme, which “supports
civil society and community organisations who work to create more resilient communities, stand up to extremism
in all its forms and offer vulnerable individuals a positive alternative, regardless of race, faith, sexuality, age and
gender.

The BSBT programme has three key outcomes;

o Fewer people holding attitudes, beliefs and feelings that oppose shared values.
. An increased sense of belonging and civic participation at the local level.

. More resilient communities.

SRtRC’s initiative aligns with all three outcomes via its pedagogical approach and thematic sessions, though it most
closely aligned with the first — encouraging young people to explore their views and to deconstruct the rhetoric
that caused a referral into the project.

The pilot year of the project ran from February 2017 to March 2018 and SRtRC are hoping to continue this work, to
meet the needs of young people who are vulnerable to racist and far-right rhetoric. This process evaluation has
been a valuable opportunity to reflect on the year and seek opportunities to both recognise strength and
opportunities for approval.

The project can be divided into two distinct periods; project set up from February to September 2017 including
recruitment, training, establishing referral routes, methodology and session development and project delivery from
September 2017 to March 2018 including promoting the service to schools, assessing and accepting referrals, risk
and needs assessment on referrals, interventions with young people and monitoring and evaluation.

The Routes project developed from a recognition from SRtRC that racism is multifaceted and that, for those young
people already vocalising racist attitudes and beliefs, a traditional SRtRC one-off session isn’'t enough to
probe/challenge their thinking.

The project is therefore designed to include an in-depth consideration of the factors that can contribute to
racism/far-right sentiment, tailored to the concerns of particular groups and individuals who have been referred to
the project. Routes has flexibility built into its methodology, so young people receive an intervention that is
designed to suit their needs and thematic concerns.

Interventions can include, for example, exploration of young people’s sense of identity, sense of place in their com-
munities and in the wider political and economic context. This, in addition to addressing thematic concerns of

1.For further information, please see https://www.gov.uk/guidance/building-a-stronger-britain-together#tabout-the-programme
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‘race’, Islam and immigration (for example), is designed to support young people to address their deep set views
or concerns. Concerns are challenged in a safe and non-judgemental space, in order to foster young peoples’ self-

expression and critical thinking skills.

The pedagogical approach to the Routes project, rather than telling young people what to think, encourages the
exploration of where our ideas come from. SRtRC believe that via the development of critical thinking skills, young
people can experience a reduction in conflict and confrontation with themselves, their education provider and
wider society, thus increasing their resilience to racist and far-right rhetoric.

The local context

The extremist threat in the area of project delivery, Tyne and Wear, is recognised as originating in the
far-right. It is a region that has been targeted for far-right demonstrations including but not limited to
the UK launch of the anti-Islam group, PEGIDA in 2015, an anti-refugee demonstration by the proscribed
neo-nazi organisation, National Action in 2016 and various demonstrations by the English Defence
League (EDL) and its offshoots. It is also a context in which the national rise Hate Crime, post European
Union referendum, is reflected, with people being targeted with threats, hate speech, graffiti and
physical violence due to their status as holding a protected characteristic.

Locally, concerns about far-right radicalisation make up the majority of referrals made into the
Governments counter-extremism programme, Prevent®. This is combined with 57% of national referrals
being made for people under the age of 20 and the education sector making up the highest national
proportion of referral source, at 36%".

A significant proportion of referrals into the scheme do not meet threshold for support via Channel.
Show Racism the Red Card, in partnership with their local authority partners, therefore sought to create
a space in which those not meeting threshold were able to air their concerns and be safely challenged.
The Routes project was therefore developed in a local partnership, seeking the de-escalation of risk
associated with young people being drawn into the politics of the far-right and the reduction of conflict
in the region.

This process evaluation contains feedback from key collaborators on the project, including young people, host
organisations and strategic partners from the five local authorities in Tyne and Wear, which indicates areas of
success and for improvement.

SRtRC worked with the evaluator, assessing that a process evaluation was the most appropriate methodology for
this research, due to the pilot nature of the project. This methodology has allowed for reflection on how SRtRC

have worked to produce outcomes in this innovative service.

Qualitative feedback from young people and education providers included in this report has provided some evi-
dence that the project is valued, needed and that objectives are being met.

2. Home Office (2018) Individuals referred to and supported through the Prevent Programme, April 2016 to March 2017. Statistical Bulletin
06/08. Available from: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment _data/file/694002/
individuals-referred-supported-prevent-programme-apr2016-mar2017.pdf

3. Ibid. 5
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There are, at the time of writing, too few data sets for a full assessment of outcomes. Reasons for this include but
are not limited to, the complexity of the young people often referred to the project, self-censorship in engagement
with evaluation activities, the timing of the evaluation and the need to further develop evaluation methodology.
SRtRC are committed to learning and development, and as such will strive to continuously improve monitoring and
evaluation framework for long-term intervention work.

In evaluating the process of setting up Routes, and the various forms of intervention delivered, SRtRC have been
able to critically assess what sort of strategies are enabling or constraining chances of meeting project objectives.

This evaluation has been an important process for the project team. It has allowed for reflection on the set-up
period of the project, how well we’re meeting the needs of young people, local authority partners and education
providers, as well as how well we’ve been able to assess outcomes thus far. The findings of this report play a large
role in our ability to plan for the next phase of the project with the best chance of success as possible.

SRtRC are thus seeking to extend the project and are thankful to the participants, stakeholders and the author of
this evaluation, Chris Ford, for the feedback and recommendations given. Along with internal reflection upon how
to strengthen the work carried out during this pilot phase, this process has been a valuable way to take stock of the
process of setting up and delivering the Routes project.

Claire Rodgerson, Routes Project Coordinator



Introduction

This report records a small piece of summative evaluation focused on the first year of the Routes Project. The
project provides a specialist intervention through schools and formal educational settings with young people
identified as being at risk of being drawn in to extremist right wing ideology but below the threshold for Prevent
referral pathway. The project is an initiative of Show Racism the Red Card, from here on referred to as SRtRC,
funded through the Home Office’s Building a Stronger Britain Together initiative.

Once a referral is made to the project, and it is confirmed that the individuals are below the threshold/do not have
an ongoing Prevent assessment, an initial meeting is held with the host organisation — mainly schools. At this
meeting, the appropriateness of the work is confirmed and SRtRC work with the host organisation to co-produce a
curriculum with a generic offer tailored to meet the specific needs of the individuals. In addition to a worker from
the host organisation being present in sessions to address any behavioural or safeguarding issues, the programme
can include input from third parties where this is identified as being of particular value. To date this has involved
volunteers from a Muslim community organisation.

A self-assessment questionnaire provides further insight into individuals’ attitudes and values, as well as providing a
base-line for evaluative work. SRtRC staff request that this is completed prior to their engagement with young
people. If this is not possible, however, the questionnaire is completed in the introductory session. A safe space is
initiated by the negotiation of ground rules within which, over subsequent sessions, a range of educative materials
and activities are deployed to surface and then challenge participants underlying beliefs. As part of the final session
the initial self-assessment questionnaire is repeated.

This document reports on research undertaken with the project team, four participants from three host agencies
(two schools and one youth offending service) and seven individuals from five local authorities with roles in
community safety, and strategy and policy. Evidence from programme participants was generated by the project
team. In addition to that which is included in the report, the full data, which was available at the time of writing, is
recorded in the appendix®.

Thank you to all those who contributed to this work. Whilst best endeavours have been undertaken to ensure

the accuracy of the report, all errors remain the author’s.

4. Available on request. Please contact SRtRC for this appendix



Project Rationale

In addition to “a recognition within the education team that sometimes we’re opening up a can of worms through

short interventions where more complex and challenging conversations were needed” (project worker group), the

project draws on some specific pieces of work:

Research into young people’s attitudes undertaken between April 2012 and April 2014 with 8,793
participants in SRtRC educational programmes across England funded by DCLG’. This work included the
development of the educational resource ‘No Place for Hate'.

The piloting of a “long-term anti-racism intervention, over a period of 12 weeks, with a group of young
people identified as holding racist ideas and attitudes” (project end report) in early 2017, funded by the
Office of The Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) of Northumbria Police®.

AN EDUCATION PACK CHALLENGING CONTEMPORARY RACISMS AND
EDUCATING ABOUT THE DANGERS OF FAR RIGHT GROUPS

wwnw theredcard.org

Additionally the project is informed by training, research and resources including but not limited to;

Everyday situated racisms as outlined in ‘Tackling the Roots of Racism: Lessons for Success’ Bhavnani, R et al
(2005),

Evidence briefings produced as part of the ESRC Research Seminar Series ‘Youth Extremisms: Understanding
across Ideological and Religious Contexts’,

Institute for Strategic Dialogue, particularly ‘The Need for Exit Programmes’. Ramalingam, V & Tuck, H
(2014),

Extreme Dialogue Training developed by Foundation for Peace and Institute for Strategic Dialogue,
Philosophy for Children (P4C) training, Society for the Advancement of Philosophical Enquiry and Reflection
in Education (SAPERE),

Getting Your Voice Heard in Parliament training, Houses of Parliament Outreach Services and Education
Team.

5. Please contact SRtRC for further information.
6. Please contact SRtRC for further information or to access the project end report.


http://www.theredcard.org/noplaceforhate

Project Aims

“The project aims to;

. Enhance understanding of the risks of radicalisation and extremism,

. Develop critical thinking skills and encourage young people to be more proficient in constructing reasonable
arguments, particularly in relation to deconstructing racist rhetoric and extreme rhetoric and recognising
media bias,

. Build young people’s emotional intelligence and support young people in accepting opinions and views

different from their own,

. Improve understanding of what prejudice, discrimination and stereotypes are and how this impacts on
individuals (targets and perpetrators) and society,

o Increase understanding of how society and democracy works at a local and national level encouraging more
civic engagement,

. Educate on issues including Daesh and Islam, and understanding the UK immigration system in a bid to
reduce prejudices based on misinformation and fear.

o Support young people in building resilience to extremist and racist ideas.”
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Project Activity

There are two phases of work during the time covered by this report:
Project Set Up (February — September 2017).
Work included:

o Recruitment, induction and training of specialist workers.

o Development of referral routes integrated with the five local authority safeguarding pathways, and
establishing relationships with relevant departments/services. While building on existing relationships, this
required a new approach by SRtRC.

o Establishing relationships with delivery partners and other agencies.
o Development of communication materials.
o Development of Theory of Change, programme content and materials, and operational approach including

profiling assessment tool. The generic programme offer is:

Session 1 Introductions

Session 2 Exploring identity part 1: How we feel
Session 3 Exploring identity part 2: Community
Session 4 Anti-racism part 1: Judging and stereotyping
Session 5 Anti-racism part 2: Exploring racism
Session 6 ‘Islamophobia’

Session 7 Immigration

Session 8 Human rights

Session 9 Media/social media

Session 10 Extremism

Session 11 Politics: Getting your voice heard
Session 12 Celebration & evaluation

Additional topics are offered to schools, according to need. This can include, Gypsy, Roma and Traveller people,
exploring what it is to be British or an explicit session on Hate Crime, for example.

Initial Delivery (September 2017 — March 2018).

Project delivery started in September 2017, although there were earlier enquiries. These did not come to fruition
due to a range of issues for the potential hosts including institution changes to academy status, delays in securing
DBS clearance, and a prioritisation of GCSEs.

The circulation of publicity materials led to multiple enquiries. By mid-November these led to the project
operating “almost at capacity” (although in late January some “drop-off” was recorded) with further promotion
suspended, due also to the imminent end of project funding.

During this phase the materials were being “tested and tweaked” with delivery by two project workers. This was
to enable learning from delivery and mutual support as well as the specific needs of young people in differing

10



Summary of Enquiries:

Produced by project team.

Number of provisions
Local Referred | Interventio | Referred Notes (e.g. reasons for enquiries not
authority Enquire but not n carried via being taken up / referrals not turning
(LA) s carried through into interventions)
through
Schools
(direct or
targeted
via LA), Enquiries: pupils referred too young;
Sunderland 5 3 YOS, young people not hitting criteria after
SRtRC initial enquiry or meeting; at enquiry stage
Educatio
n Team
LA Complex young person, other needs
targeted | taking precedent at this time, coordinated
Newcastle 2 3 and by Children’s Services; PRU turning into
scoped academy, this taking priority
interest
Enquiries: School not picked up
South 2 1 3 Schools, conversation after initial enquiry; school
Tyneside YOS, LA dealing internally with presenting issues.
Referred: pupil permanently excluded
Schools,
North 1 2 SRtRC Never heard back from the school after
Tyneside personal their initial enquiry
contact
Enquiries: Never heard back from the
Gateshead 1 1 LA, school after their initial enquiry/leaving
school messages.
Referred: Pupil not attending school

Enquiries out of project scope:
Northumberland x2 schools
County Durham x2 schools

Sunderland - Non-statutory youth services e.g homeless & training providers & Not in Employment, Education or
Training (NEET)

Younger pupils (aged 11 & 12)

Sunderland - SEN up to age 25

11



Type of intervention:

In addition to the range of institutional settings, each with its own particularities, three forms of intervention were
identified; individuals, targeted groups and whole class including a targeted group. In the following, project workers
reflected upon on the strengths and weaknesses of each type of intervention, drawing upon wider delivery, while
host workers refer to their specific context.

Individuals.

Project workers:

We get more honesty from working with individual young people. They’re more open so you can get a deeper
exploration of their views and beliefs. We can encourage deep thinking and they can openly speak, as there’s
no peer pressure. But perhaps they may feel under a microscope, the focus on them may be intimidating.

(Project workers)

Host worker at a provision where the project worked with a 16 year old, with an introductory session followed by
two 90 minute sessions:

We considered doing work with two people but one of the young people was sent back so did not have this
opportunity. ... Perhaps could have done a little group but not clear individual would have engaged. Maximum
of 3 or 4 participants to get the needed level of involvement. People are worried about making a fool of
themselves.

lgal immigrants Spoy o
b Shot inStead oy

Sant back

Examples of participants ‘worldview’, produced in school and Routes sessions
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Case study: Young Person (‘Y’)

The following case study records work with a different young person to that referred to above and
is produced by the project team.

This young person (Y) was referred to the project after their (mainstream) school had contacted
the local authority for advice on managing the individual’s risk of radicalisation. The local authority
partner was able to assess that, at that stage, Y’s associated risks did not hit threshold for a referral
into Prevent, thus contacted the Routes project to make a referral.

Routes staff met with the school and completed a needs assessment with the pastoral lead and
school counsellor, aided by verbal and non-verbal observations made by school staff. Y had been
excluded from school on the day of the meeting so a plan was developed for a full 13 week
intervention when/if Y was to return.

Circumstances led to Y being permanently excluded from the school shortly afterwards. Through
effective communication between schools and SRtRC, it was decided that the work could be carried
onin a PRU setting.

Concurrently, SRtRC were providing advice to the local YOS, on resources and approaches to
support their work with a young person who had been charged with racially and religiously
aggravated offences. Communication between the PRU and YOS led to it becoming apparent that
this young person was Y, and that he had been referred into the Routes project.

The YOS asked if SRtRC could work with Y as part of his caution, whilst they utilised their specialist
knowledge to help reduce Y’s wider risk of reoffending, in order to get the most out of the order.
SRtRC confirmed this was possible with their grant manager and agreed to undertake a full
intervention on that basis. The PRU agreed to let SRtRC use their premises for ease of access for Y.

Due to the specialist knowledge held within the SRtRC team, Y is able to share his concerns in a
safe, non-judgemental space. Y is known to aggressively verbalise racist ideas in school and in the
community. In addition, Y is interested in political ideology, international relations and is fascinated
with far-right symbolism. The Routes project provides clarity on complex issues and space to
explore the causation of these expressions.

Routes project staff share arising safeguarding concerns with relevant professionals (such as the
PRU, a Channel Panel trained professional, the YOS, an educational psychologist, mental health
services and police) as they arise, as well as in information sharing and risk management meetings.
Services were also able to share queries about undiagnosed learning and developmental
disabilities, so that educational interventions could be targeted at an appropriate level for the
individual. SRtRC have been able to seek advice from the local authority partner, when necessary,
on risk management and potential escalation of concerns. This communication and multi-agency
working has enabled services to gain a more holistic picture of Y’s needs, resulting in early help
intervention and a Child in Need referral. It has been assessed by the relevant professionals that, at
this stage, Y’s risks are not at a threshold for a Prevent referral. This will be monitored on an
ongoing basis by professionals involved.

Professionals involved have noted that without reaching this threshold, and without the specialist
knowledge and pedagogical approach of the Routes project, Y would not have a space to explore
his concerns in depth, in a supported way, leaving a void for far-right ideology to fill.

13



Targeted group.

Project workers:

The strength is in the relationship building with the young people. Work with the group is not diluted by a wider
group setting. Participants are comfortable expressing themselves in front of each other. You can cover more
and use relationships between peers and individuals to spur the conversation. The weakness can be people
showing off. You can get caught up in the dynamic between participants. The arguing within the group can be
positive or negative. Participants can be embarrassed about changing their minds about the topics we cover,
but this is also part of their educational journey.

Host worker, at a provision where the project worked with six young people aged 13 to 15:

There’s a risk of showing off but it’s not happened. Rather there’s been peer challenge of views for example
about the language they’ve learned. So the messages as they sink in (not quite there yet) will be reinforced by
the peer group. The narrow view point that’s needing to be challenged, widened. The pace has been
appropriate to the group but perhaps frustrating to [project worker]... Small group work is good because it’s
long term. This is more important in the smaller group but the rest of the school has not got anything. Although
challenging the outspokenly racist are now understanding their own ignorance on this issue. So this could feed
through to the whole school.

Whole class, including targeted group.
Project workers:

The advantage of this type of intervention is that targeted individuals are not perceived as ‘bad apples’. People
do not feel targeted. The strength is that you get a balance of views shared and discussed... But it’s difficult to
develop the quality of relationship, so explore the thinking of targeted individuals. The targeted young people
have often proven to be intelligent and stay quiet, so it’s difficult to give them the attention they need, to truly
address the depth of their concerns and maximise the benefit of the intervention.... Perhaps they are more
reluctant to engage about change, it’s more difficult to be honest; easier to self-censor.

Host worker, at a provision where the project worked with a whole class, in which there was a targeted group of
14-16 year olds:

In terms of the wider class, the number of logs for racism/homophobic incidents has dropped compared to

this time last year (there haven't been any from the individuals in the wider Year 9 class). They enjoyed the
sessions as well.

Examples of participants responses to
being asked ‘what did you learn?’

14



Examples of participants responses to being asked ‘how

will you help us spread the messages of the project?’

15




Views of Participants

One-to-one interviews from two pieces of delivery were conducted by the project workers at the end of the
programme. Along with the results of pre and post intervention questionnaires for the completed whole class
programme, the topic guide and full transcripts of the interviews are included in the appendix. The following
answers were given in the interviews to the summative questions.

How would you describe the project to your friends, who know nothing about it?

You’'re just helping people to not be racist in the streets and in the shops and stuff.

Sort of like a history lesson on about what is right about racism. Have you taken a lot from it in terms of History
then? Yeah Is that one of your primary interests? Yeah Have you found yourself going away after the sessions
and doing more research on the history? Yeah I’'ve researched the Holocaust and things like that for History.
There is a lot of modern stuff in it as well. | did find it interesting, | just typically know a lot about history.

I don’t really know. Would you encourage them to do it? Would you say it was good? yeah probably. What
would you tell him that you would be working on or what we are like? don’t know, alright | guess.

Learning about how not to discriminate people because of their skin colour and their different ethical (sic)
background.

What impact do you think this may have on your life?

To not be racist around other people. In terms of expressing yourself and your confidence, did it have any
impact in that way? Yeah

Yeah it does kind of make you rethink what you are saying and how you judge people. It sort of makes you
think the way other people are thinking, you don’t always just judge on the way you’re thinking.

Don’t know.

Yeah, if | seen (sic) someone being like targeted like because of his skin colour | would say something.
[conversation about safe challenge happened after the young person said this]

What will you remember? / What was the most important thing you learned?

The most thing (sic) | can remember is don’t be racist. To not call people by names they don’t like. Why
wouldn’t you do that now? Because you can get done for racism.

Most things (sic) | remember is the extremist groups because | didn’t really know much about that and the
people were sort of involved with them and how they sort of redeemed themselves. Has it made it more
attractive or less attractive? Well it sort of puts a light on them, whether it’s for good or for worse but it does

make you aware of them.

Don’t really know.

16



Like because someone has told you about someone’s like, I’'ve forgotten the word, like stereotyping, just
stereotyping don’t do it. Because you can’t judge a book by its cover. And why is it important not to do that?
Because you don’t know if they have the same thoughts about you, basically.

Views of Hosts — teachers and youth offending worker

The following is reproduced from research with host organisations.

Project’s Work

The work has been brilliant, really good, both the materials (the flash cards being particularly effective) and
the delivery. (Young person) felt he was in control of what he was saying so there was no lip service. Worker

was very friendly and non-judgemental on what person said or thought; but providing a different perspective.
This worked rather than a ‘telling why you are wrong’ approach.

The value of the external organisation was they had more experience and expertise on this issue... It’s about
the detail, the level of knowledge.

The work is challenging them to come out with their ideas. They’re comfortable being allowed to be racist and
their beliefs are challenged... The kids welcome them back. It’s a relationship that’s valued... It’s ok to say stuff.
They are very hung up with issues around immigration and jobs; NHS; bombs and extremism. It’s a big issue
for them ... Also had stuff about Nazis and [separately] Jews.... Over time they feel comfortable and there’s a
trust. Need it to get to the roots of issues. Also about the needs of the kids, their abilities so need more time
than mainstream. .... What | like about it is the brutally challenging of their views. They’re allowed to say what
they want. It’s refreshing for the staff as well as the pupils. They’ve got to get it out.

Impact on Participants

For this individual there’s an increased awareness. There was a light bulb moment about immigration; he had
immediately linked ‘illegal’ to it. There have been loads of light bulb moments. His influences — he has listened
to EDL [English Defence League] members ... directly — came out in the last session. Think he will not commit
another racial offence, his understanding has developed so much, also his judgement and knowledge.

A really positive experience for me and for the young person.

I think that the outcome has been wholly positive, not just for the young people targeted but the others in the
group also. The individuals who were targeted have received at least 3 day (and up to 5) FTE [fixed term
exclusions] per year for racism for the last two academic years... This year those individuals have not received
any negative logs for this type of behaviour at all let alone FTE. Anecdotally, | know [individual’s] behaviour
has changed. He told me that he didn't realise calling the shop the "paki shop" or the Chinese takeaway "the
chinkies" could cause offense and was a form of racism: he genuinely thought that is what these were called

as that's all he heard from his peer group/family. He said he has stopped using these terms, and has also told
his friends not to use them and why - this is a massive step for him.

There’s less racist talk, or at least they are checking themselves. One young man who is quiet and dark, not
being honest about his white extremist views. He hides his views although he’s taking it in, being challenged

internally. ... Seen a dip (it’s not gone) in racist language so can see an impact. If not talking about racism, it’s
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such a huge area, it goes below the surface — people not saying the words but needing to be challenged.
There’s a lot more to unpick for our kids on this e.g. homophobia. It’s a safe space to comfortably say it, get it
out there and challenge it.

Wider impact

Pupils must have been discussing it as members of the other class who have not received the sessions have
stopped me on the corridors and asked me if they are able to take part. For pupils to be discussing this, it must
have positive value for them.

Participants are talking about it, so others are talking about it. Those that do use racist language are being
challenged. So far not being racist as much — although not certain if people are aware of this.

Views of Strategic Partners

The following is reproduced from research with local authority strategic partners.

There was a general welcoming of the project:

o The project is very, very valuable; there’s not something else like it in the region.
o It’s quite unique to the area... We know our problem is with the extreme right wing so the project’s targeting
the right issues in the North East.

o It’s a useful thing to have. They’re a good partner to work with. They’ve taken on our concerns...
o The project has real potential. It’s a much needed resource ...
o SRtRC is very accessible, excellent communications. It’s a joint piece of work in developing and rolling it out.

It’s felt like a partnership.

There were mixed views over the process of interfacing the project’s work with the local authority procedures:

We met with other Local Authorities during the development phase: this process was important, we had
valuable input. With any new project the first 6 months is developmental; establishing referral and process
routes took quite a bit of time... It couldn’t have been faster when working with a group of Local Authorities.
We needed the face to face meeting and these take time...

Frustration about the length of set up... It’s taken too long to establish and therefore more difficult to
demonstrate the merits of the project ... If going to work as a collaboration with local authorities and partners
[there’s a] need to work much quicker. Part of the problem is we [local authorities] all have different ways of
doing things ... The project has needed to work with each local authority. Perhaps the local authorities could
have worked together to move things forward and then work with [project worker].

The main weakness is it has been rushed to get it implemented.

Informants saw benefits in the geographical scope of the project, with its partial alignment with inter-authority
Prevent mechanisms (Northumberland County Council is not a project partner but is within Northumbria Police
area). SRtRC was described as having a “known and trusted reach.” One participant identified the importance of a
“standard response” if there was a need to escalate a case, more broadly commenting: “/t’s better to be working
together against the context of austerity. We have to share knowledge, materials, tools.”
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This interviewee also stated “[there] may be a danger of the programme becoming swamped if you get referrals
from across the region. This leading to delays in responding to identified problems in schools. ... Within
[geographical area] we have an open referral mechanism. It’s better if this can be satisfied i.e. need not to have a
waiting list...”

“We are keen that schools refer directly rather than using Prevent. There’s paranoia about the Prevent duty, seen
as spying on young people. It’s about early intervention. Don’t need to put it through a social work department;
what we want is to engage children in the intervention without concern for the formal routes. If there’s a genuine
risk of harm then do need to know this but not with early indicators if the behaviour isn’t escalating. It’s the right
level to intervene. If it’s through the social worker routes then you will get resistance to that. ... It’s about giving
children and young people safe space to discuss controversial issues. Nationally, Prevent has come unstuck when
not applied as a proportionate response to the concern. Heavy state intervention means you don’t get the
prevention side. School’s role is about education.”

In another interview it was stated that the project has “become a different thing to different local authorities.” It
was also stated here that there were some “reservations about agency practice”, although not related to the
Routes project. It was noted that there is a “need for projects that prevent young people being empathetic
towards these ideas. Is this a deficit piece of work? ‘There’s something wrong with you.’ This needs to be balanced
with the positive. ... Also need to recognise pressure on school time — especially year 10, but some start GCSEs in
year 9. So if it’s not upsetting the learning and it’s a priority then it can happen. ... Funding arrived half way
through the school year. Schools are all planned and booked up so there’s a problem in introducing anything...
Landing a proactive thing in middle of school year makes it reactive. It’s a softer intervention, not a ‘must have’...
With length of intervention it has to be planned into PHSE curriculum. If a school can get 14 weeks of supported
teaching for free they would be interested. ... Schools only get external help when behaviour cannot be managed
internally. Then they want a quick fix, not a 14 week intervention.”

Additionally it was recorded:

This intervention builds on SRtRC’s profile. They have local credibility because of the long term work in the
area. They’ve got the background, are professional in their approach and know the parameters about
safeguarding. It’s potentially very reputationally toxic. Have confidence in SRtRC. People know who they are
and what they do, at the local authority but also at schools... It’s about being a cohesive harmonious
community. We’ll not take chances with that, so continue to prioritise the work and challenge extremism
wherever it comes from.

The flexibility of delivery (choice of one-to-one or small group) is extremely important. [For example, if an]
individual had been reposting from Britain First/EDL. The standard response is for the school to engage with
the pupil and if the problem persists refer to Northumbria Police Prevent team. This response is a huge step up,
a frightening thing, ratcheting it up. But SRtRC is a charity with a good reputation in the area. It’s a much more
positive approach.

Does the project have the flexibility to prioritise? Someone making a couple of comments could wait a couple
of months compared to someone whose retweeting Britain First all the time and gathering people around
them.
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I’'ve no criticisms (constructive or not). There are no negatives. It’s gone well. There’s been a lot of work to get
it to this stage. Because referrals have just started [we] would hope to get funding for at least another 12
months to demonstrate the impact and the lessons learned.

The relatively small numbers compared to other issues means that local authorities are not going to be able to
develop their own project, but it’s becoming increasingly important to have some form of intervention to
challenge these views. Brexit and the growing influence of far-right groups means there’s an increasing need
for this sort of work. The threat of terrorism is not going away. And disadvantaged communities that were
strongly in favour of Brexit put blame on immigration.
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Conclusions

There is currently insufficient evidence to draw well-grounded conclusions on the extent to which the project aims

are being achieved. There is some apparently contradictory evidence in the limited quantitative data so far

produced with project participants. However the qualitative data along with the research with project hosts in

school and youth offending settings and with local authority officers indicate that there are reasons to be confident

of the project’s value as it continues its delivery phase.

Through this research a range of issues requiring further consideration have been identified:

The flexible and responsive delivery in terms of content, context and numbers of participants has been well
received. However, perhaps as a result of this tailored approach, there does not appear to be a consistent
core model. In this respect the ‘offer’ is unclear.

Within the targeted age range, there are a wide range of contexts where the project’s work might be
valuable, including further education colleges, independent training providers, SEN up to 25, and private
schools as well as in informal educational settings such as youth services.

The level of need/demand for the project is not clear. This is a difficult issue to clarify in any preventative
work, particularly where there is a range of awareness of the issue and appropriate referral routes amongst
those who might refer. In this context this includes different services with the local authority and people
fulfilling different roles within schools — head teachers, safeguarding/prevent leads, and class room teachers.

Given the range of relevant professionals, on-going promotional/awareness work will be needed. There is,
however, a risk of this leading to over-demand for the project, given its current resource base. This suggests
that a systematic approach to prioritisation might be developed.

An additional approach might be to develop a ‘tier 2’ service; providing training, support and consultancy to
classroom teachers/front-line workers.

In one interview it was stated “There’s a risk of taking people half way through the process and not finishing
it off. People are still getting their bile out.... When young people have reassessed their responses we will
have ‘made it’.... | believe the kids will need more.” In several interviews the hope was expressed to re-
engage SRtRC in further work with the host agency. No onward referral route or destination is identified,
other than when it is appropriate to escalate a case to Prevent.

It is important that evaluation and other feedback mechanisms are proportionate and focused. This work can

inform in-programme delivery, continuing professional development, organisational/service development,
and capturing evidence of impact. Some prioritisation of this work seems likely to be beneficial.
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