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“[I learnt] how to structure a valid argument and how to use social
media correctly.” Furvah, Walsall
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Executive Summary
Speak for Yourself (SFY) is a training programme developed for young people aged
13 -18, and piloted in three urban areas of the West Midlands: Birmingham, Walsall
and Coventry. It aims to build confidence, develop youth leadership and encourage
young people to be active citizens in their locality. The programme was delivered by
a team across three organisations:
Birmingham City University (BCU),
ConnectJustice and f5 in autumn 2015, and funded by West Midlands Police. In total,
two-hour sessions on Saturdays over six weeks provided a range of interactive
activities to develop skills to listen, discuss and debate key issues, and learn of
communication techniques in various forms of media. Twitter and Facebook experts
also provided inputs on campaigning. The programme culminated in a two day
televised debate at BCU where participants were filmed debating sensitive and
challenging topics, with the films then shown to an invited audience which included
the young people.
In total, 43 young people took part, across a range of religions, ethnicities and
educational backgrounds. The majority was from areas of multiple deprivation, and
hence the programme achieved its aim of targeting and involving ‘harder-to-reach’
youth across the cities.
The evaluation looked at areas of management (planning and preparation), process
(the operation of the sessions) and impact (the effect on participants). Findings
showed that the innovative team management mostly worked very well, with
learning for future programmes about the possible need for a project coordinator,
which would address some of the communication gaps. Training for facilitators was
comprehensive and the materials and clear guidance prepared for each session
enabled smooth running, together with flexibility for facilitators to adapt their
activities to the group.
The sessions in each of the three venues were clearly enjoyed by the young people.
Each had a variety of fast-moving activities to enhance skills and build confidence,
providing resources to enable participants to express themselves in a variety of
media. They practised voicing their own opinion persuasively, but also worked on
how to mount an argument on a view they did not agree with. They appreciated the
expert inputs from Twitter and Facebook, which gave awareness of online
campaigning techniques. They learned media skills from an experienced BBC
journalist in terms of preparation for the televised debate. This Big Debate weekend
was the programme highlight, and the young people surprised themselves at how,
with minimal preparation, they were able to respond articulately for or against a
motion, with their audience of peers all raising hard-hitting comments and
questions.
In terms of impact, the participants gave universal acclaim. They gained ‘massive’
amounts of confidence, met people ‘they normally wouldn’t’, and found it to be an
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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‘amazing experience for me and others’. It was ‘extraordinary’ and ‘awesome’. A
key finding was that 91% of participants would recommend SFY to others, as it built
morale, gave skills for the CV, enabled mixing with others, and was all round fun.
Importantly, it showed how they could practically use their voice to create change,
and that their opinion counted. It was instructive that many said they would not
have learned these skills nor built such confidence in school. Suggestions for
improvement were given, mostly relating to wanting longer sessions, but also
wanting the Twitter and Facebook sessions to be more interactive.
The evaluation was able to confidently deem SFY a considerable success, using small
budgets to achieve big gains. This pilot should be built on, with follow-up for these
participants and with future similar programmes mounted, using the learning from
this one to achieve even greater impacts.

“I learnt how to form and prepare an argument; thinking about
the questions that might be asked and thinking about your
response.” Grace, Coventry
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Evaluation methodology
This evaluation looks at three (linked) areas:
(i) Management: Planning and preparation. This was evaluated by observation
at planning meetings and facilitator training, and by informal interviews with
all key staff and facilitators, to assess efficiency and see whether there were
lessons learned from this piloting about the management and running of the
project.
(ii) Process. This was evaluated by observation of training sessions in each of the
three venues (and therefore of different facilitators), and informal
conversations with YP
(iii) Impact. This was assessed through pre-and post questionnaires to students
(Appendix 1), and feedback from parents and from guests at the Big Debate.
A post course feedback session with organisers and facilitators provided insights and
after-the-event reflections. The combination of these three aspects (management,
process and impact) enables an assessment of success against the key objectives and
of value for money.

1.2 Project Background
Speak for Yourself: equipping young people to take a place in the discussions that
shape our lives was designed as a pilot project in three cities in the West Midlands.
These were Birmingham, Walsall and Coventry and delivered to 43 young people
over 6 weekends from October - December 2015.
The project was conceived, as previous work across the teams had found that some
young people feel disengaged from debate and politics, and while excluded from
formal party politics are clearly interested in having a voice in the system. The
realities are that more young people vote for ‘X factor’ than political parties at
election time, pensioners are more likely to vote than the 18-24 age group, that
Black and Asian British people under 30 are far less likely to vote than their white
peers, and young white women less likely to vote than young white men.
With the backdrop of public sector cuts and economic realities, Speak for Yourself
(SFY) was developed with the aim to train local young people to debate with local
peers using a range of media tools on and offline, talking within their local civic
spaces by enabling youth led leadership. The process would enable young people to
build their confidence and to better structure their speaking skills.
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Organisational Teams
The project delivery partners (SFY team) were:
• ConnectJustice
• Birmingham City University (Media Department)
• F5
SFY city leads
In addition to the delivery partners, each city had a key, consistent point of contact
that was also a facilitator:
• Birmingham – Alex Seftel
• Walsall – Pav Dhande
• Coventry – Zubeda Limbada
The partners would have multiple roles including:
• recruit and engage young people
• design a bespoke programme session for each of the weekend sessions
• develop expertise around media engagement and debate for the session
through facilitators
• team facilitation on issue led participation
The objectives for the pilot were:
1. To train up to 60 young people in three cities aged 13-18 to have open
discussion on sensitive and challenging topics such as bullying, leadership,
extremism and exploitation using media and youth experts to create practical
tools for local, youth leadership
2. To equip young people with the skills necessary to be active citizens in their
local civic spaces with key statutory agencies and organisations such as
council, police, educational establishments as well as local leadership
3. To increase the young person’s personal confidence and debating skills and
enable engagement and social mobility within their area and the region
4. To connect with other relevant youth initiatives and programmes to ensure
sustainability
There were four project deliverables:
• Recruitment of up to 60 young people to participate from Birmingham,
Coventry and Walsall
• Delivery of 5 weekend sessions and one Big Debate Weekend between
October – December 2015
• Filmed copy of the Weekend debates made available online
• Certificate of participation
Project funding
The funding for the project came from West Midlands Police (WMP). This covered
project design, project delivery, travel for participants, room hire, catering for 15
sessions and for a follow-up feedback session, publicity, filming of the weekend
sessions and the evaluation. Free and in-kind contributions included the time of 4
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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members of BCU media staff, free media studio, and free venues which made this
project highly cost-effective for WMP.
SFY Facilitators
A dedicated city facilitator delivered and attended all the sessions assisted by one
other volunteer facilitator. In total, 12 facilitators were recruited to deliver the city
modules. Two facilitators subsequently dropped out, but a rotating system was
managed throughout. All cities aimed for a minimum of two adults involved on the
day to manage the city cohorts and meet any child safety requirements. All
facilitators were paid and given a day transport and food subsistence.
Pre-delivery training was made available to everyone to ensure city consistency in
programme delivery. The three hour training consisted of seeing the opinion walls,
speed dating, safeguarding, codes of conduct, disclosure, neutrality and active
listening as well as receiving guidance around working with young people. They also
undertook role-plays to think about managing challenging behavior.

1.3 Project Delivery: two stages
Locating and registering young people in the three cities, and registration.
Participants were recruited through a variety of means in all three cities. This
included face to face contact and emails to a number of organisation’s, ‘pitching’
sessions by the delivery team when meeting young people through organisations
such as National Citizenship Service (NCS), approaches to schools and youth groups
and recruitment adverts using social media such as Facebook. Potential participants
had to fill in an online application form specifying why they wanted to participate in
the programme. The online Google form was designed to be short, engaging and
interactive and intended to create a link between the aspirations of the programme
and creating a meaningful interaction with the participant before the project started.
Typically the form took 3 minutes to complete and processed personal details
including name, age, city, contact details and three brief questions around why they
were attending, reason for participation and current level of debate and media
involvement.
This form also acted as a pre-questionnaire to be matched against the post survey
questionnaire. To maximize returns, all completed responses on the post survey
were to be entered into a prize draw to win £30 worth of Love2Shop vouchers.
The workshop programme
Between October 23rd and December 6th 2015, 5 Saturday sessions were designed
and then simultaneously delivered in 3 cities between 11am -1pm. Session 4 was
delivered by Twitter UK with all groups coming together in Birmingham. In an
optional experience, 13 young people attended the Facebook offices in London for
half a day. All sessions lasted 2 hours and reflected the fact they were taking place
on a Saturday morning and suitably interactive with the age demographic.
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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The aims of the sessions were, cumulatively, to enable young people (YP) to:
• Understand and formulate a persuasive argument
• Feel confident speaking about topical issues in front of other people
• Respect others’ opinions and to formulate arguments that are opposed to
their own
• Develop team bonding with group members and facilitators
The five weekend session topics were:
1. Expressing opinions. Dis/agreeing and when talking about something you
care about
2. Persuasion and arguments. How to have opposing views
3. How do people express their opinion? Anger, fear, listening
4. Social media –Twitter Masterclass
5. For and against discussions followed by a TV media training session

Session 1 acted as an introduction and getting to know each other. After ice-breaker
games, the young people (YP) were asked tricky questions such as ‘How do you think
society views young people?’ ‘What can we do to change this?’ and ‘How would
you like to be thought of? This was followed by "Opinion Walls" where participants
had to position themselves according to their view on certain statements, with these
statements becoming increasingly political. A Speed Dating session then made
participants mount 60-second arguments to the person opposite them. Participants
discussed the nature of an ‘argument’ and of persuasive language before dividing
into groups to decide a campaign area and design a TV advert.
Session 2 started with recap before a Hot Air balloon exercise and an activity called
‘Argument Volleyball’ to enable arguing against one’s own beliefs, a technique to
encourage critical and complex thinking. Then came a formal debate, with
participants learning about the debate format and about motions, together with the
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features of explanation, example, response, evidence and review, in developing and
countering an argument.
Session 3 coincidentally took place the morning after the terrorist attacks in Paris,
and was an opportunity to discuss whether there were ever instances in which
violence might be justified if people feel they are not being listened to. The theme
for the morning was creating ‘non-verbal’ campaigns through posters, social media
and written news articles. Non-verbal in this instance referred to messages being
spread across the internet etc. without people speaking to each other face-to-face.
Discussion on images, on direct action and on violence in demonstrations followed.
A News Room exercise gave the groups newssheets with a range of sources that
explored how a well-known individual or group had expressed their view through
protest or action. They had to prepare a report and then perform this, and discuss
different styles of reporting or the stance of a reporter.

Session 4 was about how to use online platforms such as Twitter and Facebook.
Facilitated by Nick Pickles of Twitter (Public Policy, UK), participants reflected on
their ‘digital personalities’ and learned skills such as:
•
•
•
•

Be passionate about your idea
Know who your target audience is
Be clear about your message
Be timely, creative and tech-savvy in the way you spread it.

An optional visit to Facebook HQ London also took place midweek, which some
young people attended. Both the speakers at Twitter and Facebook events
referenced the powerful #NotInMyName campaign, started by British Muslims in
Luton to show that the radical ideology of Islamic State does not represent them.
ChildsNet UK also gave an insight around online security.

©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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Awesome masterclass by Nick Pickles from Twitter and loads of
real people in a real place #speakfy
Session 5 encompassed media training. All participants were brought together in
Birmingham where former BBC journalist Professor Bob Calver gave an insight into
life in front of the camera. The YP practiced how to present themselves (including
what to wear), and did preparation activities such as breathing, relaxation and
tongue twisters. They also practiced filming and being filmed with a mobile phone
camera – having to swiftly memorize commentaries as if they were TV reporters at a
fire scene or at an event such as extreme bungee jumping.

Final session: The Big Debate 5th and 6th December
A final debate session called The Big Debate took place in Birmingham City University
media department over 2 days, with a full Saturday on December 5th televising nonrehearsed debates on challenging issues followed by a presentation of these
televised debates on Sunday 6th, for around 50 invited guests. The debates was
hosted and facilitated by the former BBC journalist/current media lecturer, Professor
Diane Kemp. All sessions were filmed in the studios giving a “live” televised feel
adding a professional dimension to the two days.
Debate topics –for and against
• Britain is full – close the borders?
• Should animal testing be banned?
• Is violence sometimes justified?
• Are faith schools still relevant in a secular society?
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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This was a big test of the efficacy of the previous training, as the participants did not
know the titles of these in advance, and had only 10 minutes to prepare each
group’s main protagonist for or against the motion. All participants had an
opportunity to participate in this format as not everyone would have time to present
the debate topics on the stage. Aside from 9 individuals who took part in the
debates, the rest were active members of the audience who could listen to the
arguments, ask questions on camera and challenge opinions that were put forward
by those debating.
Facilitator brief
For each activity or part of the session, the programme detailed the timing, name of
the activity, rationale behind tasks, guidance on precisely what to do for each
activity and the resources that should be made available. The guidance included not
just the activity but hints on establishing the right atmosphere. Part of the training
session was about establishing an ethos of respect for each other and their opinions,
and this was to be stressed throughout. The guidance also reminded facilitators to
remain as neutral as possible when appropriate and not to ask leading questions or
to be judgmental.
Within each city, depending on the topic and programme breakdown, young people
were encouraged to decide which topics they may want to discuss. Sessions were
designed to enable in-depth focus on one overall topic of discussion at a time, which
would allow participants to listen, explore and engage with different approaches and
opinions culminating in their participation in the filmed Big Debate. The last 10
minutes of each session was to be devoted to wrap up and ‘diary room’, for YPs to
review what they had done and prepare for the next week. Due to time constraints,
diary room activities were scrapped. Young people with social media accounts were
invited to post something on their own networks about how they found the session

“I learned key debating skills and tricks to strengthen my point. I
also learned to listen carefully to the counterargument and pick up
on points made.” Hermella, Birmingham
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2. EVALUATION FINDINGS
2.1 Speak For Yourself management
The leadership and management of the programme was itself innovative, with three
diverse partners with different offerings using a shared leadership route in the
project delivery. This worked well on the whole, although there were inevitable
gaps at times where tasks fell through cracks or when job roles were not properly
allocated and executed. One identified gap sighted were those individuals from
organisations who had other full-time day jobs; this meant that they could engage
with SFY work only in the evenings or weekends and communications during the day
could be problematic. It might have been advisable to have a part-time coordinator
or project manager for the overall steering, who could have held partners to
account; but the team felt that for this pilot it was better to take control themselves
in order to have a thorough understanding of each stage of the process. Each
organisation did feel they were able to work together and build bridges. This was
important in the pilot stage, and particularly in those instances where gaps were
identified.
OBSERVATION: For future projects, it was agreed that there needed to be improved
team communication and a better flagging up system, if things were not being
delivered or if there was a delay.
RECOMMENDATION: This system would need to be better managed especially when
decisions needed to be made quickly in a dynamic working environment.
OBSERVATION: There was quite a long lead in time for planning, with seven planning
meetings conducted by the team every two weeks, plus ‘pitching’ meetings in each
of the three venues to recruit participants prior to the project delivery stage. No
group meetings occurred during project delivery times which would have been
beneficial in flagging up issues around recruitment, team communication and
identifying emerging gaps. Inevitably, most of the delivery challenges that occurred
in the last 2 weeks prior to the project going live could have been addressed and
prioritised in team meetings.
RECOMMENDATION: Scheduling meeting times prior to the project going live as well
as arranging meetings during the project delivery stage need to be added in.

2.2 Recruitment
The intention was to have three equal groups of 20 participants, preferably targeting
under-represented groups and ensuring a gender balance. Those interested
completed an online Expression of Interest form, which was then converted into a
full application. Some stages of the recruitment stage were found to be problematic
and highly labour intensive at times by the project team, and in the end 43
participants joined the project, rather than the full complement of 60 participants.
This shortfall was connected to the project aim to recruit the ‘hard-to-reach’,
presenting more challenges to the process. The National Citizenship Service (NCS)
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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was a good source, especially for Coventry, but Walsall proved to be more difficult.
The Birmingham young people emerged from the project delivery teams’ contacts
through teachers, youth groups, housing associations and other routes. Teachers
who know their students were also seen to be a great source for recruitment; one
teacher attended all the SFY sessions! Another observation was that there was quite
a long time between the initial sign up made by the young person until the starting
day of the sessions, and despite a ‘keep warm’ strategy involving emails, this could
be improved.
OBSERVATION: It was discovered that 30% of young people found out about the SFY
programme through the Facebook adverts while others had heard of the session
through personal contacts.
RECOMMENDATION: It was suggested that online recruitment could be used more
in future recruitment, combined with traditional face-to-face and telephone routes.
RECOMMENDATION: Better communication with the young people and perhaps
parents of under 16 year old between sign up stage and programme start date.

2.3 Workshop modules, training & preparation for facilitators
The training and the module outlines were seen as excellent, and enabled full
confidence of the facilitators. They enjoyed the practical training (some even going
on a fire engine and trying on firefighting uniforms. The experience and care of the
organisers was demonstrated in the facilitator training, which provided detailed
handouts on safeguarding procedures, and staff codes of conduct; as well as running
through the actual modules. In the feedback session, all facilitators said that it was
clear that a lot of effort had gone into planning the modules, to prevent anything
going wrong at the programme delivery stage. The advantage of the workshop
modules was that they could be easily personalised and adapted to enable them to
be better responsive to each city cohort.

2.4 Logistics
A programme with young people of school age across three venues and with a small
budget demanded considerable attention to logistics. This included:
• Venues: neutral spaces such as fire stations, community centres, university
media space
• Parental permissions
• DBS checks (previously CRB) for the project delivery team
• Medical information and dietary needs
• Risk assessment, safeguarding and disclosures
• Travel to venues for the YP
• Letter to school for YP having a day off to visit Facebook
• Catering for each session
• Communications with participants and parents
• Payment for facilitators, expenses etc. There was initially a little confusion
about when facilitators would be paid expenses and how, but this was
resolved with giving them expenses forms for bank details.
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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•

Timing: it was originally intended that the training be consecutive in the
three areas, and then it was decided to hold them concurrently. This put
something of a strain on finding enough facilitators, but was resolved.

OBSERVATION: Overall, the logistics were covered well with no major difficulties.
RECOMMENDATION: Better management of DBS checks and consideration of
technology and printer access to parental consent forms should be factored into the
programme design for the future. There was some uncertainty around legal
requirements for the former due to the age group of some of the young people and
further confusion around some young people’s lack of access to printers (in order to
print out the forms which had been sent by email and which had to be signed by an
adult and brought into the sessions prior to participation).
RECOMMENDATION: Appoint a named contact for facilitators when the project
delivery stage is underway to ensure any problems or concerns are able to be
manage and coordinated. This is particularly important when a programme is fluid in
its management delivery.

2.5 Process: session participation and functioning
The Participants
The project fulfilled its aim of bringing together young people from a range of ethnic
and religious backgrounds. The ethnic identity of participants (self-defined) were as
follows:
Pakistani
White British
Black African
Mixed white/black/other
Indian
Black Caribbean
Arab
Prefer not to say
Bangladeshi
Other white

13
12
7
6
3
2
2
2
1
1

In terms of religion, the breakdown was as follows:
Muslim
Christian
None
Sikh
Multicultural
Prefer not to say

23
11
10
3
1
1
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Overall, the gender balance was uneven, with 32 females and 15 males -with one
participant who was gender fluid, and one who was transgender. Why twice as
many females as males volunteered for this programme can only be surmised, and
could be either a heightened need for confidence or its opposite, that is, the
willingness to embark on a new experience.
The range of educational backgrounds was interesting, from those who had left
school at 16 to those from selective or private schools. Most were from
comprehensive schools or 6th form colleges. The range of experience of debating
and political discussion in school was also apparent, as was any previous experience
of participating in campaigns. Some were already chairs of organised groups such as
LGBT or Amnesty or members of school council’s and debate groups; others had no
experience at all of leadership or participation in action groups. Yet even those with
such experience seemed to find the activities and discussions useful and enjoyable
which was a credit to the difference and value of the programme design. The
opportunity to meet and work with others from different backgrounds and
educational experiences was clearly instructive, as discussed later.

I learnt how to interact with people I normally wouldn’t (Hamdi,
Birmingham)
Finally, the indices of multiple deprivation (IMD) figures. which reflect the
demographics of where young people live and whether the SFY programme had
been able to attract “harder to reach communities” were insightful. Postcodes of all
SFY participants against IMD data were mapped for this purpose. It was possible to
determine which quintile group participants’ addresses were categorised under, by
using the IMD Score Range. Nearly three quarters (74%) of all SFY participants live in
areas where indices of multiple deprivation are highest. In this regard, the
programme achieved its aim of getting to those young people who may not have
equivalent opportunities in the lives.
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The Sessions
OBSERVATION: the young people enjoying the sessions enormously, and taking part
with enthusiasm.

Each session was the epitome of perfection, from discussing how
teenagers are stereotypes, the superhero hot air balloon game,
the Twitter slideshow and the filming! (Henry, Coventry)
The instructions for each activity were mostly very clear, albeit with some learning
for the organisers about appropriate terminology (e.g. the meaning of ‘non-verbal’).
Timing was occasionally problematic, with sessions running over and participants
having to leave for their transport connection. This was partly because of the
enthusiasm for the discussion and everyone wanting to participate, but better and
effective time management would alleviate this problem in future programmes.
Overall, the two-hour sessions worked very well based on feedback from the
participants (and their parents) and the number of young people returning weekly.
The sessions enabled good learning for organisers as well as YP. In one session, for
example, the YPs were invited to write on Post-It notes how they thought society
saw young people. These attributes were overwhelmingly negative – immature,
disrespectful, unmotivated, thugs, troubled, lacking responsibility, knowing
nothing, over-energised, rebellious, ‘bad generation’, dumb, anti-social, chavs, lazy
and unfocused.
The few positive terms were: energetic, bright, ambitious and amazing (at the time
of exam results). These perceptions start to explain the circular processes of
disaffection of youth, when they do not feel valued by society and the adults around
them. Demonstrations of the potential of youth (such as in the Big Debate) are key
in tackling these stereotypes.
For the exercises in speaking on a topic, YP were given Source Profiles (for example
four different news sources on Basque separatists ETA, or on Nelson Mandela, for
which they had to create a 3 minute news report. For most, this was clearly beyond
their immediate knowledge and experience, but with the guidance of facilitators
they were able to extract information and sound knowledgeable. They also were
©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved
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able to create powerful pictorial messages around a topic of their choosing – mental
health, free education, ‘no means no’ in rape cases, or ‘terror has no religion’.
Overall, the aim of wider dissemination of the learning was met, in that some
participants and organisers were tweeting and there was a strong social media ethos
present throughout. The final ‘diary room’ activity for each session mostly did not
happen, however, and was sacrificed in the interests of the greater discussion time
that was required during the two hour session. There was no time to make the short
video clips envisaged. This was the one area where facilitators were not sure how to
mount the activity and a future programme would discuss this element.
The mid week Facebook session in London involved young people learning more
about social media, conducting online media campaigns, online safety and security
(presentation delivered by ChildsNet) and how this would align with local campaigns
that some of the young people were already involved in. Facilitators who
accompanied them reported that Facebook anticipated that more of them would
actually already be involved in local campaigns. While the young people really
enjoyed the Facebook segment and the obvious kudos of “going to Facebook” the
SFY facilitators did feel that there was possibly too much talking from the Facebook
and Childsnet team and heavy reliance on powerpoints, which differed from the
approach and ethos of the SFY programme. On the whole, the half day visit was
enjoyed by those who were able to attend (13 young people) although there were
issues about the fact that not all could go due to Facebook number restrictions and
that this visit was taking place midweek. Attendance was therefore restricted to
those who could attend during school hours and had gained parental or school
support.
RECOMMENDATION: While the Facebook segment was not a compulsory
component of the programme (but highly popular), the SFY team should have been
clearer on their communication earlier on that the numbers would have to be
limited and it was first come first served.
OBSERVATION: The Twitter session was also primarily face to face delivery.
RECOMMENDATION: The SFY delivery team learning around bringing external
partners into the programme was with regard to briefing external speakers and,
using a high value partner. There was a need to strike a balance between what they
want to do and fulfilling the needs of the SFY project. There was discussion of
whether the Facebook/Twitter session might have been better after the whole
course, with different selection procedures. However, it is also important to
recognise the impact of having Facebook on the marketing material for this age
group, and the different knowledge and dynamic the trip gave to participants.
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The Big Debate 5th and 6th December
OBSERVATION: A final session called The Big Debate took place in Birmingham City
University media department over 2 days, with a full Saturday on December 5th
televising four debates on controversial issues followed by a presentation of these
televised debates on Sunday 6th, for around 50 invited guests.
The debates was hosted and facilitated by the former BBC journalist/current media
lecturer called Professor Diane Kemp. All sessions were filmed in the studios giving
a “live” televised feel adding a professional dimension to the two days.
The debates were a big test of the efficacy of the previous training, as the
participants did not know the titles of these in advance, and had only 10 minutes to
prepare each group’s main protagonist for or against the motion by using the
learning from the 5 sessions. The Big Debate organized at Birmingham City
University’s media department was universally acclaimed as the high point of the
course and exceeded expectations of the organizers, facilitators and young people.
Each protagonist (representing their city) presented their argument, followed by
questions from the audience, with a roving mike. The debaters were evaluated by a
‘mystery judge’ on aspects such as the strength of their argument, their passion,
their use of any statistics and the way they pulled together questions from the floor.
The complicated organization of the filming was seen to be faultless, and colleagues
at BCU were reported to be ‘fantastic’ in terms of dressing the set and doing all the
technicalities. From observation, the participants responded superbly to mounting
arguments for and against the topics, which they had not seen in advance – albeit
having sometimes touched on similar themes in the previous sessions. Afterwards,
participants had the opportunity to be interviews and filmed individually or in pairs
as in a ‘vox pop’.
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3. Impact: the effect on participants

OBSERVATION: The major signs of impact were threefold. Firstly was the impact at
each of the sessions. Even within one session, the gain in confidence could be seen
from observation, for example moving from ‘I can’t do this’ to having a go and
realizing it was possible. The increasing ability to ‘formulate an argument that you
don’t believe in’ was commented on by many young people.

[I learnt] more confidence in debating, how to prepare for a
debate, [and I] became aware of more important issues, [I also
learnt] to argue from the opposite of your personal view
sometimes (Sami, Birmingham)
The second sign of impact started to be revealed at the Big Debate. There was
universal agreement from the organisers, the audience and the evaluator how
impressive it was that the YP were able to speak on a topic without notes and with
little preparation, and also then to respond to points from the floor. Every YP had a
chance to speak and participate, and again were able to formulate a point and draw
on either their own knowledge or to respond to others. The standard of contribution
notably went up a notch as the day went on. The short time for preparation was
commented, but the organisers felt that the right balance was struck between
rehearsing a lot and getting bored with it all.

©ConnectJustice March 2016. All Rights Reserved

22

Feedback
Comments by YP over lunch and then afterwards at the Vox Pop, when asked why
SFY and the Big Debate were important, included the integrally linked areas of the
following:
Confidence

Skills

• It’s nerve wracking but it’s amazing what you
can come up with
• I learned, don’t underestimate yourself
• I surprised myself, I’d never done anything
like it
• When I was first asked to speak, I could
hardly speak, but I got confident
• I really, really enjoyed it. I gained massive
amounts of confidence and met loads of
people

Voice of self and others
• I changed my views on listening to the
presenters
• SFY gives you the opportunity to voice your
opinion on issues you feel passionate about
• You can voice your opinions without fear
• Once you’re heard, it’s a better world where
everyone is heard
• Today I learned that it’s easier to voice my
views, I can have my own input, it’s still
relevant to the debate
• If you don’t voice your opinion, how can you
change anything?
• Youth are not heard, people have
stereotypes that youth don’t care
• Young people don’t feel their voices make a
difference

• You get insights into what goes on behind
the media, how you get your messages
across
• I’ve developed skills – that it’s good to pause,
techniques, what’s effective
• I learned how to form arguments, how to ask
and answer questions
• Different techniques of how to engage with
the audience
• Little tips on how to have a stronger
argument
• Key thing was getting your point across, not
the actual arguments

Enjoyment
• It was fun to give your own opinion on
things, on serious topics
• SFT has been an amazing experience for me
and others
• The whole of it! Meeting new people,
listening to their viewpoints
• Faith schools was the best, people were
passionate
• Today was the best experience, completely
new
• Best was meeting new people, voicing your
opinion.
• Everyone is very supportive
• [3 words to describe SFY?] Really enjoyable
experience; informative, educational, useful;
really amazing experience
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A particularly instructive set of comments related to the difference to the normal
school experience:
I couldn’t have come to BCU today and did what I did, just coming from
school.
A lot of students don't know about different topics – I’m only meeting
people who have the same views in my school, people don’t know much
about the topics
We should do more in school, debating, develop interpersonal skills
The final day’s presentation on Sunday was attended by approximately 50 people.
After seeing all four debates on the big screen, the audience comments indicated
that they had not quite realised that there was no rehearsal, nor any steer on how to
take particular topics forward, which reflected well on the young people .
Comments from the floor included:
How unflappable the participants were, they stood there, composed
themselves against loads of opposing points
Really impressed with the level of confidence by everyone
Active listening, responding, especially when society listens in a superficial
way
Impressed with how they used personal knowledge
Very grateful to BCU and facilitators, proud to be West Midlands
Only one parent thought it would have been better to have teams or panels of
speakers rather than one representative, to give more chance for all. But the vast
majority of comments were uncritical and positive. These could be summed up by
an email from one parent:
Can I extend my personal thanks to all who were involved in the Speak for
Yourself programme for your dedication to the young people you have
worked with over the past 6 weeks. You should congratulate yourselves on
having the foresight to engage with young people in such a positive and
supportive arena, encouraging dialogue and equipping them with the skills
to make their point and to find the way to be heard. We live in a world
where teenagers are growing up as good on line communicators but
without opportunity are loosing the skills to engage verbally. This is such a
vital skill, and these weeks have seen, I am sure, huge leaps in the
confidence of these young people. I was extremely impressed with the
filmed debates, a culmination of all the hard work, and a reflection of the
young peoples growth.
Well done and our thanks again (Parent of Birmingham SFY participant)
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Pre vs Post-survey Data
The third important aspect of feedback came from the pre and post
questionnaires, which enabled reflection on the whole experience. This had two
aspects: a quantitative survey and general observations. The quantitative survey
asked participants to respond to statements on a 5 point scale on how
confident/capable they felt with regard to competences such as being involved in
discussions in their community, putting together a convincing argument, using social
media to persuade others etc. The intention was to measure the ‘distance travelled’
with regard to each competency. However, the results from this survey were not
found to be conclusive: only 32 completed the post-survey, and it was not possible
to do any real statistical analysis. Like many pre- and post-event surveys with a long
duration in between, two problems are that with a 5 point scale, there is regression
to the mean; and also that respondents will not have remembered what they circled
before. From the qualitative statements on the post questionnaire, there was not a
single comment that a participant felt their skills had declined or even remained
static through the programme, and yet the statistical data would suggest otherwise
because of the number of ‘2s’ and ‘3s’ being ringed on the scale. There is also the
factor of whether there was full understanding of the implications of the statements.
RECOMMENDATION: Future programmes might have to contemplate a different
way to achieve reliable quantitative data about self-perceptions and change.
The written comments however were conclusive, and echoed what was said at the
Big Debate. Participants were asked four key questions:
• Which session and/or activities did you enjoy the most?
• What did you learn from the programme?
• Are there any areas in which we could improve the programme? If so, how?
• Would you recommend this programme to others? If so, why?

As well as those responses that have been signalled in this report earlier came
statements such as:
“I will [recommend SFY to others] due to the fact that it can boost morale
[and] open your mind to a world of socially-charged people. Want to make a
difference? Speak For Yourself will enable your desire to let the masses hear
the truth.” Henry, Coventry
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“[The filming session] gave me an insight into the behind-the-scenes of a
studio recording.” Sam, Birmingham
“I’d recommend this programme because it has helped the new friends I’ve
made gain more confidence and has helped me to speak more deeply and
slowly.” Grace, Coventry
“This experience has…been extraordinary, from making friends to developing
my confidence. To pick one single activity…as my favourite would be hard.”
Zaki, Coventry
“[I enjoyed] learning valuable communication and people skills [and] meeting
great people.” Furvah, Walsall
“[I’d recommend this programme] because I’ve learnt so much and met great
people. Furvah, Walsall
“I’ve met lots of lovely, inspiring people, [I] got the opportunity to talk to
successful journalists and business professionals and had a great time
debating!” Harriet, Coventry
“I learned key debating skills and tricks to strengthen my point. I also learned
to listen carefully to the counterargument and pick up on points made.”
Hermella, Birmingham
“I enjoyed doing a live debate where we did not have any knowledge about
it; being thrown in at the deep end!” Mahira, Coventry
Three typical comments which directly link to the aims of the programme were:

This programme is…fundamental in making a key difference in the
community or even the world!” Henry, Coventry
“[I would recommend this programme to others, because] I wasn’t
confident and now I am.” Naima, Birmingham
“I learnt that my opinion really does matter.” Joshua, Coventry
Examining the impact of the project on young people, a key finding is that 91% of
participants said that they would recommend the SFY programme to others. When
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asked why, young people identified the following features that they found
particularly appealing:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Learning more about media techniques;
Increasing morale and self-confidence;
An all-round fun and enjoyable experience;
Good for building CVs;
Improving public speaking and debating skills;
Meeting new people and making new friends;
Meeting inspiring people and Social Media/Media professionals;
Developing critical thinking skills;
Meeting others with both similar and different points of view;
Exploring your own points of view and learning how to voice your opinion
effectively.

Weekly
debating
activities
'Making a
powerful
advertisement'
activity

Final Debate
and Milming
session
Which sessions
and activities of
SFY did you
enjoy the most?

Twitter
session

Facebook trip

Non-verbal
campaigning
activity
(Extremism
session)

Table: A: Which sessions and activities of SFY did you enjoy the most?
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Using social
media to
effectively
campaign

Listening to and
critiquing others'
points of view
How to voice my
opinion
effectively

Effective
debating skills

Self-conMidence

How TV sets and
Milming works

Arguing a case
against your
personal opinion

What did
you learn
from
SFY?

Getting your
point of view
across to
decisionmakers

Rebuttal

Greater
awareness of
social issues

How to structure
a good argument

How to interact
with different
types of people

Thinking and
responding on
the spot

Table B: What did you learn from SFY?
Participants were also asked how the SFY programme could be improved. The
diagram below summarizes the key areas for improvement – with more and longer
sessions being indicative of the value attached to their experience. Participants
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echoed the feelings of the organisers about the Facebook and Twitter sessions being
insufficiently interactive, although useful.

4. CONCLUSION: THE FUTURE

The recommendations within this evaluation can be used to develop future
programmes and adjust where appropriate, to build on the most influential and
most liked features and at the same time adapt features, which might need more
thought.
In terms of the strategic overview, the project was highly collaborative and made
excellent use of external partnerships and contacts to enhance the appeal offering of
the Speak For Yourself programme for young people. Involving local, national and
international organisations such as ConnectJustice, f5, Twitter, Facebook, West
Midlands Police, Birmingham City University’s media department, West Midlands
Fire Service and City Year in different ways made this a very unique project and gave
young people different practices and insights they would not have otherwise have
had the opportunity to experience
To conclude, this evaluation would assess Speak for Yourself as a highly successful
project. The impact on the young people in just 6 weeks of activity for 2 hours a
week, has been immense. Any lessons learned, recommendations made, hiccups in
the programme and management issues are easily addressed, and do not detract
from the overall experience of the participants. Taking on board their sensible
comments, together with the observations from this evaluation will enable a future
programme to be even more hard-hitting. A key finding is that many participants
felt they would not get this experience in their schools’ curriculum. The need for a
dedicated safe space for young people to talk and gain confidence is vindicated, one
where they can enhance their communication skills and engage in the practices they
have experienced in SFY.
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RECOMMENDATION: The viability for future work and for follow up of this cohort is
contingent on funding. This programme has been achieved with relatively low levels
of funding, and has relied on much volunteer effort. BCU gave their time and the
use of the studio gratis in this instance. Other members of the team also gave their
time for free - which would not be sustainable for a future delivery of the project.
That the programme was so successful is a tribute to the team and their
commitment. In summary, they seem to appreciate the learning from it, learning
which will be useful for this and other programmes, but which would need a solid
base of financial support from a future funder to roll the programme out more
widely.
This evaluation deems that even at full cost, this programme is highly cost-effective.
The confidence to speak out and be listened to will be crucial in ameliorating
alienation and promoting active citizenship in young people, with the new feeling
that they can make a difference.
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