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This report presents key findings from an 
evaluation of the West Midlands One-to-One (WM 1-
2-1) mentoring project. The project arose from a 
concern that there is a shortage of easily accessible 
and quality assured, accredited and vetted mentors 
who can provide one-to-one support to people 
assessed to be at risk of violent extremism (Al 
Qaeda influenced, extreme Right Wing and Animal 
Rights).  The initial focus of the project was to design 
a structure for selection and recruitment of a suitable 
pool of mentors, with agreed professional daily rates; 
as well as to develop a governance plan to sustain 
the process after the first phase of recruitment. 
 
Dr Basia Spalek, Professor Lynn Davies & Dr 
Laura Zahra McDonald from the University of 
Birmingham were commissioned to undertake an 
evaluation study of the scheme.  This focussed on 
examining whether the WM 1-2-1 mentoring project 
was addressing its key objectives and whether it had 
a sustainable business model.  It therefore looked at 
the managerial structure, the concept of mentoring, 
the support and training needs of mentors, risk, the 
measurement of success and how the project would 
enhance understanding of radicalisation and de-
radicalisation.  The methodology comprised 
interviewing in depth 16 people across the different 
management components of the scheme (Project 
Board, Steering Group, Mentor Selection Panel), 
observing meetings of these Boards and analysing 
documentation.   The evaluation is qualitative, 
presenting the views of participants, seeking 
patterns of agreement as well as debate, and 
relating to existing literature and research.   
 
This report first explores why such a mentoring 
scheme is seen to be needed. There was clear 
agreement on the distinctiveness of the roots of 
extremism in ideology or politics rather than in other 
motivations for criminal acts.   New expertise and 
learning is involved.  The project’s value is in an 
additional resource for public sector practitioners and 
agencies in assessing risk in relation to an individual 
as well in the expertise needed in the interventionist 
work itself.  
 
 

The concept and process of mentoring itself 
was investigated.  There was agreement on a 
number of issues:   
 That a diverse pool of mentors would be 

needed, to reflect the range of clients and to 
match different identities 

 That mentors would be using both befriending 
and interventionist dynamics 

 That the aim for AQ mentoring was however not 
to convert to a specific school of theological 
thought 

 That empathy would be very important, both for 
building relationships and for assessing the 
client;  trust and two way trust building were 
crucial, linked to the importance of the credibility 
of the mentor 

 That the mentoring process should be ethically 
informed, with issues of confidentiality resolved 

 That mentoring should represent a safe space 
to discuss issues 

 That the aim should be some sort of 
empowerment for the client 

 That mentors should ideally be local, albeit not 
exclusively 

 
There were also issues on which the participants 
had varying views, and which the project will need 
to address in future phases or in training.  
 Whether the overall aim was to support 

vulnerable individuals or to change them in 
some way 

 Whether mentoring always involves challenging 
beliefs or whether the beliefs can be left alone 
and only the strategies to achieve personal or 
political goals questioned. 

 Whether, with AQ extremists, de-radicalisation 
was a purely theological concern which could 
be solved with theological arguments 

 Whether mentoring styles should be hard and 
confrontational or soft and empathetic, and 
when which was appropriate, and for whom 

 Whether mentors should disclose personal 
information about themselves 

 How far sessions can be planned and how 
recording should be done 

 The extent of supervision and support of 
mentors that would be needed.   
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It was stressed however that these were not all 
issues that have to be finally ‘resolved’.  Positive 
dynamics and tensions should be retained, in order 
to continue the learning from the project.   
 
The report examined the management structure 
for the scheme.  Having a Project Board, a Steering 
Group and Mentor Selection Panel, with some 
overlapping membership, was mainly seen as having 
worked well for this initial phase.  In future, a hybrid 
between the Project Board and Steering Group 
might allow for strategic level decision-making to 
continue but at the same time provide a mechanism 
through which aims can be delivered, risks assessed 
and accountability ensured.   The current mix of 
statutory partners appeared appropriate, although 
the existing number of people involved in 
management could be reduced in the future.  More 
direct links between the Channel project and the WM 
1-2-1 mentoring scheme are emerging, particularly 
important in an era of austerity.    
 
A sustainable business model will have to 
consider the high cost element of the project and the 
difficulties of estimating how long a mentoring 
process will take.  The decision on when to exit, for 
example, may be on advice of a mentor, but with the 
final responsibility lying with a project manager.   
Caution was expressed with regard to outsourcing, 
as it was felt that local expertise and ownership was 
important. There was mainly consensus however on 
the appropriateness of modest payment to mentors, 
and on the requirement for an accreditation process 
for them.  As well as providing career opportunities, 
formal accreditation relates to the need for mentoring 
to be seen as a fully professional activity, with 
professional responsibilities, including giving 
feedback to the project. However, in this mix of 
existing expertise and experience among mentors, 
the question of who is training whom will need to be 
resolved. 
 
The risks to the scheme were well recognised, and 
were put into four categories: 
 Risks to the project (that the right mentors 

would not be selected) 
 Risk to the mentor (physical or emotional harm, 

or even the risk of being radicalised by the 
client), implying the need for support and 
supervision, as well as consideration of whether 
mentoring should be conducted in pairs 

 Risk to the client (the risk of (re) radicalisation 
as a result of the mentoring process) 

 Risk to an organisation involved (of loss of 
reputation if a client committed an extremist act, 
or the project was not generally successful) 

 
The measures of success of the project were 
grouped under three headings: 
 Quantitative measures of output and usage, the 

number of mentors and mentoring sessions, 
and how much the project and its products were 
adopted for use by other agencies 

 Qualitative assessments of reduced 
vulnerability of clients, the types of changes 
seen and the ‘distance travelled’ by the client 

 Evaluation of whether there was greater 
understanding of violent extremism (and exit 
from it) as a result of the mentoring process and 
feedback.   

 
The conclusions and implications were that the 
project is innovative and valuable, and is on stream 
to create a pool of accredited and vetted mentors.  In 
order to ensure a sustainable business model, it is 
important for the profile of the mentoring scheme to 
be raised amongst key stakeholders regionally and 
nationally, and a communication strategy developed. 
The accreditation of the scheme should be 
undertaken as soon as possible.  A structure to 
oversee the financial model, including payment of 
mentors, costs of training and costs of mentor 
support, is clearly needed, as well as a body to 
ensure continued evaluation.  A proposed 
management structure was outlined, with a Project 
coordinator reporting to a single Project Board and 
overseeing referral mechanisms, a Mentor Selection 
Panel, a Mentor Support Network, the training and 
guidance manuals, the training components and the 
accreditation of mentors.  Different scenarios for the 
funding and role of a manager would clearly be 
indicated for an extension to a national scheme as 
opposed to remaining a local one. 
 
Future research and feedback mechanisms 
were deemed essential.  These should aim to 
establish an evidence base of the process of 
intervention, how different types of, and aspects to, 
intervention can have different outcomes and 
impacts, what might constitute success and how this 
is to be measured, alongside examining broader 
questions in relation to the management and 
governance structures of the WM 1-2-1 mentoring 
scheme. 
b.spalek@bham.ac.uk and 
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