Comparative report for all areas: Spring 2010
Theatre Veritae’s nationally-acclaimed and award-winning production of Not in My Name
was commissioned by the Lancashire Constabulary in 2007 as part of an ongoing range of
activities to develop young people’s understanding of current issues around the national Prevent
strategy. A thought-provoking piece of verbatim theatre, Not in My Name successfully employs
kinaesthetic learning to enhance awareness of domestic terrorism, whilst promoting racial
equality and cohesion, and placing community response at the heart of the local agenda.
This challenging play, which has now been seen by audiences of approximately 15,000 young
people and adults (mainly in the North-West), has been repeatedly cited as an excellent artistic
response to a difficult agenda, and is widely recognised as a valuable stimulus for further work
in this area. The publication of the script by Oberon in 2009, with accompanying notes for
classroom or community use, greatly extends the possibilities of this resource.
The continued success of the project in Lancashire has precipitated demand to adapt it for new
areas. Work on this initiative began in earnest towards the end of 2009, with pilot productions
in Cheshire, County Durham, Merseyside and Oldham, Greater Manchester taking place in
Spring 2010; a concurrent six-week tour of Lancashire was supported by representatives from all
local boroughs in the county. This work is explored in more detail within separate Evaluation
Summaries available for each area, whilst further independent evaluation of the project’s impact
across all areas has been undertaken by Dr. Jenny Hughes (Lecturer in Drama, University of
Manchester), whose qualitative report – When things like this are happening around you: the
relationship between preventing violent extremism and theatre – should be viewed alongside our own.
The purpose of this document is to share and compare audience feedback across all five areas,
and its emphasis is on recent audience responses rather than delivery. Ongoing discussions with
partners in all areas suggest that there will be further expansions of the work, and it is Theatre
Veritae’s policy to support each regional partner in shaping their project to create a personal and
hopefully sustainable local dialogue, rather than adopting a ‘one size fits all’ approach. It is hoped
that in due course it will be possible to facilitate opportunities through which to share ideas and
good practice around Not in My Name across different areas and regions.
Alice Bartlett & Andrew Raffle, July 2010
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Audience overview
The Spring 2010 productions of Not In My Name reached a diverse audience of approximately 9,000 young
people and adults across Northern England over a period of 2 months.
Our statistical audience analysis (Figs. 1 &
Age 60+
25–39
Ages 40–59Age 60+
40–59
2) is taken predominantly from audience Ages 13–16Ages 17–24AgesAges
0.83%
3560
2277
669
645
60
8.94%
monitoring forms, which were usually
Ages 25–39
Ages 13–16
completed by a member of staff following
9.28%
49.37%
each school or college performance. The
nature of the public and community
performances meant that no indivdual was
in a position to provide a similarly accurate
breakdown, and in these instances it has
been necessary to estimate our monitoring
overview through a combination of firsthand observation and local demographic
expectation. Therefore whilst these statistics
Ages 17–24
give a fair indication of the overall audience
31.58%
spread for Not In My Name 2010, a
Fig. 1. Audience overview by age
potential 5% error margin should be taken
into consideration.
The productions in Cheshire and Oldham were each performed to an audience of whom approximately 75%
were under 17; in Lancashire and Merseyside this figure was closer to 50%, whilst 100% of recorded audiences
in County Durham were over the age of 17. County Durham and Lancashire reached significantly high
percentages of audiences in the 17–24 age-bracket (88% and 35% respectively), whilst Cheshire, Merseyside
and Oldham all achieved figures of over 25% when combining the 25–39 and 40–59 categories; nearly 20% of
Lancashire’s total audience was also drawn from these older age groups, whilst in County Durham this figure was
slightly higher than 10%.
The Merseyside production reached the most ethnically diverse audiences – achieving notable pecentages of
Black and Mixed-Race, as well as Asian, attendees – whilst the combined Asian and Black attendance at the
Oldham production was in excess of 35%; British ethnic minority audiences also constituted over 20% of the
total performance attendance in Lancashire.
Fig. 2. Audience overview by ethnicity
Asian
Black
Mixed
Other
White
Asian, 14.64%
14.64%
2.44%
0.91%
0.23%
81.78%

Black, 2.44%
Mixed, 0.91%
Other, 0.23%

The Cheshire and County
Durham productions demonstrate
the contrasting demographic
communities in which Not in My
Name has been received with equal
enthusiasm; in these areas White
attendance was recorded at 94% and
99.9% respectively.
Further to the graphs, our
monitoring forms suggested that
a minimum of 0.44% of our total
audience had a known or registered
disability.

White, 81.78%
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Fig. 3 illustrates the geographic distribution for performances of Not In My Name in Spring 2010; it should be
noted that there is some overlap in Central and East Lancashire between this and previous phases of the play.
A total of 78 performances took place during this period, which can be broken down as follows: Cheshire, 5;
County Durham, 7; Lancashire, 50; Merseyside, 9; Oldham, 7.
Fig. 3. Geographic distribution (Spring 2010 only)
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Student evaluation forms
Student evaluation forms were completed immediately after performances by approximately 10% of the total young
audience, who were selected arbitrarily. The initial part of the questionnaire asked students to use one of five given options
to indicate their personal opinion on three statements relating to their appreciation of the production. The results shown
graphically below summarise around 700 individual responses from all areas; as significantly more performances were
produced in Lancashire than in the other areas combined, it should be noted that these (and the following) graphs are
disproportionately reflective of response in Lancashire.
(It should be emphasised that the analysis in this report is predominantly statistical and comparative. Responses in all areas
are considered more personally in each separate Evaluation Summary; these also contain locally-specific graphs and many
quoted examples of representative audience feedback. Copies of these for any area can be obtained from Theatre Veritae).
The extent of the achievement represented by these
results – particularly given the subject matter – should
be considered exceptional across all areas. Whilst the
responses of these and later quantitive questions closely
align with trends established in previous productions of
the play in Lancashire, such extremely high ‘agreement’
percentages (and, conversely, very low ‘disagreement’
percentages) are unusual in work of this nature.
It has been previously observed (in our 2009 evaluation
report) that ‘enjoyment’ of the subject matter may be a
moot point for some, but the question is asked here as a
barometer of students’ engagement with Not in My Name
as a piece of theatre. Lancashire was the only area in
which any respondants ‘disagreed’ or ‘disagreed strongly’
with this statement (0.9%, combined), whilst 3.9% of
respondants in Lancashire and 4.5% in County Durham
were ‘unsure’. However, the overwhelming response was
extremely positive. The overall balance of respondants
who either ‘agreed’ or ‘agreed strongly’ was remarkably
similar in Lancashire and County Durham, with an
approximate 45% (‘agree strongly’) to 50% (‘agree’)
split. The same pattern emerged in Oldham with slightly
higher percentages (due to no unsure or disagreeing
respondants), whilst in Merseyside the same responses
were measured at 30% against 70%. Cheshire was the
only area to reverse this balance, with more respondants
‘agreeing strongly’ (60%) than those who ‘agreed’ (40%).

I enjoyed the production:
Agree strongly
Agree
Unsure
42.65%
Disagree
Disagree strongly

42.65%
54.25%
54.25%
2.61%
0.33%

Q1. “I enjoyed the production”

0.16%

2.61%
0.33%
Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

0.16%

Disagree
Disagree strongly

I found the play challenging...
Agree strongly
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
38.95%
Disagree strongly

38.95%
54.50%
54.50%
5.56%
0.65%

Q2. “I found the play challenging,
informative and relevant”

0.33%

5.56%
0.65%
Agree strongly

Agree

The second question asks a great deal of the play
(essentially combining three related but also distinctive
responses) but, as illustrated by the graph, a remarkably I now understand more about issues...
46.55%
Agree strongly
47.37%
small number of respondants didn’t connect with the
46.55%
47.37%
Agree
5.10%
Unsure
play in these ways. The only ‘disagreement’ here was
0.66%
Disagree
0.33%
Disagree strongly
encountered in Lancashire (1.4%, combined) and
Merseyside (0.7%, ‘disagree’) although some respondants
from all areas except Cheshire were ‘unsure’: 3% in
Merseyside, 5% in Oldham, 6.5% in Lancashire and
11% in County Durham. Once again, the overwhelming
response here was positive and, once again, Cheshire
was the only area to almost directly reverse the balance
Agree strongly
Agree
between ‘agree’ and ‘agree strongly’ (to 70% and 30%
respectively) exhibited across all other areas. As the

Unsure

0.33%

Disagree
Disagree strongly

Q3. “I now understand more
about issues around terrorism and
violent extremism”

5.10%
0.66%
0.33%
Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly
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overall audience demographic in Cheshire was measured at 95% white, this is an interesting statistic, as it has sometimes
been (incorrectly) perceived that the issues we address are not relevant to non-diverse communities.
The final directly measurable question asked students to consider the specific experience of the play, however the phrase
‘violent extremism’ only occurs once within the play and in some cases there may have been uncertainty about its meaning,
particularly for younger students. Overall though, the pattern of responses here remained remarkably consistent. There was
minimal ‘disagreement’ in Lancashire and Merseyside (1.2% and 1.5% respectively); it may be significant that these areas
also reached some very young community audiences with occassional forms received from 11 and 12 year-olds (Theatre
Veritae always recommends that Not in My Name may not be appropriate for audiences under the age of 14). ‘Unsure’
respondants ranged here from 2.5% in Oldham to 8.1% in Cheshire, and the balance of the remaining 92% to 97.5% of
positive respondants between ‘agree’ and ‘agree strongly’ followed an almost identical 50/50 split across all five areas. Whilst
the responsive difference between ‘agree’ and ‘agree strongly’ can be considered subjective, what is apparent here is a marked
shift in respondants more inclined to ‘agree strongly’ with this final question apparently endorsing the measurable learning
outcomes of their experience. This point is explored in substantially more detail in Dr. Hughes’ independant evaluation.
I enjoyed the production:
Agree78.86%
strongly
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Disagree strongly

78.86%
20.33%
0.81%

Q1. “I enjoyed the production”

As adult audiences were not a predominant target for
most areas, the Lancashire Evaluation Summary is our
only report which considers these responses locally
and more specifically. However, the graphs here do
also incorporate forms received from adult audience
members across all areas, and are included primarily
to offer a comparative illustration of the variance in
response between adults and young people.

20.33%

0.81%
Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly

I found the play challenging...
Agree strongly
75.61%
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Disagree strongly

75.61%
23.58%
0.81%

Q2. “I found the play challenging,
informative and relevant”

23.58%

0.81%
Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly

I now understand more about issues...
53.72%
Agree strongly
36.36%
Agree 53.72%
6.61%
Unsure
3.31%
Disagree
Disagree strongly
36.36%

Q3. “I now understand more
about issues around terrorism and
violent extremism”

6.61%
3.31%
Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Adult evaluation forms

Disagree
Disagree strongly

Not in My Name has been used repeatedly and
successfully in educational settings with young
people (partly on account of the perception of likely
identification with characters of their own age), but was
originally written as a play to be performed by young
people to community, including adult, audiences.
The answers summarised on this page clearly
demonstrate that Not in My Name is not a resource
of exclusive benefit to young people – indeed the first
two questions generated an even more overwhelmingly
positive response from adults than from students! All
‘unsure’ respondants were in Lancashire, and in both
instances these constituted only 1.2% of our survey. The
strongest statistics from other areas were ‘agree strongly’
percentages of 100% for Q1 in Cheshire and of 95% for
Q2 in County Durham. As previously observed, both
demographics are significant as vast majority white.
Responses to the third question are a little more
mixed, and the phrasing perhaps betrays the design of
these forms as more specific to the play’s immediately
measurable outcomes for young people. Here it
should also be noted that the pilot weeks in Cheshire,
Merseyside and Oldham all included a designated
performance to introduce the project to community
‘gatekeepers’, i.e. those responsible for and/or active in
local PVE activity, who are likely to be better informed
around the issues discussed in Not in My Name than the
audiences more typically encountered in community
venues in Lancashire and County Durham.
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Staff evaluation forms
Staff evaluation forms were completed by at least one
adult representative for each school, college or community
performance; in most instances this was the main liaison.
Similarly, staff were asked to express their opinion using
a given scale on a number of statements relating to the
production and its perceived impacts, and the combined
responses from all areas are summarised graphically here.
Once again, whilst these results are consistent with those
achieved for previous productions of Not in My Name, they
should be considered exceptional; moreover, the absence
of disagreement with any statement and in any area is
remarkable given the scale of recent activity.
The only area to register ‘unsure’ responses to Q1 was
Lancashire (7.7%) where, given the broad remit of the tour,
this question was asked of a wide range of groups and this
response was not found to be typical for representatives of any
one age-group or community-type. The fact that it was also
rarely supported by direct comparison with other audience
feedback for the same performance suggests a degree of
subjectivity, and perhaps sometimes a wider reticence towards
addressing the subject matter on the part of the respondant
(occasionally evidenced by further comments). Apprehension
about the difficult topics explored by the play is a familiar
reaction, particularly before performances are booked, and we
are continuing to explore ways of supporting individuals here.
The proportional balance of responses to the second and third
questions re-produced here are almost identical across all
areas, however, this overall summary of Q4 fails to illustrate a
marked shift from a high majority of ‘agree strongly’ responses
to all of the previous questions to an approximate 50/50
split between ‘agree’ and ‘agree strongly’ in all areas except
Lancashire. Respondants were asked to only answer this
question if applicable and, whilst the potential for follow-up
work in schools appears not to be in dispute by over 95%
of respondants, perhaps the variation suggests a little less
enthusiasm in the undertaking of this, which is a credible and
important concern.
However, our overall percentage of ‘unsure’ respondants for
this question is a significant reduction from previous years
(12.4% in our 2009 evaluation), and perhaps reflective of
the considerable attention which has been paid in 2010 to
equipping teachers and other adults working with young
people with further ‘tools’ to continue post-play discussion –
the Oldham Evaluation Summary offers a particularly strong
model here – including extensive notes in the published play
script. Some teachers detail ideas for further work in their
responses, and we know of a number of individual schools
who have already begun exciting practical projects off the
back of our performance – we hope that instigating ways of
sharing this good practice might become a key component of
our future work in this field, in order to better support those
who are understandably less confident.

The production was appropriate...
Agree69.35%
strongly
69.35%
25.81%
Agree
4.84%
Unsure
Disagree
Disagree strongly

Q1. The production was
appropriate to your group

25.81%

4.84%

Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly

The production openly, safely....
Agree69.35%
strongly
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Disagree strongly

Q2. The play openly safely and
productively explores the theme
of preventing violent extremism

69.35%
30.65%

30.65%

Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly

The audience will have learned....
59.02%
Agree 59.02%
strongly
40.98%
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
40.98%
Disagree strongly

Agree strongly

Agree

Q3. Your group will have learned
and developed via the production

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly

We will be able to follow up...
Agree strongly
56.60%
Agree
Unsure
Disagree
Disagree strongly

56.60%
39.62%
3.77%
39.62%

Q4. You will be able to follow up
the production with meaningful
discussions as part of your
Citizenship/ PSHE delivery

3.77%

Agree strongly

Agree

Unsure

Disagree
Disagree strongly
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Facebook feedback
A Facebook page offers audience members who
may not have received evaluation forms an open
opportunity to share their feedback with us and with
each other. Since setting up this page earlier in the
year, Theatre Veritae has attracted a combined total of
nearly 200 ‘friends’ and ‘fans’, whose overall profile is
shown opposite.
The following selection of comments is taken from
current postings on our wall:
“I thought this performance was amazing.
I watched in awe. I was told things I did not
know and things I feel passionately about were
emphasised and stressed. I was exhausted by the
end - but in a good way - I had shared the journey
of the characters and had empathised with them.
Racism is bad enough, but with the media... as a
catalyst, it is progressively worse. People need to
be educated and stop being so ignorant to certain
religions. I think this performance helps do so educate people and shine a light on the truth.
Thankyou for such an eye-opening evening! I
would definitely recommend seeing this.”
“Watched you guys today at
failsworth school (Y) loved it”
“I went to this performance at Bishop Auckland
Town Hall on Monday night and it was fantastic!
my 15 yr old son and his friend came with myself
and my family and we all found it thought
provoking !!!! Excellent x”

http://www.facebook.com/theatreveritae

“This was such a good play....says so many
things that all Muslims want to say....hopefully
this will open people’s eyes and realise that
Muslims are not terrorists but want Peace.”
“Excellent production should be seen by the
biggest audience possible as it explains and
explores the issues brilliantly. Credit to the
actors who put so much work into it.”
“Saw This Tonight At DT3 In Lancaster. It Was
Very Thought Provoking For Me !!! Very Very
Big Well Done To Everyone In It “
“i have just seen this play today 12th feb
2010 . it was good i think that people who are
racists should see this play hopefully it will
change their minds. to be honsest i didnt want
to see this because i thought it was going to be
rubbish but it wasnt it was okay .”
“Mint perfomance today :D”

“Really enjoyed the perfomance! Liked the
style you used with the ‘canvas’ too! Really
got the message across! Also enjoyed the hot
seating and acting was excellent! Loved the
scottish accent at the beginning!”

“Great performance really enjoyed how we
dont see shahid till after the performance has
finished because instead of having an actor
playing the part it makes us paint a picture
in our mind of what he is like :) x”

“Excellent performance today at UCLan, even with
the technical hitch! Really enjoyed it. Agree with
the comment below that it should be performed to
the biggest audience possible. Perhaps on TV?? Well
done to UCLan student Shaun who is new to the
group of performers, and well done to all of you for
addressing some of the biggest questions raised
by people everyday in relation to religion and
terrorism. Will be recommending to others - do you
have details for future performances?”
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Q4. “Could you relate to the characters/actors? Any in particular?”
Subsequent questions on the forms completed by a 10% sample of young and adult audiences asked respondants to
use their own words to discuss three more open questions (Qs 5 & 6 are explored in pages 12–19 of this report). These
questions are not included within the individual area Evaluation Summaries, as it is hard to draw any meaningful
conclusions in this respect from a pilot week. However, the pie-charts below combine data from all areas for both young
and adult audiences to illustrate the overall spread of opinion although, whilst many respondants felt that they could relate
to one or more of the characters, it should be noted that these answers were not completed on all forms.
The most pleasing aspect of responses to this question is the extremely wide range of character identification; this supports
the verbatim approach to the play – which prioritises the specific experience of no one character, but rather explores the
impact of the tragedy depicted from a wide number of perspectives. It was further evident that many respondants specified
characters who appeared to differ from themselves in terms of gender and/ or ethnicity. This was perhaps most clearly
illustrated through responses in Cheshire, where only 12% of audience members solely nominated a white character: 38%
of respondants in this
All Bomb Victims Brother Family Girls Girl 1 Girl 2 Muslim Characters
PCSO Police Shahid Several Son White Characters
Son
White Characters
area found that they
18
2
2
5
1
2
1
6
1
3
3
3
2
2
Several
3.92%
3.92%
related most to Black
5.88%
All
Shahid
and/or Asian characters,
35.29%
5.88%
whilst a further 50%
offered more diverse
Police
5.88%
categories, such as ‘the
girls’ or ‘all’.
PCSO
1.96%

County Durham
audiences were the most
reluctant to specifiy
identification, with over
83% of respondants
of all ages creating
ethnically diverse
categorisations: ‘the
family’, ‘the girls’, ‘some’
and ‘all’.
All Assistant 1
40

Bomb Victims
4

Brother
3

Family
11

Muslim Characters
11.76%

Girl 1
3.92%

Girls
1.96%

Brother
3.92%

Family
9.80%

Fig. 1. Q4 responses for adult audiences (all areas)
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6.04%
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1
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7

White Characters
2.20%
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9

Shahid
4

All
21.98%

Shop Assistants
6

Sister
1

Several
1

24

Son
Special Branch
11

White Characters
2

4

Several
13.19%
Sister
0.55%
Shop Assistants
0.55%

Assistant 1
2.20%
Bomb Victims
1.65%

Shahid
3.30%

Brother
6.04%

Police
2.20%
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4.40%

Muslim Girls
4.95%
Muslim Characters
3.85%
Mixed-Race Lad
0.55%
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1.65% Girl 3
4.40%
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1.10%

Girls 1 & 2
2.20%

Girls
7.69%
Girl 2
2.75%

Fig. 2. Q4 responses for young audiences (all areas)
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The response in other areas was typically wider, most especially in Lancashire where substantially more performances were
given. Whilst fewer forms were completed by adult audiences (interpreted here as those aged 19 and over), responses
tended to be more considered, with particular emphasis placed explaining categorisations such as ‘all’:
“All in some respect, e.g. being held responsible for other people’s actions. Being afraid of what may happen next and how I would
deal with it.” (Wendy, 33)
“Yes, because in high school I was one of the only people to ‘hang’ around with Muslims, and that made me understand more
about religion. It reminded me of the struggle keeping friends after 9/11, due to other people though not us!” (Shona, 20)
“Yes, one girl aired views on all Muslims that I had before I found my faith. It was like looking into a mirror, and I was almost
disgusted with myself.” (Katherine, 20)
“The injured people made me feel very sad and made me realise anyone can be caught up in terrorism.” (Pauline, 51)
Beyond a wide and evidenced range of character identification, demonstrable for audiences of all ages, a comparison of
responses across areas and in similar parts of Lancashire last year (see 2009 Evaluation Report) shows the most significant
differences in characters which audiences can empathise with to be between casts rather than between areas. For example,
identification with the Son (regarded by many who read the script as one of the most clearly empathetic characters) varied
between our 2010 casts with one actor consistently receiving around 15% of audience responses regardless of area, whilst
the other fluctuated between 0 and 3%; similar contrasting statistics can be highlighted for several characters both between
2010 casts and, in the case of Lancashire, between different years. The variations in audience empathy between the two
casts has been noted elsewhere (see individual evaluation summaries) and clearly demonstrates the importance of recruiting
actors and supporting artistic staff who are sensitive to and willing to connect personally with the subject matter of the play.
Substantial audience identification with the unseen character of Shahid was also noted in last year’s report, which is not
apparent here; the 2010 tours (in particular, Lancashire) have clarified that this empathy is entirely dependant on the
successful facilitation of the forum and believable commitment of the actor playing Shahid within this: for example,
staffing changes between Lancashire and Oldham (in part precipitated through our concern that the forum was not being
managed as successfully as in previous and concurrent tours) tangibly increased the overall audience’s ability to relate most
specifically to Shahid from 3% (over six weeks) to 14% (in one week).
The following offers a very small cross-selection of young audiences’ given reasons for identification with some characters:
“Yes, after the terrorist attack on London I had similar thoughts due to lack of information.” (Shaun, 18); “Yes, I could relate to
several as they thought the same as me.” (Casey, 17); “They were realistic. Very similar to people you see on the streets.” (Will, 15);
“The victims of the blast - you don’t think it will ever happen to you.” (Rebecca, 17)
“The girl who had one of her legs amputated, because not all Muslims are terrorists.” (Saarah, 13); “The Muslim boy who lost his
Mum because it was a shock, as well as the bomber’s family cause they didn’t know.” (Tanya, 16)
“I could relate to the brother because I understood what he said and believed.” (Aneesa, 15); “I think Shahid’s brother because I
agree with his views and that Islam isn’t terrorism and is about peace.” (Sanah, 14); “The brother of Shahid who was kept in for
questioning. I felt sympathetic.” (Colleen, 15)
“I’m glad we could speak to Shahid, so we could see his point of view.” (Muqadas, 15)
“When they turned against each other at the school. It was unfair, it wasn’t their fault.” (Zoe, 18); “Yes, the British girls who were
confused on how to feel about what happened. Who do they believe?” (Claire, 18); “Friends, as I know these difficulties to how
people judge because of who you’re friends with, which shouldn’t have an issue with at all.” (Alice, 16)
“The people who were confused about what Islam taught. The isolation of the innocent Muslim community.” (Joy, 17)
“The two Asian girls, as they illustrate how 99.9% of Muslims feel.” (Faisal, 17); “I understood what the Asian characters were going
through.” (Ammar, 12); “Yes, Muslim characters under pressure.” (Nakieles, 16); “Being Asian and not Muslim.” (Paruinder, 15)
“Yes, I know people who are racist and stereotypical which I don’t agree with.” (Nicole, 18); “Yes - I know people that can be very
racist.” (Jodie, 18); “My family are like the white people who judge. I will tell them of this.” (Lauren, 14)
“The white policeman because he understood and respected Islam teachings.” (Lauren, 15)
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Q5. “Did you find any part of the play particularly surprising?”
As before, these charts attempt to retrospectively collate responses from young and adult audiences to an open
question. The early dramatic device of a bomb explosion was, unsurprisingly, the most frequent response in most
areas (the exception to this being County Durham) and, as the graphs illustrate, a more common reaction from young
people than from adults:
“The bomb at the beginning – that was scary.” (Carmina, 14); “The bomb made me jump off my seat – literally.” (Amy, 16)
“The bomb bit, it was dramatic.” (Zafan, 13); “Yes, when the bomb happened, pretty strong action.” (Harrison, 15)
“The initial explosion was totally unexpected like, the set or anything didn’t suggest it.” (Rosa, 18)
The higher proportion of adults in County Durham may be one reason for the variance; the most frequently cited
‘surprises’ in this area, in common with Fig. 1 (below), were the community impact of the attack (27%) – also one
of the most popular
The End
response in Lancashire
Theatricality
Bomb & FX
3.28%
6.56%
14.75%
(19%) and Merseyside
Strong Language
4.92%
(16%) – and
Portrayal of Racism
Community Impact
4.92%
22.95%
explanation of Islam
(14%), which also
Other
6.56%
particularly surprised
many respondants in
Cheshire (12%).
Bomb & FX

Community Impact

9

All other responses
were balanced fairly
equally amongst the
remaining audience
sample across all areas,
at a very approximate
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3
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Everything
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Fig. 1. Q5 responses for adult audiences (all areas)
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Theatricality
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Strong Language
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The End
3.77%
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7.01%

Own Lack of Knowledge
3.23%
Other
2.70%

Fighting & Violence
7.01%
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Explanation of Islam
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Everything
4.31%

Fig. 2. Q5 responses for young audiences (all areas)
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frequency of 5%. The wide range of personal responses to this question offers a clear illustration of the range of issues
explored by the play – which resonate in different ways for different people.
It was notable that many comments recorded in this section of the form continued to explore feelings of empathy
with the characters and their situation, whilst one further differentiation between young and adult audiences was the
shock frequently expressed by young people at the violence and (at times) strong language in the play, whilst older
respondants appeared more willing to more directly explore areas in which they felt their own knowledge was lacking:
“Yes, mainly the violence.” (Karios,14); “When the people started to have a riot.” (Kamran, 13); “The gang fights and
the racial abuse.” (Mariam, 14); “The fight against the police.” (Josh, 16)
“The language they used.” (Dillon, 15); “Strong language – related to reality.” (Holly, 17)
“How uneducated I am regarding the issues.” (Deborah, 22); “Didn’t realise my lack of knowledge on cultures.” (Katy, 18)
“How the police actions can be interpreted and seem very heavy handed as I work in the Criminal Justice System.” (Wendy, 33)
Clearly there is an overlap in some of our post-show categorisation of responses – for example, the racist behaviour
portrayed in the play is linked to the community impact of the attack, but separated here as many of the comments
around racism express shock at its portrayal rather than at its existence. Some further explanation of our interpretive
groupings and examples of typical responses in each may help clarify the range and breadth of this section.
Responses collated by us under community impact tended the explore the immediate and unexpected consequences
of the attack on members of the community, most popularly the arrest and detention of Shahid’s family and falling
out of the close group of four friends:
“The response after the bombing - the police stuff, etc.” (Syhra, 19); “The bit when the police went to their house.” (Lauren, 14)
“Yes, when the brother and sister were held at gunpoint just because of what their brother did.” (Armani, 15); “I was
surprised by the way the police were with the arresting, with the police being armed.” (Allison, 19); “When they got
judged and had to put on the white suit.” (Ammar, 12); “The length of time the brother was detained for.” (Bess, 62)
“The treatment of the Muslim family.” (Jenny, 14); “What the terrorism caused, e.g. Fighting.” (Sarah, 14)
“The way they didn’t talk to each other after the bomb.” (Brodie, 16); “The part when the terrorist attack ruined their
relationships.” (Shelby, 16); “How everyone reacted after the event and the divide it caused.” (Emma, 19)
“When all the Muslims were blamed.” (Luke, 14); “That Muslims feel just as scared.” (Stephanie, 17)
“The part where he was ashamed to be a Muslim - it shows they don’t conspire.” (Colleen, 15)
“How deep it was for both sides.” (Kaitlin, 13); “How it effects both communities.” (Jason, 18)
The following responses suggest a more direct surprise and sadness at the portrayal of racism within the play:
“The whole racism part between the whites and the Asians.” (Beth, 16); “How racist people can be.” (Nick, 17)
“The racism. I didn’t think things were that bad.” (Jodie, 18); “The feelings from Asians in response to white people’s
comments.” (Julie, 43); “I found out that it would be/is very hard to live as a Muslim.” (David, 16)
“How many problems religion and colour of skin cause.” (Lizzie, 16); “The isolation that many feel in our society
shocked and upset me.” (Lucy, 17)
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Responses to the explanation of Islam were also frequent amongst all audiences; these included clarification of the
key terms included in the play as well as some comments around wider misconceptions and more general information
about the Muslim community:
“I learnt about various aspects of Muslim religion that I did not know.” (Penny, Primary School Rep)
“What the Koran taught.” (Lucy, 19); “The meaning of Islam.” (Daniel, 16); “Yes, that Islam is peace.” (Heidi, 13)
“The information about the Koran in general. I didn’t know anything about it.” (Fionnuala, 21)
“A lot of the information on Muslim views.” (Daniel, 18); “That there was many types of Muslims.” (Nathan, 16)
“About what Muslims are taught and how that’s completely different to how it is shown and portrayed publically.”
(Michael, 20); “Yes, how people could not understand how religion and people’s faith can take over a person’s feelings,
and how this does go on; and how they couldn’t understand the Koran.” (Elaine, 51)
“The reasons he did it and how the words of the Quran can be misread.” (Alex, 15); “When they were talking about the
Quran and that Islam means peace.” (Fionach, 14); “Explaining of certain terms often misconstrued.” (Bilquis, 17)
A number of respondants choose to highlight the theatricality of the play – often around the bomb, also the
combination of realism and multi-role playing within the acting style – whilst others expressed surprise at elements
of the storyline, most frequently referring to the (white) Special Branch Officer’s conversion to Islam and the date of
the play being revealed as the following year in final speech. Responses grouped under end also made reference to the
interactive forum with Shahid which usually follows our performance:
“Really good use of sound and lighting to project the feelings.” (Rob, 16); “It was very realistic and surprising in a
good way.” (Khalid, 19); “The way it was shown and how people played roles worked brilliant.” (Lisa, 21)
“The fact that one of the detectives was actually a Muslim.” (Katie, 16); “Ending.” (Shamsudrn, 18); “2011 - good idea,
made the audience think about how bad things could be if this divide continues.” (Joy, 17); “The forum session. The variety
of views without being ‘preached’ to.” (Nicole, 21); “I loved the hot seating at the end. It’s really helpful.” (Kimberley, 20)
Other responses did not recur with sufficient frequency to be categorised separately, but incorporated some
interesting perspectives which have not been recorded on previous tours. Several of these reflected pertinently on the
apparent ‘ordinariness’ of Shahid, whilst others expressed surprise at police proceedures and the manipulation of the
media:
“Yes, that ordinary people get radicalised.” (Ahmed, 16); “He was just a normal 18 year old.” (Rachel, 17)
“The Muslim family didn’t know.” (Joe, 14); “The part when they said they get prayer facilities and the Quran whilst
in the cell.” (Faisal); “Delay in emergency responses – now understand why.” (Danielle, 26)
“How different people have different views.” (Shana, 14); “I have learned that you can’t trust the media.” (Lauren, 14)
“That some ‘coloured’ people are Christians.” (Lauren, Hadley & Liam, 14 & 15)
The final section of responses were grouped as finding all of the play surprising, for example:
“Every part of it.” (Nakiba, 18); “It was surprising how accurate some statements were.” (Kenny, 17)
“It was all surprising. The script was fantastic and I think it got everyone’s views down to a tee!” (Katherine, 20)
“The amount of views and issues considered in a short time.” (Barbara, 50+); “The play was all surprising.” (Lauren, 18)
“Yes, the majority. I didn’t realise I’d learn so much from it as what I did – surprisingly informative.” (Emma, 21)
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Production photographs
Taken during the dress rehearsal for the Merseyside Pilot production,
co-produced by Theatre Veritae and Fuse.

Cast:
Lianne Curtis
Daniel Fitzsimons
Gurkiran Kaur
James Lewis
James McGlynn
Constance Oak
Rafi Usmaan Raja
Jennifer Tan
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Q6. “What do you feel is the most important message of Not in My Name?”
This was a final open question, provoking a great number of personal and reflective responses which are hard to
categorise. The headings assigned within the summative pie-charts attempt to give some indication of the shifting
emphases between respondants within wider themes of communication, education, equality, respect and responsibility
(both personal and collective). Many respondants discussed prejudices around skin colour, whilst others related the
question more directly to assumptions made about followers of a religion. A great number felt the message of the play
was specifically applicable to challenging common preconceptions about Muslims (the statement ‘Not every Muslim
is a terrorist’ or its equivalent recurred with particular frequency), whilst many more were able to apply this sentiment
more broadly.
Responses based around
not judging people by
colour occured with the
most frequency in all
areas except Lancashire,
where a greater number
felt the play endorsed
the notion that ‘not all
Muslims are terrorists’
(28%). In Cheshire,
variations of both these
responses were generated
from identically high
proportions of the
audience (36%). These
two answers were also
popular in Merseyside
and Oldham, where
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Don’t judge everyone because of one person
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audiences additionally showed particular concern with the need to learn more and ask questions about subjects
not fully understood (which was also the most recurrent reflection from adult audiences). To not judge an entire
community on the actions of one person was emphasised by a sizable percentage of respondants across all areas, whilst
audiences in County Durham also emphasised sentiments of not being judgemental around a person’s religion with
more frequency than any other area (12%).
Although these loose categories are helpful in obtaining a broad overview of response, they fail to adequately capture
the quality of reflection demonstrated on so many of our feedback forms. It is more fitting to conclude this summary
of audience evaluation with their own wide-ranging assessment of the essential ‘message’ of Not in My Name:

“To accept other people’s religions and cultures, and not judge everyone on the actions of one individual.” (Megan, 17)
“That stereotypes need to be challenged.” (Kimberley, 20); “You can’t blame everyone because of one person.” (Luke, 14)
“Think about what you are doing. Don’t judge everyone from one person’s ideas.” (Craig, 23); “Don’t judge people for their
colour or religion or the mistakes of others.” (Georgia, 20); “Don’t be racist. Don’t judge a book by its cover!” (Soheera, 12)
“Stereotyping is unproductive and evidently destructive.” (Nakieles, 16); “It is important not to judge people.” (Kenny, 17)
“Labelling of different cultures is a big problem and peoples’ views need to change.” (Julie, 43)
“He did it off his own back and was responsible. He could not blame anyone or his religion.” (Beth, 17); “No religion is to be
accused of terrorism, it’s the person themself.” (Shana, 14); “Not to call people things when you don’t know them.” (Jack, 15)
“That you shouldn’t label a whole group of people because of what one person has done.” (Anisa, 14)

“That we all need to be more tolerant and understanding of people who might look different.” (Stuart, 47)
“That you shouldn’t treat people differently because of their colour.” (Raheel); “Not to discriminate or judge people on their
religion or colour.” (Jacqueline, 46); “Don’t judge people by their skin colour.” (Mohammed, 13)
“Don’t treat people different because they look different. Don’t believe things you hear.” (Ashlea-Anne, 15)
“People shouldn’t be judged from outside or by religion. People aren’t all the same.” (Lisa, 21); “Religion and colour does not make a
difference to the person inside.” (Azeem, 20); “That religion and race does not make people who they are.” (Ashleigh, 15)
“It doesn’t matter what colour you are, it’s what’s inside that counts.” (Lauren, 15); “To understand skin colour is not
important.” (Anna, 17); “Don’t look at what colour people are, and look at who they are inside as a person.” (David, 16)
“That you shouldn’t judge people by the colour of their skin.” (Pakeeza, 13); “Not to believe people with the same skin colour
are all the same.” (Emma, 17); “Not to be racist. Not all coloured people are nasty.” (Kerry, 14)
“Don’t judge people by their religion or how they look, and don’t make false accusations. Learn the truth.” (Tom, 18)
“That it doesn’t matter what religion you are, everyone is their own person.” (Luke, 12); “Break communication boundaries
between religions. Religion should not be discriminated against, just like everything else: hair, colour, football team.” (James, 19)
“Not to judge people by their colour. People misread religion.” (Lyndon, 20); “That not all Muslims are terrorists and don’t judge people
by the colour of their skin and culture.” (Emily, 15); “Race and religion aren’t the same, and Islam does not condone killing.” (Daisy, 16)
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“Not every Muslim is a terrorist or believes in it.” (Rob, 16); “That not every Muslim is a terrorist bomber.” (Ashley, 13)
“Just because they’re Asian doesn’t mean they’re terrorists.” (Daisy, 13); “Not all Asians are extremists and not only Asians are
terrorists.” (Tyrell, 15); “This means that even if you’re a Muslim, that does not make you a terrorist.” (Kamran, 13)
“That just because they’re Muslim, they aren’t all bad people.” (Heather, 18); “Muslims are not all bad.” (Vivian, 14);
“Islam is not what it is stereotyped to be.” (Emily, 18); “People easily distort the Muslim belief.” (Rebecca, 16)
“You shouldn’t judge all Muslims. There are only a few ‘bad apples’.” (Oliver, 15)
“That not all Muslims are terrorists and not to judge but to respect people with different views.” (Callum, 15)
“They are the same people behind the skin. Not everyone goes out to purposely hurt.” (Laura, 18)
“That Muslims are bullied when they are mostly innocent.” (Rhian, 16); “That people got them wrong for terrorists.” (Toby, 14)
“That not all Muslims are terrorists, and Muslims get labelled by people when they are innocent.” (Ummar, 18)
“That they’re not all the same.” (Shaona, 14); “To make people understand.” (Yousaf, 18)

“That Islam is a peaceful religion and it is a minority that deceive others to commit terrorism.” (Cheryl, 30+)
“That Muslim religion is no different to others, it is the extremists or people who misinterpret the Quran who may possibly be
a problem.” (Shona, 20); “There is so much misunderstanding regarding Islam and religion.” (John, 50)
“It emphasises that this is not an Islamic teaching, as Islam means peace. Loved how the incorrect racist thinking was
juxtaposed with a peaceful religion.” (Joy, 17); “Islam is peace and not all Muslims agree with terrorists.” (Heidi, 13)
“Suicide attack is not in the name of Allah. Killing an innocent person is forbidden in Islam.” (Nakiba, 18)
“Quran is being misinterpreted.” (Ben, 17); “Not to believe what everyone says about terrorism.” (Mattie, 16)
“Terrorism is wrong and Islam doesn’t permit it.” (Ayesha, 17); “That Islam doesn’t mean war.” (Gemma, 14)
“That Muslims are completely different from terrorism. And that Islam means peace.” (Muhammad, 15)

“Misunderstandings create tension – communication is essential.” (Carolyn, 40+)
“Listen to both sides of something.” (Jennah-Rae, 15); “That each story has two sides.” (Rebecca, 19); “Hear all sides.” (Cat, 21)
“Understand that it’s a huge issue for everyone in society and that the media can be conflicting.” (Pauline, 51)
“To not judge people from intaking media perceptions.” (Razia, 20); “Not believing everything the media say!” (Adele, 27)
“Find out about things. Don’t believe what you read in the papers.” (Anita, 14); “Not to label people. Do your research.” (Nicola, 23)
“That there is a lot out there which people need more info about.” (Abdul, 23); “Don’t jump to conclusions.” (Natisah, 13)
“Understanding thoughts and perceptions of different community groups.” (Chris, 20)
“That you should not judge a book by its cover because you will never know someone if you don’t talk to them.” (Rhian, 15)
“Talk/ ask questions of each other’s religion. Be tolerant/ don’t judge.” (Lesley, 21+)
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“Understanding others. Learning to communicate.” (Tom, 20); “Talking to people ... Broaden views.” (Riyaz, 19);
“Knowledge and communal listening is the key to future.” (Paruinder, 16); “Learn about these things before you judge.” (Megan, 17)
“Not to judge from rumours and to research it instead.” (Shelby, 16); “Not to judge! ASK!!” (Jodie, 19)

“To bring this discussion to the fore and to talk about how everyone feels about such extremist behaviour. Also to
understand how we contribute to these views unintentionally, and how this feeds into radical views.” (Wendy, 33)
“That people go and do and say to other people because of what people have done most people say and do.” (Sean, 13)
“Think before you say things to people.” (Callum, 12); “Think before taking action or saying something.” (Jade, 15)
“Every action has consequences.” (Raza, 15); “Look at the consequences of your actions.” (Shaista, 16)
“That racism can lead to terrorism.” (Beth, 14); “Being racist is not the answer to terrorism.” (Zahra, 14)
“Terrorism affects everyone.” (Ahmed, 16); “That all people suffer from terrorism.” (Nathan, 18)
“Don’t pass responsibility to someone else, take responsibility for your own actions.” (Shaun, 18)
“This is a huge issue that effects everyone in society.” (Elaine, 51); “The right message was showed.” (Faiza, 21+)

“People need to broaden their horizons to other people’s lifestyles before they get views about people. Brings home the
fact that terrorism affects everyone and it is everyone’s responsibility to try and prevent it or help.” (Ellie, 20)
“Tolerance and understanding.” (Alan, 50+); “Everyone has a voice and an opinion that matters.” (Caroline, 35)
“Equality between people; their differences and similarities.” (Izzy, 20); “Be tolerant to difference.” (Kusminder, 18)
“Treat people as you would like to be treated.” (Jenny, 14); “Treat everyone the same.” (Yassar, 14)
“That people of different religions need to communicate more.” (Fionnuala, 21); “That all religions can get along.” (Zehra, 17)
“That both cultures need to accept each other – it’s a two way thing.” (Katie, 16); “Respect other religions. It works both
ways.” (Nick, 19); “That different races and religions understand each other – how people are portrayed.” (Lucie, 20)
“We cannot sit back and do nothing – we all have a part to play in our communities.” (Barbara, 50+)
“It’s all about communication.” (Sam, 18); “Unity is the way forward.” (Rob, 17); “Peace is the most important message.” (Sarah, 14)

“That we are all different and yet the same and need to understand each other to secure our safe futures.” (Gary, 44)
“To sort out this mess that the world has itself in.” (Claire, 19); “How we can change the future.” (John-Paul, 15)

“Thinking about the wider implications of extremism.” (Misbah, 27)
“Don’t resolve the situation with violence.” (Desirée, 14); “That violence sorts nothing out.” (Barbara, 65)
“Terrorism is unacceptable in any way, shape or form.” (Faisal, 21+); “That it’s not right.” (Christopher, 17)
“Not to bomb people as it’s not in any religion.” (Becky, 15); “Just that – it’s not in anyone’s name.” (Melissa, 26)
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timeline
Ju n e 2 0 0 7

Initial approach from Rozila Kana of Lancashire Constabulary to
Andrew Raffle, then Artistic Director at Burnley Youth Theatre, to
produce a play for young people exploring the Preventing Violent
Extremism (PVE) agenda; Alice Bartlett recruited as writer/director.

Se p t e m b e r 2 0 0 7

Research begins: the writer interviews a wide range of people to inform
the project and leads drama and discussion workshops with groups of
young people; subsequent proposal from writer to develop the play as a
piece of verbatim theatre and Not in My Name agreed as working title.

Ap r i l 2 0 0 8

Six performances are staged at Burnley Youth Theatre with a cast of
twelve young people recruited from the local area, aged from 13–22.

Ju l y 2 0 0 8

Lancashire Constabulary commission a VIP performance in order to
advocate the play and realise their ambition for the project to go further;
much publicity follows when the cast receive achievement awards from
the Constabulary and Rozila Kana receives a Police Commendation.

Au g u s t 2 0 0 8

Not in My Name is featured in an Arts Council England (North West)
brochure of work that is effectively contributing to Local Area Agreements.
Not in My Name is performed at the Greenroom in Manchester.

Se p t e m b e r 2 0 0 8

Lancashire Constabulary and Burnley Borough Council commission a
three-week tour of the play to schools and youth centres in East Lancashire;
the script is adapted for a cast of eight young people aged between 18 and 24.
A DVD is made of this revival, in collaboration with Seal Films.

Ja n ua r y 2 0 0 9

Theatre Veritae, a not-for-profit company based in the North-West, is
formed by Alice Bartlett and Andrew Raffle to initially manage response
to an increasing demand for further productions of Not in My Name.
Lancashire Constabulary commission Theatre Veritae’s first professional
production of the play, to tour across Central and East Lancashire.

Fe b r u a r y 2 0 0 9

Theatre Veritae are invited to give a presentation at an Arts Council
England (North West) seminar in Manchester – ‘The Art of Putting it
About’ – on their partnership work with the Lancashire Constabulary.

Ma rc h 2 0 0 9

The first professional tour of Not in My Name visits schools and colleges
across East and Central Lancashire. A performance is also given for a
local mosque congregation, and the play is used for the first time as a
training tool for local council workers and police officers.

Ap r i l 2 0 0 9

Theatre Veritae and Lancashire Constabulary are invited to lead Not in
My Name-based workshops at a DCSF regional conference in Preston.
Not in My Name is selected as one of six model Prevent projects to
feature in a Creativity, Culture and Education national brochure.

Ma y 2 0 0 9

Merseyside Police and Liverpool City Council commission a pilot of
a new version of the play for their area, making a two year commitment;
Liverpool-based Fuse: New Theatre for Young People (where Andrew
Raffle is now Artistic Producer) will co-produce with Theatre Veritae.
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Ju n e 2 0 0 9

Further development of regionally-specific pilot productions are
instigated by The Brindley Theatre with Cheshire Constabulary
(Cheshire), Oldham Council (Oldham, Greater Manchester) and
Durham Council with Durham Constabulary (County Durham).

Ju l y 2 0 0 9

Superintendent Andrew Pratt, from Lancashire Constabulary,
co-ordinates a partnership with Lancashire County Council
to commission a county-wide tour of Not in My Name for adult
community groups, schools, colleges and universities; a successful
bid to the DCLG’s Challenge & Innovation fund is supported by
representatives from all fourteen local boroughs in the county.
Challenge & Innovation funding is also secured for pilots in Cheshire,
supported by Halton Borough Council, and County Durham.

Se p t e m b e r 2 0 0 9

Oberon Books publish the play script of Not in My Name,
accompanied by a comprehensive set of teaching resource notes.
Not in My Name is included in a new edition of the DCSF’s national
PVE toolkit for schools: ‘Learning Together to be Safe: One Year On’.

Oc t o b e r 2 0 0 9

Theatre Veritae and Not in My Name are awarded a Justice Award 2009
(Best Partnership) by the Lancashire Criminal Justice Board.
Extracts from the Not in My Name DVD are incorporated into a
national initiative piloted by Sports England in association with the
Home Office to deliver Prevent-based training to sports practitioners.

Nove m b e r 2 0 0 9

Not in My Name is featured at the DCSF’s annual national conference,
‘Learning Together to be Safe: One Year On’; the then-Secretary of State
for Education, Ed Balls, leads a discussion on the project following a
presentation from Alice Bartlett, and invites young people present from
the original production to perform the play in the House of Commons.

De c e m b e r 2 0 0 9

Funds from Liverpool Community & Voluntary Service are secured by
Fuse to develop an actor-led workshop package to consolidate learning
from the play; these will accompany the 2011 Merseyside production.
Theatre Veritae becomes a company limited-by-guarantee, continuing to
operate as a not-for-profit organisation.
The first applications are received and approved for independent
productions of Not in My Name to take place at schools in Manchester
and East Yorkshire in 2010/11.

Ja n u a r y 2 0 1 0

The fifth Lancashire production begins (culminating in March 2010):
the most ambitous and wide-reaching tour to date consists of fifty
performances encompassing every borough in Lancashire; venues
include schools, colleges, theatres, community centres, universities,
conference facilities and religious centres.

Fe b r u a r y 2 0 1 0

The Merseyside pilot, co-produced by Fuse and Theatre Veritae,
is hosted by the Unity Theatre in Liverpool; this constitutes eight
performances for school and/or youth service groups and one for VIPs.
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Cheshire pilot takes place, co-produced by Theatre Veritae, Fuse,
and The Brindley (who also host the production): constituting five
performances for school and youth service groups plus one for VIPs.
A second DVD is produced in collaboration with First Take, recording
the regional adaptation of the play for Merseyside and Cheshire.
Ma rc h 2 0 1 0

County Durham pilot takes place, hosted by the Eden Theatre, Bishop
Auckland and East Durham College: constituting six performances for
local college students and one for the public and community groups.
Oldham pilot takes place: six performances are hosted by Failsworth
School for Year 9 and 10 students from across the district, in addition
to a public/community performance at Chadderton Town Hall.

Ap r i l 2 0 1 0

The first application is received and approved for an independent
production of Not in My Name by youth theatre members: to be
performed at the Oast Theatre, Tonbridge, Kent, in September, 2010.

Ma y 2 0 1 0

Planning begins for the 2011 production in Merseyside, which is
proposed as a touring production performed by local young people.
Planning begins, and suitable funding sources are investigated, for
further Not in My Name activity in Cheshire, which is proposed as a
county-wide tour by a professional cast.
Discussions begin for further Not in My Name activity in Lancashire,
exploring ideas for performances by and for specific communities.

Ju n e 2 0 1 0

Discussions begin for further Not in My Name activity in County
Durham, exploring ideas for performances by and for local colleges.

Ju l y 2 0 1 0

A further phase of delivery in Oldham is approved in collaboration with
Oldham College, taking place in Novermber 2010: drama students will
present the play and devise activities around it for local schools.

Theatre Veritae has also recently received approaches from other authorities and organisations seeking
advice for ways in which to engage with the project. The range of possibilities is wide now that the
script has been published.
We are keen to develop new relationships with local and regional partners who aspire to develop
professionally-supported work around – or indeed a touring production of – Not in My Name in their
area; subject to application and availability, we are also usually happy to support school or community
groups wishing to instigate their own explorations of the play.
Theatre Veritae is currently exploring ideas for a new project, and we fully intend to continue our practice
of collaborating with a range of agencies to deliver relevant, useful and contemporary work that engages
audiences in meaningful conversations beyond traditional theatre spaces.
We welcome discussion around these points: our contact details can be found at the front of this report.
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Company for
John Afzal
Jamie Rocha Allan
Alice Bartlett
Mary Cummings
Lianne Curtis
Daniel Eddison
Daniel Fitzsimons
Shaun Foxcroft
Mandip Gill		
Rob Glyn Jones
Leon Jan		
Davinia Jokhi		
Gurkiran Kaur
James Lewis		
Marie McCarthy
James McGlyn
Constance Oak
Andrew Raffle
Donna Rainford
Rafi Usmaan Raja
Eve Robertson		
Jennifer Tan		
Luke Walker		

(2010)
Actor 					
Staff Director & Forum Facilitator
Writer & Director 			
Lighting Designer 			
Actor 					
Apprentice Actor 			
Actor 					
Actor 					
Actor 					
Associate Director 			
Actor 					
Actor 					
Actor					
Actor 					
Company Manager & Forum Facilitator
Actor 					
Actor 					
Producer 				
Apprentice Actor 			
Actor 					
Actor 					
Actor 					
Actor 					

County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
Cheshire & Merseyside
All areas
Cheshire & Merseyside
Cheshire, Merseyside & Oldham
County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
Merseyside & Cheshire
Lancashire & Oldham
County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
County Durham & Lancashire
Cheshire & Merseyside
Cheshire & Merseyside
County Durham & Lancashire
Cheshire & Merseyside
Cheshire, Merseyside & Oldham
All areas
County Durham, Lancashire & Oldham
Cheshire & Merseyside
County Durham & Lancashire
Cheshire & Merseyside
County Durham & Lancashire

And many thanks to all of the following people, for their important and wide-ranging contributions to
the development and/or delivery of Not in My Name in one or more areas:
John Au		
Anthony Bentley
Claire Bigley		
Andrea Bradbury
Margaret Braes		
John Bridge 		
Elliot Brown		
Jayne Freeman		
Liz Gaffney		
Richard Gore		
Michael Horlorku
Jenny Hughes		
Ewa Labeda		
Neil Mainon		
Graham McArdle
Graeme Phillips
Andrew Pratt		
Michael Quirke
David Sim		
Doaa Al Soraimi
Neil Spurgeon
Jill Summers		
Rachel Treacher
Steve Waterhouse
Sharon Wright		

Senior Manager, Victim Support (Liverpool)			
Company Assistant, Theatre Veritae
Drama Development Officer, The Brindley				
Prevent Strategy Inspector, Lancashire Constabulary
Student Support Officer, Bishop Auckland College
Marketing & Communications Officer, The Unity				
PVE Coordinator, Oldham Council			
Prevent Officer, Durham Constabulary			
Senior Manager, Victim Support (Cheshire) 			
School Improvement Adviser, Oldham Council			
Community Cohesion Support Officer, Liverpool City Council			
Independent Evaluator (for all areas)
Prevent Co-ordinator, Cheshire Constabulary			
Tour Facilitator for Lancashire Constabulary & Theatre Veritae		
Principal Community Safety Officer, Durham County Council
Artistic Director, The Unity				
Prevent Lead, Lancashire Constabulary
General Manager, Fuse: New Theatre for Young People				
Youth Engagement Officer, Merseyside Police			
Youth Worker, Liverpool Youth Services		
Prevent DC, Durham Constabulary
Community Cohesion Officer, Liverpool City Council			
Marketing & Communications Officer, The Unity				
Advanced Practitioner, Liverpool Youth Services		
Diversity & Hate Crime Inspector, Merseyside Police			
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Theatre Veritae produces Not in My Name in all areas in strategic partnership with one or more
local organisations. Key partners and funders for 2010 are acknowledged here:
Lancashire Tour: 20th January–20th March 2010
Produced by Theatre Veritae, in partnership with the Lancashire Constabulary. Project funding was provided by the
Department of Communities and Local Government (Challenge and Innovation Fund), thanks to a partnership bid
led by the Lancashire Constabulary and Lancashire County Council, with evidenced support from all LCC Boroughs in
addition to Blackpool Council and Blackburn with Darwen Council.

Merseyside Pilot: 9th–13th February 2010
Co-produced by Fuse: New Theatre for Young People & Theatre Veritae. Project funding was provided by Liverpool
City Council (Citysafe, Prevent and Community Cohesion) & the Department of Communities and Local Government
(Challenge and Innovation Fund):

Cheshire Pilot: 23rd–27th February 2010
Co-produced by The Brindley, Fuse: New Theatre for Young People & Theatre Veritae. Project funding was provided
by the Department of Communities and Local Government (Challenge and Innovation Fund), thanks to a partnership
application led by Halton Borough Council:

County Durham Pilot: 8th–12th March 2010
Produced by Theatre Veritae. Project funding was provided by the Department of Communities and Local Government
(Challenge and Innovation Fund), thanks to a partnership application led by Durham County Council:

Oldham Pilot: 22nd–26th February 2010
Produced by Theatre Veritae in partnership with, and funded by, Oldham Council:
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