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Introduction
Outdoor education programmes are designed around the belief that learning occurs through experience and reflection on those experiences (Priest & Gass, 1997). This is known as experiential education or learning. But who designs these experiences? Is it the children themselves? I have been working in outdoor education for a number of years and one thing has become apparent to me: although, as outdoor educators, we often focus on outcomes such as personal development, resilience, increased self-confidence and responsibility, the majority of programmes for young people are actually designed and implemented by adults. In fact, this could be said for education as a whole. In the mid-1900s, philosopher John Dewey referred to the fact that education had not really changed that much over the generations and that the system provided an education for children that was not necessarily relevant to their time (Dewey, 1938). This can still be said today, particularly in outdoor education, where perhaps we could be moving towards more current issues such as sustainability. Hill (2012) suggests that we need a shift in philosophy, values and understanding (p.19) as we are still designing our outdoor education programmes on 20th Century models which are detached from the environment and sustainability (p.15).
When we talk of sustainability and sustainable development we are often referring to the environment, but these terms have a much broader meaning than this. Jacobs (1999, in Wayman, 2019) suggests that there are six core areas to sustainability and these include how current activity can negatively impact future generations; the integration of the protection of the environment with economic development; better use of natural resources; the acceptance that wellbeing is about much more than just economic growth. In the Bruntland Report, the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) states that “sustainable development requires meeting the basic needs of all and extending to all the opportunity to fulfil their aspirations for a better life” (1987, p.16). Economist Amyarta Sen describes wealth as a means to the freedom to live the life you value. He suggests “economic growth cannot be sensibly treated as an end in itself. Development has to be more concerned with enhancing the lives we lead and the freedoms we enjoy” (1999). Sen believes that wellbeing is not about what you ‘have’ but what you can ‘be’ or ‘do’ (Hart, 2009, p.395). In terms of outdoor experiential education, the focus is predominantly on doing and being and not on having. Wayman (2019) states that outdoor educators are in a great position to focus on issues relating to sustainability and sustainable development. 
Looking specifically at wellbeing, autonomy, agency and empowerment can improve the development of young people (Beames & Brown, 2016; Daniel et al., 2014; Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is, however, important to recognise the level of autonomy given in order for it to be beneficial to learning (Stefanou et al., 2004, p.109). This comes down to the ability of those in charge of groups to facilitate and lead effectively. This project aimed to focus on the wellbeing element of sustainability through concentrating on choice and agency within an outdoor education programme. Differences in facilitation and leadership techniques were employed to enable this to happen.
Review of Relevant Literature
The term experiential learning started to become popular in the late 1900s and was used as a way of describing the relationship between experience and learning (Seaman, Brown & Quay, 2017, p.3).  John Dewey is often considered to be one of the forefathers of experiential education and what has laid the foundations for outdoor education as we know it today (Priest & Gass, 1997; Ord & Leather, 2018). Therefore, despite Dewey being a philosopher, he was, and still is, strongly associated with outdoor education. He held the belief that genuine education is achieved through experience, however he felt it important to note that not all experiences are educational as some may inhibit growth (Dewey, 1938). Dewey also believed that there was a social dimension to experience and the group, and often residential, element of outdoor education lends itself to this well (Ord & Leather, 2018). It is worth noting that it is unlikely that Dewey ever actually used the phrase ‘experiential learning’; it has been accredited to his philosophy posthumously (Seaman, Brown & Quay, 2017, p.3).
Shellman (2014, p.19) suggests that all education is about empowering learners and that experiential education is particularly effective at this, encouraging learners to think, feel and act. In order for education to be effective, however, those doing the educating need to be armed with the appropriate skills. Within outdoor education, many of the qualifications gained are leadership based and there is a significant difference between an educator and a leader (Smith & Penney, 2010, p.24). An outdoor educator must have many skills, including leadership, the ability to teach skills and facilitate group processes and the judgement and skills to keep the group safe (Smith & Penney, 2010, p.24). 
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1973) came up with a continuum of possible behaviours that are available to leaders. This continuum went from making a decision and informing subordinates about it, to allowing subordinates to perform within pre-defined limits. Based on this continuum, Priest & Gass (1997) went on to suggest that there are three different styles of leadership: autocratic (telling or selling), democratic (testing or consulting), and abdicratic (joining or delegating). These create a continuum of decision making for the leader with autocratic implying complete power of decision making to the leader and abdicratic leaving all decisions to the group. In reality these two ends of the continuum are rarely relevant in practical terms as within outdoor education there nearly always needs to be involvement from both the leader and the group (Priest & Gass, 1997). Where on the continuum the leader sits may depend on their orientation towards the task to be achieved or to the relationships within the group (Priest & Gass, 1997). For example, if the focus is getting the group across a busy road safely then the orientation will be on the task and the leadership style will likely be autocratic. On the other hand, if the focus is enabling the group to get to know each other better while sat around a campfire, the orientation will be on relationships and the leadership style will be predominantly abdicratic. Task and relationships will take a backseat, however, in favour of conditional favourability, i.e. any dangers from the environment, the competence of individuals within the group, the unity of the group, the proficiency of the leader and the consequences of any decision making (Priest & Gass, 1997). Putting all these things together: leadership styles, orientations and conditional favourability, Priest & Gass (1997) developed the Conditional Outdoor Leadership Theory (COLT) Model to apply specifically when working in outdoor and adventurous situations (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Conditional Outdoor Leadership Theory Model, Priest & Gass, 1997

Martin et al (2006) suggest that the COLT model is one of the best fits for outdoor leadership, enabling leaders to make decisions based on a broad selection of factors. When all factors point to conditions of low favourability, autocratic leadership is probably advisable with focus primarily on the task. This should certainly not be the norm in delivering quality outdoor sessions and Martin et al (2006) advise that where low favourability conditions are routine, examination of the programme or the leader should be forthcoming. Most outdoor sessions will sit where conditions of favourability are medium with a few sitting where conditions are high. The higher the conditions of favourability, the easier it is for a leader to sit back and allow the group to have more control. More opportunities can help group relationships blossom and allow individuals to learn and develop (Martin et al, 2006).
Sitting back and allowing the group to make some decisions enables the leader to facilitate more learning from a session. The word ‘facilitation’ comes from the French word for easy: facile, although facilitation within outdoor education has come to mean helping learners get the best from the experience. This can be done in a number of ways such as getting the group to reflect back on the experience, frontloading the experience to aid reflection and framing the experience within a context, among others (Priest & Gass, 1997). This is much easier to achieve with democratic and abdicratic styles of leadership as the leader can interject when required in order to get the group thinking and then sit back and allow them to process the information themselves. Reflection is something that can be done at any point during the activity, not just afterwards. Obviously when activities require a high level of safety, for example when working at height or on moving water, there are limited opportunities for agency and autonomy (Beames & Brown, 2016).
Saito (2003, p.19) suggests that people have fundamental needs to achieve wellbeing, namely food, shelter and clothing. We can relate this to Maslow’s (1943) Hierarchy of Needs where physiological needs are required before anything else in order to achieve one’s full potential or self-actualisation. Income or wealth is therefore not essential for increased wellbeing (Saito, 2003, p.19) although it could be said to help as it can enable opportunities. Sen (1999) talks about people having capabilities and functionings: capabilities being what a person can feasibly achieve, functionings being the various doings or beings valued by someone, for example being free from illness. However, different people have different capability sets, the variety of functionings that can be chosen (Sen, 1999) and these can be influenced by factors such as geographic location, wealth or underlying health issues, etc. For example, a person who has coeliac disease is unable to eat products containing gluten as they will cause damage to their immune system whereas another person may choose not to eat products containing gluten for dietary reasons and they will achieve the same functioning. The person with coeliac disease, however, has no choice. Walker (2005, p.104) describes capability as “the freedom to achieve various lifestyles that we value” and the capability approach as about wellbeing and quality of life. Central to the capability approach is agency, the ability to choose from a variety of options, making agency and wellbeing interconnected (Walker, 2005, p.106). Walker (2005, p.106) goes on to compare Sen’s capabilities theory with neo-liberalism, stating that for neo-liberalism “the focus on individual autonomy individualises success and failure, and the social consequences that flow from personal choices. However, in Sen’s formulation, individual freedom and agency strengthens social life”. Neo-liberalism does not enable wellbeing in a social context because it is selfish and individually based.
When it comes to education, Saito (2003, p.25) acknowledges that children need support from others in order to make decisions that will benefit their lives and that in giving freedom of choice to children, we need to consider what is best for them not only now but also in the future. Stefanou et al. (2004) looked at support for student autonomy within the classroom and made a distinction between organisational and procedural autonomy support and cognitive autonomy support. Their research showed that cognitive autonomy support, which was about empowering pupils to develop their self-reliance, had more effect on learning (p.105).  Cognitive autonomy support within the classroom involves asking students to solve their own problems, ask questions, debate ideas, evaluate others’ ideas as well as their own, set personal goals, receive feedback and discuss strategies and can lead to higher psychological investment on the part of the learner (Stefanou et al., 2004, p.101). Beames & Brown (2016) group organisational and procedural autonomy support together under the term ‘setting’ referring to decisions around activity choice, choosing a leader, deciding how a reflection activity might play out. They suggest that as educators, we should be looking into these choices in more detail and asking how these choices really engage learners and is there any relevance to their lives in the future.
Ryan & Deci (2000, p.68) suggest that the majority of humans are naturally curious and strive to learn and master new skills, but they recognise that there are some people who do not fit this bill, who go through life passively, whether that’s in a job they don’t enjoy or at the back of a classroom. Their Self-Determination Theory (SDT) is “an approach to human motivation and personality” and has identified three needs for individuals to function at their best and achieve personal wellbeing: competence, relatedness and autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p.68). Motivation can be produced in different ways: intrinsic motivation, which is the inbuilt desire to explore, learn, seek out new challenges for the pure satisfaction gained from the activity itself; or extrinsic motivation, where the outcome is separate from the activity or experience (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p.71). Within education many children enjoy the process of learning but there are always those that have little interest in classwork and it is with these children that teachers must find ways of engaging them through extrinsic motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2018, p.30). This is the same in outdoor education. Within a group of young people there will always be those that thrive in the adventurous environment and want to be involved for the pure enjoyment of the activity, but the outdoors is not everyone’s cup of tea. For the children that are not within their comfort zone when engaged in outdoor and adventurous activities it is important for educators and leaders to find ways of drawing them in so that they may learn and develop from the experience without taking away their choices. Challenge by choice is a key part of outdoor learning and the way this is facilitated is really important to ensure that children get the best from the experience (Priest & Gass, 1997). However, challenge by choice is not really what researchers are referring to when talking of autonomy and agency enabling wellbeing. Beames & Brown (2016) suggest that between the restriction of agency by contextual features (policies, etc.) and the ability of individuals to completely shape their own worlds, is a middle ground where those contextual features are open to change. Within outdoor education this is about refocusing what the intended learning outcomes are. Any choices given to participants must have meaning and the consequences of those choices should be clear (Beames & Brown, 2016).
Methodology
The project was based on Priest & Gass’s (1997) continuum of leadership styles combined with Sen’s (1999) capability theory and self-determination theory. The idea was to change leadership style on each of the three full days of activity, starting with autocratic, moving to democratic and finishing with abdicratic. Alongside the change in leadership style there was an increase in the facilitation of the group’s reflection, allowing them to make more decisions and discuss the impacts of these decisions together. At the end of each day the pupils filled in a short questionnaire and then at the end of the week took part in a facilitated group discussion around the week and their overall thoughts. A one-to-one discussion was also had with the accompanying teacher to get any additional thoughts on the week’s activities and the group’s performance. The goal was to see if wellbeing was enhanced by allowing the children to have more autonomy and make more decisions for themselves.
It was important for me to work with a school that was coming to the centre for a five-day programme rather than a 3-day one so that I was able to work with the three different leadership styles. This meant there was only one school I was able to work with, who thankfully agreed to taking part in the research project. When speaking to the school I was sure to ensure them that there would no use of personal data and that both the school and the children would remain anonymous. It was very short notice for the school coming as it was the half term holiday the week before so the Headteacher decided that consent from the school would be sufficient and letters did not need to go home to parents. Under normal research circumstances consent would have also been gained from parents.
When the school arrived, one group was picked randomly to work with me and I sat them down and explained what I was doing and asked for their permission to take part. I explained that they didn’t have to take part and that they could decide not to be part of it at any time. I also explained that there would be no impact on the activities that they were doing compared to the other groups and the only difference would be that they were completing questionnaires at the end of each day and taking part in a group discussion that would be recorded at the end of the week. I went through the questionnaire with the group to ensure that they understood the questions on the first afternoon, prior to any activities taking place. An ethics form was completed in advance of this research taking place.
Throughout the week, risk assessments were adhered to all safety issues were dealt with as normal. There was no impact on the programme that the children experienced as all groups did the same activities, there were just differences in locations and delivery which would be normal protocol anyway. I decided to work from autocratic to abdicratic across the week as it gave me an opportunity to get to know the group better as I gave them more autonomy and it seemed like the most natural progression. I also picked the activities that lended themselves best to the leadership style to be used. To this end autonomy the children experienced was supported in that they did not get to choose their activity on the democratic or abdicratic days, although they did get many other choices with relation to the activities. On the abdicratic day they chose the location but they were given a choice to choose from rather than just picking somewhere randomly.
The first day was split into two sessions with the first being on the high ropes course at the centre. Due to the safety aspects associated with the activity, it is run as quite an autocratic session normally. The only choice really is how far the children want to push themselves on each element. The second part of the day was bouldering at the beach. The second day, the democratic day, was a full day of canoeing. The children weren’t given any choice about activity or location, however throughout the day discussions were had and generally all decisions were made as a group, including me and the teacher as leaders. They were also part of the discussion in the morning about what time to meet, what kit to bring, etc. The final day was a mountain walking day and the group were handed the reins on meeting times and what kit to bring. They chose the location from a choice of locations after looking at the map and seeing the weather forecast. During the day they made most of the decisions, i.e. what time to eat, where to eat, which direction to go, what the end goal was. 
Discussion and Evaluation
When it came to the facilitation of the three days the first day was by far the hardest, particularly in the afternoon. As Priest & Gass (2007) suggested, being completely autocratic is almost impossible in an outdoor setting as there is always a need for some negotiated involvement from both sides. And, thinking about challenge by choice, I was never going to force any children to do anything that they really didn’t want to. There were, however, many elements that I could be autocratic about. The group had to wear harnesses and cowstails in the morning so I gave a very thorough demonstration and ‘do exactly as I do’ briefing on putting those on, as well as how to attach to the high ropes course. How far the children actually travelled on each of the high ropes elements, however, was completely down to them. In the afternoon it was a little harder. I gave very strict boundaries about where they could go and there was no choice in terms of timings, kit to bring, where we climbed but again, their level of involvement was their choice as it was impossible any other way. Looking at the COLT model (Priest & Gass, 2007) the task orientation was high and I was working with novice young children in a potentially dangerous environment. Autocratic leadership suited this day. Interestingly the group themselves felt like they had had a reasonable amount of choice on that day which shows that, although only a small element of the day, the cognitive autonomy support, as in allowing them to make decisions as to their goals and achievements, was more powerful when it came to their enjoyment of the day (as in Stefanou et al., 2004).
By comparison, on the democratic day there were plenty of opportunities as a leader to focus on both the task and the group. The majority of the decisions for the day were made together and, because I was part of that process, I was able to ensure inclusivity for all by facilitating in a way that got everyone involved. One of the key decisions made that day was whether the session was to end up wet or dry. From a leader’s point of view, I wanted a dry session: easier logistics, no wet and cold children at the end of the day unable to do anything, less kit to dry, etc. Children who go canoeing though, nearly always want to get wet. The group, however, armed with a weather report that was explained to them and the chance to hold their arm in the water for as long as they could, decided on a dry session in this instance. They understood the consequences of their choice and decided that staying dry was the better option. As Beames & Brown (2016) suggest, children can develop greater autonomy when they can take responsibility for the outcome.
On the third day, again it was very difficult to completely adopt the given leadership style, in this instance abdicratic, as there was always safety to consider; however, the majority of the setting decisions were made by the group. Also, I was able to step in and facilitate some reflection as we went through the day as a couple of clear leaders emerged and ended up making decisions that not everyone agreed with, although they followed on anyway. As per COLT (Priest & Gass, 2007) the conditions were high in favourability with few environmental dangers and generally a unified group. Also I knew the area very well indeed and felt competent allowing the group to make decisions, even if some of these decisions led to discussions afterwards. The focus of the day was definitely the relationships within the group rather than the task.
From a personal point of view, the democratic and abdicratic days of this project were definitely the most enjoyable. It was really good to watch the children taking some control and making decisions; they came out of themselves and seemed to really enjoy the responsibility. It has opened up some questions at work regarding the level of involvement we allow children to have when designing courses and it has been decided that it is beneficial for them to have more input. It means changing a way of doing things that have been done for some time but everyone is willing to give it a go, certainly on the longer courses where there is more flexibility. 
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Appendices:
Questionnaire
Ethics Form
Risk Assessments


Name: …………………………………………………………..
Day: ……………………………………………………………… 
Activity: …………………………………………………………

1) How much did you enjoy today’s activity?
       1                        2                        3                        4                       5                        6
[image: ][image: ]
Not at all!								Best thing ever!
2) What was the best thing about today?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
3) What was the worst thing about today?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
4) Did you feel safe during the activity?
       1                        2                        3                        4                       5                        6
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Not at all!								Very safe indeed!
5) Did you help make decisions today?
       1                        2                        3                        4                       5                        6
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Not at all!								Every decision!



APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL

In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  


SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

	Full Name:
	Tabitha Angle-Smith

	Tick all boxes which apply:

	Member of staff:
	☐	Student:
	☒	Honorary research fellow:
	☐


	Faculty/School/Centre:
	School of Sport, Health and Outdoor Education 

	Campus:
	Carmarthen

	E-mail address:
	tanglesmith_73@yahoo.co.uk

	Contact Telephone Number:
	07786 023575

	For students:

	Student Number:
	1703938
	Undergraduate
	☐
	Programme of Study:
	MA Outdoor Education
	Taught Postgraduate
	☒
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Graham Harvey
	Research
	☐


SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity

	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	     
	Date

	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known):
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	Faculty Research Committee
	☐	

	
	Other (write in) Dr Graham Harvey

	☒	10/10/19


Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval.

SECTION C:  External Ethical Guidance Materials

	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines.

	BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research
	☒
	
	☐

	
	☐




SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity

	Does the research activity involve collaborators outside of the University?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒

	
If Yes, please provide the name of the external organisation and name and contact details for the main contact person:

	Institution
	

	Contact person name
	

	Contact person e-mail address
	



Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

	Indicative title:
	The impact of different facilitation styles on well-being

	Proposed start date:
	28/10/19
	Proposed end date:
	01/11/19

	Purpose of research activity (including aims and objectives)
Outline the purpose, aims and objectives of the research activity, including key research questions. Show briefly how existing research has informed the proposed activity and explain what the research activity will add and how it addresses an area of importance. (Maximum 300 words)

	The purpose of the research activity is to do a comparison between three facilitation styles: authoritative, democratic and laissez-faire, and their impact on the well-being of young people. The research will take place over the course of a week with primary age children in an outdoor residential centre.

The Social Ecology model for sustainability (Hill, 1996) refocuses economic development towards well-being and away from GNP by giving more credence to the personal dimensions of psychology and agency (Mulligan, 2015). Hart (2009) suggests that possession is not a good indicator of well-being and, as such, GNP is a poor indicator of a nation’s ‘health’. Sen’s (1999) capabilities theory suggests that if people have the agency to act on their capabilities, i.e. what they can prospectively achieve, they will be able to live the life they value.

This research will focus on Sen’s (1999) capabilities by increasing the amount of agency they have over the course of three days, allowing them to make their own judgements and decisions and understand the consequences of these. The research aims to discover whether children feel more empowered and self-confident when given the option to choose for themselves. 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. (Maximum 600 words)

	During the sessions each day (3 days), the researcher will be doing observations of all the children in the group.

At the end of each day, the children will be given a short questionnaire (4-5 questions) to complete. This questionnaire will be the same on each day.

At the end of each day, the researcher will have an interview with the accompanying teacher to see if there were any differences in what was observed during the session. These will be recorded.

On the final day, the group will have a reflective session which will be recorded.

(this box should expand as you type)




	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	Lledr Hall Outdoor Education Centre and activity locations within Snowdonia National Park

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	N/A

(this box should expand as you type)




SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☒
	☐

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☒
	☐

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☒
	☐

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box



	☐
	☒



If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 


SECTION G: Intended Participants

	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children under 18?
	☒
	☐

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify):


	☐
	☒



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10 children and 1 teacher – activity group from school on residential at the centre

this box should expand as you type)



	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	


(this box should expand as you type)






	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

Yes                               ☐
 No                                   ☒


	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	Participants will be taking part in outdoor and adventurous activities as per the centre’s programme. This will be decided at the beginning of the week depending on group ability, weather conditions and staffing. All potential activity risk assessments are attached.

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	n/a

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Adverse outcomes
List measures put in place to limit any adverse effects or outcomes of research activity where appropriate. Include any emergency protocols. 

	On the day where laissez-faire facilitation is the chosen method, all safety considerations will be excluded from this style of facilitation ensuring safety for both participants and researcher. Emergency equipment will be carried at all times (first aid kit, group shelter, spare clothes, mobile phone).

(this box should expand as you type)





	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	


YES
	


NO
	


N/A

	Has a DBS certificate been obtained?
	☒
	☐
	☐




SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	Feedback
What feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	A group reflection session will be conducted at the end of the week to discuss both the views of the young people on their week and also to provide them feedback on the research as it has gone on.


 (this box should expand as you type)

	

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded.

	The school has been informed of the details of the research and will be acting in loco parentis for the children. Consent has been obtained from the school.


 (this box should expand as you type)

	

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	The name of the school will not be disclosed. No full names will be used, participants will be referred to by their first names. There will be clarity over gender and age of participants.


(this box should expand as you type)






SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	
	YES
	NO

	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act)?
“personal data” means data which relate to a living individual who can be identified—
(a) from those data, or
(b) from those data and other information which is in the possession of, or is likely to come into the possession of, the data controller, and includes any expression of opinion about the individual and any indication of the intentions of the data controller or any other person in respect of the individual.
	☐
	☒

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Does it involve sensitive personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act)?
“Sensitive personal data” means personal data consisting of information as to –
(a) the racial or ethnic origin of the data subject,
(b) his political opinions,
(c ) his religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) whether he is a member of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) his physical or mental health or condition,
(f) his sexual life,
(g) the commission or alleged commission by him of any offence, or
(h) any proceedings for any offence committed or alleged to have been committed by him, the disposal of such proceedings or the sentence of any court in such proceedings.
	☐
	☒

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
(this box should expand as you type)



	Will the research activity involve storing personal data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption and anonymisation:

	



(this box should expand as you type)


	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the Data Protection Act (and/or any international equivalent):

	



(this box should expand as you type)



	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	


(this box should expand as you type)




SECTION K: Declaration

	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	[image: ]
	Date: 19/10/2019
	



For students:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	

	Signature:
	


	Date:
	



For staff:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	

	Signature:
	


	Date:
	




Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	
I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)


	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.




	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit  this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: http://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/

Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk).   Staff research directly in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the Faculty procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within Faculties.  Faculties will provide details of the specific processes for this.  Where the Ethical issues within any single ethical application are of particular concern the Faculty will refer these to the University Ethics Committee.   Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval, this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.   

Notes for guidance in completion of this form

Section A:  About You
Please complete all relevant sections

Section B:  Approval for research activity
Research proposals must be approved in principle before applying for Ethical Approval.  The proposal approval only becomes final when the ethical approval is received.  

The process for proposal approval varies according the individual and programme of study:
1. Research students, by application on form PG1 to the Research Degrees Committee
1. Taught students by review of research proposal within Faculties (Faculties provide specific details of these processes)
1. Staff, by agreement by the Head of School/Assistant Dean

Section C:  External Ethical Guidance materials
Many discipline areas are required to operate with the discipline specific codes of research ethics (for example health, psychology, education etc.), any such codes must be listed and you must tick to confirm that you have consulted with these.

Section D:  External Collaborative Research Activity
Provide details of the external collaborative partners, where appropriate you might want to submit a copy of the external collaboration agreement with the Ethical Approval Form.  If the partner requires the research to be subject to its own internal Ethical approval process then please provide details of that process and a copy of any final (or interim) approvals received from the organisation.

Section E:  Details of Research Activity
Remember that the individuals reviewing this Ethical Approval Form may not have seen your research proposal, and also may not be experts in the specific area of your research.  The information provided should therefore be jargon free and clearly stated.
Indicative Title:  please use the same title as used on the research proposal.
Purpose:  the Ethical approval process will want to ensure that the methods you propose are adequate and appropriate to address the research aims and objectives.  Excessive additional data collection can be seen as unethical.
Proposed Methods:  the Ethical approval process seeks to ensure that you understand the methods that are intended, and that the implementation of those methods will be appropriate and without unnecessary impact on respondents.  Please be specific.
Location:  this needs to mention geographical location and also local situation (for example, within Local Authority Offices in Cardiff, using a private room but close to other individuals).  If you are collecting data within an organisational setting then you need to explain the permissions that you have obtained to do this.
Research Activity outside of the UK:  please complete this section in detail, and note any guidance you have received.  Also describe your own familiarity (or not) with the location that you will be utilising.





Section F:  Scope of Research Activity
Please tick ALL of the research activities that might be undertaken.   If any additional types of activity are intended then please add an extra box and describe these.
If you have answered no to all questions in F then sections G and J do not need to be completed.  Section H should be considered, and may be completed.  Signatures are still required in section K.

Section G:  Intended Participants
Please tick all categories that might apply.
Numbers & Source:  if you are using a series of different methods or research activities please list numbers for each stage/phase.  Be clear about how you will find respondents.   Will you use intermediaries, and if so how?  How will you ensure compliance with your sampling strategy?
Information for participants:  all participants should be appropriately informed about the research, what is expected of them and what will happen to the information that they provide.  The Ethical review process does not ask to see this documentation, but requires this to be reviewed and approved by the Director of Studies in the case of research students, the supervisor/module tutor in relation to students on taught programmes and the Head of School/Assistant Dean in relation to staff research.

Section H:  Anticipate Risks
All research carries some level of risk.  The answers you provide to questions in this section will be reviewed to ensure that you have an appropriate understanding of the type of risks involved and how you can mitigate against these risks. If you have completed a full risk assessment, as required for example for laboratory work, field work, clinical tests, diving operations, or by a collaborative partner, you may append that to this form.  In that case, please tick the box indicating this has been provided.  You will not then be required to complete Section H.
Risk to participants   Think very carefully about how your actions/questions/discussions might affect the people you are involving as participants.  You might identify the risk as small but it would still be a risk.  Many types of question have the potential to make respondents less content with their life / job; you need to recognise and try to ameliorate any such effects
If these are business owners, time with you may reduce profit.  
In some locations physical risk is very real to both participants and yourself, please consider this.
Risk to you, the researcher   Think about where you will meet people, if there are any dangers involved in the location.  If you are meeting people as individuals think about using a public place.  In general do not visit people in their own homes or remote locations.  If you are talking to individuals about certain issues think about how their responses might affect you emotionally.  What about the risk of collecting insufficient data?
Risk to the University   When undertaking your research, you are acting as a member of the University (student or staff).  Professionalism is important, so it is important to be well organised and well prepared. Punctuality, clarity etc. are all part of this.  What will you do to ensure this?  You must ensure you do not harm the good name of the University in any way and do nothing to undermine the reputation of the research it conducts and sponsors.  Upholding high standards of conduct and integrity are vital in this regard. You must also conduct the research in such a way to minimise the potential for claims of negligence made against the University, its researchers and any collaborating individual or organisation. In this respect you should always comply with ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by statutory and regulatory authorities, as well as the university’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice.  Research misconduct in this respect can take many forms, including:
1. fabrication: making up results or other outputs (eg, artefacts) and presenting them as if they were real
1. falsification: manipulating research processes or changing or omitting data without good cause
1. plagiarism: using other people’s material without giving proper credit
1. failure to meet ethical, legal and professional obligations: for example failure to declare competing interests; misrepresentation of involvement or authorship; misrepresentation of interests; breach of confidentiality; lack of informed consent; misuse of personal data; and abuse of research subjects or material
1. improper dealing with allegations of misconduct: failing to address possible infringements such as attempts to cover up misconduct and reprisals against whistle-blowers

Adverse Outcomes.  Think carefully about the possibilities, and cover here

Section I:  Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
Feedback to participants:  outline your approach.   Will interview transcripts be shared with respondents to check accuracy?  Will summaries of questionnaire analysis be made available to respondents in some way?   Will an overview report be provided?  How and when?
Informed consent:   Draft letter / e-mail / or heading (or footer) section of questionnaire must be approved by DoS/supervisor (if research student), supervisor/module tutor if taught student, or Head of School / Assistant Dean if a member of staff.
Confidentiality/Anonymity.  Explain clearly how you will ensure confidentiality and anonymity.

Section J:  Data Protection and Storage
Before completing this section it is necessary to read the University’s Research Data Management information.   The questions that follow are designed to ensure compliance with the Data Protection Act as well as established research protocols.

Many research activities will involve electronic transfer of data and use of data management systems in the summarisation and analysis of data.  You will need to explain these in relation to compliance with the Data Protection Act.
Think carefully about who will have access to your data, this will include supervisors and examiners. Also that a thesis will be made available via the University library and the British Library system.  If you are seeking an access bar for a period of time after completion then mention it here.  If you will provide a copy of your findings, or intend to give a presentation, to a facilitating/ supporting/accessing organisation then explain that in this section.  But also think about the general principle of data sharing, as explained in the Research Data Management information.
In terms of storage of data please ensure security, and also mitigate against loss of data.

Section K:  Declaration
Ensure the appropriate countersignatures have been provided
Look carefully at the checklist and ensure that you comply with and tick all that are relevant to your research.
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