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A critical reflection of the methodological process and outcomes of my outdoor education research project including implications for my practice, the learning programme and an evaluation of the method(s) used. (6464 words)

As a student-researcher my previous experience sits heavily within Scientific Laboratory research. Therefore, this module allowed me to explore my abilities and capabilities in a different field of research (Social Science) and using different methods (workshop (5)(6)). This was a considerable change from what I am used to, which is reflected by the challenges and issues that have affected this research project. 

Collaboration

Due to a recent change in employment, from Primary School teacher to Project Manager with the RSPB, I utilised this experience as a chance to combine my Masters research with my new job role. This was a positive step, as it allowed me to build important connections within the organisation, but also added extra complications, which I will discuss throughout my reflections/evaluations. 

[bookmark: _Hlk41302704]Research into collaboration has shown that it has lots of challenges and issues, but when carefully managed and considered can lead to very positive outcomes (Goddard et al, 2006; Loan-Clarke and Preston, 2002; Mitchell et al, 2008; Payne et al, 2011). Collaborative research is defined as creating communities of practice (Mitchell et al, 2008) and in ideal cases the partnership produces a smooth dovetailing of skills and expertise (Stead and Harrington, 2000; Goddard et al, 2006). It is important to consider the different types of collaboration, as each will operate differently. This was an example of vertical collaboration, as I was working with academics who have previous experience in this area rather than my peers (Morrison et al, 2003; Goddard et al, 2006). I therefore needed to be aware of the relationship between myself and the other academics, ensuring that I gave them the respect they deserved, so that they continued to support and develop this research alongside myself, whilst sharing the knowledge they already have. For this stage of the project, these relationships worked well: I learnt from research  recently conducted which was in the process of being published; I was able to have working discussions with my collaborators which aided my understanding during the literature review stage and they were able to warn me of possible issues relating to the workshop design chosen.

It is also important to be aware of challenges so that they can be controlled. If they are not controlled properly, it can lead to fragmented research (Goddard et al, 2006). See table 1 for a description of challenges and issues that can occur during collaborative research and the relevance to this project. 
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If these challenges are managed then many researchers gain from collaborative research (Loan-Clarke and Preston, 2002), see image 1 for potential benefits:
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For this project, the positives were: an enhanced relationship between me and the RSPB a, sharing of expertise and a possibility of a relationship in the future. This means once my Masters is completed, I may continue to research and develop my research skills with support. 

Research Question, Aims and Objectives

I utilised this module to explore a potential focus area for my dissertation, this allowed me to study the current research into connections to nature (CtN) in children and tools available, as shown in my project proposal(1). Throughout this process, I have learnt a lot which will ensure my dissertation is well planned and therefore should run more smoothly. Fundamentally, I have learnt that everything needs to focus back on the research question. That should be the golden thread throughout.

Through the critiquing of several papers, and discussions with RSPB Social Scientists Joelene Hughes and Victoria Carr, I was able to create a project proposal(1), which included the research question: ‘What should and do children gain from the different sessions the RSPB offers to children (with a larger focus on schools on reserves and schools outreach), and what methods are the most effective to gather this information from children partaking in the sessions?’.  Following submission of the project proposal (1) and discussion with a University Tutor, we decided that this was too ambitious for this module. Therefore, the research question became ‘What should and do children gain from the different activities the RSPB offers to children?’ It was chosen due to the future focus on creating a tool to measure differences in CtN over small periods of time. Therefore, this research project would be the starting point for future research. 

[bookmark: _Hlk41482614]As part of my reflection, I found the definition of a research question as: an uncertainty about a problem that can be challenged, examined and analysed to provide useful information (Aslam and Emmanuel, 2010) or a broad question which is set at the start of a study (Parahoo, 1997; Draper, 2004). The question should arise from a perceived knowledge deficit (Farrugia et al, 21009) and should guide the research design methods and analytic strategies (Thabane, 2006). After reading these definitions and further information, I am concerned that my question was not designed properly. It does not have a problem to challenge, examine or analyse. It also does not really come from a knowledge deficit. I believe this mistake has arisen due to the focus too far in the future, towards the development of a tool. I should have considered this as a separate piece of research and given it as much thought as I have future research, therefore a better question may have been: ‘How do conservation organisations such as the RSPB deliver connection to nature activities to ensure children develop a deeper connection, and how do children show that the experience has worked?’. This would have been answered from the workshop and provided a more detailed answer for the research project overall. The original question only allowed the ‘skimming of the surface’; it was too vague.  

[bookmark: _Hlk41504692]Cormack and Benton (1996) distinguish between two types of research question: interrogative and declarative. Interrogative is expressed as a question and alludes to a gap in knowledge. Declarative is a statement that clearly defines the purpose of a study (Draper, 2004). Mine is clearly a question and therefore is interrogative. It suggests we are unaware of what children should and do gain from RSPB activities. I believe this is true in some ways, but not in others. For example, we all have an idea of what we believe children should be getting from the activities, but have these views ever been collated and compared? I am not aware they have. An issue with my question is linked to the sample - the question does not explain who is going to answer the question, therefore I should have included a wider range of people in my sample, rather than only RSPB staff. To correct this, the question could have been: ‘What is the perspective of Education staff within the RSPB on how conservation organisations, such as the RSPB, deliver connection to nature activities to ensure children develop a deeper connection, and how do children show that the experience has worked?’ This would have been much clearer.

Draper (2004) discusses two different types of knowledge that are generated: descriptive versus exploratory. Descriptive describes an experience, whereas exploratory looks for relationships between various components of knowledge that is already available. I believe my research question allowed the production of descriptive knowledge, but as I was unaware of this focus, I may have not utilised the data enough to draw on a fully descriptive answer to the question. This has left my research open to negative critiquing. In the future, I will ensure that I am aware of which knowledge I want to generate and therefore ensure the data collection and analysis will allow this to the best possible effect. 

As a successful research project depends upon how well a researcher formulates the research question (Aslam and Emmanuel, 2010), and needs to be built ensuring it does many things (see image 2), I believe this research project would not be sufficiently successful and therefore would not be worthy of publication. Looking at image 2, this research question did not achieve many of these objectives, as prior to this evaluation I was unaware of most of these, especially the FINER and PICOT criteria. Therefore, moving forward, I will ensure I consider all of these steps to create successful research questions for future research. 
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In order to answer the original research question, I created four aims, which were further broken down into objectives. See table 2:
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Due to the adaptation of the research question, only the aim and objective listed in row 1 were continued within the investigation. As the question was focusing on ‘What should and do children gain from RSPB sessions’, the aim should have reflected this completely. The latter part of the aim ‘exploring what RSPB experts believe children are/should be getting out of the different RSPB sessions’ does reflect and answer this question, but the first part does not. The first part focuses solely on the theory of change, which is not mentioned in the research question at all, so why has it suddenly appeared in the aim? The theory of change (Weiss, 1995; Cornell and Kubisch, 1998) is important in understanding what children get out of the sessions, as it describes the effect that the sessions have on the children and the change that happens. The workshop with the RSPB experts was a first step to creating the theory of change. This was not made clear enough in the research question or aim. Therefore, considering my new research question produced is this reflection, the aims should have been:
- To describe how conservation organisations deliver connection to nature experiences from the perspective of RSPB staff.  
- To describe how RSPB staff believe conservation organisations know whether an experience has worked.
- To describe how RSPB staff believe children show a successful/deepening connection to nature.
- To begin to create a theory of change using all descriptions.
These changes would have allowed the research question to be fully answered. 

Again, the objective was only partially met, as the aim to create a theory of change was not introduced in the workshop. Partly this was by choice, as it would have needed to be taught/shared with the participants before asking questions relating to it, but also because it was overlooked when designing the questions. This means that the research question can be answered by the research, but the aim and objectives were not fully met. 


The questions to be explored were: 
1a) How do children develop connection to nature and how can the RSPB influence this?
1b) What connection to nature outcomes do we want to achieve through RSPB activities?
1c) Which RSPB activities may help develop connection to nature in children?
1d) What aspects of ‘Schools on Reserves’ and ‘Schools Outreach’ help to increase connections to nature?
These questions allowed the partial collection of information needed to answer the refined research question, but, as with the aims and objectives, they were not completely linked to the actual research question. Image 3 shows these questions adapted and improved. 

On reflection, the proposal stage was too ambitious and not enough time was spent rethinking these steps after I adapted the research question. In the future the research question, aim, objectives and questions will be reconsidered following any changes that are made to ensure they are still effective. See image 3 for a summary of improvements that could have been made. 
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Methodology and Research Design

Research design is the overall plan of how the researcher intends to implement the project in practice (Draper, 2004). Parahoo (1997) and defines the research design as a plan that describes how, when and where data will be collected and analysed (Draper, 2004). The design and methodology used should be appropriate to fully answer the research question and should therefore arise from the question itself and the study’s overall aim (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017). I never completely considered the design properly; part of it was represented in initial discussions at university, other parts were shown in the project proposal(1), but this is the first time I have considered it as a separate entity. This concerns me slightly, as there are probably plenty of things that I should have considered and planned for before the research began. 

The design should include details for enhancing the internal and external validity of the study (Polit and Hungler, 1991; Draper, 2004). It should include: how the sample is identified and recruited, ethical considerations, confidentiality, anonymity, access to research site, how data is to be collected and analysed and the plans the research has for disseminating the finding of the study (Draper, 2004). In my project proposal and ethics form I considered all the above except the last two: analysis and plans for disseminating the findings. Plans for disseminating the findings is irrelevant in this project, as the results were never going to be shared as a separate project. I will reflect on each of the remaining areas mentioned as we move through this section of my evaluation. 
  
Research methodology and research methods are two terms which are frequently used interchangeably. Methodology is the overall research approach, such as: experimental, survey, ethnography, phenomenology, grounded theory, action research, or participatory research. Different methodologies are influenced by different perspectives or paradigms. Method refers to the practical way the data will be collected and analysed, such as: structured questionnaires, rating scales, structured observation, semi-structure and un-structured interviews, participant observation, narrative analysis and content analysis (Draper, 2004; Farrugia et al, 2009; Kalu and Bwalya, 2017). In this research project, the methodology was survey and the method was a semi-structured workshop (5)(6) collecting qualitative data. 

Qualitative research is used in various disciplines, including behaviour and social sciences, to enhance understanding of  individuals’ experiences, situations, cultures, beliefs, values and to develop theories to describe these experiences (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Munhall, 2012; Wuest, 2012; Holloway & Galvin, 2016; Turk and Kalarchian, 2014). It originated due to the thoughts that human behaviour, experience, and relationships cannot fully be captured through quantitative study (Turk and Kalarchian, 2014). A qualitative research design was chosen for this research, due to no current tool existing which measures connection to nature differences over a short amount of time in children. Upon further reflection of the last statement, this was not a real reason to choose a qualitive design for this research. I did not need to measure children’s connection to nature, or its change over a short time period to answer this research question. To make my decision I was focused too far ahead rather than on this specific, small section of the wider focus. Although this reflection suggests qualitative was chosen for the wrong reasons, it was partially still an appropriate selection for this research. The qualitative research allowed the exploration of the participant’s views into the topic and provided freedom to describe these findings in a qualitative, descriptive way. It might have been useful to have used a mixed methods design, as using a follow up questionnaire collecting quantitative data may have allowed the researcher to be  clear about how many of the participants agreed or disagreed with the overall answers that were created during the workshop. A workshop was not an effective way of measuring how many participants truly believed and agreed with each statement. 

As well as this, the trustworthiness of qualitative research is often questioned by some researchers and readers because the traditional concepts of validity and reliability are addressed differently to that of quantitative research (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Shenton, 2004; Ritchie, 2013). Due to this lack of trustworthiness, the research needs transparency, accountability, and reflexivity to be shown through the whole process, this can be done by exhibiting clarity and responsibility (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017). The Consolidated Criteria for Reporting Qualitative Research (COREQ) exists to enhance the quality of qualitative methodology. It also enables transparency (Turk and Kalarchian, 2014). This research project has limited transparency as the write-up did not happen, but I am now aware of what is needed to ensure qualitative research is reliable and valid. 

The use of theory in qualitative research is very important, it aids the structuring of the whole process (Creswell, 2003; Klenke, 2008; Kalu and Bwalya, 2017), therefore my research focused in on the theory of change. Theory of change is defined as ‘how and why an initiative works’ (Weiss, 1995; Cornell and Kubisch, 1998) or a ‘change which occurs when one becomes what he is and not when he tries to become what he is not’ (Beisser, 1970). It can either be part of a longitudinal study, where it allows the researcher to consider the variables during the planning stage (Ployhart and Vanderberg, 2010), or it can be a systematic and cumulative study of the links between activities, outcomes and contexts of an initiative (Cornell and Kubisch, 1998). In this research project, the theory of change sits as the main focus on its own: it is looking at the links between RSPB activities, the outcomes that  RSPB staff want and the contexts in which the activities are held, therefore this links very closely to what Cornell and Kubisch (1998) explained. Fundamentally it will help us to explore how and why  RSPB activities allow an increase in a child’s connection to nature, and allows us to build the first stepping stone to creating a tool to measure the impact of different activities on the theory of change. A good theory of change should be plausible, doable, and testable (Cornell and Kubisch, 1998). This research has created the first step in designing a theory of change. By answering the research question, the researcher should find out what changes should happen over the course of an activity. This workshop allows the first step: ensure the change is plausible. Through discussion with experts, it allows the creation of a theory of change which is plausible and expected. As it is being created from activities that are already happening, and reflections on what changes those activities are creating, it is therefore already doable. The last step of ‘testable’ is the tricky step and therefore should be the focus of future research. 

It is important to consider the theory of change because it: allows a thorough understanding of the variables impacting the research, can sharpen the planning and implementation of an initiative (in this case a tool to measure the impact of activities), enables the creation of an evaluation process, allows the identification and specification of interim and long term outcomes and identifies the contextual conditions which may affect outcomes (Ployhart and Vanderberg, 2010; Cornell and Kubisch, 1998). Therefore, this reading led to the development of the research question being answered via a workshop of RSPB experts selected using a purposive sampling method. 

Sampling in qualitative research plays a vital role; it helps the researcher to identify the focus population of the study (Kalua and Bwalya, 2017; Patton, 1990; Marshall and Rossman, 2014). To ensure transparency, the reader needs to know: why a sample was chosen, its appropriateness for the research and what sampling technique was employed (normally supported by robust references from literature) (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Patton, 2002; Cleary et al, 2014). For example, if a purposive sampling strategy was adopted for the research, the reader will look for an in-depth rationalisation for choosing the sample and its appropriateness (Kalu and Bwalya, 2014). See table 3 for the transparency of this studies sample selection.
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As mentioned in table 3, the sample was chosen using a non-probability or non-random sampling technique. This type of sampling technique has a lot of limitations, for example: rarely represents the whole population, likely to be biased, outliers can be more devastating to data, can lead to poor quality of data, and can lead to gender, ethnic or age bias (Etikan et al, 2016; Setia, 2016). Even though there are these flaws, it is extremely useful for researchers who have: limited resources, limited time, a small workforce, limited funding or resources, are new to research and don’t aim to generate results which are generalisable to a wide population (Etikan et al, 2016). The last reason is the main reason this sample was originally a purposive sample, more specifically an example of homogeneous sampling, due to all participants having similar jobs (Etikan et al, 2016). 

Although qualitative data allows the freedom to involve a range of collection methods which can reduce bias and enhance data credibility (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Mills and Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2003; Marshall and Rossman, 2014; Eisenhardt, 1989), this research project was limited by time allowing the use of only one method. Therefore the only method used was a semi-structured workshop (Drever, 1995), which allowed the researcher to have prompts ready in case they needed to direct the discussion back to the main focus/question, therefore allowing a more open-ended technique (Turk and Kalarchian, 2014). See image 4:
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Semi-structured methods usually take the format of an opening statement to introduce yourself and build rapport with the participants, a few general questions to elicit conversation, some additional questions designed to probe for information if it does not come up (Rabionet, 2011). See image 5 and 6 for a more detailed checklist for the explanation and probes. This structure allows the research to maintain control over the process, asking questions but contributing little else (Sorrel and Redmond, 1995; Whitin, 2008).
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The explanation used in this project(6) covered the: purpose, format, assurance of confidentiality, recording permissions and reason for its use, assurance of a chance to ask questions. Some things were not covered in the explanation but were covered in the permission document (4) and emails (3) They were: clarification of topic under discussion, approximate length of workshop, opportunities to decline and withdraw. I never directly explained that the participants may seek clarification of a question, and in this situation this was acceptable because they already knew me so were relaxed enough to do so, but I need to ensure I include this step in the future. I also think I needed to clarify the topic better, for example I made the assumption that all of us believed a connection to nature was the same thing, in one question I explained how I had defined the RSPB’s view and there were some differences in  opinion arising from that. It would have been useful to have discussed this appropriately at the start or prior to the workshop. 

As it was a workshop, the researcher did not use many of the probing techniques discussed in image 6. The participants used some of them meaning I did not need to; they were echo and verbal agreement. I sometimes allowed silence to happen, although it was rare and I made use of long questions, but these were all planned already (although some differences in what was said). 

In this research project, the workshop was held online using Microsoft Teams and recorded using their software. Originally, two workshops were planned: one online and one face to face. This would have allowed the evaluation and reflection of the two styles and my delivery of each. Unfortunately, due to COVID19 I was only able to complete one online workshop. See table 4 for an explanation of the positives and challenges of using online methods.
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Once collected, data is often transcribed, coded, and analysed, sometimes using specialised software that aids in organising the information (Turk and Kalarchian, 2014). In this project, the data was recorded using Microsoft Teams, before being transcribed by hand and using Word Dictate, then analysed using NVIVO and its coding abilities before a final analysis by myself. It is important that researchers continue to be transparent and provide ample information about the analytic journey from data to conclusions, this enables the reader to make their own conclusions about how fair and true the research is (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Silverman, 1993; Silverman, 2016). In this research project, this step did not happen as the research was not written up in a final format for this to take place, although this step would be very important as there was subjective data and answers that were created/found. 

This was my first experience of transcribing and I felt like I did not understand what I should be doing or what needed to be included. I used Word Dictate to write the bulk of it for me, which made it much easier when I listened a section at a time and transcribed it, as I had a starting point. It would have been easier to write the participant code and time, then Word Dictate that one section, instead of allowing it to dictate the whole c.90-minute workshop. This took a very long time to do and it was difficult to get the motivation to sit down and listen to it. It felt like a very frustrating step and therefore I kept putting it off. Next time, I would chunk the transcription and analysis into smaller sections by transcribing question one, analysing question one, and so on. This would have kept me interested and wanting to find more. The downside of this is the analysis nodes did not come from only that one question section, participants answered the different questions at different points. For example, question 4 quite heavily repeated the answers from question 1, therefore by transcribing and analysing at different times this may have been missed. 

As a person with a specific learning difficulty, which links directly to auditory memory, I found transcribing what was being said very difficult. If I had been doing it completely by myself, I would have been listening to four words and then writing it out. Word Dictate helped with this a lot, and it was fairly accurate. The sections where it, and I, struggled were where the participants spoke over each other. These sections were not transcribed completely, which may mean some data was lost. 

NVIVO was very helpful for pulling out the themes into nodes, although sometimes I coded huge chunks of text meaning a second stage of analysis was needed. This second stage increased the chance for subjective concerns and therefore unethical findings. Once coded, the use of NVIVO word frequency query allowed me to become aware of the words which were discussed the most. This was a good starting point for then answering the questions but was not a final step. An issue with this is that people nodded or said ‘yeah’/’yes’ when they agreed, if they made their agreement clear at all. This would not show up using this method of analysis. Following this I could also use NVIVO’s text search query to pull out sections linking to identified, high-frequency words. This again was only useful to a certain level – it did not link the answers to the four questions asked. 

I then hit a point where I was no longer sure how to use NVIVO to analyse my research, so I picked a node and went through it ‘by hand’, summarising it into an answer to that question. This was interesting, as some of the nodes I had created, for example ‘inhibitions of CtN’, did not directly link with a question that I had planned. This was proof that I had not stuck to the semi-structured plan Therefore, I matched the themes to their most suited section to create a conversation to answer the question indirectly. For example, I put the inhibitions into the section regarding how children get connected and how the RSPB can influence this. I chose to put it there because I believe that if organisations focus on how to reduce these inhibitions, then they can support children to increase their connections. This is my thought, created by the research, but is not directly linked to the focus of this research project. 

After I had answered each of the four main questions, I created a two-paragraph summary to answer the main research question. This was interesting as some of the main questions were not as linked to the research question as I first thought. For example, the research question was: ‘What should and do children gain from the different activities the RSPB offer to children?’ Two of the four questions were: Which RSPB activities may help develop connection to nature in children? And What aspects of Schools on Reserves and Schools Outreach help to increase connections to nature? Both questions link more to CtN than RSPB activities directly, therefore this did not help fully answer the research question. A few other analytical steps should have been planned for and implemented. For example: analyse the ethical implications and researcher bias throughout and to code data against the known five pathways to CtN. This would have enhanced the data created.  Following these steps, I should have shared my findings(7) with participants for correction and comment (Turk and Kalarchian, 2014).

Faithful implementation

Throughout the whole project, the qualitative design was faithfully implemented. The research never strayed away from this, even though at times the use of quantitative may have enhanced the data. 

The participants were planned to be a purposive sample, but due to the furlough scheme, I adapted my list of potential participants, reducing the number of people who work on the ground with the children. Therefore, I invited those who had links to the theme of the purposive sample, but it became more of a convenience sample as it was those who were available and replied to take part. I believe the sample affected the results greatly, and therefore I would change how I gained a sample next time. I am not sure how I could have changed the outcome for this project though, due to the implications of timing and furlough. 

The workshop was implemented in a semi-structured style as planned, but the prompts and questions planned were not used as efficiently as they should have been. The workshop was designed to be semi-structured to ensure it was ethically sound but allowed some freedom to ask unplanned questions. Due to it being my first online workshop and myself being nervous, I did not stick to the planned prompts as much as I should. Instead of asking the questions exactly as pre-planned, I attempted to fill the silence I by expanding on or explaining what I meant by the question rather than trusting they understood. In this case, I don’t think this was an issue ethically or to the results I found as the explanations I gave were still open to any possible answer, but in the future I will be more careful. 

Following the workshop, I found transcribing hard to do faithfully. It is difficult not to summarise what is being said or to decide what you think is being said, especially when trying to turn spoken English into written. Spoken English includes extra conjunctions and pauses filled with ‘like’, ‘erm’, and ‘you know’. Although this was an internal battle, I managed to leave it in my head and transcribe only what was said. This included putting ‘Could not hear due to talking over each other’ in some sections of the transcription. This allowed it to be done accurately, quickly and faithfully. Due to this, some key data may have been lost, but it ensured I did not decipher what I wanted to hear and left the transcription open and honest. 

Due to it being a workshop, I could see 4/5 participants nodding or shaking their heads at a time, but that meant one person was always off the screen. There was also no clear way of recording who agreed or disagreed with each point that was made. Sometimes it was clear because the participant would talk next and tell you or said ‘yeah’ or nodded. But sometimes I had no idea at all what other participants were thinking. This makes it hard for data to be completely faithful to what the participants felt, although this is a flaw of the method rather than the researcher. 

NVIVO allows you to read and code sources without being able to interpret or change quotes. This is helpful when faithfully implementing research. For example, I read the transcription of the research, and then code something into one or more questions/themes. I will have an analytic thought in my head, but at this point I do not write it down, I am simply sifting and sorting. I then come back to it in my next stage of analysing. This is where it can become subjective, where I read between the lines or analyse what that say against someone else. This part of analysing makes it harder to be faithfully accurate to what the participants are saying, for example: “in the classroom or elsewhere there is so much else going on, and I don’t think they have the chance  to just stop and look at nature” became “Due to so much going on all of the time, this may prevent them appreciating nature deeply, its often more of a fleeting thing”. This shows what I took from the participants comment and shows a slight difference in understanding and meaning. Issues arise if this changes several times during write ups and corrections/editing. 

To show that the research is faithful, the researcher is expected to show transparency through all stages of research (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017). As this research project is not written up as a report, it is hard to show transparency, but I would ensure this happened in any future write up to represent how faithful I was, as well as any potential bias that I may have produced. As with transparency, accountability is expected to be shown by: openly stating that informed consent was collected, demonstrating how anonymity was kept, informing reader whether participation was voluntary or not and whether they were able to withdraw if they wanted, and also whether participants were briefed about the researcher’s findings (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017). Again, these things have not been completed in the form of a report, although all things have happened in the research. The one that would need to happen is the sharing of results with the participants as currently this has not happened.  


Ethics

As research can present risks to participants, the researcher has an obligation to ensure their wellbeing (Kalu and Bwalya, 2017; Polit and Beck, 2010; Neuman, 2011; Munhall, 2012). Therefore, the University’s ethics form (2) was completed and adapted based on the changes in research from the original proposal to the final research project. I was also going to complete the ethical stages for the RSPB but due to furlough this did not happen. The lack of this does not change whether the research was or was not ethical, it simply just reduces one extra step.
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This research was ethically sound, because:
· Informed, written consent was obtained via email (3)(4). Details of the research were explained in a previous email, and the option of not partaking in research and removal of their contribution at any time was reminded at several times prior to and after research happened. 
· The research was GDPR compliant. I have up to date training and ensured any documents were kept in passworded or locked locations. Raw data was not shared with anybody and data that is shared in this write-up is anonymised, ensuring confidentiality. When emailing I used BCC to prevent any sharing of private or work emails between potential participants. 
· Participants understood that it was voluntary 

There is a potential issue with the use of Microsoft Teams to record the workshop, as this video sits on Microsoft’s platform. As I still need the video, I have refrained from deleting it. Once this module has been assessed, I will delete the video. Only the participants and I have access. Another issue was that COVID19 was never assessed as part of the ethics form. It would have been useful  to have considered this in some way during the research, and as I complete future research I will keep an ethics log which will allow considerations to be managed throughout the research.

Implications

I have learnt a lot from completing this research project, some of which I have reflected on through this reflection/evaluation, see image 8 for a summary of what I have realised: 
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Through reading for this assignment, I have found a lot of things that I should have considered when designing my project. Therefore, the biggest implication is the use of these in future research. Figure y is a tool for use in designing any future research, which will help me ensure research is feasible for the time frame and preventing me from being too ambitious. 

Another important learning point is the effect that change can have on a project. For example, by changing the original proposal so it was suitable for the time frame, I left a lot of gaps in the design that went ahead. It had not been considered in enough detail on its own, and therefore was not suitably planned. In the future, I will ensure everything is thought out in more detail, especially if change occurs. Another change was due to the furlough scheme and COVID 19. This changed the sample and made it biased. I should have stepped back, reconsidered whether it was the best sample for what I wanted and then re-designed certain aspects to ensure it would still be suitable. 

As previously reflected on, I believe this would have been better suited as a mixed methods design: a qualitative workshop followed by a quantitative survey based on statements I had created from the qualitative data. This would have allowed the knowledge of whether participants agreed or disagreed with the data, rather than it being assumed they all agree or assumed that some would disagree. This issue leaves the data to be scrutinised and discounted by most readers. In the future I will more carefully considerate how the data is going to be used after it is collected and analysed and then use this knowledge to check the design is correct.

Another thing I have learnt, which may be very important moving forwards, is about collaboration. I have the potential to collaborate with a person in Canada. As this would be my first collaboration with anyone outside of the United Kingdom, I need to be very aware of the issues associated with collaboration and ensure that I plan for and combat them where possible. By being aware, I can work to ensure the collaboration is effective and sustainable. 

A final reflection relates to my dissertation. In my research I found RSPB experts believed we should be focusing on the CtN of parents and grandparents, as they see this as a major contributor to the children’s CtN, e.g. the better their CtN, the more they are likely to facilitate children’s access to repeated CtN experiences rather than the one off experiences we aim to provide. This would be an interesting comparative survey to see if parents/grandparents with a greater CtN have children with greater CtN. 
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Appendix 
1. Project Proposal 
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlmqyIRvEZEZPHPws?e=wD3s5Z 
2. Updated Ethics form
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlmyuXxXm8ojSdjtS?e=hKQdnG 
3. Emails sent to participants
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlnAtsAn9-O5pnrZ6?e=CxiqJd 
4. Informed Consent Form
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlnKeVKCaU_Qs6YAd?e=TUc5j8 
5. Information for participants
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlnZMD_BAOEkYHS7H?e=ZyjyyR 
6. Information for Workshop Facilitator
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlnQMgryBN4Ylhx4E?e=3bZZ45 
7. Key findings of the research (to support reflection on Q/A/O)
https://1drv.ms/w/s!Ag3h5a2epKhRlm4adQLsz803vbZP?e=oUw8dW 



2 | Page

image3.png
S

The drive to collaborate s become 2
‘pervasive feature n the contemporary
S iomic fld (Goddard o2 3009,

Some researches ave other commiments
‘which mean they o not vy contne
ot oo S
sions (Goddard sl 2006).

Most collaborations ae the result of nfor-

‘mal conversations (Goddard et 2, 2006;
‘Smith, 2001).

Cusseny o negstivempact o s projst s the o colsbo-

s S0 ol ek gt ok pople vho e s

s el ofwodk Eapers b veed 10 Gk e S ey e
sty working s e

B e
was collsboratng with was ‘meaning she could no long-
erwork with me and therefore rediected me to ber colleague. This|
s not mpacted the project substantally, & we had already got

through the planning stages and 25 2 collaborator, she was support-
ing my research raher tian ncreasing sample size via duplication.

My collsgues o have ths o e of ok s sgporing
me was iS40 10 . 50 Gnding e s sometimes STt

but never mpossible.

The calibraion i rseach came o ol el

shourhorr o 20 dout s pojetad o work ke o

i e e S

g on an adult version of e esearch, which e to s collabora-
‘ton. 1 do not see s an ssue .




image4.png
Communications, especially if they are
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things take longer, due to the need to clari-
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Ject (Goddard et a, 2006). The different
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(Mitchell et al, 2008; Dyson, 1957)
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collaborators are not physically together,
‘meaning team members are sometimes
umaware of what others are doing
(Goddard etal, 2006).

Physical distance between collaborators
can increase the cost of a project (Goddard.
et al, 2006) and this cost can some inhibit
the collaboration making it less likely to
happen (Morrison ct al, 2003, Mitchell et
al, 2008; Cole and Knowles, 1993).

Policies and requirements of different are-
as can make it harder to complete projects
in the same way and to the same timetable
(Goddard etal, 2006, Mitchell ctal, 2008).

As my collaborators are all in the United Kingdom currently, I have
not struggled with communication. Within the RSPB it is standard
practise to use email and Microsoft Teams meetings to communi-

cate and build relationships, as we are rarely based in the same
location. This has worked well so far.

Twill need to be aware of this in the future as there is potential to
work with a person in Canada to expand my research.

‘This has not been an issue yet as I make all research decisions. The
collaborators 1have currently are for advice and support when
needed, we donot make decisions together. I think this makes it
casier, as I can read literature, seck advice, and then make decisions
when needed without any negative impact from the collaboration.

Because collaborative discussions are completed via email and Mi-
crosoft Teams, cost is minimalised and is not an issue. The work-
shop was also held online.

Before COVID1S interrupted the process, one workshop was going

1o be face to face. This created issues financially and I would have

needed to seck funding from the RSPB to support this. I will need
to be aware of this in the fumre.

We areall in the United Kingdom, so this has not been an issue yet.

Twill need to be aware of this moving forward, if I choose to col-
Iaborate with the person in Canada.
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on the end outcome, .¢. a measurement tool, so this module was
almost an inconvenience as they wanted me to complete more than
Tcould in the time given. This made it ricky to gain their support
whilst ensuring it did not evolve into too much, so it was impossi-
ble to successfully complete. After several conversations, this was
resolved, but some time was lost during the negotiations,

Moving forward, Inow have more confidence on how to handle
‘this and reduce any negative impacts caused by it

Currently this is not an issue, as this research project was over a
short fime frame. Ineed to be cautious of this moving forward, to
ensure I do ot become overly reliant on any collaborations Imke.
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Image 1. Positives of collaborative research





image8.png
p Developed base o the repons o srenl questons: wht s the purpo s of the esetcht What i t hat the e

searcher wants to know? Wht typs of lmowledge s going to be gensrated? Whatis already known? (4dam and Em-

manuel 2010) These e ponses could be the researchers own or thei peers (Famugia o l, 2009, Thabane, 2008)

Should be fomulated keeping in mind the Decide whether a topic is elevant, reseazchable, and sgnificant

FINER (st ntresting nove,

ethical and relsvant) exiteria (4 darm and

(damm and Brmumanuel, 2010 and ratioalise the nsed for the.

imvesigation (Farrug et l, 2008; Kalu and Bralya, 2017)

Exnmanuel, 2010; Hulley o al, date; Far-

gt 2000, Thabane, 2008)

(darm and Brnomanuel, 2010, Farmugia et l, 2009, Thabans, 0 mow (4 dam and Bmmanue, 2010)

2008; Kaluand Buwalya, 2017)

-
Ill Clerant vl it o thre s
-
ST ————-L oubtabout bt the rssrchir vants





image9.png
ﬂ Be based on backgound

- and Bregound ques-

fions, Backgound ques-

tions generaly ask: whiat, vhen, how and

whete. Foreground questions offen com-

pue to difeent things, fr exmmple

methods. (4 damand Ermanuel, 2010)

U Kesp in mind the identification of varisble and popu-

ation of interest (4 dam and Ernxmanuel, 2010)

Becurrent and relevant

% I

41,2008, Thabane, 2008)

Be extremy pecific

wd psise (4dam

and Ermanel, 2010)

and be clealy expressed and tightly fo- Matched to anap-
cusied. 4 woolly or fazzy question wil propriste dedgn
Jead to 2 woolly or fazzy answer (4dam (Adamand

and Ernmanuel, 2010) Ermmanuel, 2010)





image10.png
Kot be compromised by any farther v - metwe PICOT
i Criteria (Population, Infer-
questions (Famgia ¢t 1, 2008)
vention (ifrdevant), compar-
fom group, outcome ofinter-
Leadto the development of s
o, time) (Farnuga el
Ene it isanswerable, fadbleand rele: | | clea anct el -eined pic o
ﬁ 2006, Thabane, 2008
- vant o societl and pro fesional trends snary and sscondary objec- e
(Famugia etal, 2009; Thabans, 2008) tives (Famugia et al, 2009)

o

(Famugia etal, 2009)





image11.png
Image 2: What a successful research question needs to do.





image12.png
Table 2: The aims and objectives created to answer the research question
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Image 3 — A model of improvements that could have been made to the research question, aims.

objectives and questions asked.





image16.png
Table 3: A detailed evaluation of the sample chosen
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the data collected (e.g.
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22 RSPB staff, from across the UK, were emailed on
their work email addresses on the 9 April 2020. 12
replied and provided personal email addresses. They
were then asked to complete their informed consent
form (via email) and to complete a survey showing
availability. After three emails were sent asking for this
information, 6 people provided their information, I
could only find time with  in the workshop, so 1 did

not participate.

As above, the mumber of participants was
an issue. The use of personal emails meant
some emails were missed or not responded
to (work emails were replied to muich
quicker and more effectively as shown in
the nummbers here)

Iwas unaware, if there was anyone else in the room

There were some distractions during the
research, one person had 2 deliveries mean-
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Tacilifate the activifies directly. I believe this effected
the results drastically and it would be interesting to
compare the different views in future research.

what other genders believe. All white,
therefore unable to understand what other
ethnicities believe.

Although most people I work with in the
RSPB are white and female, there are some
‘males, but other ethnicities are limited. It
would be interesting to investigate the sta-
tistics about this. Also, lots of participants
in RSPB activities are also white — again
another statistic that may be interesting.
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The advantages of using semi-structured methods
(Corbin and Morse, 2003; Whitin, 2008; DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006)
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Image 4: The advantage of using semi-structure methods
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Image 5 — checklist of points for explanation before Image 6 — examples of probing techniques to use
an interview (Whitin, 2008; Rose,1994) during an interview (Whitin, 2008: Bernard, 2000)
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» Purpose of the interview.
» Clarification of topic under discussion.
» Format of the interview.

» Approximate length of interview.

» Assurance of confidentiality.

» Purpose of digital recorder - ask permission to use
it. Explain who will listen to the recording.

» Assure participant that he or she may seek
clarification of questions.

» Assure participant that he or she can decline to
answer a question.

» Assure participant that there will be opportunity
during the interview to ask questions.

(Adapted from Rose 1994)
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Silent

Echo

Typeof probe  Description of probe
technique

to think aloud.

Verbal agreement  The interviewer expresses interest in the participant's

" Interviewer remains sient and allows the participant |

Interviewer repeats the participant's point.
encouraging him or her to develop it further.

views with the use of phrases, such as uh-hulf,
or 'yes, okay.

“Tell me more’

" The interviewer clearly asks the participant to expand
on a particular point or issue - without the use of
echoing.

The interviewer asks a lengthier question that also
suggests that a detailed response is sought.

" The interviewer asks a question that encourages the
participant to explain his or her reasoning
The interviewer gives the impression that he or she is
aware of certain information. This might prompt the
partcipant to explain further

(Russel Bernard 2000)
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Table 4: The positives and negatives of using online methods in research
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Their own image would allow the researcher to be conscious
of their body language and to try and stop producing body
language that may increase a bias. This can allow comrections
to occur (Bertand and Bourdeau, 2010).

The rescarcher or participant may get distracted or fixated on
their own image or body language they are showing. This
may then give incorrect or biased results. (Bertand and.
‘Bourdeau, 2010)

Has cost and efficiency benefits (Shavwer et al, 2015), for
example: In person you are more limited as the cost of getting
everyone o a canral location would need to be covered,
therefore increasing the cost of the workshop (Bertand and
Bourdeau, 2010)

Facial features and expressions may not be clearly visible due
to camera quality (Bertand and Bourdeau, 2010)

Researchers do notneed to wony about the location of the

recording devices. Using computer cameras will show body

Ianguage and facial expressions from the same view for all
‘participants and the researcher (Sullivan, 2012).

Eyes are always tamed toward a point of natural glance, to
look straight at the participant the researcher would need to
directly look at the camera (Bertand and Bourdeau, 2010).

People are more likely to view an online method as using less
of their time (i.e. no travel time or waiting time needed)
(Bertand and Bourdeau, 2010)

Non-verbal communications normally used in face to face
‘methods cannot be used the same way (Bertand and.
‘Bourdeau, 2010).

No cost to the researcher for having a physical location to
hold the rescarch.

‘The rescarcher has a lack of control over the environment
where the participant is (Shavwer et al, 2015)

Modem society is used to using technology and technology
advances have occurred so lots of systems work effectively
(Sullivan, 2012)

Technological issues (Shaviwer et al, 2015: Sullivan, 2012)

Reaching and communicating with participants becomes
more feasible through the intemet, including some people
from hard to reach populations such as shift work, rural arcas
and those unable fo leave their homes (Shavwer et al, 2015
‘Whitehead, 2007).

Only computer literate people can take part, or are more like-
1y to take part (Shavwwer etal, 2015)
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Most people spend more time online, so today’s generation.
are probably better represented by their online self (Sullivan,
2012)

Some people are more at case online and will say things that
they may be too scared to say in person (Sullivan, 2012)

Able to invite staff from all four comntries to participate, this
would allow the theory of change and answers to be applied.
to activities across the whole of the United Kingdom.

Easier to create a fabricated, false-self online (Sullivan, 2012;
‘Hamman, 2004)
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Image 7. Steps which need to be considered to ensure ethically sound research
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IMPLICATIONS TO
RESEARCH DESIGN

Literature Review
With a focus on Theory of Change

By planning for and considering the Theory of Chang before
‘completing a project dasign or proposal, I would have a much clearer
view on the potential variables and outcome of the research.
NVIVOIs very helpful for organising literature and halping with
references during write-ups.

e Research Question
Ensuring it fits the FINER and PICOT criteria

Feasible, Interesting, Noval, Ethical, Ralevant
Population, Intervention, Comparison group, Outcome of interast, Time
Ba aware fo the type of question and type of knowledgeyou are
collecting: interrogative versus declarative and descriptive versus
exploratory knowledge

o Aims, objectives and questions

Consider the reasons for each of them

Ensura allare fully inked to the research question and the step that
‘comes bafora them. Be caraful to not allow them to bacome somathing
different and to overshadow the main reason for the research project.
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o Qualitative, Quantitative or Mixed

Why is that the chosen design?

From the research question, wrk out why you chose this spacific
method design and check itis the correct one.

Data collection
Why have you chosen that method?

1f you create prompts and quastons then stick to them, as soom as you
stray from them it changes the method design and therafora affects
any trust thera s n your data. Do not waffle around planned
‘questions, believe n them

Data analysis
How can you analyse it quickly but effectively?

‘The use of word dictate s very helpful, but usa it alongside you
physically chunking the words into sctions as you go along.

NVIVOIs super useful, ensure itncludes all readings and
transcriptions. Ensure all‘nodes’ ar claarly thought out and
‘considered. Do not analyse the individual nodes untilyou have finished
reading into things, as you may miss something i you code itnto an
already analysed node.
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Image 8: Implications of this research project for my practice and/or learning programme
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Table 1: Challenges linked with collaborative research and how they are relevant to the project
research question: ‘What should and do children gain from the different activities the RSPB offer to
children?’





