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The research undertaken was a study to discover if and how children under the age of 10 (in this instance 8- and 9-year-olds) feel the outdoor school environment contributes to their well-being. It looked to include the children as co researchers, because there is relevant research over the last decade which suggests that children under the age of 10 are reliable enough to make claims about their own understandings of things that affect them, even though historically children of this age have not been trusted to give reliable results (Loureiro et al., 2019, Ghaziani, 2021). The risks of exploitation also need to be managed by stringent ethics considerations to encourage children to have agency around decisions that affect them and this has limited the amount of studies of this nature (Andresen et al., 2018, Spriggs & Gillam, 2017). 
This reflection will first discuss how relevant the initial literature included in the research proposal was and critically comment on the study’s alignment reflecting on the realisation that a phenomenological methodology may have been misguided. Then it will discuss decisions made during the data collection, and data analysis phases, highlighting how time constraints limited the study and commenting on how bias affected decisions made as a researcher. It will discuss the importance of including and encouraging children to be co-researchers in studies which relate and affect their wellbeing throughout, and will finally critically examine the implications of the study and what further studies should be considered. 
The alignment of the study
The study was carried out due to a drop in school attendance figures which have not recovered since the covid 19 pandemic, when all children were forced to stay at home for a prolonged period. There are many studies which are researching the impact this has and is having on children (Di Pietro, 2023). Often undertaken as quantitative studies they have looked to uncover an impact to educational attainment as opposed to a well-being ramification. However, this study looked to loosely follow in the footsteps of Kesik et al. (2023) setting out to align with an interpretive paradigm looking to depict the children's own views of well-being to create their own definition using qualitative methods (Cohen et al., 2018). 
On reflection, I have chosen this paradigm due to a deep-seated bias, wanting to offer children the opportunity to have their voices heard after personally witnessing peers not heard by the teaching staff and education establishment during my formative time in education after I personally struggled with well-being. I would have appreciated the opportunity to have petitioned for more time outside during those times. It has shaped my practice as an additional learning needs support assistant and the children I work with now, who benefit from regular and unlimited access to outside spaces when they need a brain break. 
I extensively researched studies surrounding children's wellbeing in the outside school environment and how children's connection to nature can influence well-being (Kerret et al., 2014, Mann et al., 2022, Gray, 2018, Loureiro et al., 2019, Rangarajan et al., 2023, Ghaziani, 2021, Aminpour, 2021). These studies and literary reviews led to the theme of agency and access to control over design which is why I constructed a study using the Mosaic approach. I was aware that although there is a current trend in studies that seek to explore children's relationship with nature there is also still a gap in research promoting the need for more research which looks to collect qualitative data with children as co-researchers.
[bookmark: _Int_O0jY5uYB]The Mosaic approach which aligns with the interpretive paradigm and encourages the researcher to be reflexive in their approach, links purposefully with current pedagogical principles of listening and interpretation (Clark & Moss, 2001).  As the study progressed it became more apparent that although the alignment to the interpretive paradigm was appropriate, rather than phenomenological methodology the research study was more aligned with Vygotskyian constructivism (Cohen et al., 2018). This was witnessed when by preference the children found a meaning through individual endeavour along with discussing the phenomenon in the group. The children were constructing their own understandings socially and working together to discuss and create shared memories throughout the tour of the school outside spaces. They constructed their own understanding of how the outside school environment contributed to their well-being while talking together in the group, looking for reassurance from their peers. This was made more apparent with each inclusion of a new tile of the Mosaic. 
A limitation then, of the Mosaic approach is the time it takes to gather multiple pieces of data, especially with children who work at their own pace. It makes it difficult within an education setting as the children need to be out of class for several sessions. This was reduced in part due to my strong relationship with the school as I have been an employee for several years, however, if I was to carry out another round of data collection in a different setting that would need to be a consideration.
The research design was appropriate for answering the research questions, however, it did not fully allow the children to be co-researchers. Even though they successfully expressed their own understandings of well-being, the children were not as  Montreuil et al. (2021) suggests, involved in the decision-making processes as far as deciding the scope and orientation of the research question for example. The data has also been analysed and findings drawn, by the researcher without the input or participation of the children and Spriggs & Gillam (2017), suggests for children to be regarded as true co-researchers and not just a tokenistic gesture they need to be involved in all aspects of the study’s design and undertaking.
It was, on reflection, a large study to undertake in a short time, however, it successfully gathered a comprehensive body of data with the children, rather than on the children. It provided multiple pieces of data to build up a holistic picture of the child by acknowledging they are experts of their own lives (Kellett, 2010). An example of this was Child No. 4 who discussed well-being as physical strength, they also created the group physical strength for the photos they had taken and went on to draw the monkey bars when depicting what benefits their personal well-being outside, thus comprehensively communicating their understanding of well-being.
Although the method allowed the children to vocalise their views on well-being, it was very much in the moment, I realised the weather could have been a factor effecting the positive way the children talked about the outside spaces as the weather the day of the tour was very sunny and dry, like Simmons et al. (2014) suggests it would be beneficial for a study of this nature to be conducted over a long period of time, to identify if the children's opinions on how the school outdoor environment contributes to their well-being changes throughout the school year or during different experiences of the elements. 
The experience 
After choosing the Mosaic approach I had wanted to take a backseat during the data collection and let the children take charge of some of the decisions. I didn't put a limit on the number of pictures that the children could take with the iPads. This led to them taking a huge number of pictures making it difficult to use the Diamond 9 ranking that I had planned to, because the children didn't want to only pick the 9 pictures it would involve. I considered the dilemma presented by Willumsen et al (2014), who discuss the ethical implication of research with children as co-researchers which lacks reflexivity. This awareness however, led me to be flexible and to steer the research in a direction the children were keen to move in, which was organising the pictures into groups of their own choosing. 
This was quite surprising as I thought the children would be keen to work independently keeping their own pictures separate, as they each had their own iPad, however this was not the case. They presented the images with a sense of pride while reviewing them to the group, discussing why they had taken them. This uncovered a bias that I had not taken account of before starting the study as the researcher who already has an in-depth knowledge of the children due to working with them daily.
Due to me being an adult that the children were used to already in a school setting as a teacher, I found the power struggle was evident. As Lane et al. (2019) suggests, the children appeared to find it difficult to separate the idea of me as a researcher and the idea of me as a teacher. They asked me questions and looked for my approval when grouping the pictures even though Lane suggest the Mosaic approach can reduce the power struggle, especially of “otherness “discussed by (Nutbrown, 2010). I also realised I was a participant researcher when the children included me in their conversations. especially on the tour and during the focus group. Due to their familiarity, it was impossible to think that I could be completely passive, as they still looked for my approval and enjoyed including me in their discussions, this was something I had considered but not thought to be a problem when writing my research proposal, however it may have affected the validity of the results.
Although I researched the mosaic approach prior to conducting the research, it would have helped to have conducted a pilot study which would have offered the chance to ask the children the same questions I had prepared for the focus group. This would have helped the focus group run more smoothly and helped the children to be more in control. 
[bookmark: _Int_IapvXQSR]When listening back to the recording, it also appeared at times that I could have been leading some of the questions and supporting some of the answers given. As I made statements such as “that's interesting, that sounds good.” The children were remarkably familiar with me because I teach them occasionally, but I am also an adult who supports two children in their class, and this could have led them to want to please me. They certainly asked me questions while they were doing it. “Is this right? Is this, OK?” and I found it difficult not to answer. I found myself talking too much in general during the focus group, when I should have been present purely as an observer. Had I arranged for large pieces of paper before starting the focus group for the children to use as the groups and left pens for the children to write the names they had come up with, I would not have had to be involved in the process of grouping the pictures as intensely as I was. 
It was difficult sometimes to hear what each child was saying because they talked over each other. So even though it was recorded, there were some things that I missed because the children did not speak loud enough to be noticed by the recording device, or another child was speaking louder over the top. I also had problems with the recording device. I used Teams, so that the video footage was automatically saved over a secure server, however, sometimes it jumped, and I missed part of the dialogue. It would have been better to have had two devices recording so that if one failed, I would have picked up what was being said on the other device. In retrospect this oversight could have been very damaging for my data collection. Indeed, one of the girls did not talk loud enough for anything to be heard during the focus group, but she did speak a lot during the tour, so perhaps she felt intimidated by the group or by being recorded. One child found it exceedingly difficult to stay on task and she often talked about things in her home, or about topics we were not discussing. One other child also talked about drawing inside to help his mental health as opposed to outside. 
However, on reflection, it became apparent that although the children spoke to each other in pairs during the construction of the definition of well-being, they all had a slightly differing viewpoint, and this meant I had to step in, to help interpret the children's ideas to reach a definition that they all felt happy with. I decided after the focus group to ask them to draw a picture of what they feel would help their well-being outside, whether it is something that they already use or something that is not there that they would like to have in the school grounds. I reflexively included this as I felt I did not have enough tiles to my mosaic to offer comprehensive findings and it would have been too difficult to include tiles such as educator interviews or parent interviews. Unfortunately, two of the children were ill for a prolonged period and were unable to complete that task. The third child decided they did not want to draw a picture, but asked if they could write down how they felt, however the paper was never passed on to me. 
During my analysis of the data, I chose to keep in the 3 pictures that had been produced, but on reflection this was the wrong decision, as it did not allow the other participants who did not complete the task to have an equal voice in the research. I would have spent more time analysing the data and more importantly I would have liked to have included the children in the analysis stage. Although for this to have been a reality the children would have needed basic training to understand the processes of analysing data as suggested by Willumsen et al. (2014) and this would have added its own complications on time and in making sure the children understood the process. 
The implications 
I was overall incredibly happy with how the study progressed and concluded, however there were several changes I would make if I were to conduct the research again. In a future study I would allow more time for the gathering and analysing of data. It took far longer than I initially appreciated to analyse each data set, especially for the 6 children. It meant I had to create tables to store the data and I had not allocated for the time this would take. I may have got more in-depth and valuable data including more data sources, but with less children. 
It may have been an innovative idea to get the children to interview the class teacher about their observations of if/how the class changes during outside lessons or during breaktimes. This may have further adjusted the power imbalance between researcher and child co-researcher as the children would be supported to ask their own questions to their teacher. It would also have been nice if I had more time to get the children to do the Diamond 9 ranking so that I had more of an insight into what they think is the most important aspect of their outside space with regards to well-being. In a future study I would ask the children to limit their groups to 9 so that the children could use one image from each to rank in order of importance. 
If I were going to carry out the study again, I would have less participants at one time on the tour, 4 at the most. As there were times when the children were bored of waiting for me to catch up with them causing them to splinter off into pairs and small groups. It was also an opportunity for the children to become off task by playing in the outside areas but without anyone to observe behaviour. As I have a poor working memory it was crucial that I made notes as we went along, but I am aware this poses a problem when you are trying to create a relationship with the participants (Clark & Moss, 2001). I should have considered recording the tour either with an audio recording device or camera, as it was likely I missed information as the children talked while we were walking around. Especially as it felt like it took me a long time to note down what they were saying. Although as previously discussed this could make some of the children feel nervous or less forthcoming. 
If I were to replicate the same study, I would include small groups from other age groups as I feel there is a wealth of information to be gained from carrying out the same study but with children at a different stage of development. The study could also not prove a link between outdoors and well-being as a phenomenon as the same tour was not conducted by the children inside the building. This does cast shade onto the validity of some of the results, especially taking my bias as a researcher previously mentioned into account. To reduce this risk in a future study it would be prudent to include another adult researcher to help analyse the data along with the children to produce more reliable results. I would have to consider extra time would be needed if I were to conduct the research with a different group of children, especially if they were in a different school. I would allocate time to allow the children to become more familiar with myself and any other adult researchers to help them feel comfortable (Clark & Moss, 2005).
[bookmark: _Int_vgcNtdF4]To conclude, although the research was overall highly successful and I was able to present some interesting and relevant findings, there was still room for improvement, both in the undertaking of data collection and during the initial planning stages of the study. If I were to carry out the same study again, I would have tried to include the child co-researchers from the conception of a study through to the interpretation of findings. It would have been easier and more effective to have a smaller group of children, but to formulate extra tiles of the mosaic, including teacher and parent interviews conducted by the children. It would also have been interesting to conduct the tours in varying weather conditions to see if that had a baring on the results. 
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