Proposal for Small Scale Study: Care-Experienced Young People’s Experiences of Voice, Trust and Participation in Youth Work
Introduction:
Care-experienced young people occupy a structurally marginalised position within the United Kingdom, as their lives are often shaped by statutory systems, professional decision-making and organisational procedures (Evans et al, 2024). Within children’s social care, education and youth support services, young people may experience decisions being made about them rather than with them. This raises important questions about agency, voice and participation (Sinclair, 2004). This focus is particularly relevant to youth work because youth work is grounded in voluntary engagement, relational practice, empowerment and young people’s active involvement in decisions that affect them (Davies, 2015; Ord, 2016). However, the extent to which care-experienced young people experience these values in practice remains contested (Priestley, 2020). 
The scale of the issue demonstrates why this research focus is important. In England, 83,630 children were looked after by local authorities on 31 March 2024 (Department for Education, 2024). Care-experienced young people also continue to face inequalities in education, employment, housing and wider life chances, with parliamentary scrutiny identifying children’s social care and support for care leavers as areas needing significant reform (House of Commons Education Committee, 2025). This suggests that care-experienced young people require not only practical support but also relational spaces in which their perspectives are taken seriously (Ridley et al, 2016).
Participation is also a rights-based issue. Article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) states that children and young people have the right to express their views in matters affecting them (United Nations, 1989). However, Lundy (2007) argues that voice alone is not enough. Meaningful participation requires space, voice, audience and influence. Without influence, participation can become tokenistic rather than transformative (Lundy, 2007). This proposed study does not assume that young people are meaningfully involved simply because services say they consult them. Instead, it explores how care-experienced young people themselves describe what it feels like to be listened to, understood and included in youth work and support settings.
From this, the proposed research question is “How do care-experienced young people describe experiences of being listened to, understood, and involved in decisions that affect them within youth work and support settings?” with the aim to critically explore care-experienced young people’s lived experiences of being listened to within youth work and support relationships. The research objectives will be to examine how care-experienced young people conceptualise “being listened to” (Lundy, 2007), To identify relational and structural factors that enable or constrain participation (Holland et al., 2010), to explore the role of trust, power and professional relationships in shaping these experiences (Ord, 2016), and to consider how participant-led insights can inform youth work practice and future research (Davies, 2015). 
Mini Literature Review:
 Participation is central to youth work, children’s rights and social care practice, yet contemporary literature suggests that participation is often unevenly experienced (Lundy, 2007).  Lundy (2007) provides a critical framework for understanding this problem, arguing that young people require not only opportunities to speak but also an audience and the possibility of influence. This is significant for care-experienced young people as their lives are frequently shaped by meetings, reviews, assessments and professional judgements.
Holland et al. (2010) further argue that participatory work with young people in local authority care must be understood through power and agency. Their research challenges the assumption that inviting young people to participate automatically removes adult power. This is directly relevant to the proposed study because the research itself must avoid reproducing the same power imbalances it seeks to examine. It also shows a gap in knowledge, as more research is needed that explores how care-experienced young people themselves interpret meaningful listening and participation.
 Ord (2016) argues that youth work is shaped by process, dialogue and relationships, while Davies (2015) emphasises youth work’s commitment to young people’s agency. Wider youth work literature also warns that youth work can become constrained when practice is shaped by managerial or target-driven agendas rather than relational educational values (Smith, 2013; Davies, 2015). This creates a tension between youth work’s relational ideals and the institutional contexts in which care-experienced young people may receive support. Therefore, this research question is important in examining not only whether young people are given a voice, but whether they experience that voice as meaningful.

 Methodology:
A research paradigm is a set of philosophical assumptions about reality, knowledge and how research should be conducted (Guba &Lincoln, 1994). This study adopts an interpretivist paradigm because the research question focuses on meaning, experience and interpretation. Interpretivism assumes that social reality is understood through the meanings people give to their experiences, rather than through detached measurement alone (Denzin &Lincoln, 2018). This paradigm is appropriate because “being listened to” is not a fixed or easily measurable concept. It is shaped by relationships, trust, previous experiences with professionals and the context in which support occurs. A positivist approach, which prioritises objectivity, measurement and generalisation, would be less suitable as it may reduce complex relational experiences to variables (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Interpretivism allows the study to explore how participants make sense of being listened to in their own terms. However, this does not mean the research is uncritical. Interpretivism requires the researcher to recognise that findings are situated and partial rather than universal (Crotty, 1998). This is appropriate for a small-scale study as the purpose is not to produce statistical generalisations, but to develop contextual understanding that may inform youth work practice.

Ontology concerns the nature of reality and what can be said to exist (Crotty, 1998). This study adopts a relativist ontological position. Relativism assumes that reality is multiple, socially constructed and shaped by context rather than singular and objective (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). This position is suitable because there is no single universal reality of “being listened to.” One care-experienced young person may associate listening with being believed, another with having choices explained clearly, and another with seeing their views influence decisions. These meanings may be shaped by placement history, professional relationships, advocacy experiences and wider structural inequalities. A relativist ontology therefore enables the research to explore different accounts without forcing them into one fixed definition (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). For the research question, this means the study will not attempt to measure listening against an adult-defined checklist. Instead, it will ask participants how they understand and experience listening. This links directly to the epistemology because if reality is multiple and socially constructed, knowledge about that reality must be produced through dialogue and interpretation (Crotty, 1998). 

	Epistemology concerns the nature of knowledge and how knowledge is produced (Crotty, 1998). This study adopts a constructivist epistemology, which assumes that knowledge is co-constructed between researcher and participant. Knowledge is not simply discovered, it is created through interaction, language and interpretation (Crotty, 1998). This is relevant as semi-structured interviews are not neutral tools through which facts are extracted. Kvale (1996) argues that interviews are active conversations in which meaning is produced. The participant interprets their experiences, while the researcher interprets the participant’s account. This is particularly important when researching listening, because the interview itself must model respectful listening (Kvale, 1996). Constructivist epistemology also requires reflexivity. Finlay (2002) argues that researchers must examine how their assumptions, identity and emotional responses shape the research process. As the study would be conducted by a youth work student, the researcher may share some professional values with youth workers but may also be seen by participants as connected to adult systems. This must be acknowledged rather than ignored. The epistemological position therefore supports a reflective, transparent and ethically aware approach (Finlay, 2002; Berger, 2015).
	
	A theoretical perspective is the philosophical stance that informs methodology and provides a lens for understanding the research problem (Crotty, 1998). The theoretical perspective underpinning this study is interpretivism, supported by a rights-based and relational youth work lens. Interpretivism is appropriate because the study seeks to understand lived experience from participants’ perspectives (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). A rights-based lens is relevant because participation is connected to Article 12 of the UNCRC, which identifies young people’s right to express views in matters affecting them (United Nations, 1989). However, a critical rights-based approach must ask whether these rights are meaningfully enacted. Lundy’s (2007) model is therefore useful because it shows that voice must be accompanied by audience and influence. A relational youth work lens is also essential. Youth work is not only about delivering services but about building voluntary, trusting and dialogical relationships with young people (Davies, 2015; Ord, 2016). Freire’s (1970) concept of dialogical practice is relevant here because it challenges top-down forms of knowledge and emphasises mutual learning. This theoretical perspective therefore links the research question to wider debates about power, voice and participation (Freire, 1970; Hammond & McArdle, 2024). 

	Methodology refers to the overall strategy or logic of inquiry that connects the research paradigm, theoretical perspective and methods (Crotty, 1998). This study uses a qualitative methodology as it seeks to explore meanings, experiences and interpretations rather than quantify attitudes or test hypotheses (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Qualitative methodology is appropriate for research with care-experienced young people due to allowing participants to explain their experiences in their own words and provides space for complexity (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). However, it is important to recognise that qualitative research does not produce statistically generalisable findings. This is not a weakness if the study’s purpose is clearly understood (Polit & Beck, 2010). Its strength lies in depth, contextual detail and the ability to illuminate experiences that may be missed by standardised methods (Bryman, 2016). The chosen methodology links directly to the research paradigm. A relativist ontology supports the exploration of multiple realities, a constructivist epistemology supports dialogue as a route to knowledge, and an interpretivist theoretical perspective supports attention to meaning. Together, these justify a small-scale qualitative research design.

 Data Collection Methods:
The research question asks: How do care-experienced young people describe experiences of being listened to, understood, and involved in decisions that affect them within youth work and support settings? To answer this, the study will use semi-structured interviews with 4–6 care-experienced young people aged 16–25. Participants may be recruited through a youth organisation, leaving care service, college support setting or participation group. A purposive sampling strategy will be used because participants must have relevant experience of care and youth work or support services (Bryman, 2016).
	Semi-structured interviews are the most suitable method as they provide a focused yet flexible way to explore lived experience (Kvale, 1996). The researcher can ask prepared questions while allowing participants to raise issues important to them. Example questions may include “What does being listened to mean to you?”, “Can you describe what helps you trust a youth worker or support worker?”, “What makes it harder for young people to speak up?”, and “What could services do better to involve care-experienced young people in decisions?” These questions are designed to avoid asking for detailed accounts of trauma or placement breakdown, while still exploring the research question (Connolly,2003). The choice of interviews links clearly to the paradigm. Interviews allow multiple realities to be expressed, which reflects the relativist ontology (Berger and Luckmann, 1967). They support co-construction of meaning, which reflects the constructivist epistemology (Crotty, 1998). They also align with interpretivism because they prioritise participants’ own meanings and experiences (Denzin and Lincoln, 2018).
	Alternative methods were considered. A quantitative questionnaire could reach more participants, but it would be less suitable because it would require pre-set categories and would not capture the depth of participants’ meanings (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). A qualitative questionnaire could allow written responses, but it may limit opportunities for follow-up and clarification. Focus groups could generate useful discussion, but they may be less appropriate for a sensitive topic as participants may not feel comfortable speaking openly in front of others (Bryman, 2016). Observation would not be appropriate because “feeling listened to” is an internal and interpretive experience, not something that can be reliably observed from outside. Documentary or policy analysis could examine how participation is described in organisational texts, but it would not answer the research question because the study is concerned with young peoples lived experiences. Therefore, semi-structured interviews are the strongest choice (Seidman, 2013). 
	The strengths of interviews include rich, detailed data and the possibility of participant-led insights (Kvale, 1996). They also allow the researcher to build rapport and respond sensitively to participants. However, interviews also have limitations. They are shaped by the interaction between researcher and participant, meaning that the data is co-produced rather than neutral (Kvale, 1996). Participants may provide socially desirable answers, especially if they perceive the researcher as connected to professional systems (Bergen and Labonté, 2020). This is important when researching care-experienced young people, who may have experience of being assessed or judged by adults in authority (Holland et al., 2010).

Data Analysis:
Data will be analysed using thematic analysis. Braun and Clarke (2006) describe thematic analysis as a method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns across qualitative data. This study will follow their six phases, familiarisation with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the analysis. Thematic analysis is suitable because it is flexible and accessible for a small-scale qualitative study, while still providing a systematic process (Braun &Clarke, 2006). Possible themes might include trust, consistency, feeling dismissed, advocacy, professional power and meaningful involvement. However, these themes will not be imposed in advance, they will be developed through careful engagement with the data. This is important be as, within interpretivist research, themes do not simply “emerge” neutrally. They are produced through researcher interpretation, which again reinforces the need for reflexivity (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Finlay, 2002).

 Consideration of Ethical Issues:
Ethics are central to this research as the study involves care-experienced young people, who may be considered a potentially vulnerable group due to experiences of state care, disrupted relationships or professional intervention (Williams et al, 2024). this requires careful attention to consent, welfare and power relationships (BERA, 2024; Holland et al., 2010). The study will follow BERA’s Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research, which emphasise respect, consent, privacy, responsibility and care (BERA, 2024).
	Power relationships between researcher and participant are a key ethical issue. Research with young people is shaped by adult authority, and research with care-experienced young people may involve additional power concerns because participants may have previous experiences of professionals making decisions about them (Holland et al., 2010). BERA (2024) also emphasises that researchers should consider how unequal relationships and participant vulnerability may affect consent, participation and wellbeing. To address this, the researcher will use accessible language, explain that participation is voluntary, and emphasise that there are no right or wrong answers. Participants will be reminded that they can skip questions or stop the interview. These steps cannot remove power completely, but they show awareness of it (Alderson & Morrow, 2011).
	Gatekeepers are another ethical consideration. Access to participants may be controlled by youth organisations, leaving care teams or support workers. Gatekeepers can protect young people and support recruitment, but they can also shape who is invited to participate (Bryman, 2016). For example, staff may select young people they view as confident or “appropriate,” excluding quieter voices. To reduce this risk, the researcher will provide clear recruitment information and ask gatekeepers to share the opportunity fairly. Young people must understand that taking part is voluntary and that refusing will not affect their support (Shaw, Brady and Davey, 2011).
	Data protection and GDPR are also relevant. Participants’ personal information, consent forms, recordings and transcripts must be stored securely, password-protected and accessed only by the researcher and academic supervisor. Identifying details such as names, organisations and locations will be removed from transcripts. Data will only be kept for the period required by the university and then securely deleted. This reflects BERA’s emphasis on confidentiality, privacy and responsible data management (BERA, 2024).
	Participants will receive a clear information letter and an oral account of the research before deciding whether to take part. This will explain the study purpose, what participation involves, how data will be used, the voluntary nature of participation and the right to withdraw. Providing both written and oral information is important as it supports informed consent and gives participants the opportunity to ask questions (BERA, 2024).
	Consent will be informed, voluntary and ongoing. If participants are aged 16 or 17, additional safeguarding and university requirements may apply, including whether parental, guardian or organisational consent is needed. However, this must be balanced with respect for young people’s agency (BERA, 2024; Lundy, 2007). Participants will also be told about the limits of confidentiality, particularly if they disclose current risk of harm.
	Anonymity will be protected through pseudonyms and removal of identifying details. Confidentiality will be maintained unless safeguarding concerns arise. The right of withdrawal will be clearly explained, including a final date after which withdrawal may not be possible because the data may have been anonymised and included in analysis. This supports ethical transparency and is consistent with BERA’s emphasis on participant dignity, privacy and withdrawal rights (BERA, 2024).
	The study will also minimise harm. Although the interview questions will not ask directly about trauma, family history or placement breakdown, discussing being ignored or dismissed could still be upsetting. Participants will be able to pause, skip questions or stop. They will also be signposted to support if needed (Buchanan, 2023). Finally, the researcher will keep a reflexive journal to consider how their own assumptions, emotions and position shape the research process (Finlay, 2002).

 Conclusion:
This proposal has outlined a small-scale qualitative study exploring how care-experienced young people describe experiences of being listened to within youth work and support settings. The research question has been shown to require an interpretivist paradigm because the focus is on meaning, lived experience and subjective interpretation rather than measurement (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Denzin and Lincoln, 2018). The relativist ontology recognises that there is no single reality of “being listened to,” while the constructivist epistemology acknowledges that knowledge is co-created through interaction between researcher and participant (Berger and Luckmann, 1967; Crotty, 1998).
	The proposal has also shown that qualitative methodology and semi-structured interviews are appropriate as they allow participants to describe experiences in their own words (Kvale, 1996; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2018). Thematic analysis provides a systematic but flexible approach to identifying patterns in the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Ethical issues are central throughout, especially power relationships, gatekeepers, consent, confidentiality, anonymity, data protection and the right to withdraw (BERA, 2024).
	This research matters to youth workers as it may support more relational and participatory practice. If youth workers understand what being listened to means from the perspective of care-experienced young people, they may be better able to build trust and avoid tokenistic engagement (Ord, 2016; Lundy, 2007). It also matters to social care practitioners and organisations as power relationships can shape whether young people feel able to speak openly (Holland et al., 2010). At policy level, the study challenges assumptions that participation is achieved simply because consultation exists (Lundy, 2007).
	This study could function as a pilot for a larger research project involving a wider and more diverse group of care-experienced young people. Future research could compare experiences across voluntary youth work, statutory leaving care services and education settings. It could also explore how youth workers understand listening and participation, allowing comparison between practitioner intentions and young people’s experiences. Ultimately, the study argues that meaningful participation is relational, ethical and political. It is not enough for young people to be given opportunities to speak, they must also experience being taken seriously (Lundy, 2007; Holland et al., 2010).
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	Purpose of Research Activity
Participation is central to youth work, children’s rights and social care practice, yet contemporary literature suggests that participation is often unevenly experienced (Lundy, 2007).  Lundy (2007) provides a critical framework for understanding this problem, arguing that young people require not only opportunities to speak but also an audience and the possibility of influence. This is significant for care-experienced young people as their lives are frequently shaped by meetings, reviews, assessments and professional judgements.
Holland et al. (2010) further argue that participatory work with young people in local authority care must be understood through power and agency. Their research challenges the assumption that inviting young people to participate automatically removes adult power. This is directly relevant to the proposed study because the research itself must avoid reproducing the same power imbalances it seeks to examine. It also shows a gap in knowledge, as more research is needed that explores how care-experienced young people themselves interpret meaningful listening and participation.
 Ord (2016) argues that youth work is shaped by process, dialogue and relationships, while Davies (2015) emphasises youth work’s commitment to young people’s agency. Wider youth work literature also warns that youth work can become constrained when practice is shaped by managerial or target-driven agendas rather than relational educational values (Smith, 2013; Davies, 2015). This creates a tension between youth work’s relational ideals and the institutional contexts in which care-experienced young people may receive support. Therefore, this research question is important in examining not only whether young people are given a voice, but whether they experience that voice as meaningful.
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	Research Question
“How do care-experienced young people describe experiences of being listened to, understood, and involved in decisions that affect them within youth work and support settings?”

(this box should expand as you type)

	Aims of Research Activity
The aim of the research activity is to critically explore care-experienced young peoples lived experiences of being listened to within youth work and support relationships.

(this box should expand as you type)

	Objectives of Research Activity
The research objectives will be:
· to examine how care-experienced young people conceptualise “being listened to” (Lundy, 2007).
· To identify relational and structural factors that enable or constrain participation (Holland et al., 2010).
· To explore the role of trust, power and professional relationships in shaping these experiences (Ord, 2016).
· To consider how participant-led insights can inform youth work practice and future research (Davies, 2015). 


(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
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.

	
This study adopts an interpretivist paradigm as the research question focuses on meaning, experience and interpretation. This paradigm is appropriate because “being listened to” is not a fixed or easily measurable concept. It is shaped by relationships, trust, previous experiences with professionals and the context in which support occurs. Interpretivism allows the study to explore how participants make sense of being listened to in their own terms.
This study will adopt a relativist ontological position. This position is suitable because there is no single universal reality of “being listened to.” One care-experienced young person may associate listening with being believed, another with having choices explained clearly, and another with seeing their views influence decisions. These meanings may be shaped by placement history, professional relationships, advocacy experiences and wider structural inequalities. the study will not attempt to measure listening against an adult-defined checklist. Instead, it will ask participants how they understand and experience listening.
This study adopts a constructivist epistemology, which assumes that knowledge is co-constructed between researcher and participant. This is relevant as semi-structured interviews are not neutral tools through which facts are extracted.
The theoretical perspective underpinning this study is interpretivism, supported by a rights-based and relational youth work lens. Interpretivism is appropriate because the study seeks to understand lived experience from participants’ perspectives.
This study uses a qualitative methodology as it seeks to explore meanings, experiences and interpretations rather than quantify attitudes or test hypotheses. Qualitative methodology is appropriate for research with care-experienced young people due to allowing participants to explain their experiences in their own words and provides space for complexity.
the study will use semi-structured interviews with 4–6 care-experienced young people aged 16–25. Participants may be recruited through a youth organisation, leaving care service, college support setting or participation group. A purposive sampling strategy will be used because participants must have relevant experience of care and youth work or support services.
Semi-structured interviews are the most suitable method as they provide a focused yet flexible way to explore lived experience. Prepared questions can be asked, while allowing participants to raise issues important to them. Example questions may include “What does being listened to mean to you?”, “Can you describe what helps you trust a youth worker or support worker?”, “What makes it harder for young people to speak up?”, and “What could services do better to involve care-experienced young people in decisions?” These questions are designed to avoid asking for detailed accounts of trauma or placement breakdown, while still exploring the research question.
Data will be analysed using thematic analysis. This study will follow their six phases, familiarisation with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and naming themes, and producing the analysis. Possible themes might include trust, consistency, feeling dismissed, advocacy, professional power and meaningful involvement. However, these themes will not be imposed in advance, they will be developed through careful engagement with the data.


(this box should expand as you type)

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

	First location will be based within a local charity/ youth centre dedicated towards care- experienced young people. The second location will be a local secondary school who currently work with the charity to support care-experienced young people.


(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 and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	· N/A
(this box should expand as you type)


	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available?   

	NO
	☐

	
	YES
	☐

	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with prevailing data protection law of the country in question and England and Wales.


(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
For example, ‘focus groups’. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) in this box and tick the accompany box.
	☐
	☒

	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


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 and Young People under the age of 8? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	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 specifically any group who may be unable to give consent) please indicate here and tick the appropriate box.

	☒
	☐

	Other – please indicate here:

Young people between the ages of 16 to 25

(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



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

	How many participants are expected?

	
6

(this box should expand as you type)

	Who will the participants be?

	
Young people who care experienced.
(this box should expand as you type)

	How will you identify the participants?
	
Young people who attend a weekly youth group dedicated towards care-experienced young people and 16-year-olds who attend a local secondary school. 

(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

	Risk to Participant:
1. Emotional distress from personal experiences/ Trauma
2. Feeling pressured to take part.
3. Safeguarding disclosure


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Participant
1. Provide full transparency of the research objectives and give them time and right to withdrawal.
2. Give them the option to have someone in the room for support.
3. Iterate the use of confidentiality 
4. Communicate that participation is voluntary and the interview is not evaluating them.
(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

	Risk to Investigator:
1. Risk of emotional distress
2. Risk of physical harm
3. Managing safety disclosures 
4. Data protection responsibility 
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to Investigator:
1. Use safe and accessible interview locations
2. Follow safeguarding protocols.
3. Take breaks during interviews and debrief with supervisor.
4. Store transcripts securely.
(this box should expand as you type)

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

	Risk to University:
1. Ethical approval
2. Data protections/ GDPR
3. Legal liability 
(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you mitigate the Risk to  University:
1. Only allow study to start when ethical approval is granted. 
2. Store data securely on approved systems provided by the university.
3. Follow university ethics, safeguarding, insurance and data protection procedures.
(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


	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☒
	☐
	☐



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants. 

	At the end of each interview, participants will be provided with a verbal and written debrief to allow them to ask questions and reflect on the interview. 
After the study is completed, Participants will be given to option to receive feedback. This can be done through email or printed form with the option to get back in touch if they have any further questions. 

(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 in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	Informed consent means that participants freely agree to take part in the research after receiving clear, understandable information about what the study involves. For this study, consent is especially important because the participants are care-experienced young people, who may have previous experiences of adults making decisions about them. Consent must therefore be voluntary, informed and ongoing.
Participants will be given an information sheet before they decide whether to take part. This will explain the purpose of the study, why they have been invited, what the interview will involve, how long it will take, and how their information will be used. It will also explain that taking part is completely voluntary and that refusing will not affect any support they receive.
Participants will be asked to sign a consent form before the interview begins. The researcher will also check verbally that they still want to take part. Participants will be reminded that they can skip questions, pause, or stop the interview at any time. Confidentiality and anonymity will be explained clearly, including the limits of confidentiality if a safeguarding concern arises. The letter of explanation will also include contact details for the researcher, supervisor and support services.

(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. 

	Confidentiality means keeping participants’ information private and only using it for the purposes explained in the research. In this study, confidentiality will be protected by storing data securely, limiting access to the researcher and supervisor, and not sharing interview responses with professionals or services. However, participants will be told that confidentiality has limits if a safeguarding concern arises. Anonymity means that participants will not be named or identifiable in the final research. This will be ensured by using pseudonyms, removing identifying details and checking any quotes carefully before they are included. Participants will be informed about confidentiality and anonymity through the letter of explanation and consent form, which will use clear and accessible language. This reflects ethical guidance that researchers should protect participants’ privacy, explain limits of confidentiality and use anonymisation where appropriate (BERA, 2024; Alderson & Morrow, 2011).

(this box should expand as you type)

	Reference List:
Alderson, P. and Morrow, V. (2011) The Ethics of Research with Children and Young People: 	A Practical Handbook. 2nd edn. London: Sage.
British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2024) Ethical Guidelines for Educational 	Research. 5th edn. London




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/).
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person.
	☐
	X

	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 special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	
☐
	
X

	If YES, provide a description of the special category 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 and/or special category data on one of the following: answer this as appropriate
	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 UWTSD or websites?
	☒
	☐

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

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

	 participant data will be protected through password protection, anonymisation and pseudonymisation. All recordings, transcripts and consent forms will be stored on a password-protected university system or device, with access limited to the researcher and supervisor. Anonymisation will involve removing names, places, services, workers and any other details that could identify participants. Any quotes used in the final report will be checked carefully to ensure participants cannot be recognised. Pseudonymisation will also be used by giving each participant a code or false name, such as P1 or Participant 1. The document linking real names to codes will be stored separately and securely. These measures will help protect confidentiality and reduce the risk of participants being identified.


(this box should expand as you type)

	All Data Storage

	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 GDPR and DPA (and/or any international equivalent):

	
· N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

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

	
· Researcher (me) and the Research Assistant

(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:

	
· Researcher (me) and the Research Assistant

(this box should expand as you type)

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

	Kept for the length of the project then the raw data will be destroyed 
Once the dissertation has been marked and I have graduated all data will be destroyed.
(this box should expand as you type)

	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
· N/A - MA Dissertation Project 

(this box should expand as you type)

	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

	YES
	☐

	
	NO
	☐

	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒

	
	NO
	☐



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:
	Bradley Jenkins
	Date: 03/05/26




For STUDENT Submissions:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	
	



For STAFF Submissions:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	Signature:
	

	



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)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☒
	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.

	☒

	I have deleted the guidance notes before submitting the PG2 for consideration



 

