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The intention of this critical review is to consider the strengths and weaknesses of the research within the journal article, paying particular attention to the methodologies and methods used throughout, and also the ethics. For the purpose of this critical review I will be addressing myself as the writer and the authors of the article as the authors.  The writer of this review is in their second year of study in a youth and community work degree. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The article titled “A haven of green space: learning from a pilot pre-post evaluation of a school-based social and therapeutic horticulture intervention with children” by Anna Chiumento, Ipshita Mukherjee, Jaya Chandna, Carl Dutton, Atif Rahman and Katie Bristrow suggests that outdoor activity in green spaces is important for children mental, emotional and social wellbeing. The authors also indicate that research demonstrates that the natural environment has many ways of positively impacting young people, they also stress their concerns about children becoming increasingly distanced from the urban environment. The authors also explore how the Children’s Environment and Health Action Plan for Europe has a wish to giving better child wellbeing through different outdoor activities. The project was funded by a Primary Care Trust and a City Council in the North West of England as part of a large-scale heath and wellbeing grants programme. Throughout the article the authors refer to the Five Ways to Wellbeing, which aim to influence mental wellbeing. However, for the research the Five Ways was modified so children were able to understand the language, and to ensure age-appropriateness for the article. 
“We are in a world were data matters” (Williams, 2019). Behind the article there are different methodologies, the authors are wanting to understand more about mental health of young people, aged 9-15. The target group were school children aged between 9-15 experiencing behavioural, emotional and social difficulties. The study aimed to assess the mental well-being of the children taking part. The results of the study were taken across 3 different schools, with data being collected from 36 children. Educational and ecological research suggests that outdoor play is important for children’s mental, emotional and social development. 
According to Williams (2019) it is important to think of the data as a benefit of helping the young people, that’s why it is very significant to focus on the methods of the study. The article involved an intervention with 6 monthly sessions with two horticulturists and a psychotherapist. The authors used the Mental Well-being Impact Assessment (MWIA) as a method, and also used well being check cards as a way of gathering data. The MWIA was analysed qualitatively identifying over-aching themes. Having said that the well-being check cards were quantitively analysed by a mean score comparison. The study also involved interviewing teachers as a way of collecting data, they also completed pre and post strength, and weaknesses questionnaires for the participating pupils. Also used was a child self-reporting questionnaire which was hosted by puzzled out. The MWIA was shortened to 2, two-hour workshops, which were conducted pre and post intervention. During the study children were randomly allocated into three groups, each them tailgated by a member of the research team. The writer would like to point out that the well-being check cards were an anonymous self-reporting tool. The results were then scared in tables and graphs.
“Research can be a useful method for involving young people and others in the community in identifying the issues that affect them” (Sapin, 2013). The writer believes that this is an important point to consider when discussing the strengths and weaknesses of the article. The authors used the Five Ways to Wellbeing, however adapted it in order to be used and understood by children, the writer believes that this is good as younger people may also then be able to used the article themselves. The article also states that existing relationships were used between the schools and therapists involved in the interventions, in some ways this could be seen as a positive as the therapists would have already understood the setting, it may also have helped towards successful intervention with the young people. The study itself uses a mixture of both qualitative and quantitative methods to gather results which is good as using just one method could be seen as biased as the researchers know what answers they want to get out of the research. The article also suggests how the MWIA findings were triangulated against other qualitative and quantitative findings to reaffirm their validity, the writer also believes that this is a strong point because backing up your findings when it comes to research is very important as it shows space for opportunities within the subject being researched, it helps to build tools and knowledge and it increases public awareness around topics (Zarah, 2019). Throughout the article, the authors are also critically reflecting on their findings, this is also a strength as it shows how the authors are open to improvements, as professionals the authors will be used to having to critically evaluate their work. Occasionally, the authors would link a number of their findings together in order to make a clearer understanding of the results, for example across all three schools “healthy lifestyle” decreased in importance compared to other factors, however the author also pointed out that this finding corresponds to again the decrease of “knowledge and skills to make healthy choices”, the writer believes that putting these factors together when explaining shows another good point from the article. The authors seem to have somewhat of an understanding about how young people feel, as they mention how children moving from primary to secondary school can be a “bitter-sweet and anxiety provoking time”, the writer has no doubt that this is a issue which could affect young peoples mental health. Another positive to the article is that the authors realise that they need to be cautious with their findings when dealing with such a sensitive subject. The last strength the writer would like to point out is that that after the study had been conducted, work was still carried out to help young people. The writer believes that the first issue that needs identifying when discussing the weaknesses of the article is that mental, emotional and social difficulties are something that young people may not feel comfortable in disclosing, especially with people who they are not very familiar with. The writer also believes that the authors may have generated a better more accurate result if they were to focus on one school rather than three, in particular because the authors did not mention about the geographical distances between the schools, the writer would also like to suggest that as there was only 36 children who took part from three schools, it shows the amount of young people who did not want to take part in the study. Another point the writer would like to discuss is how the authors state that the ages 9 and 15 are similar ages. The writer strongly disagrees with as young people go through a lot of changes during this time as it is their time of adolescent. They will go through several physical, intellectual, social and personal changes which starts with puberty, which on average now begins earlier than in the past (Cleveland Clinic, 2018). The writer also wants to consider if only 6 monthly and 2 MWIA sessions were enough for the authors to find out what they set out to, the writer would also like to point out that the research and intervention teams only met up every six weeks to review progress, the writer would like to argue whether this was enough. The authors also state that they were targeting children who are experiencing behavioural, emotional and social difficulties, however the article later goes on to state that it aimed to “promote positive mental, emotional and physical wellbeing of the children taking part” the writer does not believe that this adds up in order to get a clear result. The article notes how at the time of intervention there was an average of 16% of pupils with Special Educational Needs and 26% of pupils whom English was not their first language, the writer believes that these are massive figures. It also states that the amount of absences was almost double the average for English schools, the writer thinks it is important for the authors to have found out why this was. The writer would once again like to point out the fact that existing relationships between the schools and the therapist was apparent, as well as this being seen as a positive, equally it could be seen as a negative as it may make the result biased. The authors also assert that “a conscious decision not to impose identification of children”, the writer would like to make it clear that this would not have been possible for the authors to do anyway without written parental consent. The article says how the activities were done to better fit in with school timetables, the writer would like to suggest how some could argue that teachers were not fully happy for young people to miss lessons, you could ask from this whether the teachers care about the results. The children were “randomly allocated” into groups and were then tailgated by a member of the research team, this writer believes that by putting young people out of their comfort zone as much as this, the authors are risking not getting enough information. The writer would also like to suggest how perhaps the wellbeing check cards may not have been age-appropriate for the whole of the age group taking part as sentences like “ability to understand, think clearly and function socially” may have been difficult for the younger ones to understand. The authors state how they had written or verbal consent from children’s parents, the writer would like to argue that verbal consent is not enough to ensure safeguarding for everyone taking part in the study. The writer would also like to bring to attention that the authors have stated that due to “logistical issues” between 9 and 12 children were present for the pre and post-evaluation sessions. The writer believes that this questions the studies validity as it states earlier on in the article that the number of children taking part was exactly 36. The last weakness the writer would like to add is that it seemed to be the case that some of the findings were not able to be used, and were not statistically significant. 
Banks (1999) states “all youth workers can give examples of similar incidents and dilemmas- of cases where they have debated hard about what to do, and wondered afterwards if what they did was right”. The writer thinks the main ethical consideration of the study is if it was really age appropriate, and if talking about subjects such as mental health was suitable for children as young as 9. Another issue the writer would like to suggest is if verbal consent alone was enough, and if it would have been safer and more appropriate to use written consent. The writer would also like to argue that it may not have been ethically correct to target children who were experiencing difficulties. Furthermore, the writer would like to suggest how it may not have been ethical to have used professionals who have existing relationships with the schools. Lastly, the writer would like to suggest how it may not have been ethical of the authors to allow the children to be tailgated by people they don’t know. 
A similar article by Cotton et al (2006) focused on the mental health in young Austrians, they also brought into account the differences within genders. 1207 people took part in this study which is far more than the 36 pupils who took part in the above study. Cotton et all also worked with young people aged 12 to 25, the writer believes that this is far more of an appropriate age than the above article working with ages 9 to 15, especially as the subject being research is mental health. The writer also believes that Cotton at al had a broader result as they were not linking it to one specific setting, as the above article is linked to the outdoors. 
Concluding, the authors used some interesting and up-to-date polices when conducting their research, for example mentioning the Five Ways to Wellbeing throughout. Some interesting findings were gained from the authors using both quantitative and qualitative methods. Nevertheless, the writer believes that there is areas in which the authors could have thought about the decisions more, for example the ages and amount of participates there were. Harrison and Wise suggest that all workers involved with young people need to be capable of appropriate thinking about ethics in practical situations (2005). The writer believes that if any further work was to be done from this study, this would be an important point to remember. 
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