	
	
	



Part 1
I confirm that I have not used any AI tools in the research or creation of this assignment. I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm that I have copied of my drafts, notes, and other resources I have used, which I may be asked to provide in evidence.    
This review critically evaluates research on the role that “family acceptance has as a protective factor for LGBT adolescents and young adults” and the fact that that this aspect has “not been established” (Ryan et al, 2010, p.1). The researchers have taken a quantitative approach using findings from previous qualitative research, this is a pragmatic approach (Kelly and Cordeiro, 2020). The journal article points out that this previous research did not include transgender young people and focused on the negativity between parents and LGB young people, and not on the benefits that an accepting family can have on the development of LGBT young people. Therefore, this research included transgender young people and focused on the positive impact that family support can have on health, wellbeing and drug use.
The researchers used lengthy interviews which were then audio-taped and transcribed. The interviews covered “a wide range of practices” (Seidman, 1988, quoted by Hofisi, Hofisi and Mago, 2014); however, an interviewer must be skilled at interviews, otherwise they themselves can become a weakness and subject the interviews to their own bias (Hofisi, Hofisi and Mago, 2014). Denscombe (2022) agrees and adds that an audio or video recording can discourage a participant from being open, they also state that there is no way to know whether what the interviewees are stating is the truth. The journal article does not mention which interviewing technique was used.
From these interviews, the researchers created a list of fifty-five positive family experiences, they then used these experiences to create close-ended items, also known as close-ended questions. According to Denscombe (2022), close-ended questions provide more quantifiable answers, which for this research, is useful as they are using a quantitative measure to evaluate the interview. However, the answers to close-ended questions may not fully reflect the true feelings of the respondent, which might cause frustration, as their views cannot be fully expressed. The researchers used close-ended questions to assess the frequency of ‘accepting’ behaviour and conducted a survey. 
They used a four-point (Likert) scale to measure the responses from the survey and used the mean and range to calculate the differences between low and high family acceptance. Using a mean and range has its disadvantages, as a mean can be distorted by any outlying answers, this then makes it unrepresentative of the responses from the group (Bobbit, 2023). Additionally using a range with such a large response group, provides you with less information about the responses (Writer, 2015). To indicate positive adjustment, they used the 10-item Rosenberg (1985) self-esteem scale. According to Tinakon and Nahathai (2012) this scale has low reliability due to negatively worded questions. To measure depression, they used the 20-item Centre for Epidemiological studies Depression scale. According to research by Carleton et al. (2013) this scale has sex bias as it asks about crying spells, which, they argue, because of cultural norms, women may report crying spells, which does not always indicate depression. They used ordinary least squares and logistic regression analysis to test the degree to which family acceptance predicts young adult health outcomes. According to FasterCapital (ND) ordinary least squares and logistic regression analysis are, again, both affected by any outliers. 
The research used a participatory based approach, which, according to Viswanathan et al (2004, quoted by Ryan et al, 2010) increases “the representativeness and cultural competence of sampling and research strategies”. However, according to Kanyamuna and Zulu (2021) conflicting interest can be an issue in part in participatory methods because of the power dynamic between researchers and participants.
The article is unclear why these methods of data collection were chosen, but the author believes that they were appropriate to answer the question. Using quantitative measures but using previous qualitative research shows that they took a mixed-method approach to the research. While the researchers themselves named the research as quantitative, using interviews, which is a qualitative method of research, and then conducting surveys using a scale, which is a quantitative method of research, creates a mixed-method approach. According to Wasti et al. (2022) mixed-methods provide a “holistic picture” which adds “depth and breadth to the study.”  
There were two hundred and forty-five participants in this research. The researchers gathered the participants by selecting two hundred and forty-nine LGBTQ+ venues within a hundred-mile radius from their office. They then screened the participants to gather those who met the criteria of being aged 21-25, Latino, white or mixed, and “self-identification as LGBT during adolescence” and “knowledge of their LGBT identity by at least one parent or guardian during adolescence” (Ryan et al. 2010). It is unclear how this sample was split, and how many young people of each sexuality was included, however, this is quite a large sample which later allowed the researchers to compare results between groups. 

The participants were all young people and according to the article, practitioners such as mental health providers, teachers, social workers and advocates provided guidance on all aspects of the research. Asking young people about their experience as an LGBT adolescent may have opened the research to memory bias, however, the author believes that this may have been the only way to find out how family acceptance can affect a person’s health without conducting an unethical longitudinal study which may put vulnerable young people at risk of psychological harm. 
This then leads to the issue of ethics and ethical issues in this research. Firstly, the researchers state that their research was approved by their university's IRB, which as Denscombe (2022) states is normally an independent ethical review board, meaning that the research must have measures in place for the review board to deem it ethical. However, the article is not clear on what ethical issues they faced and what measures were put in place to prevent harm. Additionally, Groundwater-Smith, Dockett and Bottrell (2015. P. 41) argue that gaining approval from an ethical review board “does not guarantee that all aspects of the research will be conducted in an ethical manner”. 
Researchers must follow the main principles of ethics, one of which is protecting the interests of participants. The BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (fifth edition 2024) and Denscombe (2022) both argue that participants should be protected from physical, psychological and personal harm. Denscombe (2022) argues that the ways to do this are to conduct a risk assessment, which will help the researchers foresee possibilities of harm. Guarantee anonymity, meaning that the participants would be unidentifiable in the published results. Confidentiality, which makes sure that the participants’ data is secure. Privacy, where researchers must avoid unnecessarily intrusive measures, and fair selection, the idea that the election of participants avoids harmful discrimination and that reasons to exclude participants from research should not be on irrelevant or unfair grounds.
Additionally, the BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (fifth edition 2024, section 31) state that participants should have the “right to withdraw from the research for any or no reason, and participants should be informed of this right and how to exercise it”. The Guidelines for community-based participatory research have additional ethical principles that they advise researchers to bear in mind and include with generic ethical principles. They argue that these principles are: mutual respect, that research relationships should be mutual and not have a power difference between researchers and participants. Equity and inclusion, to actively seek participants from a range of different backgrounds and provide a voice to those who are usually ignored. To have democratic participation, so those taking part in the research have a say in the decision-making allowing participants to develop different skills and expertise; this is also a key element in the 5 Pillar’s of Youth Work as it is empowering young people. To make a difference and promote research that creates positive change. Collective action, to work together with individual groups and achieve change through research. Finally, personal integrity, researchers must behave reliably and honestly, be transparent and trustworthy and be open to change, to recognise and reflect on their bias and prejudices. It can be argued that the research conducted by Ryan et al met many of these standards, as they worked with a marginalised group from different areas, including urban and suburban, and created an opportunity to create change, however none of these guidelines are mentioned in the research. 
It can be argued that the research was conducted on a vulnerable community, and while all participants were over the age of eighteen, Salerno, Williams and Gattamorta (2020) argue that the LGBTQ+ community is vulnerable. The Economic and Social Research Council (2023) state that researchers should consider the vulnerability of the participant, any negative consequences from their involvement in the research, limits to confidentiality, the legal requirement to working with vulnerable people (e.g, Disclose and Barring Service clearance), incentives for participation and making sure that information is clear so that informed consent can be given.
 Alongside this, the researchers would have also had to consider the risk of psychological harm from bringing up potential traumatic experiences.  Some researchers argue that you should not bring up traumatic experiences with those who suffer from trauma, but rather researchers should work alongside professionals who deal with trauma (Kerig, 2019). However, others argue that speaking to professionals does not allow you to receive the full picture (Berring et al., 2024). Trauma-based research can cause many ethical issues, Smeaton (ND) speaks about the potential impact of hearing about trauma during the research and the possibility of experiencing vicarious trauma. To combat this, Smeaton advises that researchers should have a healthy work-life balance, challenge negative beliefs and create connections and building communities with others. Previous research around trauma often includes professionals to contact or a list of charities and helplines to talk to if the issues in the research affected the participants or even the reader. The article does not mention whether any support was put into place in case the research brought up traumatic memories. 
To conclude, the research conducted by Ryan et al was very unique, and had some very interesting, unique results, including being the first researchers to investigate the positive influence of family acceptance on LGBT adolescents and their health. They found that “family acceptance does not vary based on gender, sexual or transgender identity. However, Latino, immigrant, religious and low socioeconomic status families appear to be less accepting” (Ryan et al 2010), so it appears to be the characteristics of families that make a difference in acceptance rates, rather than differing sexual orientations or gender identity. They also discovered that having an accepting family as an LGBT young adult has a positive impact on self-esteem, social support and general health, and is a protective factor against depression, substance abuse, suicidal ideation and suicide attempts. We now know that having an accepting family can have positive impacts, which may influence further research into why this is and how we can help families become more accepting.
The main issue of this research is that the authors were not clear about ethics. They did not mention what measures were put in place to keep the participants and researchers safe, leading to the question of whether the research was ethical or not. It can be assumed the research plan was ethical as it was approved by the University's IRB, but we cannot know for sure if the way they conducted the research was ethical or not. The researchers also admit that they are unsure if their sample is representative of the general population of the LGBT community as their population is an unknown number. 
The author believes that the way the research was approached did meet the purpose of finding out “the role that family acceptance has on LGBT adolescents” (Ryan et al, 2010) and this has impacted guides to nursing intervention. Guidance now advices nurses to routinely ask young people about their identity and how their family reacts/ has reacted. Nurses then can provide education and guidance as needed to families to help them support their LGBT children, they can also help with advocating for the importance of family-related care for LGBT young people. Additionally, nurses in school settings can provide early intervention to those identifying as LGBT or being bullied about being perceived as being gay. However, the author believes that this guidance should also be provided to others in young people’s lives such as teachers, youth leaders and workers and mental health practitioners so those who do not want to speak to nurses about their families can seek other trusted adults who can then follow this guidance. 
The researchers have identified that further investigation may be needed into why transgender adolescents reported lower social support and general health independent from family acceptance.  
If the author were to make a difference to the research, they would have not used a quantitative measure to compare the survey results, because it makes the results confusing to read for the public and takes away the opinions and experiences of the participants. Interviews would have still been used, but the author would have taken the data from the interviews, made it anonymous and then shared it, rather than comparing numbers, which feels impersonal and may aggravate the participants as they may feel that any opinions they wanted shared were taken away from them. 
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Introduction
This is a plan for a small-scale research project investigating the link between low mental health and being LGBTQ+ in today’s climate. This topic has been chosen because the author has experience of both and has worked with young LGBTQ+ people about their mental health during placement and has seen that it is a major issue. The author acknowledges their personal bias in this research, as they are directly involved in and have a passion for creating a better life for the LGBTQ+ community. However, the author will practice reflexivity and make sure if they find themselves getting too involved, they will take a step-back from the research and seek advice. The research will take place during 2025-26, with the young LGBTQ+ community of Wales. The author plans to work with Dr Mz’s LGBTQ+ group, a group they have known for a few years to create questions and critique them for harmful content, create a survey and then distribute the survey online. This approach of including young people in the creation of the research links to Harts Ladder of Participation, the plan for the research reaches the sixth rung of the ladder with “Adult-initiated, shared decisions with young people” taking place (Rich, 2019). This participatory approach also links to the National Occupational Standards of Youth Work (NOS) as it empowers young people by helping them to be agents of change; it educates them on how to create a survey and about safeguarding risks. It also fits into the Five Pillars of Youth Work (Youth Work in Wales Review Group, 2022) as it is “participative” and “inclusive” as it is giving a voice to a marginalised community.  
Aims and objectives
The overall aim of the research is to find out whether there is a correlation between being an LGBTQ+ young person and issues with mental health. The objectives of this research is to find out whether these mental health issues are caused by bullying; secondly, to find out if family acceptance has anything to do with their mental health and what helps them; thirdly, what services they have accessed and what has helped and what has not, and why? 
Methods used
To conduct this research, firstly a few draft questions will be written by the author and then shared with a focus group by those who would like to participate from the LGBTQ+ group of Dr MZ. An informal discussion will be led by the author about what types of questions they would like to see, and any questions they think may cause harm, this will then create more ideas for the questionnaire. These questions will be written down on a flipchart where young people can add ideas throughout the session.  The questions created will then be narrowed down to make sure that they stay in line with the aims and objectives of the research and from that, a questionnaire will be created. The author will again ask the young people from the focus group to participate and answer the questionnaire; the author will also share the questionnaire online with youth workers to share with their LGBTQ+ groups and specialised services such as Umbrella Cymru and encourage the young people to share it with friends. The questionnaire will be open for a few weeks until the sample size is satisfactory. 
Ethical issues
To make sure the young people participating in the research are protected from harm, many ethical issues need to be considered. Firstly, Denscombe (2022) and BERA Ethical Guidelines for Educational Research (fifth edition 2024) state that ethical issues that all researchers must consider are anonymity, confidentiality, privacy, fair selection and the right to withdraw at any point in the research. Denscombe (2022. P.31) adds that when working with children or vulnerable people, “permission from parents” or a guardian “is needed”. This adds the issue of confirming the age of those over sixteen in the online survey. This is a dilemma as the researcher does not want to exclude those under the age of eighteen from answering the online survey but has no way of knowing if they lie about their age. Denscombe (2002, p.31) states that researchers conducting online research with young people should use their knowledge to identify underage respondents and “abide by relevant national laws relating to contact with children and vulnerable people”. However, by sharing this questionnaire with youth workers and specialised organisations it reduces the risk of underage participants because the youth workers running the group will only share with those who can answer it without parental consent, and while it is not guaranteed that every youth worker will do this, it safeguards the risk more than trusting people to be honest about their age. 
 Articles three and twelve of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) state that “in all actions concerning children” the “best interests of the child shall be a primary consideration” and that a child has the “right to express” their “views freely” and these views should be considered. The Education Workforce Council’s Code of Professional Conduct and Practice (2024) which all youth workers must follow, states that youth workers must maintain “Personal and Professional Responsibility, Professional Integrity, Collaborative Work, Professional Knowledge and Understanding and Professional Learning”. The researcher will make sure to follow these and other guidelines to make sure the research is conducted in an ethical manner. 

Another ethical issue is the young people being able to give informed consent, assent and dissent if they need it, Groundwater-Smith, Dockett and Bottrell (2015) state that when parents are providing consent for their children, it is important that researchers explain the research to them so they can provide assent, which is defined as “an explicit, affirmative agreement to participate, not merely the absence of objection” (Vitello, 2003, quoted by Groundwater-Smith, Dockett and Bottrell, 2015). It is also important to explain to young people that they have the right to withdraw from the research at any point, and the researchers must take this seriously. The researcher will provide them with this knowledge at the start of the focus group and the questionnaire and will provide their email in case anyone who has answered online then wants to withdraw. 
Due to the nature of this research, there may be a risk of psychological harm due to bringing up potential traumatic experiences. To combat this, the author will ask the focus group if any of the questions they have devised seem triggering to them, they will keep in mind that everyone’s opinion and trauma may be different, so they will check with a third party, possibility their university lecturers, to gather their opinions and advice on whether the questions may trigger a trauma response. They will also provide a list of services and helplines that the young people can contact if they feel anything mentioned in the survey or focus group has affected them. 
The author will also make sure to fill out the university’s ethical approval form to make sure that the plan for their research is ethical and mitigates any risk of harm.   


Strengths and weaknesses of the approach 
By approaching the research in a participatory manner this empowers the young people and allows them to be part of something they can be proud of. It creates a learning opportunity for them to learn about how to conduct a research project, how to mitigate risk and what difference a piece of research can make on policy. This fits into the Youth Work NOS (CLD Standards Council Scotland, 2019) as it enables them to “identify, reflect and use their learning to enhance their future development” (YW05), it allows them “to assess risk and make informed choices in the management of their health and well-being” (YW 15) and equips them with safeguarding techniques (YW16). However, this research is only on the sixth rung of Harts Ladder of Participation and could be higher with the young people leading the research rather than the author; however, for the purpose of this project, the author must be the one to initiate and run the research. 
[bookmark: _Int_4cvvdNgK] According to Acocella (2012) choosing to run a focus group means that the author will collect detailed qualitative data from a variety of participants with differing opinions and perspectives, the focus group may also lead to new ideas and insights for the questionnaire that the author may haven’t thought of. However, one issue with a focus group is that you may have some participants speaking more than others, or there may be a singular talkative participant that takes over. One way to combat this is having time where everyone can speak, and while it may be childish, having a ‘talking stick’ or other object to combat this. Another issue is “social desirability bias” (Ananian, 2024) where participants may not share what they think, in order to gain social approval. Being in a group setting may also prevent the participants from mentioning experiences that they do not want others to know; however, the anonymity of the survey will provide them the space to answer personally. 
Additionally, Groundwater-Smith, Dockett and Bottrell (2015) argue that while previous participatory research with young people was focused on empowerment, the power in recent research has belonged to the researcher or adult and exercised over the participants or the young people. However, Cooke and Kothari (2001, quoted by Groundwater-Smith, Dockett and Bottrell, 2015) argue that “while adults do seem to have more power” “children and young people themselves are not powerless”. The author emphasises that they will do all that they can to remain as a vessel for the young people to have their say rather than to hold power over them, and they will ask the young people to let them know if they ever feel like they are being ignored or feel that they have no power. 
Methods of analysis
The author has debated whether the information analysed and reported will be quantitative or qualitative and there are strengths and weaknesses to both. Quantifying the information will make the published research unidentifiable and will allow the author to compare results and numbers, however, the author feels that it takes the personality away from the research, and having young people's personal experiences would be much more effective. However, even if the author makes the quotes anonymous, there is still a chance that the participants may be identified by those who they have shared their opinions with. However, the author will make this clear to the participants and warn them that if they do not want the risk of being identified, they should not share opinions that they have previously shared online or with friends/family. To combat this debate, the author will ask the young people of the focus group which data they believe will work best. The author will explain the strengths and weaknesses of both and ask the young people to vote, this then includes them in the analysis of the research and allows them the choice of whether they would like their personal experiences known, or to be numbers that are compared. 
To analyse the data, if it is qualitative the author will use thematic analysis which will allow the author to “identify analyse, and interpret patterns of shared meaning (themes) within a given data set” (McLoed, 2024). Using thematic analysis will help the author stick to the aims and objectives of the research and will save them the time of analysing answers that may not fit into the aims of the research. According to Moore (2025) this method of analysis is flexible and can be adapted to many qualitative methods of research, it allows the author to develop a code from the data, it is good for large data and enables many researchers to ask questions, even those that may seem difficult. 
Reporting, feedback and dissemination
The author would like the information in this study to be reported as they hope it can influence how services and policy helps LGBTQ+ young people. They plan to publish the results online, but only if their participants agree. If a participant wants to take part in the research but does not want their results published, they will not be published. The results will also be shared back to the focus group at Dr MZ to discuss the outcomes of the research and what they would like youth workers and other services to do with the information; this will then be written down and shared with their permission. A link to the published results will also be shared with previous groups where the author asked for participants, so those online can access them. The author hopes that this information will empower LGBTQ+ young people to make change, and to also educate other young people, so they may become allies and advocate for change. 
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