Accessing Participatory Research Impact and Legacy (APRIL) 

Accessing Participatory Research Impact and Legacy (APRIL) was proposed for the following reasons:
· Participatory research is a term that is widely used but there is no clear guidance to what might form the basis of a participatory approach compared with other forms of empirical research undertaken with people.  

· There was a need to identify the impact and legacy participatory research to understand the fundamental underpinnings of the approach and the logically expected changes that such research might bring about 

· Participatory research is undertaken across a full range of disciplines and there is no central literature repository to draw on to share knowledge and understandings about this approach

· There is currently no technological way of capturing and representing the impact of participatory research ergo the need to develop a centralised repository that: 
· provides a focal point for participatory researchers (academics and community based researchers) to engage with the work of others in the field for shared learning purposes. 

· is interactive, rather than fixed, to enable participatory researchers to build and shape knowledge together in relation to the participatory paradigm.

· provides a platform for improved dissemination of participatory research and its impact.

	The JISC/NECCPE funding enabled APRIL to bring together people with a range of expertise with the intention of developing an open, online, interactive database (conceptualised as the knowledge base)  The knowledge base would: 

· bring together published sources on the background, participatory dimension, and impact of PHR, making these available to communities of practice 

· provide a means of synthesising knowledge and impact from various sources in relation to participatory dimensions 

· capture outputs and impacts of PHR using research and BCE reference points 

· develop dimensions for describing PHR through diverse stakeholder engagement 

· provide an on-going space for the collection of resources for the shared development of understanding through the process of public categorisation 

· comply with the CERIF model
The core element of the work was to find 12 papers, written in the past 6 years, identified as participatory by their authors.  The authors would then be contacted for a discussion to
a. clarify type of partnership approach used
b. assess factual characteristics of the overall partnership approach 

c. identify research approaches and methods 
d. identify perceived impact related to the participatory approach and dimension of participation
This information would then be used, alongside indicators already gathered and developed by the APRIL project team, to develop and populate an interactive knowledgebase for researchers, both academic and community, to build knowledge about participatory research and its impact and share lessons learnt from the impact analysis exercise across participating institutions and the broader PR community of practice.
Process

1.The whole team met to identify understandings of the notion of participatory research in health held by the range of professionals, and to identify 

· the core principle by which we could work to take the project forward

· the work that would need to be done in relation to gathering papers

· some key dimensions for participation, its outcomes/impact to inform data base design
· draft out key informant telephone interview schedule 
2. Papers were collected that identified themselves as participatory, where participatory was broadly defined by McTaggart’s notion of authentic participation as “ownership, that is responsible agency in the production of knowledge and improvement in practice.” p28. Studies included would be able to answer ‘yes’ to the following questions based on those used by Wallerstein et al (2003) in their study:
· are dimensions between collaborators discussed?
· are participation characteristics mentioned?
· are dimensions and methods of the participatory process characterised?
· have the participatory processes been linked to outcomes?
3. Pilot interviews took place with the authors of first 6 papers, only 5 of which ultimately fell into the criteria.  In addition the date of publication had to be elongated to enable sufficient papers to be identified.
4. A second meeting was then held to both further develop the key informant interview schedules and begin to identify the shape of the knowledgebase in line with outcomes of pilot. 
5. Six more authors were contacted and the following was discussed:

· impact across various stakeholders and where it occurs

· links between dimensions of participation and outcomes/impact

· links between methodological approach, methods and impact

6. On the basis of the findings it was intended to design a free, online, open access data base that utilises the data model developed by the MICE project (http://mice.cerch.kcl.ac.uk/?p=71). This data base would hold information but also be searchable for both academic and community partners in terms of types of methods and links to outcomes, outputs and impact across various dimensions to be determined through this project. Unfortunately, however, outputs from other projects that were believed to be helpful technological starts e.g. IRIOS-2 (http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/di_researchmanagement/researchinformation/irios2.aspx), MICE (http://mice.cerch.kcl.ac.uk/) and UKRISS (http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/di_researchmanagement/researchinformation/ukriss.aspx were revealed to be schemas for a relevant database rather than an actual piece of software.  This meant the type of system envisaged by the project team could not be built within the technical development resource associated with this project. Technical work to progress the schema from the theoretical into development has, therefore, been reduced to a WordPress facility with limited categorisation and basic search functionality. 
Outputs and outcomes.


· A bibliography of papers that have either PPI or participatory approaches has been developed and found useful by the APRIL project team for both their own learning and for sharing with other learners (attached)
· A select group of papers have been identified as participatory and have been appended with associated dimensions and categorisations for participation and impact.  (attached)
· Online platform for disseminating impact analysis findings and connecting with the research community (temporarily found at http://healthresearchimpact.wordpress.com). The project team, in conjunction with the International Collaboration on Participatory Health Research, will maintain the WordPress blog beyond the end of this project, invite other PR researchers to contribute their publication abstracts for impact analysis and link to other ICPHR activities.
· A prototype for the knowledgebase has been developed in WordPress for use in disseminating and developing understandings has been produced (see above)  The use of WordPress has resulted in limited categorisation of the selected research studies but enables publication of the project team’s work in sourcing, analysing and reporting research studies engaged in PHR and acts as a vehicle for dissemination and future engagement. For web sharing of possible dimensions of participation, and dimensions of impact from published papers, it is be possible to share the papers unless they are published in open access journals, so article summaries, with categorisation, are published on the WordPress site.
· A ‘pattern’ for the knowledgebase going to scale has been produced, alongside more clearly identified IT requirements. The team has developed IT knowledge and understandings in relation to an interactive tool that can carry forward a learning repository for active engagement.
· Funding is being sort for going to scale with a fully functional knowledgebase. 
Impact of the project.
· Raised the profile of participatory research, its quality and impact within and across our academic institutions.

· More fully developed understandings of PHR and its impact
· within the APRIL project team  
· across authors associated with the project 
· Laid the foundations for developing understandings of the nature, quality and impact of participatory research within our respective institutions and beyond (nationally and internationally).
· Provided a ‘pattern’ for a knowledgebase that can form the basis for a new bid for funding and go to scale with the ideas generated from APRIL

· Engaging authors and forming new learning networks about impact provided a much needed service to this marginalised academic community that works at the forefront of community engagement. 
· As this participatory approach for articulating impact encompassed the views of the PHR community, and continues to be improved through their further engagement, the legacy of the project will be the continued development beyond the life of the programme itself. The objective of the JISC/NCCPE programme, to stimulate the cross-pollination of existing expertise and technology to enhance capacity in impact analysis across the sector, is arguably well met by this project.  
Learning from the project
The APRIL project enhanced the capability of Northumbria University and partner institutions to analyse and articulate the impact of participation in health research by utilising BCE expertise from a wide range of professionals in public engagement, knowledge exchange, impact analysis and information management. The institutional partnership approach allowed the cross-pollination of expertise and technology resources and enhanced the capability of researchers and BCE practitioners alike to demonstrate its value to society.
The APRIL project found:

· there was illusory consensus in relation to the meaning of participatory research as opposed to research with participants 
· authors of academic papers have a complex range of understandings of what it means to do participatory health research

· there was a need for this type of knowledgebase - authors of academic papers would, in general, benefit from, and appreciate, more exposure to notions of impact in the participatory paradigm and linking them to both the quality of their work and dimensions of participation - the impact of participatory research is poorly recognised, not well understood, and poorly articulated in research papers -  it was not just a matter of articulating impact, but also the need to educate researchers on recognising new and different types of impact in relation to PHR. 

· timescales for impact and legacy affect the ability of academic researchers to adequately articulate them in papers

· Current forms of academic publications tend to miss the longitudinal community based impacts - because impacts articulated by community practitioners are not adequately capture by the current process of dissemination there is a need to connect academic literature with other forms of dissemination as a means of linking to PHR to its impact (as proposed in the knowledgebase). Community participant publications are not linked to academic work –this could be facilitated through the knowledgebase to facilitate a closer partnership between the two

· IT input necessary to complete the project was under-resourced. The amount of time dedicated to technical development work was in hindsight an underestimate as the IT technologists have not been able to source a suitable open access base for our knowledgebase.  Their work has obviously moved the fundamental idea of the project on considerably as it has informed us of what cannot be used, and there is a much clearer idea of what the needs are.  Whilst this did on the face of it, seem very disappointing, we do know have a clear idea of what is needed. The IT team believe that SharePoint, with approximately two months development time, would be sufficient to produce a knowledgebase with a more complex structure and search functionality that would allow for an acceptable process for external contribution of material. Such a development would not only be of use to the participatory research community, but could also provide both structure and technical functionality that could be easily adapted to other research methodologies.
· The participatory nature of the project, drawing together people from other institutions, has enabled shared learning that can be developed both within our institutions, has provided the foundation for continued work across our institutions and connected communities of practice. It has extended knowledge and networks and raised the profile of the issues that need to be addressed if the expertise of the communities with which we work is to gain the recognition it deserves as a quality indicator for participatory research processes.
· 6 months was a very short time for a participatory project to be able to able to demonstrate longitudinal impact but the framework for collecting that has been developed. There is an underspend on the project of the money allocated to evaluation/dissemination due to the longer time it has taken to produce the first  collection of papers. A evaluation/dissemination event would further develop the impact and effectiveness of this project by bringing together member of the participating institutions and community colleagues to both discuss and contribute to the sets of papers already analysed and established.  It would be enormously helpful to be able to carry over this underspend for this purpose.  (see attached budget)
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