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<a>ABSTRACT 
This chapter describes the participatory research methodology of world café and its suitability to researching with young people.  Consideration is given to ethical practice of parental consent, anonymity, sensitive questioning, ‘social relation’ effects, participant honesty, safeguarding and referrals to support agencies when research is conducted with multiple participants at a data collection event.  The world café methodology is described with considerations to its advantages and limitations and an adapted model is presented.  Data quality is discussed along with how best to present findings and how data can be used for change activism, which is a fundamental principal of participatory research. The chapter reflects on a world café race hate crime and race hate extremism research project with young people in the UK to enable readers to visualise world café in action.  
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<a>INTRODUCTION
Criminology has a long history of utilising scientifically rigorous quantitative and qualitative research methods to understand crime and criminal behaviour (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a). Within the qualitative investigation genre, a range of conversational data collection approaches are available for criminological researchers to utilise, such as interviews and focus groups. This chapter introduces the reader to the qualitative and participatory research method of world café and an adapted version of this methodology. The chapter considers this approach and its applicability to criminological research with a specific focus on using this methodology with young people (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page, 2020). To explore world café methodology in action with young people, a case study is provided from a research project on race hate crime and extremism (Page, 2020).  This research took place with school and college pupils in the UK and data collection occurred on educational premises. Due to this methodology being relatively new to the field of criminology (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018), the author provides descriptive accounts on how to use this approach.  
World café methodology was developed in 1995 in a living room, set up with multiple coffee tables for people to sit around to engage in strategic conversations (Issacs in Brown and Issacs, 2005;14-15). A guest asked to find out what others were talking about, which initiated people moving to different coffee tables to listen to what was being discussed. The facilitators then invited each group to provide a summary of their discussions. The methodology has since been used extensively across multiple continents and settings (from living rooms to conferencing venues) for business, health, education, government, and community leaders plan and strategize (ibid; 5-6). The roots of world café are found in appreciative enquiry where the emphasis is on discovering what works and possibilities for the future (Brown and Issacs, 2005;7). As such, world café works well for solution finding to societal and criminological issues and can be adapted to work with young people and young adults (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page, 2020; Page, 2023). The methodology can be used when working with perpetrators of crime (Page et al, 2019; 2022), as well as with victims (Page, 2020).  World café appears to work well with young people due to being reflective of classroom educational activity, such as information being presented and followed up on through small group discussions with feedback to everyone (Page, 2020; Page, 2023).   
With world café being a participatory research method (Brown and Issacs, 2005), this chapter starts with an exploration of the fundamentals of this approach and how it differs from more traditional qualitative research. There are varying views on what constitutes participatory practice (Banks, Hart, Pahl and Ward, 2019). However, there is not scope within this chapter to explore all perspectives. An overview of the world café methodology and an adaption of this method will be considered, alongside a case study example of world café in action with young people within criminological research pertaining to race hate crime and race hate extremism (Page, 2020). This chapter draws on literature, ethical considerations, and reflections on practice to help readers consider how to apply participatory principles and world café methodology to their own research repertoire. Advantages and limitations of world café are discussed, along with ways to maximise data quality through to processing and presenting data to facilitate change activism.
<b>The Participatory Research Context
Participatory research differs from traditional research in its underpinning values and practices (Warwick-Booth, Bagnall and Coan, 2021). A distinctive feature is the emphasis on collaboration between the academic researcher and a range of people with lived and learned experience in shaping and delivering research projects (Aldridge, 2016). In the context of criminology, the terms ‘lived and learned experience’ typically relates to those with direct lived experience of either conducting criminal offences or being a victim of crime, and those who have learnt experience through relationships with offenders and victims in the community, or through voluntary and paid work. Participatory research aims to support community capacity building (Warwick-Booth, Bagnall and Coan, 2021) and is reflective of ‘community development’ via the formation of a ‘community of practice’ (Banks, Hart, Pahl and Ward, 2019;2), with people coming together to learn and to develop and implement research. In more traditional research projects, academic researchers tend to work in silos, or with fellow academics, and they have the power to shape and deliver the research project based on their academic expertise. 
Moreover, in traditional research, there is an apparent power dynamic between the researcher and the researched; for example, feminist criminological qualitative research aims at reducing power differentials by emphasising the shared lived experience of being a woman to provide an egalitarian approach to data collection  (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a) . The practice of collective experience and reducing power differentials asserted by feminists in the 1960s, is shared and extended further by participatory researchers. Indeed, as Goldstraw et al. (2021) affirm, participatory practice is concerned with reducing academic privilege and sharing power with others throughout the research project lifecycle, which is a collaboration that might take place through a series of regular meetings (see Page et al. 2021). 
Participatory research aims to create improvements for the community and with the community, encompassing social justice outcomes (Aldridge, 2016). A shared purpose and desired change to legislation, policy and practice stimulates such research. People from different backgrounds work together for a common good. Porteous and Goodman (2023) found benefits to both young people and criminal justice professionals when young people are engaged in participatory processes to inform service design. On the other hand, traditional criminological research typically has a main aim of bringing about new knowledge in the field, with some research targeted at influencing policy change (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a). The driver can be purely for researcher interest and, as such, the research benefits are most likely to be to the academic(s) and their respective universities. In summary, two things that can help us identify whether a project is participatory are: i) who else is involved and empowered in the design and delivery of the research project beyond the academic researcher; and (ii) what difference will be made at individual, community, service delivery, policy, and legislative level from the research?  
<b>Consultation to Fully Collaborative Participation
There is a continuum to participatory research pertaining to engagement levels with lived and learned experience experts. Hart (1992) likens this to a ladder, with consultation at the lowest rung, and full partnership at the highest rung. Brown (2021: 3) describes a continuum from participants being minimally involved at consultation level at one end, through to full involvement and collaboration throughout the life of a research project at the other end. The lower level of consultative participatory practice might mean that people with lived and learned experience are part of a steering group that helps to shape the research project, but they are less involved with direct data collection and analysis. Conversely, fully participatory research may include participants “working as ‘co-researchers’ alongside academic or other ‘professional researchers’… entailing diverse groups of people creating knowledge together” (Banks et al. 2019: 23). As such, the top part of the ladder is more about continued teamwork and shared decision making on an ongoing basis. An important factor for participatory researchers working with young people is to ensure the collaboration is meaningful and not tokenistic or manipulatory (Hart, 1992), whether that be at the consultative level or fully participatory practice or anywhere in between.
Brown (2021) and Hart’s (1992) references to ‘consultation’ as a lower level of participatory practice creates some overlap with traditional qualitative research methods. For example, in traditional approaches, the researcher might undertake a pilot study with people to ascertain feedback to further improve the research questions and approach before data collection commences with a wider participant group (Page, 2023). Malmqvist et al (2019) argue pilot studies can improve research project quality. Despite the traditional pilot study approach being consultative, the ownership of a project and power to make decisions remains with the academic researcher. The academic researcher may choose to change very little, despite feedback indicating more change would be welcome. Consultative practice that does not take on board feedback from lived and learned experts is perceived as tokenistic, leading potentially to community disengagement (Page and Griffiths, 2023).
On the other hand, higher levels of participation with young people include young people leading and sharing decisions with adults throughout the research process (Hart, 1992). Accordingly, young people become co-designers and co-delivers of research alongside academic researchers (Aldridge, 2016). Hence, the young people need to be ‘competent and autonomous’ and vulnerabilities and risks need to be managed (ibid, 2016: 40). Collaboration can also include wider stakeholders and gatekeepers with learned experience, or previous lived experience. In traditional research, researchers share information about projects with gatekeepers, who then decide whether to grant researchers access to participants (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a). However, in fully participatory models, gatekeepers can be invited to work alongside academics and people with lived experience to assist with designing the research, which can increase the success of a project (Ahern, 2014; Kara, 2018; 105). Working alongside gatekeepers can help researchers understand how best to work alongside the lived experience group (Page et al, 2021). Gatekeepers have social capital to connect researchers to a lived experience group, but they can also block data collection (Ahern, 2014). An example of a gatekeeper might include a parent or social worker (Collins, Grace and Llewellyn, 2016), a schoolteacher (Adhern, 2014), a prison governor, or a youth offending team manager (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a). These gatekeepers possess differential power in relation to the young people they work with, and, as Martikke et al. (2019: 49) highlight, there should accordingly be commitment from all to equalise power out of respect for what everyone brings to the partnership.   
<b>Prioritising Participant Voice and 'Child First’ Justice
When used with children and young people, participatory research is ‘child-orientated’ with priority given to maximising the voice of the child to inform policy and practice (Collins, Grace and Llewellyn, 2016). Children having voice is validated by international children’s rights legislation (Muncie, 2009; Creaney and Case, 2021). In the context of youth and crime, young people having voice might include young offenders, their victims, or offender-victims, as found with gang related knife crime (Bailey et al. 2020), as well as in the progression from child victim to adult offender in violent crime and abuse (Halsey, 2017). In the UK, irrespective of the offender status, there is common appreciation that the child is firstly a child, and their offending status is secondary. This is referred to as ‘child-first’ (Haines and Case, 2015), which encourages a welfare approach to juvenile justice. However, philosophies underpinning UK youth justice provision and sentencing have not always fully reflected the welfare approach (Muncie, 2009). Young people are children until they reach the age of 18 years in the UK, hence the term child and young person is used interchangeably in relation to this age group in this chapter. Such distinctions of the ‘child’ are blurred with consideration to the age of sexual consent, the legal age a person can start to drive a car, and the legal age that a person can get married with parental consent (Muncie, 2009). Putting the child first is also paramount to participatory research with young people to influence effective service delivery, crime prevention, education, safeguarding and youth justice.
<b>Researching Marginalised Groups and Decolonisation
The fully participatory approach to research is particularly helpful for engaging marginalised groups (Aidley and Fearon, 2021). It lends itself to engaging with young people and adults with learning and physical difficulties (Aldridge, 2016; Gratton, 2019; Aidley and Fearon, 2021) and it can also decolonise research (Smith, 1999). A community researcher may be able to connect to participants and gain swifter trust and rapport due to their shared experiences. For example, I am a white female middle aged academic raised in a working-class family, and my social, ethnic and gender status may have been a hinderance when collecting data with ethnically diverse young people in the UK (Page, 2020). Bonilla-Silva and Zuberi (2008;15) capture the issue of ‘white logic and white methods’ in sociology, which refers to the way research methods have typically been developed by white academics and how this can create barriers to data collection and the interpretation of findings. For instance, Gallagher (2008; 170) talks about how his whiteness, professor status, accent, association with a university and assumed Jewish heritage made him an ‘outsider’ culturally with some people in his research. Participatory researchers aim to reduce such barriers; utilising fully participatory practice by having co-researchers with relevant lived experience to research participants can assist with this.
<b>Factors that Limit Fully Collaborative Practice         
Several factors can hinder fully collaborative practices. Commissioners sometimes prefer academic researchers to solely report on the findings to exert their research credibility (Aldridge, 2016; Page et al, 2021). Research budget levels can also impact upon engagement levels. Moreover, payment of lived and learned experience co-researchers is an ethical consideration that budgets might not accommodate. Payment should never be a mechanism of coercion to engage in research, and there is longstanding social science debate over payment to participants in a research project to renumerate for time and other associated costs (Kara, 2018;100). This needs greater consideration when co-researchers could equally be participants in the study because it is important not to exploit people for work purposes.
However, there are occasions where financial payment might not be preferrable to the lived experience co-researcher and a gift, rather than money might be more appropriate. This is more of an issue for adults who might be in receipt of government welfare benefits and receiving a short-term work payment might jeopardise their stability; whereas receivership of gifts might be permitted within the welfare benefit policy. Accordingly, a food parcel gift might increase their well-being for the short amount of time they contribute expertise to the project.
Other research collaborators may not require additional payment because the work is considered part of their existing employment. Further budgetary considerations occur if lived experience researchers have been engaged to bridge a language gap by providing interpretative work. Researchers will need travel expenses covered and may need access to research resources, such as audio recording and IT equipment. The ‘digital divide’ in society (Selwyn and Facerb, 2014; Jundi and Gratton, 2023) may also need to be addressed to engage co-researchers who have lived experience of poverty. In addition, research findings dissemination may require associated costs to be factored into the budget if co-researchers are co-presenting at conferences and events. If a budget does not cover such expenditure, then fully participatory practice might not be viable for the duration of the whole project.     
A further barrier to fully collaborative practice relates to research timeframes. Kara (2018; 59) highlights how short timeframes can lead to doing research to people, rather than with them. If a timeframe does not allow for sufficient time to train, support, and supervise lived and learned experience researchers, then fully participatory practice may not be viable. Researcher competence is an ethical issue (ibid), so training and supporting co-researchers is also a likely requirement (Page et al., 2019; Page, 2020; Page et al. 2022). 
<b>Preparing Research Topics
Whist sensitive topics can be explored through participatory research, the British Society of Criminology (2015) ethical guidance remind researchers of the obligation to maintain the well-being of both researchers and research participants. Moreover, a lived or learned experience researcher may not have the skills to explore sensitive topics. Practicing beyond competence levels could result in trauma to both the co-researcher and participant(s). Therefore, it can be helpful if a trained researcher works alongside a lived experience peer researcher (McCormack and Fedorowicz, 2022). It is imperative that support levels for lived experience co-researchers are properly catered for. Before researchers embark on a participatory research project, they might reflect on the following considerations:
· Do you have time to invest in collaboration and co-research?
· What level of participatory research is viable within the timescale of the research project?
· What is the research topic and who else is interested in this agenda?
· Do you have any specific lived or learned experience relating to the topic of investigation? Who else with lived and learned expertise could enhance the research team?
· What do the commissioners who are funding the research want and what are their perceptions of how participatory research will be implemented?  
· How sensitive is the research topic and could the topic cause lived-experience researchers any distress? If so, how could distress be mitigated?  
· What is the budget for this research project and how much is available to pay for consultation and co-researchers? 
· What method of payment is preferable to your lived and learned experience researchers? Are there research venue, travel, interpreter costs to consider?
· What IT and digital considerations are there for data collection, storage, analysis, and dissemination? Will any of your co-researchers need IT equipment and access? Do Have finances been awarded to meet IT needs?
· What vulnerability, safeguarding and risk factors need to be considered and potentially mitigated? 
· What is your collective dissemination plan and how will this be resourced and facilitated? 

<b>Dissemination Considerations
Co-creators of the research project would typically be involved in dissemination planning and practices (Aldridge, 2016). When co-researching alongside young people, naming them as co-researchers and co-authors might create a safeguarding issue if others then contact the child to exploit or bully them. As an academic, I have had people offended by my research findings and they have contacted me directly and my colleagues to share their anger. Conducting research that is ethical also means needing to think about anonymity levels regarding naming participants (British Society of Criminology, 2015), communities and organisations involved in the research. There is also a legal duty to consider the ‘need for anonymity to protect children from life-long stigma and labelling’ under international rights of the child (Muncie, 2009: 360). Moreover, the ‘best interests’ of the child need to be determined when agreeing names on publications. Lastly, given participatory research is essentially about contributing to the common good, there might be occasions when naming a person, organisation or place could be detrimental to creating positive change due to stigmatisation being aggravated.  
<a>THE WORLD CAFÉ PARTICIPATORY METHODOLOGY
Once a participatory research project is deemed viable and the levels of engagement with lived and learned experience experts clarified, agreement is needed on how best to collect the data. There are many participatory data collection tools available, and this chapter aims to focus attention only on the participatory research method of world café and an adapted model of that approach. 
<b>World Café Origins and Set Up
As a precursor to conducting a world café for research purposes, ethical approvals and gatekeeper permissions need to be in place; necessary resources (refer to Table 1) and informed consent of participants also need to have been obtained. The world café participatory research methodology was developed by Brown and Issacs (2005) to provide a process of informal data collection through group conversation. To Brown and Issacs (2005), the methodology is useful for identifying both issues and providing solutions. As the name suggests, the space is set up like a café (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018), but with a structure more like that of a school classroom, where there is an open discussion followed by data collection through small group discussions, which have been likened to ‘multiple focus groups’ occurring simultaneously (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page 2020). However, unlike focus groups, participants are encouraged to rotate to different table discussions to further conversations, which are then summarised and presented to the wider cohort (Brown and Issacs 2005). 
<c>Table 1: World Café event resource check list
	Resource Options
	Tick those which would assist your project

	Ethics paperwork e.g., criminal record checks (referred to DBS checks* in the UK), information sheets, consent forms and debrief forms
	

	Gatekeeper permissions if applicable
	

	Paper tablecloths or an alternative writing medium
	

	Flip chart sheets
	

	Post it notes
	

	Coloured pens / pens
	

	Drinks
	

	Snack Food 
	

	Table decorations (e.g., flowers, stress toys). 
	

	Audio recorders
	

	Presentation display equipment and resources (e.g., flip chart sheets, PowerPoint presentation and projection equipment, video clip, vignette etc)
	

	Language interpreter and other equality, diversity, and inclusion resources (if required)
	

	Therapeutic support for participants and/or researchers (if applicable)
	



*In the UK, researchers working with vulnerable groups, or those under 18 years may need a DBS check to provide criminal justice evidence regarding whether the person has previously committed an offence deemed to be a safeguarding concern. 
<b>Gaining Informed Consent Through Invitation
People need to be invited to attend a world café event. Invitations might be emailed, posted out and handed out etc. Ethically, it is good practice to include: (i) logistical information; (ii) details about the purpose and format of the world café; and (iii) what will happen to the data being collected. People need enough information to make an informed decision to attend and participate, and the invitation could provide a signpost to a more detailed information sheet. Consideration as to whether the language being used is appropriate; for example, is it youth and/or community friendly? Information may need to be written and communicated in different languages to better reach a diverse audience (Page and Griffiths, 2023). Participant rights need to be clearly outlined as to any potential benefits and harms from taking part, as per typical criminology information sheets (Noaks and Wincup, 2004a). When working with young people, parental or guardian consent is also required to permit the young person to take part (British Society of Criminology, 2015), though in some higher education institutions ethical policy allows for those over 16 years not requiring parental consent. In some situations, parent and guardian consent may be less relevant, such as when researching young people with estranged parents/guardians who are living in a homeless hostel (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018). Finally, at the beginning of a world café event, researchers should reiterate information provided on the information sheet and then gather remaining signed consent from those agreeing to take part in the research. Once consent has been obtained, world café data collection can commence.  
<b>Setting Up the World Café Space
The typical physical space that world café data collection occurs in looks like a café with tables covered in paper table clothes that people can write or draw on whilst they engage in small group discussions (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018). A researcher might opt to use flip chart paper, or post-it-notes, as an alternative to table clothes, and Lohr et al (2020: 2) recommends people writing on ‘placemats’ or “index-cards”. Audio recording devices are also an option and provide the researcher with richer detailed data, although background noise can make deciphering the recording more complex. Ideally, refreshments are already on tables as a welcome to participants (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018); however, this is not always possible, such as in prison settings, for example (Page et al., 2019; Page et al, 2022). World café can also work with a dedicated refreshment break (ibid), or people opting to bring their own refreshments for an online world café (Page, 2021; Page et al, 2021). Refreshments help to address the ethical issue of ensuring participants do not get fatigued. A world café event can range from one hour to several hours long, which is not dissimilar to a focus group (Page, 2020). 
<b>Suitability and Sensitivity for Researching with Young People 
As well as a world café being set up like a café venue, it also mirrors typical classroom learning activity (Page, 2020), in that it facilitates participants learning from one another at an event (Lohr et al, 2020). Typically, a presentation of information stimulates small group discussion and participants are invited to engage in some writing or drawing exercises, which corresponds with good practice in a school classroom setting to facilitate teaching and learning (Biggs and Tang, 2011). Whilst this is a justification for applying this research approach to help young people feel at ease (Page, 2020; Page, 2023), not all young people have had positive experience of school (Reay, 2017). Hence, this methodology might create barriers to engagement for some in the same way that a young person who has had negative experiences of being police interviewed may feel uncomfortable being interviewed by an academic researcher (Page, 2020). 
Multiple participants are present at a world café, so consideration to managing disclosure levels and safeguarding is needed. Sensitive topics might be better explored through other data collection methods (Lohr et al, 2020). For example, if research questions include questions that could prompt disclosure about highly personal topics, such as sexual intercourse.  That said, I have used world café to explore issues where there is an overlap between crime and well-being impacts from being an offender and/or crime victim (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page, 2020; Page, 2021; Page et al, 2021; Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022) and for capturing criminal justice professional views on crime and associated health harms (Page, 2021; Page et al, 2021). Indeed, Stalker et al. (2020) assert that participatory research is helpful for projects aiming to reduce crime and improve health and well-being.
Whilst world café tends to use minimal questions (Brown and Issacs, 2005), personal information can come up (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page, 2020), requiring sensitive questioning, which, in turn, requires an ethical consideration be factored into the research relating to the emotional well-being of participants (British Society of Criminology, 2015)  Mostly, I use three main questions and ask these one at a time, allowing for thorough discussion, rotations with follow-up discussion and Table-Host summary to the whole group, before another question is posed (Page et al, 2022). Lohr et al (2020) suggests 20 minutes for each discussion. In my experience, one needs to read the room and adapt timings and numbers of rotations to suit (Page et al., 2022). 
A benefit of world café is that what is recorded on the table-clothes (or another data capture tool) is anonymous. When another person joins the group or reviews the table-cloth data, there is no way of knowing who said what. As with any group-based data collection methodology, complete confidentiality cannot be guaranteed because there will be others privy to what has been said, which may also be discussed after the event. Lohr et al (2020) indicate that some people have follow up conversations after the event, which can be used positively to further a social justice agenda. It is also a risk that follow up conversations could be experienced as negative.  For example, if a person in the same group disagreed with another comment and wanted to follow up the dispute outside of the session. 
<b>Establishing the Coordinator and Table Host Roles
Having a designated coordinator at a world café event makes facilitation a smoother process. The coordinator can welcome people, establish informed consent, orientate people to the session structure, introduce a presentation to stimulate group discussion, and initiate group discussions by posing the main questions. The coordinator can also act as a floating support to the table-hosts, providing notetaking. They can also oversee the rotations of participants and the summaries from each group. The coordinator can time keep and debrief participants. The coordinator can also be a shared role and the academic researcher does not have to assume this role, although providing floating support and attending to ethical elements of the research process is likely to fall into the academic researchers remit to satisfy university ethics protocols. 
In my experience, young people welcome having a table-host to facilitate group discussions and capture data. Originally, table-hosts were self-appointed through democratic dialogue at the event (Brown and Issacs, 2005). An adaption to this model is to pre-select people to this role before the event to allow for relevant training (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018; Page et al, 2019; Page, 2020; Page 2021; Page et al, 2021; Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022). You can still utilise people with lived and learned experience in the table-host role to maintain the participatory dimension of the research. Pre-trained table-hosts are well-placed to ask probing and follow-up questions, and to capture the data on the table-clothes (ibid) and manage recording devices (Page, 2021; Page et al, 2021). Even with prior training, table-hosts may welcome some in-situ coaching and support from an academic (Page et al, 2019; Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022).  
At set points at a world café event, some delegates are invited to move to other groups to listen to what has been discussed and to input to the discussion. This is referred to as ‘rotations’ that assist people getting a ‘world view’ (Brown and Issacs, 2005), as well as providing a data validity check (Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022). Those undertaking the table-host role remain at the same table to ensure continuity and to welcome new group members (Page et al, 2019). After further group discussion, the table-hosts agree with the group what the main points are to feedback to the rest of the participants as a summary. The co-ordinator invites each table to share their summary points and records this information.  
<b>Therapeutic Support and Safeguarding for Participants
Depending on the topic being researched and people present, additional therapeutic support and referral pathways may need to be available. Attending to the emotional well-being of participants is an ethical requirement of the British Society of Criminology (2015). Having support present at the event can be helpful, although it can also create barriers to what people are willing to share. For example, if a support person is a prison guard or teacher that may create a barrier to disclosure (Page et al, 2019; Page, 2020; Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022). Information on where to get support can be included in debrief documentation given to participants at the end of the event. Researchers also experience emotion and support therefore might be needed for the research team too.  
<b>Debrief and Demographic Data Collection
At the end of a world café event there is a debrief, as per criminology research ethical guidance (British Society of Criminology, 2015). You may find it beneficial to distribute an immediate follow-up survey to allow participants to voice anything they did not feel able to say due to group dynamics (Page and Temple-Malt, 2018). Whilst a follow-up survey is not advocated in the original world café design (Brown and Issacs, 2005), it can assist to capture demographic details (Page, 2020; Page et al., 2019; Page, Chamberlain and Gratton, 2022). Alternatively, capturing demographic data could occur prior to people arriving at the world café, or as part of the consent form completion process. 
<b>Themed Analysis Beginnings
The co-ordinator of the world café captures verbal summary information from each table-host at the end of discussions from each question and this informs the first stage of themed data analysis (Page et al., 2022). In traditional qualitative research, themed data analysis is largely initiated after research, and is led by the academic and professional researcher(s) (Braun and Clarke, 2006). In world café, there is a participatory element whereby participants identify the initial key themes at the event, before further analysis work is undertaken by academic researchers (Page et al., 2022). In fully participatory research, researchers might hold analysis workshops with the co-researchers with lived and learned experience who continue to be involved in the analysis of data (Aldridge, 2016).
Although anonymity through the table-cloth mechanism of data capture is a strength of world café, that does mean rotations could lead to the same person communicating the same points on multiple table-clothes. A researcher might be tempted to perceive multiple comments across tablecloths as data robustness, however, this may not be the case if it is simple the same person making the same point on multiple occasions following rotations. To address this issues, table-hosts can indicate on a tablecloth where there is agreement to a point by noting that on the tablecloth. They might also note when comments are made by a new arrival to the group (for example, they might change the colour of the pen). If there is an audio recording this can help with tracking participants that rotated regarding whether they said the same thing at each table and whether others agreed with this point or not. 
<b>Data Capture and Data Storage 
To conform to institutional ethics requirements, I typically scan any signed consent forms and store them in an electronic password protected space via my university IT account. In a separate password protected electronic space I store photographs of the table clothes, the anonymous follow-up surveys, and any audio recordings. I keep data separate to signed consent forms to maintain the anonymity of the participants. A password protected research team space might also be established so everyone on a research team can upload data and contribute to its analysis. I tend to keep the hard copy table clothes in a locked cabinet until all dissemination documents have been produced (to ensure a backup copy if the electronic storage malfunctions). When I have not used an electronic shared storage space, the table-clothes in the locked cabinet are made accessible to co-researchers needing to work on data at pre-agreed times.      
<a>CASE-STUDY EXAMPLE RACE HATE AND EXTREMISM RESEARCH WITH YOUNG PEOPLE IN THE UK
This case study aims to provide further information on world café in action by reflecting on a world café research project with young people on the topic of race hate crime and race hate extremism (Page, 2020). The project had lower to mid-levels of engagement based on Hart’s (1992) ladder and Brown’s (2021) continuum of participation. We had one HE student researcher who was only a couple of years older than our eldest participant, making them more of a peer to some participants. We also had research team members with present learned experience from being a parent to teenagers, as well as those with lived experience of racism victimisation. Our participatory practice could have been improved further with representation on the co-research team of ethnically diverse teenagers, alongside a representative teacher from their education establishment and a selection of further stakeholders. This would have placed the project further up the participatory continuum and ladder (Brown, 2021; Hart, 1992) with co-researching and leadership practice (Goldstraw et al, 2021). 
Hindering fully participatory practice was the lack of financial budget ascribed to this research project, which meant co-researchers could not be paid. Ideally, participatory co-researcher contributions should be remunerated (Page, 2023). An undergraduate criminology research methods module required students to undertake a community research project for their assessment and I was able to offer students the opportunity to work on the project and use the data for their assessments. Four students were recruited from the research methods module to become co-researchers. The ethics application and information sheets to participants explained that data would be used for student assessments and the findings would be disseminated to partners (e.g., to local authority leads for community cohesion and to the Home Office counter extremism unit) and via academic publication. With the research being linked to course assessment, I ensured the amount of work the co-researchers undertook did not exceed the requirements of their studies to eliminate exploitation. Students benefitted from capacity building from the additional support they received beyond the module lectures. Moreover, there were benefits of personal satisfaction from undertaking research aimed at making a positive difference in society that would also inform policy and practice.  
The project was initiated by a learned experience expert in a local authority leadership role, with responsibility for improving community cohesion. This professional wanted information on prevalence of race hate crime and related extremism to inform local and national policy and practice. We ensured that participants and their parents/guardians were aware of the aims of the study and our plans for disseminating findings. The partner was a gatekeeper that provided us with a list of schools to approach for the research and links to referral support services for young victims of race hate crime. The Brexit vote was the backdrop to the research (Page, 2020), resulting in community concerns about increased racism. I had indicated to community sector leaders that I would contribute some academic time to public awareness raising aimed at challenging racist perspectives, which the research project facilitated. Hence, the agenda for the research came from the desire to address a social injustice issue, to meet a need in the community, and to influence policy and practice change, all of which aligns with the participatory research approach.  
I attended a stakeholder partnership meeting led by the local authority leader, which included UK Home Office representation from the counter extremism unit. This helped with better understanding stakeholder needs and gave a platform for findings dissemination to influence change. Sadly, the meetings clashed with timetabled lectures the co-researchers were required to attend, so I relayed information to them at team meetings. This put me at a power advantage from having more knowledge than the students involved. In hindsight, we could have invited a few pertinent stakeholders to some, or all, of our research team meetings to enhance participatory practice and to ensure parity of knowledge.  
As a research team, we worked together to design the project and complete relevant ethical approval documentation. I produced a short powerpoint presentation on what constitutes race hate and extremism. A local organisation provided case study examples of local people who had experienced racism, which we were able to use in the presentation to stimulate group discussions. The co-researchers piloted a world café with a class of first year criminology students studying world café. This pilot gave co-researchers first-hand experience of putting into practice world café training from their first year and from team meetings. A few small changes were made to our research resources in response to the pilot study feedback (which was mostly positive). Such collaborative practice to develop and hone research materials is an example of what Banks et al (2019) refer to as ‘co-production’. Our research questions for the world café covered the following questions:
Discussion 1: What is racial hatred, racial hatred crime and extremism? (What does racial hatred and extremism look like to you? Based on the local examples that were read out to you - what are your responses to these case studies?)
Discussion 2: How extensive is the problem? (What extent of racial hatred, racial-hatred crime and extremism do you think there is in this locality?  Give reasons for your answers e.g. first-hand experience, observations or hearsay/assumptions)
Discussion 3: What are the solutions? (What do you think should be done to reduce racial hate attitudes, crime and extremism in the locality? What things would assist community cohesion?)
Some schools enabled us to facilitate a world café event as part of the curriculum in class time. We worked with schools to gain parent and pupil written consent. We presented our criminal record checks to the schools upon request. I undertook the co-ordinator and in-situ coaching role, and the co-researchers were table-hosts. We were able to do additional team briefing sessions and debriefing sessions on the journeys to and from research venues, as well as at formal team meetings.  
Young people did share sensitive personal information with us about their experiences of being victims of race hate. This formed a significant part of our findings which are detailed in Page (2020).  In summary, young people talked about how teachers seemingly favoured white pupils when incidents fuelled by racism occurred; they felt white pupils received lesser punishments. They believed that some of the teachers were racist and were unfair in how they treated pupils. Furthermore, when they had reported incidents in the community to the police, they perceived the police had not done their best to apprehend offenders and to safeguard them. Young Muslim girls talked about having their headscarves pulled off or knowing others who had experienced this. One African girl talked about being so stressed from racist victimisation that her hair had started to fall out. One boy talked about moving schools due to being kicked when playing football, which was linked to his wider experience of racial abuse. Other boys talked about fights in and out of school and being chased and assaulted when in the community. Older teenagers talked about their friends with ‘foreign’ surnames finding it harder to gain part-time employment to support their studies, and they believed this to be discrimination because when they changed their surnames to something that sounded more akin to a white British family, the same teenagers got through to interview stage. 
Young people were less comfortable sharing in a group when not with their immediate friendship group. However, they were willing to challenge other young people when a story was shared about an incident that had been embellished. As such, we found the social relations dynamic also increased truth telling in young people (Page, 2020). On one occasion, a teacher present for safeguarding purposes was a barrier to communication because they were deemed to be part of the racism problem in that school. On reflection, having pupils from each educational venue co-researching alongside us would have given us insider knowledge about which teachers would have been better for the safeguarding support role. 
Co-researchers reflected on the data captured on the table clothes from their own table-discussions for their individual assessments for the module. My role involved pulling the data together to analyse the entirety of findings and write the associated publication (Page, 2020). One of our ethnically diverse co-researchers was renumerated to cross-check my analysis work to ensure ‘white-logic’ (Bonilla-Silva and Zuberi, 2008) was not clouding my judgement. A different funding stream enabled me to renumerate the co-researcher for this work through gift vouchers.  
The findings were disseminated to all partners and stakeholders, and more widely through academic publication (Page, 2020) and a piece in The Conversation (Page, July 2020). As a result of the latter, I was invited by Mosaic Films to support animation film work on the BBC teach ‘Colour of my Skin’ project (BBC, 2020), which has produced race hate education videos and materials for secondary schools. The BBC project has realised a solution emanating from young people in our study, namely that they wanted better anti-racism education, including more education resources and positive media influence to help address racism (Page, 2020). The dissemination and impact of our research thus fit with Aldridge’s (2016) assertion that dissemination should be wider than academic publication, with a desired outcome being to promote the voice of participants and their agenda for change.
One of the student co-researchers and I were funded by our university to deliver a presentation at the British Society of Criminology annual conference in Liverpool, which unfortunately was cancelled due to the COVID-19 pandemic. School and college gatekeepers were sent copies of the disseminated research findings and the links to the BBC teach resource to share with pupils involved in the research and more broadly with colleagues, pupils, and parents. When disseminating our research findings, we maintained confidentiality about the establishments that gave us access to young people to safeguard institutional and geographical reputation and integrity. Assurances of anonymity ensured that educational establishments felt safer when giving our research team access participants whilst also enabling them to benefit from the research consultancy support to address internal issues related to racism. It also provided an additional safeguard to all young people who took part in the research.            
<a>CONCLUSION
The underpinning values of participatory research methodologies include having shared aims and power between academic researchers and people with lived and learned experience from the wider community, with a social justice change agenda at the forefront of the research. There are levels of engagement with lived and learned experts that can be achieved from consultation level through to full partnership with co-production and co-delivery of the research. Whilst full partnership with co-production is the ideal, time and budget constraints can prevent that being achieved. Nevertheless, participatory practice with young people, including those with disabilities, is generally viable and provides children with an opportunity for agency. Equally, researchers need to be mindful of additional safeguards and support mechanisms to assist children in being able to contribute to a participatory research project. There are also ethical and moral considerations pertaining to renumerating young co-researchers for their time, and ensuring they have any necessary research resources, including relevant IT equipment. It is also an ethical requirement to provide adequate research training and supervision to assist co-researchers in their roles. Additional support might be achieved through adult professionals who already work with the children, such as teachers. And young people may be best placed to select any supporting adults.   
The qualitative participatory research method of world café and the adapted world café model works well for conducting research with young people. It allows for shared learning, along with data collection and education dissemination. When conducting a world café event, researcher roles need to be clarified, which is likely to enhance the quality of the data being collected. A resource checklist is contained in this chapter for the prospective world café researcher, along with reflective questions to help researchers ascertain the viability of world café research. However, some sensitive topics may not be suited to world café, and consideration needs to be had regarding ensuring there is no harm to the participants, or to the lived and learned experience co-researchers. Moreover, co-researchers may not feel sufficiently equipped to investigate sensitive topics.
Data is collected via participants having group conversations; however, existing peer relationships can also be a hinderance to young participants talking openly about their thoughts, feelings, experiences, and ideas for the future. That said, important topics such as racism can be discussed at a world café event and the adapted model of having pre-trained table-hosts aids that process. Whilst group conversation can lead to disagreement, it can also lead to prejudices and honesty levels being reflected upon and appropriately challenged. Importantly, it can also lead to solution finding. In the case study provided in this chapter on using adapted world café for a project investigating race hate crime and race hate extremism with young people in the UK, the solution of more race hate education tools was actualised. The data from that research project was used to inform a national teaching guide with animated films that schools can now use to help tackle and prevent racism. Therefore, world café can assist with racial inclusion and addressing racism when researching with young people. Accordingly, social justice solutions remain at the heart of participatory research and world café is a useful method to help facilitate that.  
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