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On, to, with, for, by: ethics and children in research
Linnea Bodén

Department of Child and Youth Studies, Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden

ABSTRACT
The ethics of the participation of children in research have attracted the
attention of childhood researchers for thirty years. By analysing central
scholarly work in childhood sociology and in early childhood education
research, the aim of this paper is to unfold, but also queer how ethics are
articulated within literature that discusses children in research. Through
the methodology of tracing-and-mapping, a map is constructed that
displays how children in research are articulated in relation to the
prepositions on, to, with, for and by. The map shows how these
prepositions form a value scale, underpinned by certain philosophical
assumptions about ethics. By relating this to a randomized control trial
(RCT) study performed in Swedish preschools, the paper highlights the
fact that it is not necessarily more ethical if the research is done by
children, than on children. This contributes to a renewed and extended
reflection on ethics, that throughly problematize a placing of research on
a ‘scale of ethics’ – ranging from bad to good.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 19 March 2020
Accepted 8 February 2021

KEYWORDS
ethics; children; tracing-and-
mapping; prepositions; scale;
RCT

Vignette: ethics and children in research

Three weeks after I defended my PhD thesis in Pedagogical Practices, I started working as a post-doc-
toral researcher in thefirst intervention randomized control trial (RCT) study in Swedish preschools. If
my thesis had explored different ways of working with adolescents through postqualitative method-
ologies, this project involved standardized tests, brainwave recordings, observations and interviews,
as well as explorative play-activities.1 My role was to focus on the participating children, 4–6 yrs:
What were their experiences of participating in this research project? What was it like to be a child
in an RCT study? As a critical educational researcher, I was hesitant, especially in relation to testmeth-
odologies. The RCT study was questioned, from other educational researchers: ‘Is this, at all, in line
with a proper research ethics in early childhood education?’ as one of the researchers within the project
summarized the critique (Frankenberg 2018, 3 italics in original). I asked myself similar questions.
Even if I understood that the researchwas specifically for children,whatwould happen to the children’s
agency?Wouldn’t the tests and the observations turn the children into objects, wherewe as researchers
performed research on them? Would the research be done to the children? Or maybe about them?
Shouldn’t we try to do researchwith the children, or together stage practiceswhere the children became
co-researchers and the researchwas– at least to someextent–doneby the children?What about ethics?

Introduction

When addressing children in research, questions on ethics often become the center of attention.
Thirty years have passed since the emergence of the new paradigm for the study of childhood
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(James and Prout 1990), in which a number of viewpoints emphasize childhood as a social construct
and highlight how children’s lives are worth studying in their own right. Regarding children as
competent social actors has thus been viewed as crucial in order to address ethical issues in child
research (Hopkins and Bell 2008, 3). Encouraging researchers to find pathways to produce knowl-
edge on ‘children’s own perspectives on their everyday lives and experiences’ (Christensen and
James 2017), this has had major impact on the (social) sciences in general and on childhood studies
in particular (James and Prout 2015, ix). Accordingly, numerous research papers, books, antholo-
gies and handbooks have highlighted this subject matter (see for example Alderson 1995; Alderson
and Morrow 2011; Christensen and James 2000, 2008, 2017; Kellett 2010; Källström and Bruck
2017; Palaiologou 2012).

The extensive literature might create the impression that childhood researchers have a rather
homogeneous understanding of what constitutes properly ethical ways of working with children
in research. However, there are interesting contradictions in the literature. Criticism has been raised
that despite the insights from the new paradigm, ethical practices are not necessarily reflected in the
work with children (see for example Broström 2012; Mayne and Howitt 2015; Powell and Smith
2009). Instead, it is argued that children are involved from a ‘looking down’ standpoint (Alanen
1998) that views childhood from an adult perspective in which children are being measured and
evaluated through standardized tests, interviews or questionnaires (Smith 2011, 12). Similar results
are shown in a meta-analysis of 506 research papers published between 2009 and 2012 on children
in early childhood research: the vast majority of the papers (96,6%) position the children as non-
participant objects or semi-participant subjects (Mayne and Howitt 2015). By starting from these
contradictions, in the present paper I ask: Do the difficulties in ‘putting ethics to work’ mean
that the majority of research that includes children is unethical? Should the RCT study I was
engaged in per default be characterized as unethical in relation to the participating children? Fol-
lowing this, what underpinnings are taken for granted about ethics articulated in childhood
literature?

By tracing-and-mapping dominating lines of thoughts, the aim of this paper is to unfold – but
also queer – how ethics are articulated within literature that discusses children in research. Drawing
on the work of Lenz Taguchi (2016a), Aronsson and Taguchi (2018) and Aronsson (2020), the
methodology of tracing-and-mapping means that I will lay out a map of how different ways of
describing children in research are underpinned by certain philosophical assumptions about ethics.
The material for this ‘mapping exercise’ is not primarily empirical studies, but rather research
papers, overviews, handbooks, and anthologies that discuss ethics in research with children broadly
– from Christensen and James (2000), to Robson (2018) and Schulte (2020).

As the vignette shows, the tracing-and-mapping emerged through the curiosity and the necessity
of knowing more about children in research and specifically in RCT studies. Elsewhere I have
described how I investigated this through empirical engagements in which the children and I
together created explorative play-activities, inspired by posthumanist and postqualitative theories
and methodologies (see Bodén 2019). The tracing-and-mapping within this paper was performed
alongside these activities, to produce a more complex picture of ethics in RCT studies and in my
work with the children. To understand the context, the tracing-and-mappings were mainly centered
around work in early childhood education research and in childhood sociology, as both of these
areas have thoroughly discussed children’s participation in research. As the tracing-and-mapping
helped me question some of my own taken for granted ideas on ethics in research with children,
they also evoked ways of queering dominant articulations in the literature. This becomes important
for this special issue, in which a starting point is that new and inventive methodologies of the cur-
rent research landscape call for new and inventive ways to tackle ethical questions. Through laying
out the arguments and specificities of the previous literature alongside my own empirical engage-
ment with children, I argue in the present paper that one way to tackle ethical questions is to trace-
and-map how ‘old’ methodologies – like standardized tests, questionnaires or observations – are
articulated as less sufficient to consider children as subjects and social actors, and to challenge this.
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The remaining part of the paper will be organized as follows: in the upcoming section, I will
introduce the methodology of tracing-and-mapping. A tracing-and-mapping is a double move,
which highlights dominant articulations, while at the same time enabling creative experiments
that draw new lines on the map. Accordingly, the subsequent section will outline the map that is
constructed through my readings of previous literature, while focusing on the prepositions on,
to, with, for, and by. Following this, I will elaborate on how these prepositions become articulated
together with certain philosophical assumptions on ethics: ethics as inclusion; ethics as fairness; and
ethics as producing potential new worlds. Through looking at these three assumptions, the overlaps,
ambivalences, complexities and the entanglements of the prepositions will be acknowledged and
scrutinized. The concluding section of the paper will highlight why the knowledge produced
from this is important for childhood researchers addressing questions on ethics, as well as offer
some propositions for researchers engaged in these questions.

A methodology of tracing-and-mapping

The methodology for investigating how ethics are articulated in research involving children is
inspired by what Lenz Taguchi (2016a) describes as the double movement of tracing-and-mapping.
The methodology of tracing-and-mapping focuses on extracting specific concepts, problems or
events from the ‘chaos of multiple realities’ (Lenz Taguchi 2016a, 214), while at the same time ‘set-
ting up and creating new events, possibilities, problems and concepts for a reality to come’ (Lenz
Taguchi 2016a, 214). Drawing on the work of Deleuze and Guattari (1987, 1994), the double
move of tracing-and-mapping could thus go beyond mere criticism, to perform a critical tracing
of dominant articulations while simultaneously mapping new lines through the experimental pro-
cess of mapping (Lenz Taguchi 2016b, 39). Nevertheless, tracing the dominant articulations is as
important as experimenting with the articulations. Here I am in alignment with Aronsson (2019,
36) who stresses that without acknowledging the arguments that underpin and support a dominant
articulation, the tracing-and-mapping is at risk of creating a map without context or history. It is
not about creating a representation, but rather acknowledging that without the tracing it becomes
problematic to grasp of or from what the transformation emerges. Nonetheless, the tracing of the
dominant articulations is only a temporary capture. The constructed map will show how different
articulations are intersecting, connecting, reinforcing each other, as well as producing differences
(Lenz Taguchi and Palmer 2014). Thus, the tracing-and-mapping is an entangled endeavour, in
which dominant articulations are identified in the same movement in which they are transformed
(Aronsson 2019, 33; see also Johansson 2015). This will be done by putting the tracings ‘back on the
map at a different entry point’ (Lenz Taguchi 2016b, 41), which will invite new lines of articulations
and new ways of articulating these lines.

In this paper, the tracing-and-mapping meant that a map was constructed through my readings
and re-readings of scholarly work that discusses ethics in research with children. In the following, I
will outline how this methodology was enacted. The paper maintains that the unavoidable selection
of literature does not need to be thought of as a delimitation but rather as a point of departure; a point
of departure that opens up for yet other studies and other lines of thinking (see also Aronsson 2019,
55). By following the articulations within a specific study, this becomes a way of ‘literally starting any-
where – in the middle’ (Lenz Taguchi 2013, 712 italics in original) when doing the selection of litera-
ture. The special issue of which this paper is part emerged as a response to Robson’s (2018) call for a
continued reflection on ethical research with and for children and young people in Children’s Geo-
graphies. Hence, the first point of departure occurs in the middle of Robson’s paper. Among other
things, Robson points to the importance of a special issue of Children’s Geographies from 2008 on
‘Interdisciplinary perspectives: ethical issues and child research’, edited by Hopkins and Bell
(2008). Thus, Robson (2018) led to Hopkins and Bell (2008, 1), who in turn refer to two ‘landmark
special issues about the ethical issues involved in doing research with children and young people
[that] occurred in 1996 and 2001 (Children and Society 1996, Ethics, Place and Environment
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2001)’. In order to also engage with the extensive publication of edited volumes and handbooks on
children in research, I concurrently started with the three editions of Research with Children, by
Christensen and James (2000, 2008, 2017) and Rethinking Children and Research, by Kellett
(2010). I read the papers and books thoroughly, while paying specific attention to when, how,
why, and where ethics were discussed, and I also scrutinized the refence lists to look for new
paths to follow. These led to engaging with other papers and books in early childhood education
research and in childhood sociology.

In total, I worked with approximately fifty research papers and twenty books. This means that
the majority of the papers and books are not referenced in this paper, but have nonetheless been
crucial for how the map is constructed. Early on in the readings, different prepositions started to
catch my attention, as will be described below. Even if the ‘mapping exercise’ could be described
as already in motion when reading the first sentence of Robson’s (2018) paper, the prepositions
guided my reading, and I followed the lines of thoughts connected to each preposition. I did not
draw or create an actual map, but the map emerged in writing long summaries of each preposition,
filled with quotes from the papers and books and also my own reflections. When each preposition
seemed as carefully and comprehensively described as possible, I asked ‘How does this particular
preposition articulate ethics?’. Through doing this, I paid specific attention to lines of thinking
that seemed to extend beyond merely one preposition. By connecting the text written about one
preposition with text written about another preposition, some lines of thought thickened and
became more striated, eventually turning into dominating articulations. Through these thick
lines, I laid out three different philosophical assumptions about ethics on the map, which seemed
to underpin the papers and the books. As the reader will soon realize, ethics were articulated in such
different – and related – terms as inclusion, fairness, and producing potential new worlds. The tra-
cing-and-mapping also calls for ways of creating new lines of thoughts and paths that move beyond
the dominant articulations. This meant that the unfoldings of ethics as inclusions, ethics as fairness
and ethics as producing potential new worlds also served as productive and generative endeavours to
queer notions about both ‘old’ and ‘new and inventive’ methodologies. The constructed map will
thus simultaneously be created and also transformed, as will be shown in the following.

Tracing-and-mapping the ethics of children in research

In the following, the map I constructed of the dominant articulations in previous literature on chil-
dren in research will be outlined. I will at first discuss how articulations within the literature seem to
produce a ‘scale of ethics’. Thereafter, in the next section, I will trace the philosophical assumptions
about ethics underpinning these articulations. Subsequently – through relating the literature to the
RCT study I worked in – I will show how the tracing-and-mapping models the dominant articula-
tions, enabling a remapping of the scale and a rescaling of the map.

Ethics on a scale of prepositions

When reading literature discussing children in research, there seems to be a taken for granted
notion that the position and positioning of the child is closely connected to ethics (Kellett 2005,
2010; Thomas 2017; Christensen and James 2000, 2008, 2017). As such, it is emphasized how
researchers within early childhood education research and childhood sociology for a number of
years have sought to challenge objectifying practices by instead doing ‘research with children,
where children’s opinions and views are sought’ (Einarsdottír 2007, 198). However, when laying
out this notion on the created map it becomes apparent how the articulations focusing on positions
are allied with certain spatial or temporal definitions.

When discussing the first edition of their ground-breaking anthology Research with children.
Perspectives and practices from 2000, Christensen and James (2017, 1 italics in original) emphasize
how ‘the focus was on research with, rather than on, children, in a desire to position children as
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social actors who are subjects, rather than objects of enquiry’. The focus was thus on a shift from
‘research “on” children to research “with” children and ultimately widening this focus to include
research “by” children’ (Kellett 2010, 6f.). When this is related to different research methodologies,
the map displays methodologies positioning the children as objects – like a standardized test – as
conducted on children; methodologies positioning the children as subjects – such as interviews or
participatory action research – as conducted with children; and newer innovative methodologies
positioning children as co-researchers as done by children (Christensen and James 2000, 2008,
2017; Clavering andMcLaughlin 2010; Kellett 2010; Mayne and Howitt 2015; Thomas 2017; Schulte
2020). Furthermore, research could be done about (Kellett 2010, 86), or to children. Or for them,
focusing on the benefits of the research (Alderson and Morrow 2011). Through the tracing, a
map is thus constructed that does not only consist of positions, but also prepositions like on, to,
with, for and by.

When the prepositions are discussed, some recurring lines of thought seem to be embedded in
the literature. For example, an iterative articulation states that research involving children should be
done for children to be able to contribute to the better life outcomes of children (Powell et al. 2011).
Simultaneously, it is argued that it is more likely that children are treated as subjects or social actors
if the research is performed with or by children, and more likely that they are treated as objects if the
research is performed on them (Christensen and James 2017; Clavering and McLaughlin 2010; Kel-
lett 2005; 2010; Mayne and Howitt 2015). Doing researchwith, rather than on, children is even com-
pared to a paradigm shift, where the next step is research done by children (Thomas 2017, 160).
Furthermore, research to or about children is outlined as problematic, but not as questionable as
research on children (Kellett 2010). As the prepositions are converged with the lines of thoughts
articulating the importance of the involvement of children in research, a dominating enunciation
emerges: the more involved the children are in shaping the research – the closer the research is
to be done with or by children – the greater the chance for an ethical research practice.

From this, I argue that one of the things that emerges on the constructed map is a scale. But not
the scale that onemight expect from amap, i.e. a scale that shows the relationship between a distance
on the map to a corresponding distance on the ground. Instead, the scale that emerges is a gradually
progressing ‘scale of ethics’, related to the different prepositions. The prepositions almost become a
linear rhyme where the counting goes on, to, with, for, by instead of one, two, three four, five.

To discuss children in research through highlighting on, to, with, for and by is not new, and
related analyses have been articulated elsewhere (see for example Clavering and McLaughlin
2010; Gibbs et al. 2013; Kellett 2010; Mayne and Howitt 2015). Rather than a scale, Clavering
and McLaughlin (2010, 604) describe it as a continuum: ‘from research done on children, to that
which is carried out with children, and finally that which is by children’. Through the eight
rungs on ‘the ladder of participation’, Hart (1992) describes similar thoughts. It is thus important
to stress that the mapping-and-tracing process identifies the ‘scale of ethics’ as a value scale that
‘measure[s] or contrast[s] “goods” and “bads”’ (to follow Law’s and Mol’s [2002, 84] discussion
of scales). Research on children is at one end of the scale (the ‘bad’ end) and research by children
is on the other (the ‘good’ end). In a similar vein, just as ‘many people have chosen to use the ladder
[of participation] as a comprehensive tool for measuring their work with children rather than as a
jumping-off point for their own reflections’ (Hart 2008, 19), the scale thus becomes prescriptive
rather than descriptive: research should be as close to the end of the ‘scale’ as possible.

The ethical underpinnings of the prepositions

In the following I will unfold the philosophical assumptions about ethics that underpin the scale.

Ethics as inclusion
As outlined above, the preposition on has been thoroughly criticized by scholars focusing on ethics.
The level of participation on behalf of the children is generally described as low or even non-
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existent. Kellett (2010, 84 italics in original) states that power relations between researcher and chil-
dren are at their most visible in research on children, and even claims that:

Some would argue that the relationship between researcher and researched in some circumstances is nothing
short of abusive, where adults use their absolute power over children to perpetrate cruel and damaging
research on children.

Mayne and Howitt (2015) describe how this way of doing research only includes the participat-
ing children in superficial and non-participatory ways. The concluding sentence of the introduction
to Research with children. Perspectives and practices (Christensen and James 2000, 7) serves as
another example of this:

Only through listening and hearing what children say and paying attention to the ways in which they com-
municate with us will progress be made towards conducting research with, rather than simply on, children.

While the introduction is somewhat rewritten in the third edition of Research with children. Per-
spectives and practices (Christensen and James 2017, 9) the tracing-and-mapping shows that this
concluding sentence remains the same, displaying how this articulation is still made relevant. In
this quote, listening, hearing and paying attention are produced as methodological means for
enabling ethical research with children. Research with is articulated as something to strive towards
– a progress from on to with. The use of the word us produces the reader as a potential we – ‘we as
researchers’ – that should agree upon the fact that this progress is necessary. The dominant articu-
lation that research on children is problematic, converges with and is reinforced by the equally
strong articulation that doing research with children is preferable.

At the same time, the constructed map of converging lines of articulations shows that the pre-
position on emanates together with a critique of the preposition to – that is, doing research to or
about children. When discussing individual interviews and focus group discussions, Pells (2010,
198) quotes a child who says ‘They come, talk with us, leave, then we never hear from them
again’. Thus, the research is mainly described as being performed for the researcher – through
test methodologies or ethnographic methodologies or interviews (Pells 2010). The relationship
between children and researchers has to build on trust as the researcher needs something from
the children, but is not necessarily going to give something back (Kellett 2010, 86). Accordingly,
doing research to or about children is articulated as harbouring problematic power relations
between children and researchers, but is not as extreme as when research is done on children (ibid).

When laying out the critique of doing research on or to children on the map, the tracing-and-
mapping shows that ethics are defined by way of acknowledging the children as subjects and social
actors capable of speaking for themselves. Adults cannot fully understand the worlds of children,
and thus need children to explain it to them (Christensen and James 2017), and the role of the
researcher is that of enabling this, together with the children, by opening up possibilities for invol-
ving children in the research process (Kim 2016; Prout 2002; Roberts 2017; Willumsen, Hugaas, and
Studsrød 2014). Accordingly, I argue that these articulations could be traced to the philosophical
assumption of what I call ‘ethics as inclusion’.

The critique of research on children builds on the assumption that this preposition neglects the
possibilities of engaging in close and inclusive collaborations with the children. This means that the
dominant articulations describing research on children as problematic – or at the ‘bad’ end of the
scale – departs from the philosophical assumptions about ethics that underpins research with chil-
dren. Accordingly, the critique of research on children is mainly concerned with what this research
does not do or what it is not: it does not include the children in the research process, but excludes
them; it does not recognize the complexities of childhood and the complexities of doing research
that involves children; and does not acknowledge the agency of the children, but turns them into
objects for adults, whether for the researcher or for the research. Furthermore, the map shows
that research on children is not something that is used as a definition of someone’s own work,
but rather is ascribed to other researchers, to other disciplines or to ancient times (Christensen
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and James 2017; Kellett 2010; Schulte 2020; Woodhead and Faulkner 2000). The critique thus
emerges from one realm, and is transferred to another realm that might have other philosophical
assumptions about ethics. To problematize this, we have to look at the philosophical assumptions
about ethics that underpins research on children.

Ethics as fairness
Within the literature, there are few articulations that address what research on children is or how it
is enacted in practice, i.e. what research methodologies that are put to work or how ethics are
addressed. However, short descriptions or subordinate clauses give some clues. Kellett (2010, 12)
describes how research on children was born out of an interest in child health and wellbeing and
that a major part of the research has been performed as observational studies of children’s devel-
opment, using large-scale quantitative methods. On the map, this research is described as some-
thing that has historically dominated the field, and that much has been learned about children
and childhood through this even if the level of children’s participation happens to be limited in
this research (Clavering and McLaughlin 2010; Mayne and Howitt 2015). To relate this to ethics,
Frankenberg (2018, 8) describes how research that departs from developmental perspectives on
children, and with knowledge claims focusing on effects and generalizability, emphasizes an ethics
of fairness. Thus, the research is articulated as performed on children, but when this articulation is
ruptured by the preposition for, new and interesting lines of thought arise.

The preposition for is primarily associated with the enhancement of children’s life through
research, and will inevitably open up discussions on the ‘harm versus benefits dilemma’. The litera-
ture emphasizes how this evokes ethical tensions between the goals of the researcher and the goals
of the participants and on whose interests should be put first: the participating children; children in
general; the interests of society; of parents; of the researcher or of the research (Alderson and Mor-
row 2011; Guillemin and Gillam 2004). Canosa, Graham, and Wilson (2018) describes how discus-
sions on harm often dwell upon the ‘here and now’ of the research in relation to the participating
individual children, while discussions on benefits more often focus on children as a social group and
in future gains for society. When research for children is related to research on children and laid out
on the map, ethics is primarily articulated through focusing on the benefits of the research for chil-
dren in a future-oriented view and on a general level, where social justice and equal opportunities to
welfare are some of the primary goals (compare with Frankenberg 2018). Accordingly, these articu-
lations could be traced to the philosophical assumption of what I have come to refer to as ‘ethics as
fairness’.

When outlining research on children as underpinned by a future-oriented ethics as fairness, one
could argue that research on children is not ‘bad’ or unethical per se. Rather, it is a question of from
whence the critique emanates. The empirical material for the tracing-and-mapping is mainly litera-
ture from the fields of early childhood education research and childhood sociology, strongly
influenced by the new paradigm for the study of childhood. As such, it is no surprise that ethics
as inclusion is the philosophical assumption that underpins most of the articulations on the map,
including when it comes to articulating where research on children should be placed on the
‘scale of ethics’. Nevertheless, if research on children is instead understood as underpinned by ethics
as fairness, which primarily strives for future gains of children in general, rather than encountering
with the participating children ‘there and then’ it might be as ethical – or as unethical – as the other
prepositions.

Ethics as producing potential new worlds
When laying out the preposition on the constructed map, by is placed at the very end of the scale.
The basic principle of research by children is that the control of the adult researcher is reduced,
enabling children to have roles as researchers themselves (Clavering and McLaughlin 2010, 607).
The preposition by is mainly used to describe research practices in which the children are regarded
as the main investigators, involved in shaping all parts of the process by setting the agenda: from the
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identification of a research problem, to the presentation of the results (Kim 2016; Clavering and
McLaughlin 2010). This means that research by children often goes hand-in-hand with viewing
children as ‘co-researchers’ (Mayne and Howitt 2015), with a focus on how research could acknowl-
edge the agency of children, as well as improve their situation (Esser et al. 2016). In the case of the
preposition by, the child-oriented focus has informed and shaped the research, making it possible
for children to affect research about them (Thomas and O’Kane 1998). The idea of ‘researching’ as ‘a
co-researcher who helps to produce and analyse data and validate research reports’, (Alderson 2001,
139) is an analogy to how feminists have argued for empowering research for and by women, not
only about them (Rosen and Twamley 2018).2 Spyrou (2018, 162) describes how, among childhood
researchers, research by children has even been thought of as ‘the most empowering from among
participatory approaches to research and the one which respects and promotes children’s rights the
most’.

Thomas (2017, 175) highlights how it could be argued that children perform research all the
time, when testing and exploring what is possible in both the social and the physical world. This
situatedness and partiality is articulated as one of the benefits of research by children (Smith, Mon-
aghan, and Broad 2002). As such, research by children is often connected to new research
approaches, where traditional humanist frameworks are problematized. Instead it is emphasised
that ‘the child is not a separate entity but formed from and with its material environment and
with the non-human’ (Robinson and Osgood 2019, 51). These approaches are often informed by
feminist new materialist or posthumanist frameworks (see for example Schulte 2020; Murris
2016; Osgood and Robinson 2019; Taylor and Pacini-Ketchabaw 2018). The focus is to ‘highlight
more nuanced accounts of children’s worlds which reflect both the messiness and complexity of
their lives in general and their participation in research in particular’ (Spyrou 2018, 8). Within
these frameworks, agency is not viewed as being placed within an individual child, but rather some-
thing that emerges in relations – human as well as non-human (Esser et al. 2016; Murris 2016).
Through this, ethics becomes articulated as acknowledging the relationality and the situatedness
of the participating children, while at the same time showing that the knowledge produced will
be radically dependent on how the research apparatus is set up. As such, this parallels the idea
in feminist arguments that ‘research methodologies and practices are necessarily political and ethi-
cal activities’ (Coleman and Osgood 2019, 63).

In these articulations, the concept of care becomes especially significant. Even though an ‘ethics
of care’ sometimes primarily focuses on human relations (see for example Wihstutz 2016), Cock-
burn (2005) emphasizes that an ethics of care highlights the relational character of children’s social
lives, thus putting in the foreground context and relationality rather than abstract and universal
rights (see also Spyrou 2018). In this sense, an ethics of care shifts the focus to children’s relation-
ships with both living and non-living companions, as well as to the critical and ethico-political
dimensions and effects of these relations (Hohti and Osgood 2020). Following the work of Puig
de la Bellacasa (2017), this is described in terms of ‘world-making practices’ in which care becomes
something that ‘engages much more than a moral stance; it involves affective, ethical, and hands on
agencies of practical material consequence’ (Puig de la Bellacasa 2017; 4 as cited in Coleman and
Osgood 2019, 63).

In the posthumanist framework, care is thus closely connected to a desire for enabling new rea-
lities through the research, and as such the research is understood as a world-producing practice.
Thus, this way of describing the work with children is ‘based on a vision of social justice as critical,
respectful and life-enhancing’’ (Giugni 2011, 12), where ethics is about enabling a multiplicity of
realities to emerge, in close collaboration with the participating children (Bodén 2019; Trafi-
Prats 2020). Accordingly, I argue that the articulations on research by children can be traced to
the philosophical assumption of ethics as producing potential new worlds. This assumption stresses
that ethical concerns are always an integral part of a research process, because values are an integral
part of knowing, being, choosing and producing research (see further Barad 2007). The posthuma-
nist underpinnings thus form research problems that demand the research to be done with children
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as active participants. Not as the only participants with agency, but in relations with active materials
(Kind 2020).

Through tracing-and-mapping the philosophical assumptions underpinning the articulations
within the literature of focus, it has been shown that the prepositions are not as distinct and separate
as first imagined. This will be further developed below.

Remapping the scale and rescaling the map

In the previous section, it is apparent that the prepositions continually diverge with, and inform,
each other. Relating the scale and the different philosophical assumptions about ethics to my
work within the RCT study, will further rupture and displace the meaning of the dominating
lines of articulation.

In the study in which I participated, two pedagogical interventions were evaluated: explorative
learning-processes in smaller groups of children, and individual learning with a program on a digi-
tal tablet. Furthermore, a group was randomly assigned as the control group that performed
‘business as usual’. In line with the RCT design, pre- and post-tests were performed to study the
effects of the interventions. Thus, all 432 children participated in a handful of standardized
language, communication, cognitive, socio-emotional, and early mathematic tests. A randomized
group of 139 children also participated in a selective attention experiment where brainwaves/
EEG were measured and recorded (Gerholm et al. 2018, 5; see also Frankenberg et al. 2019; Ger-
holm et al. 2019).

To learn more about the articulations on ethics in studies similar to the study I was working in,
the tracing-and-mapping took me to a number of studies that engage with children through RCT
methodologies. Starting in the middle of the articulations within these studies, the tracing-and map-
ping shows how the studies are mainly focused on the outcome of the interventions (see for example
Haley et al. 2017; Jensen, Holm, and Bremberg 2013) or the experiences of adults (see for example
Raver et al. 2008), while the perspectives of the children on being part of these projects are seldom
or never addressed. On the map, there were almost no children to be found, as they seemed to be
stuck somewhere in the background, described through figures and numbers. In relation to the
scale, these studies would be characterized as research on children, and as such less interested in
the participating children themselves. However, when these studies were read through an ethics
of fairness, there were children to be found, but not the children of the ‘there and then’ of the
study. This becomes evident when looking closer at the research problems that guide some of
these studies – the improvement of language for children with poor oral skills (Haley et al.
2017); the evaluation of programs for an enhancement of physical activity in preschools (De
Bock et al. 2013); measuring the effects of a method for improving preschool quality for children
in general and for children from disadvantaged families (Jensen, Holm, and Bremberg 2013);
and to ‘improve teachers’ and their emotionally supportive classroom practices’ (Raver et al.
2008, 10). The articulations on children are focused on future outcomes, that might affect all
children.

What also emerged in the articulations – or rather what was missing – was a discussion on ethics.
In these studies, ethics as fairness is often so taken for granted that it is not explicitly stated as an
ethical stance. Instead, ethics were described through sentences like: ‘Informed written consent was
obtained from the parents of all participating children’ (De Bock et al. 2013, 65) and ‘Prior to the
commencement of the study, university ethics approval was gained’ (Neumann 2018, 242). Accord-
ingly, these studies articulate another aspect of ethics that I have not discussed so far, but is an
important line of thought on the map: ethics as standardized guidelines connected to committees
and institutional review boards (IRB). Articulations about ‘standardized ethics’ can be traced in the
literature discussing children in research in general. According to Robson (2018), formal ethical
approval is routinely asked of publications in biomedical journals, but has become more common
within the social sciences. Focus is usually on informed consent (mainly from caregivers),
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confidentiality, storing of the empirical material and so on. Skelton (2008, 23) describes how com-
mittees have been important for ensuring ‘good ethical research’, but stress that the guidelines have
usually not emerged from child centered perspectives. In line with this, Robson (2018) claims that
research within the social sciences could not blindly follow the ethical guidelines of medical
research, and stresses that ethics through IRB approval could turn into a box-ticking, that makes
elaborated discussions on ethics difficult.

These few studies are of course not a representation of all RCT studies that engage with children.
Nonetheless, when the missing children and the missing ethics of the RCT papers are placed at a
different entry point on the map, and related to the intervention study of which I was a part, the
understanding of the articulations becomes more complex. Within the interdisciplinary research
team of the RCT study, disagreements and conflicts arose because of a strong resistance towards
the testing of individual children (Frankenberg et al. 2019). We were literally doing research on chil-
dren, when we as part of the pre- and post-tests were placing small EEG caps, covered with electro-
des connected to cords, connected to a computer, on the heads of the children (see further Gerholm
et al. 2019). To cope with what some of us were hesitant about, we agreed upon some basics: mere
consent from guardians could never be enough. The ethics had to start with the participating chil-
dren themselves (Frankenberg et al. 2019). This meant that one of the first things we introduced to
the children was the ‘stop hand’ (see Kendall-Taylor, Erard, and Haydon 2013) to help them steer
their own participation, enabling an in-situ consent; we also prepared a book and a video about the
testing. Furthermore, we conducted child-interviews to produce knowledge about how they experi-
enced being participants in RCT research themselves, and I found myself making EEG hats of gauze
bandage, pipe cleansers and sequins together with the children in explorative play-activities to pro-
duce new knowledge on their experiences of wearing them (Bodén 2019).

Through highlighting the participation of children in ‘micro-ethical moments’ – similar to all the
ongoing negotiations that happened within the project – Graham, Powell, and Truscott (2016, 83)
claim that the development of more participatory methods could provide benefits for both the chil-
dren as part of a study and for children more broadly considered; in other and in future studies,
entangling the preposition of with and for. The discussions, conflicts and agreements within the
research team, meant that our application for ethical vetting3 covered 48 pages. Nonetheless,
when these discussions were transformed into publications – especially the papers outlining the
results of the study – the discussion between the children and the researchers on when and
where to participate; when being filmed and being interviewed; whether or not to do the tests or
participate in the play-activities, etc. got lost in transformation, condensed in five sentences
under the heading ‘Ethics approval and consent to participate’ (Gerholm et al. 2019, 25). The
only paper in which these ethical considerations have made it into print so far is the paper
where we outline the ups and downs of working in an interdisciplinary project (see Frankenberg
et al. 2019), hiding that doing research on children was inevitably intertwined with practices of
with, underpinned by an ethics as inclusion as well as an ethics of fairness.

When placing the preposition on at new points on the map, interesting inclinations happen to
the ‘scale of ethics’. The same can be said about my collaboration with the children. The making of
hats, for instance, could be thought of as research done by children, where I tried to work with the
children as ‘co-researchers’. These collaborations were focused on acknowledging the worlding pro-
cesses of our explorations, and our joint possibilities of producing new realities and new ways of
being part of the RCT study (Bodén 2019, 275). The practices we performed – engaging in creative
materials, without any other instructions than ‘explore as you wish!’ – were very similar to everyday
activities in Swedish preschools (see further Lenz Taguchi 2010; Palmer 2016). Tracing our work,
ethics as producing potential new worlds clearly underpinned it. However, it could be argued that the
free reins and the play-like activities we produced together made it difficult for the children to know
what was expected of them, and maybe above all, be aware that they were part of my post-doctoral
research project (see further Bodén 2019). In a way, the explorative activities I performed with the
children might be understood even more as research on children that turning them into objects for
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research. The power relations between us were hidden, as I became someone to play and explore
with, without it always being obvious that I was also there to produce knowledge. In the structured
practices of the testing, the children – through the well-prepared ethics protocol and ongoing dis-
cussions – had greater possibilities of participating on informed terms, creating another type of
inclusion altogether. Queering the articulation of research by children thus shows that ethics as
standardized guidelines and ‘box-tickings’ could be something else. Rather than an ‘exemption war-
rant’ that hides the complexities of working with children, the standardized guidelines could also
become a way to include children in the research on a transparent note, where power relations
become more visible and therefore easier to challenge.

Concluding discussion: ontowithforby

When ending this paper, I want to return to the questions with which we began: Do the difficulties
in ‘putting ethics to work’ mean that the majority of research that includes children is unethical?
Was the RCT study I was engaged in per default unethical in relation to the participating children?
What are the taken for granted underpinnings about ethics articulated in literature discussing chil-
dren in research?

The tracing-and-mapping of dominating lines of thought within literature that discusses chil-
dren in research makes visible a ‘scale of ethics’. However, by highlighting the philosophical
assumptions of ethics as inclusion, ethics as fairness and ethics as producing potential new worlds
and relating these to the RCT study, the scale and its inherent logic is queered. Preconceived
assumptions that RCT studies are necessarily unethical and should be placed at the ‘bad’ end of
the scale are challenged, and likewise the assumptions that qualitative and participatory practice
are ‘good’ and more ethical. Rather than claiming that ethical practices are not necessarily reflected
in the actual work with children (see for example Broström 2012; Mayne and Howitt 2015; Powell
and Smith 2009), the tracing-and-mapping shows that when previous literature on children in
research converge and is read through the RCT study and through processes of doing research
with children, the scale from on to by seems inefficient. Through what is shown on the constructed
map, the scale is thus radically questioned and becomes an ‘ontowithforby’ or a ‘boytwothirnof’;
messy and mixed together, living and dynamic, changing and evolving. As such, it might not be
enough to simply remap that scale or rescale the map, but rather to resist such a practice of placing
research on a scale entirely.

The laying out of the map thus unfolds – and queers – how scholarly work on children in
research is underpinned by assumptions on ethics as inclusion, ethics as fairness and ethics as pro-
ducing potential new worlds. In this concluding part, I would like to take the opportunity to engage
with the politics of the critique offered in the paper by drawing on these three lenses. Without being
prescriptive, the ambition here is to challenge readers to direct the questioning and queering to their
own research and their own assumptions.

The often restrictive conditions of academic publishing, in which authors are asked to reduce
discussions on ethics due to tight word limits (Robson 2018), undoubtably constrain careful dia-
logues. This might in turn have consequences regarding how much effort is actually put into
discussions on ethics in research projects. Thus, my first proposition follows Robson’s (2018,
477) suggestion to be open to possibilities for elaborate discussions on ethics in more publi-
cations, by including digital links to additional details on ethics. These discussions could
make evident an awareness of the assumptions about ethics that is taken for granted in research
projects working with children; assumptions that are so embedded and embodied in research
(and in researchers!) that they become invisible. Furthermore, the fact that researchers would
have the opportunity to highlight and examine what kind of assumptions about ethics they
rely on – inclusion, fairness, world-producing practices, or maybe something extending beyond
these lenses – would hopefully open up a pathway toward more nuanced readings and more
affirmative critique.
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This leads us to my second proposition, which has already been hinted at in the tracing-and-
mapping above. When criticizing or problematizing a methodology or a specific research project
(or placing it at either end of the scale), I am emphasizing an intervention from within. That is,
I argue that we should be careful not to transfer critique from a realm that might draw on some
specific assumption on ethics, to a realm that might draw on some other assumptions. However,
this does not mean that anything goes. Rather, it means that we have to find paths beyond the domi-
nant articulations inherent in a scale from on to by and be precise and fair in our critique. Will the
challenge be to understand ethics as something that emerges in specific contexts and not pre-
defined as good or bad?

My third and final proposition suggests an approach in which the opposition between ‘older
and outdated’ methodologies and ‘new and inventive’ ones is questioned and they are reviewed
as potentially equally ethical. One way to do this is by initiating (multidisciplinary) collabor-
ations with colleagues. Another way is to stress that researchers working with children might
have to engage with – rather than merely critique – the things they feel most hesitant about,
whether it be RCT methodologies, or something else. These unexpected collaborations or
engagements could contribute to other discussions on ethics and on children in research; discus-
sions that challenge both ‘older and outdated’ methodologies and ‘new and inventive’ ones. An
openness to the unexpected does not have to entail an avoidance of standardized guidelines. An
interest in ‘micro-ethical’ events does not mean that it is impossible to have an interest in future
gains for children in general. This means that it is equally important to highlight how a specific
research project contributes to an ethics of fairness, to an ethics of inclusion and to an ethics of
producing potential new worlds. What I call for is thus multiethical perspectives, where different
ethical underpinnings could be laid out beside each other to strengthen a research project and
also be a research project for children, one that engages the norms, values and ethical doings of
children – the children that the research concerns foremost and the children indispensable for
the research to be performed at all.

Notes

1. For more information on the project, see Bodén (2019), Frankenberg et al. (2019), Gerholm et al. (2019) and
Gerholm et al. (2018).

2. See also Wall’s (2019) discussion on childism as an analogy to feminism.
3. The Regional Ethics Board DNR nr: 2015/1664–31/5.

Acknowledgements

My sincerest thanks to Lena Aronsson and Hillevi Lenz Taguchi for their engagement and support through the writ-
ing of the paper. I would also like to thank the two anonymous reviewers whose affirmative comments and sugges-
tions improved the paper, but foremost: were a pleasure to work with.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the Swedish Research Council [grant numbers 721-2014-11786, 2018-03732].

ORCID

Linnea Bodén http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4197-304X

12 L. BODÉN

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4197-304X


References

Alanen, Leena. 1998. “Children and the Family Order: Constraints and Competencies.” In Children and Social
Competence: Arenas of Action, edited by Ian Hutchby, and Jo Moran-Ellis, 29–45. London: Falmer Press.

Alderson, Priscilla. 1995. Listening to Children: Children, Ethics and Social Research. London: Barnardo’s.
Alderson, Priscilla. 2001. “Research by Children.” International Journal of Social Research Methodology 4 (2): 139–

153.
Alderson, Priscilla, and Virgina Morrow. 2011. The Ethics of Research with Children and Young People: A Practical

Handbook. London: Sage.
Aronsson, Lena. 2019. “När Förskolan Möter Neurovetenskap: Kunskapsteoretiska Möten i Teori Och i Praktik.”

(Ph.D.). Stockholm: Barn- och ungdomsvetenskapliga institutionen, Stockholms universitet.
Aronsson, Lena. 2020. “Reconsidering the Concept of Difference: A Proposal to Connect Education and

Neuroscience in New Ways.” Policy Futures in Education 18 (2): 275–293. doi:10.1177/1478210319850437.
Aronsson, Lena, and Hillevi Lenz Taguchi. 2018. “Mapping a Collaborative Cartography of the Encounters Between

the Neurosciences and Early Childhood Education Practices.” Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of
Education 39 (2): 242–257. doi:10.1080/01596306.2017.1396732.

Barad, Karen. 2007. Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of Matter and Meaning.
Durham: Duke University Press.

Bodén, Linnea. 2019. “Wearing and Daring the Hat: Exploring the Materialities of Children’s Experiences in
Research.” Journal of Early Childhood Education Research 8 (2): 273–295.

Broström, Stig. 2012. “Children’s Participation in Research.” International Journal of Early Years Education 20 (3):
257–269. doi:10.1080/09669760.2012.715407.

Canosa, Antonia, Anne Graham, and Erica Wilson. 2018. “Reflexivity and Ethical Mindfulness in Participatory
Research with Children: What Does It Really Look Like?” Childhood 25 (3): 400–415. doi:10.1177/
0907568218769342.

Christensen, Pia, and Allison James, eds. 2000. Research with Children: Perspectives and Practices. London: Falmer
Press.

Christensen, Pia and Allison James, eds. 2008. Research with Children: Perspectives and Practices. 2nd ed. London:
Routledge.

Christensen, Pia, and Allison James, eds. 2017. Research with Children: Perspectives and Practices. 3rd ed. Abingdon:
Routledge.

Clavering Emma, K, and McLaughlin Janice. 2010. “Children’s Participation in Health Research: From Objects to
Agents?” Child: Care, Health & Development 36 (5): 603–611. doi:0.1111/j.1365-2214.2010.01094.

Cockburn, Tom. 2005. “Children and the Feminist Ethic of Care.” Childhood 12 (1): 71–89. doi:10.1177/
0907568205049893.

Coleman, Rebecca, and Jayne Osgood. 2019. “PhEMaterialist Encounters with Glitter: The Materialisation of Ethics,
Politics and Care in Arts-Based Research.” Reconceptualizing Educational Research Methodology 10 (2–3): 61–86.
doi:10.7577/rerm.3669.

De Bock, Freia, Bernd Genser, Hein Raat, Joachim E. Fischer, and Herbert Renz-Polster. 2013. “A Participatory
Physical Activity Intervention in Preschools: A Cluster Randomized Controlled Trial.” American Journal of
Preventive Medicine 45 (1): 64–74. doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2013.01.032.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Félix Guattari. 1987. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Félix Guattari. 1994. What Is Philosophy? London: Verso.
Einarsdottír, Johanna. 2007. “Research with Children: Methodological and Ethical Challenges.” European Early

Childhood Education Research Journal 15 (2): 197–211. doi:10.1080/13502930701321477.
Esser, Florian, Meike S. Baader, Tanja Betz, and Beatrice Hungerland, eds. 2016. Reconceptualising Agency and

Childhood: New Perspectives in Childhood Studies. Abingdon: Routledge.
Frankenberg, Sofia J. 2018. “Mapping Ethics with the Digital Maps Metaphor: Addressing Raised Eyebrows and

Bolded Question Marks in Relation to Developmental Test Methodology.” Mind, Brain, and Education 12 (1):
2–11. doi:10.1111/mbe.12161.

Frankenberg, Sofia J, Hillevi Lenz Taguchi, Tove Gerholm, Linnea Bodén, Petter Kallioinen, Susanne Kjällander,
Anna Palmer, and Signe Tonér. 2019. “Bidirectional Collaborations in an Intervention Randomized Controlled
Trial Performed in the Swedish Early Childhood Education Context.” Journal of Cognition and Development 20
(2): 182–202. doi:10.1080/15248372.2018.1520712.

Gerholm, Tove, Thomas Hörberg, Signe Tonér, Petter Kallioinen, Sofia Frankenberg, Susanne Kjällander, Anna
Palmer, and Hillevi Lenz Taguchi. 2018. “A Protocol for a Three-Arm Cluster Randomized Controlled
Superiority Trial Investigating the Effects of Two Pedagogical Methodologies in Swedish Preschool Settings on
Language and Communication, Executive Functions, Auditive Selective Attention, Socioemotional Skills and
Early Maths Skills.” BMC Psychology 6 (1): 1–25. doi:10.1186/s40359-018-0239-y.

CHILDREN’S GEOGRAPHIES 13

https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1478210319850437
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/01596306.2017.1396732
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/09669760.2012.715407
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0907568218769342
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0907568218769342
https://doi.org/doi:0.1111/j.1365-2214.2010.01094
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0907568205049893
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0907568205049893
https://doi.org/doi:10.7577/rerm.3669
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2013.01.032
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/13502930701321477
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/mbe.12161
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/15248372.2018.1520712
https://doi.org/doi:10.1186/s40359-018-0239-y


Gerholm, Tove, Petter Kallioinen, Signe Tonér, Sofia Frankenberg, Susanne Kjällander, Anna Palmer, and Hillevi
Lenz-Taguchi. 2019. “A Randomized Controlled Trial to Examine the Effect of Two Teaching Methods on
Preschool Children’s Language and Communication, Executive Functions, Socioemotional Comprehension,
and Early Math Skills.” BMC Psychology 7 (1): 1–28. doi:10.1186/s40359-019-0325-9.

Gibbs, Lisa, Carol Mutch, Peter O’Connor, and Colin MacDougall. 2013. “Research with, by, for and About Children:
Lessons from Disaster Contexts.” Global Studies of Childhood 3 (2): 129–141. doi:10.2304/gsch.2013.3.2.129.

Giugni, Miriam. 2011. “‘Becoming Worldly With’: An Encounter with the Early Years Learning Framework.”
Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood 12 (1): 11–27. doi:10.2304/ciec.2011.12.1.11.

Graham, Anne, Mary Ann Powell, and Julia Truscott. 2016. “Exploring the Nexus Between Participatory Methods
and Ethics in Early Childhood Research.” Australasian Journal of Early Childhood 41 (1): 82–89. doi:10.1177/
183693911604100111.

Guillemin, Marilys, and Lynn Gillam. 2004. “Ethics, Reflexivity, and ‘Ethically Important Moments’ in Research.”
Qualitative Inquiry 10 (2): 261–280. doi:10.1177/1077800403262360.

Haley, Allyson, Charles Hulme, Claudine Bowyer-Crane, Margaret J. Snowling, and Silke Fricke. 2017. “Oral
Language Skills Intervention in Pre-School: A Cautionary Tale.” International Journal of Language &
Communication Disorders 52 (1): 71–79. doi:10.1111/1460-6984.12257.

Hart, Roger A. 1992. Children’s Participation: From Tokenism to Citizenship. Florence: UNICEF, International child
development centre.

Hart, Roger A. 2008. “Stepping Back from ‘The Ladder’: Reflections on a Model of Participatory Work with
Children.” In Participation and Learning, edited by Alan Reid, Bjarne Bruun Jensen, Jutta Nikel, and Venka
Simovska, 19–31. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-6416-6_2.

Hohti, Riikka, and Jayne Osgood. 2020. “Pets That Have ‘Something Inside’: The Material Politics of in/Animacy and
Queer Kin Within the Childhood Menagerie.” Genealogy 4 (2): 38. doi:10.3390/genealogy4020038.

Hopkins, Peter E., and Nancy Bell. 2008. “Interdisciplinary Perspectives: Ethical Issues and Child Research.”
Children’s Geographies 6 (1): 1–6. doi:10.1080/14733280701791785.

James, Allison, and Alan Prout, eds. 1990. Constructing and Reconstructing Childhood : Contemporary Issues in the
Sociological Study of Childhood. London: Falmer Press.

James, Allison, and Alan Prout, eds. 2015. Constructing and Reconstructing Childhood: Contemporary Issues in the
Sociological Study of Childhood. London: Routledge.

Jensen, Bente, Anders Holm, and Sven Bremberg. 2013. “Effectiveness of a Danish Early Year Preschool Program: A
Randomized Trial.” International Journal of Educational Research 62 (January): 115–128. doi:10.1016/j.ijer.2013.
06.004.

Johansson, Lotta. 2015. “Tillblivelsens Pedagogik: Om Att Utmana de Förgivettagna. En Postkvalitativ Studie Av Det
Ännu-Icke-Seddas Pedagogiska Möjligheter.” (Ph.D.), Lund: Lund University, Faculty of Social Sciences.

Källström, Åsa, and Kjerstin Andersson Bruck. 2017. Etiska Reflektioner i Forskning Med Barn. Malmö: Gleerups.
Kellett, Mary. 2005. “Children as Active Researchers: A New Research Paradigm for the 21st Century?” ESRC

National Centre for Research Methods. NCRM Methods Review Papers, NCRM/003.
Kellett, Mary. 2010. Rethinking Children and Research: Attitudes in Contemporary Society. London: Bloomsbury

Publishing.
Kendall-Taylor, Nathaniel, Michael Erard, and Abigail Haydon. 2013. “The Use of Metaphor as a Science

Communication Tool: Air Traffic Tontrol for Your Brain.” Journal of Applied Communication Research 41 (4):
412–433. doi:10.1080/00909882.2013.836678.

Kim, Chae-Young. 2016. “Why Research ‘by’ Children? Rethinking the Assumptions Underlying the Facilitation of
Children as Researchers.” Children & Society 30 (3): 230–240. doi:10.1111/chso.12133.

Kind, Sylvia. 2020. “Wool Works, Cat’s Cradle, and the Art of Paying Attention.” In Ethics and Research with Young
Children: New Perspectives, edited by Christopher M. Schulte, 49–61. London: Bloomsbury.

Law, John, and Annemarie Mol. 2002. “Local Entanglements or Utopian Moves: An Inquiry Into Train Accidents.”
The Sociological Review 50 (1): 82–105. doi:10.1111/j.1467-954X.2002.tb03580.x.

Lenz Taguchi, Hillevi. 2010. Going Beyond the Theory/Practice Divide in Early Childhood Education: Introducing an
Intra-Active Pedagogy. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Lenz Taguchi, Hillevi. 2013. “Images of Thinking in Feminist Materialisms: Ontological Divergences and the
Production of Researcher Subjectivities.” International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 26 (6): 706–
716. doi:10.1080/09518398.2013.788759.

Lenz Taguchi, Hillevi. 2016a. “‘The Concept as Method’: Tracing-and-Mapping the Problem of the Neuro(n) in the
Field of Education.” Cultural Studies ↔ Critical Methodologies 16 (2): 213–223. doi:10.1177/1532708616634726.

Lenz Taguchi, Hillevi. 2016b. “Deleuzo-Guattarian Rhizomatics: Mapping the Desiring Forces and Connections
Between Educational Practices and the Neurosciences.” In Posthuman Research Practices in Education, edited
by Carol Taylor, and Christina Hughes, 37–57. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Lenz Taguchi, Hillevi, and Anna Palmer. 2014. “Reading a Deleuzio-Guattarian Cartography of Young Girls’ ‘School-
Related’ Ill-/Well-Being.” Qualitative Inquiry 20 (6): 764–771. doi:10.1177/1077800414530259.

14 L. BODÉN

https://doi.org/doi:10.1186/s40359-019-0325-9
https://doi.org/doi:10.2304/gsch.2013.3.2.129
https://doi.org/doi:10.2304/ciec.2011.12.1.11
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/183693911604100111
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/183693911604100111
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1077800403262360
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/1460-6984.12257
https://doi.org/doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-6416-6_2
https://doi.org/doi:10.3390/genealogy4020038
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/14733280701791785
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.ijer.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.ijer.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/00909882.2013.836678
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/chso.12133
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1467-954X.2002.tb03580.x
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/09518398.2013.788759
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1532708616634726
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1077800414530259


Mayne, Fiona, and Christine Howitt. 2015. “How Far Have We Come in Respecting Young Children in Our
Research?: A Meta-Analysis of Reported Early Childhood Research Practice from 2009 to 2012.” Australasian
Journal of Early Childhood 40 (4): 30–38. doi:10.1177/183693911504000405.

Murris, Karin. 2016. The Posthuman Child: Educational Transformation Through Philosophy with Picturebooks.
Contesting Early Childhood. Abingdon: Routledge.

Neumann, Michelle M. 2018. “Using Tablets and Apps to Enhance Emergent Literacy Skills in Young Children.”
Early Childhood Research Quarterly 42 (January): 239–246. doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2017.10.006.

Osgood, Jayne, and Kerry H. Robinson, eds. 2019. Feminists Researching Gendered Childhoods: Generative
Entanglements. London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

Palaiologou, Ioanna. 2012. Ethical Practice in Early Childhood. London: Sage.
Palmer, Anna. 2016. “‘Is This the Tallest Building in the World?’ A Posthuman Approach to Ethical Dilemmas in

Young Children’s Learning Projects.” Global Studies of Childhood 6 (3): 283–298. doi:10.1177/2043610616665035.
Pells, Kirrily. 2010. “‘No One Ever Listens to Us’: Challenging Obstacles to the Participation of Children and Young

People in Rwanda.” In A Handbook of Children and Young People’s Participation: Perspectives from Theory and
Practice, edited by Barry Percy-Smith and Nigel Thomas, 197–203. London: Routledge.

Powell, Mary Ann, Anne Graham, Nicola J Taylor, Sallie Newell, and Robyn Fitzgerald. 2011. Building Capacity for
Ethical Research with Children and Young People: An International Research Project to Examine the Ethical Issues
and Challenges in Undertaking Research with and for Children in Different Majority and Minority World Contexts.
Dunedin: University of Otago Centre for Research on Children and Families/Centre for Children and Young
People.

Powell, Mary Ann, and Anne B. Smith. 2009. “Children’s Participation Rights in Research.” Childhood: A Global
Journal of Child Research 16 (1): 124–142. doi:10.1177/0907568208101694.

Prout, Alan. 2002. “Researching Children as Social Actors: An Introduction to the Children 5–16 Programme.”
Children & Society 16 (2): 67–76. doi:10.1002/chi.710.

Puig de la Bellacasa, María. 2017. Matters of Care: Speculative Ethics in More Than Human Worlds. Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

Raver, C. Cybele, Stephanie M. Jones, Christine P. Li-Grining, Molly Metzger, Kina M. Champion, and Latriese
Sardin. 2008. “Improving Preschool Classroom Processes: Preliminary Findings from a Randomized Trial
Implemented in Head Start Settings.” Early Childhood Research Quarterly 23 (1): 10–26. doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.
2007.09.001.

Roberts, Helen. 2017. “Listening to Children: And Hearing Them.” In Research with Children: Perspectives and
Practices, edited by Pia Christensen, and Allison James, 3rd ed., 154–171. Abingdon: Routledge.

Robinson, Kerry H., and Jayne Osgood. 2019. “Re-Turning Again: Dis/Continuities and Theoretical Shifts in the
Generational Generation of Discourses About Gender in Early Childhood Education.” In Feminists Researching
Gendered Childhoods: Generative Entanglements, edited by Jayne Osgood, and Kerry H. Robinson, 41–60.
London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

Robson, Elsbeth. 2018. “Ethics Committees, Journal Publication and Research with Children.” Children’s Geographies
16 (5): 473–480. doi:10.1080/14733285.2017.1392481.

Rosen, Rachel and Katherine Twamley, eds. 2018. Feminism and the Politics of Childhood: Friends or Foes? 1st ed.
London: UCL Press.

Schulte, Christopher M., ed. 2020. Ethics and Research with Young Children: New Perspectives. London: Bloomsbury.
Skelton, Tracey. 2008. “Research with Children and Young People: Exploring the Tensions Between Ethics,

Competence and Participation.” Children’s Geographies 6 (1): 21–36. doi:10.1080/14733280701791876.
Smith, Anne B. 2011. “Respecting Children’s Rights and Agency: Theoretical Insights Into Ethical Research

Procedures.” In Researching Young Children’s Perspectives, edited by Deborah Harcourt, Bob Perry, and Tim
Waller, 31–45. London: Routledge.

Smith, Roger, Maddy Monaghan, and Bob Broad. 2002. “Involving Young People as Co-Researchers: Facing up to the
Methodological Issues.” Qualitative Social Work: Research and Practice 1 (2): 191–207. doi:10.1177/
1473325002001002619.

Spyrou, Spyros. 2018. Disclosing Childhoods: Research and Knowledge Production for a Critical Childhood Studies.
Studies in Childhood and Youth. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Taylor, Affrica, and Veronica Pacini-Ketchabaw. 2018. The Common Worlds of Children and Animals: Relational
Ethics for Entangled Lives. 1st ed. London: Routledge.

Thomas, Nigel. 2017. “Turning the Tables: Children as Researchers.” In Research with Children: Perspectives and
Practices, edited by Pia Christensen, and Allison James, 160–179. London: Routledge.

Thomas, Nigel, and Claire O’Kane. 1998. “The Ethics of Participatory Research with Children.” Children & Society 12
(5): 336–348. doi:10.1111/j.1099-0860.1998.tb00090.x.

Trafí-Prats, Laura. 2020. “Cucumber Party: For A Posthumanist Ethics of Care in Parenting.” In Ethics and Research
with Young Children: New Perspectives, edited by Christopher M. Schulte, 129–145. London: Bloomsbury.

Wall, John. 2019. “From Childhood Studies to Childism: Reconstructing the Scholarly and Social Imaginations.”
Children’s Geographies 1–14. doi:10.1080/14733285.2019.1668912.

CHILDREN’S GEOGRAPHIES 15

https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/183693911504000405
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2017.10.006
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/2043610616665035
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/0907568208101694
https://doi.org/doi:10.1002/chi.710
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2007.09.001
https://doi.org/doi:10.1016/j.ecresq.2007.09.001
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/14733285.2017.1392481
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/14733280701791876
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1473325002001002619
https://doi.org/doi:10.1177/1473325002001002619
https://doi.org/doi:10.1111/j.1099-0860.1998.tb00090.x
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/14733285.2019.1668912


Wihstutz, Anne. 2016. “Children’s Agency: Contributions from Feminist and Ethic of Care Theories to Sociology of
Childhood.” In Reconceptualising Agency and Childhood: New Perspectives in Childhood Studies, edited by Florian
Esser, Meike S. Baader, Tanja Betz, and Beatrice Hungerland, 71–83. Abingdon: Routledge.

Willumsen, Elisabeth, Jon Vegar Hugaas, and Ingunn Studsrød. 2014. “The Child as Co-Researcher: Moral and
Epistemological Issues in Childhood Research.” Ethics and Social Welfare 8 (4): 332–349. doi:10.1080/
17496535.2014.894108.

Woodhead, Martin, and Dorothy Faulkner. 2000. “Subjects, Objects or Participants? Dilemmas of Psychological
Research with Children.” In Research with Children: Perspectives and Practices, edited by Pia Christensen, and
Allison James, 9–35. London: Falmer Press.

16 L. BODÉN

https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/17496535.2014.894108
https://doi.org/doi:10.1080/17496535.2014.894108

	Abstract
	Vignette: ethics and children in research
	Introduction
	A methodology of tracing-and-mapping
	Tracing-and-mapping the ethics of children in research
	Ethics on a scale of prepositions
	The ethical underpinnings of the prepositions
	Ethics as inclusion
	Ethics as fairness
	Ethics as producing potential new worlds

	Remapping the scale and rescaling the map

	Concluding discussion: ontowithforby
	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

