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Resumo: A Convenção das Nações Unidas sobre os Direitos da Criança foi um momento crucial que mudou o estatuto
da criança na sociedade e na invesƟgação: deu-lhe voz e o direito de ser ouvida. No entanto, se a competência da
criança foi posta em causa durante muito tempo, ela tem-se revelado uma preciosa ajuda, colaborando com os
invesƟgadores e ajudando-os a entender as complexidades inerentes às suas vidas, e sobre a infância pós-moderna,
enquanto experiência vivida por ela mesma.O reconhecimento das crianças como atores sociais e agentes interaƟvos,
bem como o crescente interesse empírico pela infância, levanta novas discussões metodológicas e éƟcas, dilemas e
responsabilidades que precisam de ser reﬂeƟdas. O presente arƟgo discorre por algumas decisões éƟcas que foram
cuidadosamente consideradas no decurso de uma invesƟgação parƟcipaƟva com crianças. Meninas e meninos – 41
parƟcipantes, maioritariamente com idades entre os 10-12 anos – revelaram-se colaboradores indispensáveis no
estudo qualitaƟvo e as suas perspeƟvas foram fundamentais para adentrar na subjeƟva presença das tecnologias
digitais nos seus mundos e interações. Aqui são analisados alguns aspectos éƟcos essenciais: acesso às crianças;
proteção da privacidade e conﬁdencialidade das crianças; equilibrando o poder na relação adulto-criança; construção
de laços de conﬁança; entrar no espaço das crianças. Quando se faz invesƟgação, nem sempre se encontra facilmente
respostas nos livros. E a pesquisa nem sempre decorre de acordo com o plano traçado inicialmente. O objeƟvo
principal deste capítulo é fornecer informações sobre algumas preocupações práƟcas de caráter éƟco que surgiram e
foram cuidadosamente ponderadas durante o processo de invesƟgação.
Palavras-chave: Criança. ÉƟca. InvesƟgação qualitaƟva.
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ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ǁŽƌůĚƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŽŶƐ͘ ^ŽŵĞ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ŬĞǇ ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ĂƌĞ ĂŶĂůǇƐĞĚ͗ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͖
ƉƌŽƚĞĐƟŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛ƐƉƌŝǀĂĐǇĂŶĚĐŽŶĮĚĞŶƟĂůŝƚǇ͕ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐƉŽǁĞƌŝŶĂĚƵůƚͲĐŚŝůĚƌĞůĂƟŽŶƐŚŝƉ͕ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƚƌƵƐƚ͕ĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐ
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ͛ƐƐƉĂĐĞ͘tŚĞŶĚŽŝŶŐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͕ŶŽƚĂůůĂŶƐǁĞƌƐĐĂŶďĞĞĂƐŝůǇĨŽƵŶĚŝŶďŽŽŬƐ͘ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŶŽƚĂůǁĂǇƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐ
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Resumen: La Convención de las Naciones Unidas sobre los Derechos del Niño fue un momento crucial que cambió el
estatus de los niños tanto en la sociedad como en la invesƟgación: dándoles voz y derecho a ser escuchados. Si por un
lado la competencia de los niños se ha puesto en duda durante mucho Ɵempo; Por otro lado, los niños han demostrado
ser expertos en la co-invesƟgación con los invesƟgadores, ayudándoles a comprender las complejidades encerradas
en sus propias vidas, y arrojar luz sobre la experiencia vivida de la infancia posmoderna. El reconocimiento de los niños
como actores sociales y agentes interacƟvos, seguido por el aumento del interés empírico en la infancia, plantea nuevas
discusiones metodológicas y éƟcas, dilemas y responsabilidades para los invesƟgadores que necesitan una mayor reﬂexión.
Este texto ofrece una visión general de las preocupaciones éƟcas clave que se consideraron cuidadosamente al hacer la
invesƟgación parƟcipaƟva con los niños. Las niñas y los niños - un total de 41 parƟcipantes, principalmente de edades
comprendidas entre 10-12 - parƟciparon en un estudio cualitaƟvo y fueron importantes colaboradores cuya comprensión
fue fundamental para interpretar la incrustación de las tecnologías digitales en sus mundos e interacciones. Se analizan
algunos aspectos éƟcos clave: acceso a los niños; Proteger la privacidad y la conﬁdencialidad de los niños, manejar el
poder en la relación adulto- niños, construir conﬁanza, entrar en el espacio de los niños.Al hacer la invesƟgación, no todas
las respuestas se pueden encontrar fácilmente en los libros. La invesƟgación no se desarrolla siempre según el plan inicial.
El propósito principal de este capítulo es proporcionar información sobre algunas preocupaciones éƟcas prácƟcas que
consumieran Ɵempo, pero fueron cuidadosamente ponderadas durante el proceso de invesƟgación.
Palabras-chave: Niño. Ética. Investigación cualitativa.
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According to Alderson (2001), the United NaƟons ConvenƟon on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC)
was a crucial moment that changed children’s status in both society and in research. Recognised as social
actors worthy of being studied in their own right (Hill et al., 2004), children’s agency and competence
is placed in the centre of (child-centred) research, and their experiences and perspecƟves about life
became most valued contributes (Grover, 2004; Wyness, 2012b). This shiŌ in research gave rise to the
emergence of a new paradigm for the study of childhood in new direcƟons, rescuing children from
biologists and psychological prospects (Sarmento, 2005b) and from social invisibility (James & Prout,
2005) – the competence paradigm (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998; Jenks, 2009).
In the competence paradigm, childhood is a historical, cultural and social construcƟon and
children are considered to be both raƟonal and competent. Competence is a dynamic acƟvity held by
children in social arenas of acƟon (such as family, peer group, and school), that they rouƟnely share
with each other and with adults; where they struggle for power (working out their own agenda),
contest meanings, exercise social competencies and negoƟate relaƟonships (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis,
1998). Nevertheless, children’s competence has been recurrently challenged based on age aƩributes
and as a result of the dominant discourse of developmental psychology (to read more about levels of
competency, see Freeman, 2007). Struggling against this, Alderson (1993) has been a ﬁerce advocate
demonstraƟng children’s (even at young children’s) ability to arrive at an informed and wise decision
even in very serious health condiƟons (see for instance the Gillick decision in Alderson, 1993).
Children have demonstrated themselves to be very helpful in helping researchers to understand
complex and vulnerable life experiences and idenƟƟes in several delicate topics. Examples of this
abound: for example, war experiences (Davis et al., 2008; MarƟns, 2011); street experiences (Davis
et al., 2008); disability (Davis et al., 2008; Monteith, 2004; Wickenden & Kembhavi-Tam, 2014);
care (Roche, 1999; Wihstutz, 2011); health and welfare (Alderson, 1993; Balen, 2006; Coyne et al.,
2009; Kiely, 2005; Kline, 2005; Murray & HalleƩ, 2000); domesƟc violence and physical punishment
(Freeman, 2007; Iversen, 2013; Saunders & Goddard, 2005); family decisions and divorce (Hemrica,
2004; Holland, 2006; Tomanovic’-Mihajlovic’, 2000); and sexual abuse (Robinson, 2005). BrutaliƟes
commiƩed against children and children’s experiences as murderers, carers, or soldiers disclose their
powerlessness in relaƟon to adults, their power over others and demonstrate a competence that
“throw[s] into disarray any noƟons of an all-embracing childish innocence” (James & Jenks, 1996,
cited in James, 1998, p. viii) and dependency (James, 1998).
The recogniƟon of children as social actors, followed by the upsurge of empirical interest
in childhood, raises new ethical discussions, dilemmas and responsibiliƟes for researchers
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(Christensen & Prout, 2002). In line with these challenges this text develops from a qualitaƟve
study in which children’s voices (a total of 41, mostly aged 10-12) were privileged to reﬂect
about the complexiƟes enclosed in the technologised world in which children grow, move and
parƟcipate (Hutchby & Moran-Ellis, 1998).
Children’s ParƟcipaƟon in Research
As a “direct consequence of the pervasive impact of developmental psychology” (James & James,
2009, p. 92), children’s parƟcipaƟon in research is not a subject of peaceful discussion, on the contrary,
is marked by ambiguiƟes and tensions that are sƟll unresolved (Graham & Fitzgerald, 2010) on issues
related with children’s competence, age, maturity, and credibility of their tesƟmonies (Davie et al.,
1996, cited in Komulainen, 2007), harming and weakening children’s rights to parƟcipaƟon in research
and, ulƟmately, in society. Hart (1992) reasons that this occurs because the UNCRC is more concerned
with protecƟng children, relegaƟng to second place that children only learn to become responsible
ciƟzens if they engage in collaboraƟve acƟviƟes within the community. Inspired by the Arnestein’s
ciƟzenship ladder, he proposes a ‘ladder of parƟcipaƟon’ (see Figure 1), “a beginning typology to think
about children’s parƟcipaƟon in projects” (Hart, 1992, p. 9) and beƩer perceive the diīerent levels of
children’s acƟve enrolment and power (agency) in decision-making processes. Thomas (2007) proposes
that children’s agency is not always straighƞorward in the research process and may contribute to some
misinterpretaƟon around the ‘parƟcipaƟon’ and ‘consultaƟon’ dichotomy.
ParƟcipaƟon is child-orientated: it gives children more power to see their engagement
translated into a real social contribuƟon; and enables children to be heard and acƟvely involved
in decision-making processes about maƩers that aīect their lives, whether individually or
collecƟvely. ConsultaƟon, on the other hand, operates in one direcƟon (asking for opinions, that
may or may not be taken into account aŌerwards) and does not require hearing the children
directly. In consultaƟon children’s voice may be reduced to a glimpse of their views.
Figure 1 - Hart’s ladder of children’s parƟcipaƟon

In Hart (1992, p. 8).
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In each process children have diīerent levels of decision, and diīerent levels of power
over adults. ConsultaƟon may be a mean of enabling children to parƟcipate, but it can also
be a subsƟtute for parƟcipaƟon in decisions that are made without the direct involvement of
children, though their views may be feeding results. To overcome some negaƟve charge assigned
to consultaƟon, and to avoid the greyness of parƟcipaƟon/consultaƟon dichotomy, some opted
to use instead ‘dialogue’.
Children’s parƟcipaƟon implies “some presumpƟon of empowerment of those involved”
(Sinclair, 2004, p. 111) in decision-making processes in order to achieve ‘change’. In James and
James’ terms, parƟcipaƟon means “to take part in and contribute acƟvely to a situaƟon, an
event, a process or an outcome, although the extent of the contribuƟon and the autonomy with
which is made may vary considerable and may be constrained in various ways” (2009, p. 92). As
Sinclair (2004) argues, in pracƟce, parƟcipaƟon has a more passive connotaƟon simply meaning
to be ‘listened to’ or ‘consulted’, which may explain the frequent misunderstanding and that
would lead us back to the beginning of the misinterpretaƟon.
Children’s acƟve parƟcipaƟon is not straighƞorward when children-adults’ lives intersect.
ConstricƟons oŌen arise and create tensions, inhibiƟng children from being seen and heard and
being able to posiƟvely exercise their parƟcipaƟon rights. Research with children understandably
heightens parƟcular anxieƟes and, therefore, ethical consideraƟons took a crucial place when
researching with children. In line with this matrix, the ethical framework that guided the
invesƟgaƟon menƟoned previously, endorsed the consequenƟalist model elaborated from the
feminist ethic of care (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994) and ‘ethical symmetry’ (Christensen & Prout,
2002). Moreover, it is sustained by two ethical guidelines supporƟng research with children:
Barnado’s (Tyler et al., 2006) and Save the Children (Laws & Mann, 2004).
To avoid undesirable and instrumental piƞalls, hence, consideraƟon of ethics was a
reﬂexive exercise that happened “before, aŌer and during the research” (Boyden & Ennew, 1997,
p. 42). In accordance with this, this text gives an overview of key ethic issues that were carefully
considered along the study: access to children; protecƟng children’s privacy and conﬁdenƟality,
managing power in adult-child relaƟonship, building trust, entering children’s space.
Access To Children
One of the greatest achievements of the UNCRC was the recogniƟon of rights empowering
children to parƟcipate in research in order to have a voice and to be listened to about maƩers
that concern them and aīect their lives. SƟll, despite having the right to be heard and being the
centre of this research, gaining direct access to children raised a number of challenges, such as
negoƟaƟng with gatekeepers (insƟtuƟonal coordinators and parents or legal guardians), who in
turn, hold the responsibility to ensure children’s best interests and to protect them from harm
(Coyne, 2010; O’Reilly et al., 2013).
The insƟtuƟonal gatekeepers were informed of the research goals, design, strategies and ethical
guidelines through a wriƩen proposal and face-to-face meeƟngs (these happened regularly before
and during researcher’s stay in the ﬁeld). AŌer being granted insƟtuƟonal approval, gatekeepers
were enrolled in the planning of the ﬁeld entrance and the following tasks. The gatekeepers were
extremely supporƟve and from the ﬁrst moment took care of scheduling the acƟviƟes, giving
a proper space for the research meeƟngs with the children, contacƟng the parƟcipants, giving
informaƟon about the research to parents and children, recruiƟng children, introducing the
researcher to the staī and to the children, and by oīering suggesƟons and informaƟon about
the parƟcipants during the research. Although highly accessible and cooperaƟve, it is not possible
to assure the level of control and bias introduced by theses insƟtuƟonal gatekeepers in the ﬁnal
group of parƟcipants (Coyne, 2010; also see O’Reilly et al., 2013).
ͺͶ84
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Simultaneously, procedures for gaining parents or legal guardians and children’s consent
were considered. RespecƟng parents’/legal guardians’ concerns to ensure the child’s safety and
interests (Morrow & Richards, 1996), a document was prepared containing informaƟon about
the research project, protecƟon guidelines, and researcher contacts; in this document was also
included a signed consent requesƟng children’s parƟcipaƟon in the research and permission to
record the sessions. Nevertheless, parents’/guardians’ agreement for their child to take part
in the research was not the sole prerequisite to allow children’s parƟcipaƟon in the research.
To seek equilibrium between protecƟon and parƟcipaƟon, children’s consent was also sought.
Notwithstanding their choice to be part of the study, to avoid being coerced to parƟcipate,
parƟcipants were invited to partake in a session where the researcher gave further details
and explanaƟons about the study and about their parƟcipaƟon and collaboraƟon in the study,
including: children’s role in the invesƟgaƟon; how data is used; the purpose of informed consent
and assent; and what happens to the recordings made and the overall data collected during
the meeƟngs. ParƟcipants were addiƟonally informed that their parƟcipaƟon in the study was
voluntary and that they were able to withdraw from the study and end their involvement at any
point. AŌer the stay in the ﬁeld oral and wriƩen feedback was given to the host insƟtuƟons.
ProtecƟng Children’s Privacy and ConﬁdenƟality
To protect children’s rights to privacy and conﬁdenƟality, idenƟƟes and personal
informaƟon were concealed. ParƟcipants’ idenƟƟes were replaced by a pseudonym and personal
informaƟon was erased. To protect children’s anonymity, narraƟves capable of idenƟfying the
parƟcipants were omiƩed. However, from a safeguarding perspecƟve and prioriƟsing the child’s
best interests, conﬁdenƟality would have been overridden in order to fulﬁl a stronger obligaƟon,
for instance in the situaƟon of actual or potenƟal harm to the child or others. Fortunately, no
such situaƟon arose during the stay in the ﬁeld.
No monetary retribuƟon was oīered to guarantee parƟcipants’ acƟve enrolment in
the research acƟviƟes. No monetary retribuƟon was oīered to guarantee parƟcipants’ acƟve
enrolment in the research acƟviƟes.
Managing Power in Adult-Child RelaƟonship
As discussed formerly, children’s parƟcipaƟon is not a linear or straighƞorward process,
which means that even when oĸcially accepted, it does not always translate into authenƟc
parƟcipaƟon, as some authors observe (Mayall, 2000; Reynaert et al., 2009; Roche, 1999;
Thomas, 2007; Tomanovic’-Mihajlovic’, 2000; Wyness, 2009; 2012b).
Considering Tomanovic’-Mihajlovic’s (2000) and Wyness’ (2012b) perspecƟves, ethical
symmetry and solidarity developed in the relaƟonship developed between the researcher and
the parƟcipants, which resulted in working alongside as partners. This, however, does not mean
the generaƟonal diīerences were prevented. For example, at the beginning of the process,
due to lack of experience in qualitaƟve research with children, the researcher was not always
comfortable in sharing decisions with the children. However, this did not turn out to be a negaƟve
outcome. On the contrary, it enabled the researcher to approach these interacƟons reﬂexively
(see Doyle 2013) as children demonstrated being fully capable of developing strategies to resist
the adult’s “pressures and diminish the uneven distribuƟon of power” (Tomanovic’-Mihajlovic’,
2000, p. 153). To miƟgate the potenƟal imbalance of power between adult researcher and
parƟcipants, strategies were iniƟated by the researcher (empowering) and by the children
themselves (resisƟng), as is illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1 - Balancing power in adult-child relaƟonship (strategies)
Empowering strategies
(IniƟated by the researcher)
In order to build horizontal relaƟonships children
were asked and encouraged to call the researcher
by the ﬁrst name. However, despite the eīorts
some children, when addressing the researcher
or talking about the researcher, parƟcipants kept
calling the researcher ‘teacher’.

ResisƟng strategies
(IniƟated by the children)
At ﬁrst, children decided the Ɵme that each
session lasted. In one group, a 13-year-old girl
decided the duraƟon of the meeƟng before
its start and controlled the Ɵme, by frequently
looking at her watch. During the meeƟng she
warned the researcher that it was Ɵme to leave.
This is a more explicit example of a situaƟon that
was surpassed as children began to accept the
researcher and requesƟng for the meeƟngs to
last longer.

AcƟviƟes were not compulsory for the parƟcipants.
AcƟviƟes were proposed and negoƟated with
children and they could decide to parƟcipate or
not; or make suggesƟons to enrich the acƟvity or
adapt to what was more interesƟng to them.

SomeƟmes they readjusted the acƟviƟes with
tasks of their own choice, for instance in a
storytelling acƟvity, some chose to write, others
to draw, and others to improvise orally. They also
shared with the group videos and stories they
considered to be interesƟng.

ParƟcipants were free to use their digital devices ParƟcipants were free to choose whether to
during the meeƟngs.
parƟcipate or not in the meeƟngs and in the
acƟviƟes. None of them gave up the meeƟngs,
although their aƩendance was not always
regular.
The choice for parƟcipatory and group acƟviƟes The fact that children in the group were friends
saƟsﬁed children’s right to be heard.
or acquaintances reduced power imbalance
between researcher and parƟcipants.
The adopƟon of a non-authoritaƟve, humble and Children assumed the expert role willing to help
learner aƫtude.
the researcher understanding their digital worlds
and interacƟons.
Besides the informed consent requested to
parents/guardians, also children were able to
decide their parƟcipaƟon in the study by giving
oral or signed assent.

Children’s choice to parƟcipate was voluntary.
Minor cases in which parents signed the consent
but children were not moƟvated to engage in
the research process, children’s right to nonparƟcipaƟon prevailed and they were not
included in the acƟviƟes.
Withholding judgement from an adult perspecƟve RevelaƟons or quesƟons to test the researcher
and demonstraƟng respect for children’s and see researcher’s reacƟons.
understandings.

Entering Children’s Spaces
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The generaƟonal, cultural and social gap between the researcher and the children involved
in the research cannot be ignored. Aware of this deterrent gap, a humble, sensiƟve, friendly
approach helped to build bonds and reliable relaƟonships, and sharing in a comfortable, safe
and trusted environment.
The research was carried out in places with social and cultural meaning (James & James,
2009), infused with subjecƟvity in which relaƟonships were developed; a considerable amount
of parƟcipatory work was done; informaƟon was ‘freely’ shared and disclosed through narraƟves
São Cristóvão (SE), v.17, n. 2, p. 81-92, mai./ago.2017

Research, children an ethics: an ongoing dialogue

conveyed and constructed within an interacƟonal environment (Renold, 2012). Despite being
spaces designed by adults and from adults’ percepƟons about children’s needs and interests
(James & James, 2009), children appropriated these spaces in a relaxed and informal fashion,
enabling face-to-face conversaƟons, free speech and eye contact between the parƟcipants and
the researcher. Nevertheless, it was not possible to engage all the children to the same level of
parƟcipaƟon or interest.
MeeƟngs were held in a leisure acƟvity centre (in the school faciliƟes) and two community
centres. The educaƟonal/school seƫng where meeƟngs were held may have had an inﬂuence and
biased children’s parƟcipaƟon by leading them to give socially expected or ‘right’ answers, which
may not resemble enƟrely their thoughts or experiences (Kenney, 2009). In order to overcome
this the researcher was concerned to provide a space of freedom of speech, sharing, mutual
respect, where children could express their true feelings and thoughts without fearing lectures
or judgements. In short, research meeƟngs aƩempted to be a place where parƟcipants could
exercise their ciƟzenship. With Ɵme, group meeƟngs became that expected secure and reliable
environment, a space for parƟcipants to openly express their opinion, worries, expectaƟons,
and share their digital experiences, embodying the role of experts of their own lives (Bond,
2014) and “the primary source of knowledge about their own views and experiences” (Alderson,
2003, p. 253).
When entering children’s space there are several implicaƟons that need to be pondered.
Although video and audio recording were authorised by children’s parents/guardians, the opƟon
to record the sessions in audio format, instead of video, is associated with the protecƟon of
children’s privacy. However, during the meeƟngs some moments were video recorded (e.g. roleplaying acƟviƟes). The opƟon to audio record instead of taking notes was due to the fact that
some interacƟons would be ignored while taking notes.
Taking advantage of the uptake of post-pc devices (Clark & Luckin, 2013), a tablet was the
equipment selected to assist the research meeƟngs and other research tasks (Linder et al., 2013).
The preference for a tablet, instead of using more tradiƟonal recording technologies,
certainly opened up empowering opportuniƟes for collecƟng data in more eĸcient and ﬂexible
way, as it converged in just one easy-to-carry and easy-to-use tool with various possibiliƟes
(text, video, audio, image) that could be used in a less intrusive fashion. CorroboraƟng Clark
and Luckin (2013) and Linder et al. (2013), the use of a tablet for research purposes equally
moƟvated and engaged the parƟcipants by represenƟng an opportunity and an incenƟve for
them to explore and enhance technological dexteriƟes. The children responded posiƟvely to the
use of the tablet.
Building Trust
Agreeing with Santana and Fernandes (2011) that signiﬁcant gains come when spaces
for free dialogue are opened to children, group meeƟngs were structured through the use
of parƟcipatory and group acƟviƟes with the purpose of capturing children’s understanding,
experience and percepƟons about their digital everyday lives. Research acƟviƟes became a
work in progress, organised to combine work and play (O’Kane, 2003). In the ﬁrst meeƟngs icebreaking acƟviƟes were employed to get the parƟcipants more relaxed and engaged. They were
allowed to use the internet freely, share jokes, stories and talk about day-to-day life in school,
friendships, family, gossip, hobbies and relaƟonships.
Throughout the ﬁeldwork there was also the likelihood of Ɵme constrains for both the
children and the researcher. In order to minimise the pressure of collecƟng data, it was important
to have the ability to lower expectaƟons and, instead, choosing to enjoy the research process,
making the acƟviƟes as embracing as possible and providing enjoyable moments for everyone.
Alice’s (10 years old) words reﬂect their vivid enthusiasm about the group meeƟngs: “Ask us
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more quesƟons”; or when asked which session they enjoyed the most, she states “They were all
cool” or when Hera (10 years old) inquires: “why are you leaving us?”.
When doing qualitaƟve research with children, forming relaƟonships is almost inevitable
and important to get them to parƟcipate (Duncombe & Jessop, 2002; Woodhead & Faulkner,
2003). As ﬁeldwork developed, relaƟonships became stronger and closer (self-disclosure was
a way to maintain the adult-child power relaƟonship balanced) (Duncombe & Jessop, 2002;
Punch, 2011). Several signs indicated researcher’s acceptance by the parƟcipants (e.g. invitaƟons to take part in school events and birthdays, siƫng next the researcher during the meetings, oīering help, personal compliments, showing interest and curiosity in the researcher’s
personal life, seeking the researcher to conﬁde about personal concerns, asking for advice in
several maƩers). Obviously, not all relaƟonships gained the same level of collaboraƟon. Not
all parƟcipants contributed in idenƟcal ways. For instance, despite the eīort to sƟmulate everyone’s parƟcipaƟon, in parƟcular, the boys became more invisible within the meeƟngs as
girls were more numerous in the groups and were more talkaƟve. To overcome this power differenƟal, steps were taken to encourage the boys to give them voice by using interacƟve and
fun acƟviƟes, such as role-playing or games. In another situaƟon, ethnicity was also a source
of exclusion inside one group, as the dominant culture rouƟnely excluded the minority group.
To miƟgate the problem, the work was developed with smaller groups or one to one meeƟngs.
Final Thoughts
During the research process it is important to remember the role of the researcher. Being
a female researcher with a youthful appearance and a communicaƟve approach were advantages that helped to create a good ﬁrst impression with the children and develop friendly relaƟonships. Whilst, if this is considered ‘good for the job’, according to Duncombe and Jessop words, it
is not necessarily so good for the researcher when challenged by uncomfortable feelings of ‘faking a friendship’ (Duncombe & Jessop, 2002). It could be considered that parƟcipants gave more
to the research than the researcher was able to give them back, but during the research period
at least, the meeƟngs helped to raise awareness among the parƟcipants, by sƟmulaƟng reﬂecƟon on the complex venues enclosed in their technologized lives. Similarly, there was the feeling
of achieving a balance “between being their friend, […] an adult and a researcher […]”(Punch,
2011, p. 99) by leƫng children “lead wherever possible, leƫng them decide how they preferred
to negoƟate our relaƟonship in diīerent contexts” (Punch, 2011, p. 99).
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