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ABSTRACT
This systematic literature review aimed to ascertain what
participatory methods for young children have been used in
peer-reviewed empirical articles. A systematic literature search
yielded 75 articles. Based on their methodology, the studies were
divided into six categories: (1) multi-method and the Mosaic
approach, (2) observation and ethnography, (3) language-based
methods, (4) visual methods, (5) creative and playful methods,
and (6) children as co-researchers. The participatory features of
these methods were then analyzed. The articles foregrounded the
importance of the reflective use of methods, ethically grounded
research practices, and carefully considering young children’s
participation from multiple perspectives.
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Introduction

While children and childhood have long been studied, recent decades have witnessed a
growing trend towards re-contextualizing children, especially young children, as
research participants instead of considering them merely as objects or sources of infor-
mation for adults (Broström, 2012; Uprichard, 2010). Furthermore, following the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC, Unicef, 1989), children’s partici-
pation and their right to participate in society as citizens has been emphasised world-
wide. In research, various methods have been employed to elicit children’s perspectives
and to enable them to participate in studies, including as co-researchers (Powell &
Smith, 2009).

However, supporting the participation of younger children in research is challenging
(Murray, 2019). Morrow (2013) argues that while the lack of research on this issue is in
part due to the assumption that development, maturity and numerical age are automati-
cally linked to each other, the problem might also be that adults do not properly under-
stand young children’s ways of communicating and expressing themselves (Murray,
2019). Thus, more research is needed to understand how young children can be
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heard by applying age and development appropriate methods, rather than methods
derived from the adult world. This systematic literature review aims to raise awareness
on how young children’s participation in research could be applied. The review
addresses two questions: first, to ascertain what methods that include young children
as participants have been used in early childhood research, and second, to investigate
the typical features of these methods. The inclusion criteria were English-language,
peer-reviewed empirical articles that reported research on children of early childhood
education (ECE) age (from 0 to 8 years). The results of this literature review can be uti-
lised in areas such as everyday ECE, development projects and policymaking where
methods of capturing children’s perspectives and facilitating young children’s partici-
pation are required.

Taking young children’s participation into account in research
methodology

Children’s participation has been theoretically explored and framed in various ways. One
of the most well-known of these theoretical frameworks is Roger Hart’s (1992) Ladder of
Children’s Participation, which helps to identify not only different levels of participation,
from consulting to collaboration, but also types of non-participation, including manipu-
lation, decoration and tokenism. The Pathways to Participation model developed by
Harry Shier (2001) builds on Hart’s work. At the highest rung on Hart’s ladder, decisions
are child-initiated and shared with adults, whereas at the highest level of participation in
Shier’s model children share power and responsibility for decision-making with an adult.
Other frameworks of children’s participation have also been used to examine the pro-
blems associated with the definition of the concept (e.g. Lundy, 2007). The concept of
participation has also been criticised. Tisdall (2015) proposed replacing participation
with the concepts of hearing or inclusion. According to Tisdall, participation is based
on legal thinking, which emphasises the autonomy of the individual rather than the
viewpoint of the collective. Furthermore, the term hearing the “voice” of children has
also been criticised. Lundy (2007) argues that “voice” alone is not enough without
“space”, “audience”, and “influence”. Murray (2019), in turn, claims that “voice” should
be plural: children’s perspectives are not captured by a single voice but by a multiplicity
of voices.

The discussion of children’s participation in conducting research as not about or on but
for and with children is not new (Christensen & James, 2008). In a growing corpus of
studies, children’s participation in research has been either openly stated as an aim or
at least been carefully considered (e.g. Lundy et al., 2011; Maconochie & McNeill, 2010).
Thus, ontological and epistemological factors, such as what constitutes information,
who can be considered to generate relevant information and in what ways, have been
critically pondered in relation to child participation (Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008; Upri-
chard, 2010). When the degree of participation is high, children may contribute to
various stages of the design and implementation of the research process. While a
variety of methods have been used in attempts to implement children’s participation,
the present review focused specifically on participatory data collection methods, while
acknowledging that children’s participation is, at its broadest, linked to many other
phases of research.
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Few efforts have beenmade to mapmethodological solutions related to children’s par-
ticipation; instead, studies have tended to focus on a few specific methods, such as parti-
cipatory visual methods (Brown et al., 2020) or on specific areas of research, such as
pediatrics (Haijes & van Thiel, 2016) or on specific groups of children, such as children
with disabilities (Eisen et al., 2019). Some studies, instead of simply categorizing
methods, have focused on how children are positioned and the extent of their partici-
pation. For example, in their literature review, Siklander et al. (2020) identified three cat-
egories describing how children are studied: children as objects, children as informants,
and children as contributors.

Knowledge is lacking, however, on what kinds of methods are appropriate to facilitate
young children’s participation and sensitive to their meaning-making processes (see
Boileau, 2013; Murray, 2019). Without making claims about what methods best
support participation, this review aimed to shed light on what participatory methods
have been used with young, ECE-aged children. Hence, we examined the participatory
methodological choices of studies researching young children’s everyday lives and
views. In this review, we do not contest authors’ assertions that the methods they
reported using are “participatory”, even if not all are participatory in the full sense
that they follow the ideological principle (e.g. Waller & Bitou, 2011) that children are
accorded a certain amount of agency during the research process. Thus, this review
also reveals the wide variety of methods and approaches that researchers have con-
sidered “participatory”.

Data and methodology

Systematic literature search

The data for this review were collected via a systematic literature search for peer-reviewed
articles. The process is described in Figure 1. No time frame was used and all articles pub-
lished before July 2021 were accepted. The search returned a total of 255 articles.

The subsequent screening process yielded a total of 75 peer-reviewed articles. Closer
inspection revealed that only 12 of these articles had been published between 2004 and

Figure 1. The criteria and selected peer-reviewed articles in this study.

EDUCATIONAL REVIEW 3



2010 and thus the majority date from 2011 onwards. The 75 articles were then categor-
ized and a written description of the data prepared collaboratively by all the authors.

Analysis and limitations

First, we examined the methodologies used in the studies and carried out a data-driven
categorization. Methods were categorized and named based on shared characteristics
and the sensory and communication channels used in the data collection. The categories
thus formed were: (1) multi-method and the Mosaic approach, (2) observation and ethno-
graphy, (3) language-basedmethods, (4) visual methods, (5) creative and playful methods,
and (6) children as co-researchers.

In some cases, the methods used in individual studies were overlapping, hence the
choice of category was not always exclusive. The categorization could have been
carried out in either of two ways: by classifying each article based on its primary
data collection method or by classifying all the methods used in each article. Since
most of the studies used multiple methods, we chose the first option; the second
option would have been less informative, more challenging to carry out, and more
open to interpretation. For example, the fact that most studies also used language-
based methods, categorizing them based on all the methods used would have
meant assigning most of them to the same (language-based) category. However,
although we adopted the first option, some similarities and overlap remain between
the categories. Some method categories, such as ethnography and the Mosaic
approach, typically include the use of several different methods rather than constituting
a single method. In these cases, we identified the methodological focus in the article.
For example, because the methodological discussion in a study applying a multi-
method or the Mosaic approach centered on the use of diverse methods of listening
to children’s perspectives, the article was assigned to that category. A limitation of
our categorization thus is that it underrepresents some methods: for example, we cate-
gorized many visual, creative and play-based methods within multi-method and the
Mosaic approach as these were the primary foci of the methodological discussion in
those studies. We made our classification based on the authors’ emphasis in justifying
their methodology. We sought to increase the reliability of the categorization by having
each author review some of the articles independently and collaborating on the assign-
ment of unclear cases.

The search for research articles had also certain limitations that should be noted. It was
performed using scientific publications databases that systematically search for all the
articles that meet the search criteria. This method is not without its flaws, as the search
may have excluded studies in which participatory method(s) were defined and conceptu-
alized differently, using terms such as “child-centered methods” or “children as partici-
pants”. Moreover, studies solely utilising the concepts “day care”, “childcare” or
country-specific ECE terms remained outside of the search. It should also be noted that
although rather heavily targeted, ECE was not the only search context. The essential
inclusion criterion was that the children studied were of ECE age (0–8 years), although,
countries differ in the structures of their ECE institutions and in the ages at which children
receive ECE. Studies could also include older children, but their methodological reflection
had explicitly to concern ECE-aged children. However, limiting the search terms to

4 E. SEVÓN ET AL.



participatory methods and ECE-aged children yielded a processable volume of articles,
whereas expanding the search would have yielded more articles than it would have
been possible to examine for the purposes of this review.

Participatory methods in studies concerning young children

Figure 2 below presents the different methodological approaches adopted in the studies
included in the review. The multi-method and the Mosaic approach (22 articles) and visual
methods (18 articles) were the largest categories. The emphasis in the data was on multi-
sensory, experimental and relatively recent methods. The categories and the possibilities
and challenges associated with them in promoting children’s participation are described
below.

Multi-method and the Mosaic approach

The Mosaic approach or other multi-method approaches were adopted in 22 of the peer-
reviewed articles. The children’s ages ranged from 18 months to 12 years. Four articles
included under-threes and in three articles ECE-aged children were studied together
with older children. However, in more than half of the studies the children were aged
3–6 years. The Mosaic approach emphasises children’s participation and the use of mul-
tiple methods as a way of capturing children’s perspectives on the phenomenon of inter-
est (Clark, 2007; Rogers & Boyd, 2020). The idea is that each piece of data collected
through different methods forms a single tile that, when grouped together with other
similarly formed tiles constitute a whole, or mosaic. The approach is characterised by
the use of multiple interaction channels, the concurrent use of visual and linguistic
methods, and the many ways and methods of hearing children (e.g. Clark, 2010; Rogers
& Boyd, 2020). Multi-method approaches offer a looser research strategy that can be
used, for example, to combine qualitative and quantitative methods or several different
qualitative methods (e.g. Einarsdóttir, 2007; Murray, 2013). Nevertheless, these studies
emphasised that a single method is insufficient to appreciate young children’s views;

Figure 2. Variety of participatory methods in the data.
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instead, to capture children’s multimodal means of expression, a combination of methods
is necessary.

Studies based on multi-methods or the Mosaic approach combined various methods,
such as drawing, map drawing, walking tours or interviews, participatory observation,
pedagogical documentation, photography, role play, storytelling, and interviews and dis-
cussions with children (e.g. Hansen et al., 2016; Kumpulainen et al., 2016; Meehan, 2016;
Merewether & Fleet, 2014; Waller & Bitou, 2011). Many studies have combined walking
interviews with children’s photographs, drawings, and maps. For example, Fleer and Li
(2016) collected children’s drawings of what they liked or did not like about their pre-
school. The children also took photographs during community walks with the research-
ers in groups of 5–6, after which the researchers also conducted video interviews with
small groups of children. Some studies have embodied several different methods,
including Breneselović and Krnjaja’s (2016, p. 59) study on gender, which is illustrated
in Figure 3.

Some of the reviewed studies focused on the everyday living environments of children,
such as the outdoor environments or ECE environment, with the aim of examining them
through children’s eyes (see Clark, 2007; Fleer & Li, 2016; Hansen et al., 2016; Moore et al.,
2021; Muela et al., 2019; Waller & Bitou, 2011). Multi-method approaches were also used
to elicit children’s evaluation of policy programmes, services or development pro-
grammes (Carroll & Sixsmith, 2016; Meehan, 2016). Other themes explored in these
studies included environmental issues, climate change and the future for children
(Boileau, 2013; Mackey, 2012).

One of the core principles of the Mosaic and other multi-method approach, also
included in the right of the child to be heard in all matters pertaining to the child as
set out in the UNCRC, is the facilitation of children’s equal participation and respect for
children’s agency (e.g. Mackey, 2012; Meehan, 2016). The Mosaic approach is also often
seen as grounded in the Reggio Emilia approach, which emphasises the importance of
hearing children and attending to their various ways of interacting and expressing them-
selves (e.g. Merewether & Fleet, 2014; Rogers & Boyd, 2020). Some of the studies

Figure 3. Research themes, steps, and techniques in Breneselović and Krnjaja’s (2016, p. 59) study
using the Mosaic approach.
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foregrounded the importance of hearing the voices of groups of children who are often
marginalised and vulnerable to being excluded from studies, such as very young children,
children with immigrant backgrounds and children with developmental disabilities (e.g.
Carroll & Sixsmith, 2016). Other studies addressed issues of diversity, equality and discri-
minatory practices based for example on gender (Breneselović & Krnjaja, 2016). Stokes
(2020; cf. Lundy et al., 2011 in a study in the category “children as co-researchers”)
applied to the Children’s Rights Advisory Group (CRAG) in order to ensure children’s par-
ticipation in the research process.

The Mosaic approach is sometimes characterised by multiple subject perspectives,
meaning that the participants can include parents and employees as well as children
(e.g. Muela et al., 2019). Some articles discussed the inclusion of adults’ perspectives in
their co-construction of knowledge with children in the Mosaic approach (Clark, 2010;
Hansen et al., 2016; Murray, 2013; Rogers & Boyd, 2020). According to these studies,
the approach facilitates information exchange between adults and children by enabling
adults to understand the child’s perspective through multi-sensory information. These
studies also argued for using the concepts of “participant-centered”, or “person-oriented”
instead of “child-centered” methods, as this might also enhance understanding of chil-
dren’s perspectives (Rogers & Boyd, 2020). Hansen and colleagues (2016) foreground a
situational approach where human (children alongside adults), nonhuman and discursive
are co-creators of multiple perspectives.

In sum, the articles emphasised children’s skills in expressing themselves, their right to
express their opinions and be heard, and their knowledge of matters that affect their
everyday lives (e.g. Carroll & Sixsmith, 2016; Fleer & Li, 2016; Rogers & Boyd, 2020). The
articles discussed and problematised the idea of giving a voice to and empowering chil-
dren (Hansen et al., 2016; Rogers & Boyd, 2020) and highlighted challenges and ethical
questions associated with hearing children and the approach taken (Einarsdóttir, 2007;
Waller & Bitou, 2011; Stokes, 2020). Such ethical questions concerned children’s privacy
and confidentiality, the power imbalance between a child and an adult in representing
the “voice” of the child, generating data and capturing children’s perspectives (e.g. Einars-
dóttir, 2007; Fleer & Li, 2016; Lane et al., 2019; Merewether & Fleet, 2014; Rogers & Boyd,
2020), but also unquestioned assumptions regarding the effectiveness or success of chil-
dren’s participation, and empowerment via a multi-method approach (Lane et al., 2019;
Waller & Bitou, 2011).

Observation and ethnography

Altogether, 12 studies used ethnography or observations. Some combined observation
and ethnographic approaches with multi-method data or interviews with children. The
children ranged in age from 0 to 8 years, with infants and toddlers as participants in
about half of the studies. Studies focusing on older children emphasised linguistic data,
whereas those focused on younger children and children who could not yet speak
were, naturally, primarily based on observations of behavior and non-verbal communi-
cation (e.g. Elwick, 2020). Some studies used video recording as an observation tool
(e.g. Breathnach et al., 2018; Ólafsdóttir & Einarsdóttir, 2017; Theobald & Kultti, 2012).

Field work was carried out in ECE settings, for example, in center-based or family day
care. An ethnographic approach was used to examine such phenomena as everyday
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social relationships and play, or social exclusion and equality between children in ECE (e.g.
Konstantoni, 2013; Ólafsdóttir & Einarsdóttir, 2017). Four studies used observations and
these studies aimed at finding methods to facilitate the participation of toddlers in ECE
and research (e.g. Elwick, 2020; Salamon, 2017). Recognition that children do not live in
a vacuum isolated from other people informed these research processes of observing chil-
dren in relation to the adults and other people, such as friends and siblings, in their local
environments (e.g. Salamon, 2017).

The articles also discussed whether ethnography and observation are suitable
methods for enabling children’s participation (e.g. Albon & Barley, 2021; Dennis &
Huf, 2020). For example, one observation-based article noted the tension between
the ideal of children’s participation and actual practices, highlighting “blind spots”
and the power of adults to define children’s participation in research (Theobald &
Kultti, 2012). One article criticised the focus on field notes compiled by adults and
instead suggested engaging in dialogue on field notes with children as a way of
strengthening children’s participation in ethnographic research (Albon & Barley,
2021). The power imbalance between adult researcher and child was also examined
through the authors’ own research processes (e.g. Breathnach et al., 2018; Dennis &
Huf, 2020). For example, Dennis and Huf (2020) proposed the adoption of a posthu-
manist and materialistic approach in ECE research as one solution to the issue of
power relationships in ethnographic research that would create a playful and rela-
tional relationship between adults, children and the material environment. Some
articles also critically examined data production in ethnographic approaches, discuss-
ing for example how researchers should take into consideration “overspill” and the
multi-layered nature of observations, the significance of the observer’s experiences
and feelings, and how to leave space for observing the unexpected (Millei &
Rautio, 2017).

Language-based methods

Language-based methods were reported in nine articles. The ages of the children in
these studies ranged from 3 to 5 years. While the traditional interview remained a
popular method for collecting language-based data, other ways of interviewing, such
as interviews utilising play-based, multi-sensory communication methods, were also
used (Underwood et al., 2015). Several studies recommended the use of supplementary
material, such as drawings, toys, characters, emojis, photographs and visual materials
produced by children themselves, alongside linguistic dialogue to enrich the discussion
and establish contact with the child (Jug & Vilar, 2015; Pascal & Bertram, 2009; Smith,
2014).

The articles in this category used interviews and spoken data to elicit children’s views
on various phenomena and issues in the everyday lives of children, such as emotions
(Mortari, 2011) and safety (Smith, 2014). Interviews were also used to examine children’s
social relationships and bullying (Lund et al., 2016) or friendship (Papadopoulou, 2016).
One article (Richardson, 2019) focused on the ethical dilemma of non-participating chil-
dren, who were nevertheless affected by the research process.

On the issue of interviewing children, the articles highlighted the importance of choos-
ing a suitable environment for the interview. The researchers favored spaces familiar to
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children, such as ECE centers, as interview sites (Jug & Vilar, 2015; Smith, 2014). The role of
the researcher and the different dimensions of the adult–child power relationship were
also emphasised by authors pondering how children make sense of the interview situ-
ation (Formosinho & Araujo, 2006; Lund et al., 2016; Pascal & Bertram, 2009). In a study
of children with disabilities, the interview method was adapted to each child’s individual
ways of communicating and special needs, and the analysis included non-verbal reactions
as well as linguistic responses (Underwood et al., 2015).

In addition to individual interviews, common methods for hearing children included
various types of group interviews or group discussions. The benefits of group interviews
included lower levels of participant anxiety and shared recollection and interaction, while
the disadvantages centered on group phenomena such as the sidelining of some partici-
pants, or challenges related to group dynamics (Jug & Vilar, 2015; Lund et al., 2016). In all
the articles included in the review, the language-based methods used aimed at highlight-
ing children’s opinions, views and matters meaningful to them, and above all hearing
their voices. The challenge in doing so was identified as adults’ imperfect attunement
to listen to and interpret young children’s voices in a non-controlling, accurate and
respectful manner (e.g. Pascal & Bertram, 2009).

Visual methods

Data were primarily collected using visual methods in 18 studies. The most common of
these methods were videos (e.g. Bird et al., 2014), photographs (e.g. Butschi & Hedderich,
2021; Dockett et al., 2017) and drawings (e.g. Rodríguez-Carrillo et al., 2020). The children
were under age 3 in two studies and from 4 to 6 years old in most of the others. Digital
technologies such as emojis (Fane et al., 2018) and baby cams attached to infants that
recorded their visual and audio environment (Elwick, 2015) were also used. In one
study, children aged from 3 to 6 years wore video cameras to obtain footage of what chil-
dren look at in their environment (Green, 2016).

Visual methods were used to elicit young children’s perspectives not only on everyday
life but also on the quality of ECE (e.g. Hilppö et al., 2017; Martin & Buckley, 2020; Rodrí-
guez-Carrillo et al., 2020) and on everyday occurrences in ECE, such as transitions (e.g.
Jadue Roa et al., 2018) and the learning environment (e.g. Popa & Stan, 2013). Some
articles also discussed the theoretical basis of visual methods or questions associated
with a use of a specific visual method, such as the use of cameras. It was pointed out
in one article that researchers sometimes forget that play is a typical behaviour of ECE-
aged children that also leads them to use cameras in playful ways (Bird et al., 2014).

Visual data collection methods were considered effective in eliciting young children’s
perspectives, especially those of children with difficulties in written or verbal communi-
cation (e.g. Butschi & Hedderich, 2021; Pyle, 2013). Visual data were also often employed
alongside language-based methods, such as interviews and group discussions (e.g. Scraf-
ton & Whitington, 2015). Children’s own output, such as photographs, were argued to
help in creating and deepening communication between researcher and child (e.g. Lippo-
nen et al., 2016). A commonly reported method was photo elicitation (e.g. Dockett et al.,
2017), which, at its simplest, means incorporating an image or images into interviews. The
method is thought to help capture different kinds of information, including memories and
narratives, compared to exclusively using spoken language in an interview. Visual
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methods were also advocated on the grounds that they give children “more power” to
decide what they want the study to include. For example, when making their own
videos children can choose what and what not to record (Green, 2016). It was also
stated that visual methods can help elicit children’s thoughts and perspectives on
(complex) emotions and issues (e.g. Dockett et al., 2017; Pyle, 2013). However, as
Meehan (2016) reminds us, visual images are not neutral or objective but also interpreted
and in need of interpretation.

Creative and playful methods

Creative and playful methods, reported in only three studies, in which the participating
children were from 3 to 6 years old, were the least used primary data collection
methods in our data. Creative and playful methods emphasise artistic expression and
creative, playful activity in one way or another. Examples included asking participants
to compose, draw, act, photograph, tell a story, plan or create something new (Eckhoff,
2015; Green, 2017; Linklater, 2006). Some creative and playful methods used digital tech-
nologies. For example, children were asked to produce and create digital imagery using
various means (Eckhoff, 2015). Creative and playful activities were supplemented by inter-
viewing children either during or after their creative efforts (Green, 2017; Linklater, 2006)
or observing them during the data-eliciting process (Eckhoff, 2015). Thus, creative and
playful methods often overlapped with visual and language-based methods.

In one article, children were motivated to engage in artistic expression by being asked
to play with a miniature model of their ECE environment (Linklater, 2006). In another
study, a group of children not only participated in the topic selection and analysis, but
also chose their preferred data collection methods from among eight different options
offered by the researcher. They ultimately opted for art creation, role play, building
models and sensory GoPro tours in a forest (Green, 2017).

Children were found to take more interest in the art production process and related
meaning-making than in the artistic outcome (Linklater, 2006). When they were
allowed to choose what to produce, they also exercised strong agency and control
over the process (Green, 2017). However, even creative and playful methods are not
free from ethical problems. Generating data through photography or video recording
often compromises anonymity. Eckhoff (2015) notes that, depending on the creative
and playful data collection tools and data generation methods to be used, a multitude
of issues may need to be agreed upon or negotiated. Such negotiations place researchers
and teachers in a complex position: for example, using cameras requires constant nego-
tiation with children about so-called camera etiquette, i.e. turn-taking when several chil-
dren want to photograph the same subject; how to ask for permission to photograph
someone and how to use a camera responsibly (Eckhoff, 2015).

Although the data generated using creative and playful methods were considered rich
and diverse, their analysis can be challenging, as artistic output is by its very nature
context-dependent, based on individual expression and often poorly suited to precise
and systematic analysis (Eckhoff, 2015). As a result, artistic data are often analyzed
together with supplementary data, such as linguistic data collected through interviews
or discussions, as analysing such data is more straightforward (Green, 2017; Linklater,
2006). Nevertheless, artistic expression, as an integral part of the multi-sensory dialogue
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carried out by researchers with participants, can help enrich examination of the phenom-
enon of interest.

Children as co-researchers

In total, 11 studies were placed in the “children as co-researchers” category. The partici-
pating children were under 1 year old in two studies and from 2 to 6 years old in the
others. Besides, in one study ECE-aged children were studied together with older children
(Murray, 2017). This category differs from the other categories in that its primary focus is
on the position assigned to children in the research process and study design. Thus, these
studies defended the right of young children of ECE age to participate in research as
active agents and researchers (Harcourt, 2011; Lundy et al., 2011; Murray, 2017).

Two main approaches were identified in this category, namely a research with children
approach, referring to studies in which children are co-researchers, and a participatory
action research (PAR) approach. Both approaches were characterised by a mingling of
the roles of researcher and research participant and by active collaboration, i.e. sharing
and learning together (e.g. Maconochie & McNeill, 2010). The methods used in the
studies in this category were diverse, although most followed the Mosaic or multi-
method approaches (e.g. Gray & Winter, 2011) in order to respect children’s multiple
ways of expressing themselves.

The studies based on the research with children approach focused on the rights of
young children in the data generation process. In some studies, such as that by Gray
and Winter (2011) or Harcourt (2011), the aim was to listen to children’s views on ECE ser-
vices and practices. One of the key aspects of this approach was a commitment to having
children participate in carrying out the research together with the researcher(s): children
could participate in the research by helping define the theme, research questions and
methods to be used in the study, collecting data independently or together with research-
ers, and providing perspectives for and participating in the data analysis (e.g. Gray &
Winter, 2011; Harcourt, 2011; Lundy et al., 2011). In relation to this, Murray (2017)
studied what kinds of epistemological factors structure and promote research with
ECE-aged children. The approach also emphasised the reporting results in a manner
that takes children’s standpoints into account or together with children (Harcourt,
2011). Disseminating and communicating the results and improving, for example, every-
day practices in ECE based on children’s views were named as important steps in giving
children a sense of ownership of the process (Gray & Winter, 2011; Harcourt, 2011).

In the PAR studies, the aim was to ensure that children were heard in addition to or
instead of adults and that their perspectives were considered in actions to change or
develop certain practices (e.g. Maconochie & McNeill, 2010). The themes of these
studies included the development of health services with the participation of infants
(Maconochie & McNeill, 2010), the ECE curriculum (Miller Marsh & Zhulamanova, 2017)
and education for sustainability (Hirst, 2019). Some studies focused on the redesign
and development together with children of daily ECE environments and functions that
would better facilitate children’s inclusion and belonging (Nutbrown & Clough, 2009)
or meet the needs of sustainable education (Nordén & Avery, 2020). The PAR studies
emphasised the importance of taking children’s views seriously and of collaboration
between diverse participant groups, i.e. between children, their families, students,
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practitioners, and researchers to promote learning together or create new inclusive ped-
agogies and policies (e.g. Chappell et al., 2016; Hirst, 2019; Nordén & Avery, 2020; Nut-
brown & Clough, 2009).

The researchers argued that this type of research demands commitment to valuing
children’s knowledge and perspectives, time, ethical and communication skills, and flexi-
bility from researchers (Harcourt, 2011; Murray, 2017; Nordén & Avery, 2020). These
studies also acknowledged the tensions between children’s participation and the norma-
tive (adult) agenda of developing, teaching or researching (e.g. Nordén & Avery, 2020).
One of the challenges in research and development with children concerns children’s
equal participation, i.e. how to incorporate the views of children with disabilities (Gray
& Winter, 2011), from diverse backgrounds (Miller Marsh & Zhulamanova, 2017; Nutbrown
& Clough, 2009), or in a weaker position (Harcourt, 2011; Lundy et al., 2011) in research.
Leaning strongly on the UNCRC, the articles in this category generally defended and
justified the right of ECE-aged children to be heard and influence matters relevant to
them by being active agents in research (Harcourt, 2011; Lundy et al., 2011; Maconochie
& McNeill, 2010). This was also argued in relation to the questions of young children’s citi-
zenship and democracy (Broström, 2012; Maconochie & McNeill, 2010; Nutbrown &
Clough, 2009).

Discussion

The aim of this systematic literature review was to ascertain what kinds of participatory
research methods for young children have been used in peer-reviewed empirical
studies. Based on their methodology, the 75 eligible studies were divided into six cat-
egories: multi-method and the Mosaic approach, observation and ethnography,
language-based methods, visual methods, creative and playful methods and children
as co-researchers. Categorizing articles based on their methodological commitment
was not always an easy task. Some articles, such as Clark’s two papers (2007, 2010) dis-
cussed two or more methodological perspectives at the same time. These cases were
categorized according to the methodological foci of the study.

The reviewed studies raised many important questions about children’s participation
rights in research. One is related to age. The ages of children in the reviewed articles
were diverse. Infants and toddlers were mostly studied through observation and ethno-
graphic means. Those studies, which did not include under-threes, reported on
language-based as well as creative and play-based methods. Language-based methods
are reasonable as they rely heavily on speech. Only a few studies reported the use of crea-
tive and play-based methods, which may partly explain the absence of very young chil-
dren in this category.

Nevertheless, like most interactions between people, research is by nature strongly
language-based. The data analyses and reporting in the reviewed studies were no excep-
tion. The emphasis on linguistic material was also highlighted by the fact that despite col-
lecting data using a multi-method approach, some of these studies reported findings
based exclusively on discussions and interviews with children. This ignores the rationale
for the multi-method and the Mosaic approach, i.e. that children have many ways of
expressing themselves and that the use of multiple methods provides a richer picture,
opens new perspectives on the phenomenon being studied and facilitates
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acknowledgement of the diversity in the ways various aged children perceive the world
(see Clark, 2007; Merewether & Fleet, 2014; Rogers & Boyd, 2020). That said, some of the
reviewed studies highlighted the recognition of children’s perspectives as a more crucial
aim for children’s participation in research than age and maturity as criteria for their par-
ticipation in research (Boileau, 2013; see also Morrow, 2013). In a similar vein, several
studies examined the possibilities for hearing very young children, toddlers or infants
(e.g. Elwick, 2020; Maconochie & McNeill, 2010; Salamon, 2017). The central message
was that children’s equal participation is possible and that it falls to researchers to find
the methods and channels for hearing diverse children or children of widely different
ages on phenomena important to them in their everyday lives. Age is, however, a perspec-
tive that merits more investigation: it would be interesting to review which methodologi-
cal choices are emphasised with different age groups and how age is taken into account
in research settings.

The second issue to consider are the phenomena and topics of interest in the studies
that explicitly aimed at listening to children’s views. Many of the reviewed studies sought
young children’s views about their everyday practices, environments and issues. Upri-
chard (2010) criticized the fact that research with children typically focuses solely on
their everyday practices and environments. In her opinion, the notion of children as
active agents and capable information producers also calls for children to be heard on
more challenging topics. It is noteworthy that some of the recent studies included in
the review explored themes of climate change, sustainable development and sustainabil-
ity education, in all of which hearing children was deemed important (Mackey, 2012;
Nordén & Avery, 2020). In some cases, children’s participation was visible not only in
the methodological choices made, but also in the research topic itself, such as equality
among children or inclusivity in children’s participation (Gray & Winter, 2011; Lundy
et al., 2011).

The third contribution is associated with the question of what the use of participatory
methods with young children means. The analysis found that children’s involvement
was most often implemented in data collection procedures. However, while children
participated in the data collection processes, they were presented with the analysis or
results in only a few studies. It is also noteworthy that quantitative studies were
lacking in this review, as if participatory methods were incompatible with them. Some
of the reviewed articles asked whether it is enough merely to collect data with
methods that respect young children’s ways of communicating or whether the “real”
participation of children would demand more from the study design (e.g. Gray &
Winter, 2011). The reviewed articles considered children’s participation in research
from multiple perspectives to ensure that it does not remain an empty promise and
that children do not become mere informants or “decorations” who are only seemingly
considered and involved in the research process (e.g. Gray & Winter, 2011; Shamrova &
Cummings, 2017).

The methodologies in the studies were strongly rooted in the conception of children as
capable of describing and evaluating their own lives in childhood studies. Strong commit-
ment to the UNCRC and children’s right to express their views and be heard in all matters
affecting themwas emphasised (see Lundy et al., 2011). In addition, a commitment to chil-
dren’s rights was visible in many of the reviewed studies in the thoroughness of their
authors’ discussion of ethical issues, such as the role of the adults involved in the study
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and their gatekeeping behavior, and the different kinds of research permissions and con-
sents required, including the obtaining of informed consents from children (e.g. Pascal &
Bertram, 2009; Stokes, 2020). The core ethical dilemma discussed centered on the power
hierarchy between adults and children (e.g. Meehan, 2016). As Maconochie and McNeill
(2010) argue, children’s perspectives are quite often adult-filtered, and thus children’s par-
ticipation is partial and incomplete. Although participatory methods are considered as
“empowering” children, they may nevertheless contain the idea that without adult-
designed methods, children cannot thoroughly exercise “agency” (Gallacher & Gallagher,
2008). On the other hand, Rogers and Boyd (2020) argued that adult power should not
always be seen as negative and adult perspectives as opposed to or undermining
those of children.

Conclusion

Our review indicates that various methods were used in order to guarantee children’s par-
ticipation in research processes. It also reveals that many methods can be seen as “parti-
cipatory”, although the research does not necessarily ideologically commit to address
children’s participation in the research process. Children’s participation in research
remains a larger question than finding suitable, innovative, and fascinating methods
(Broström, 2012; Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008). The reviewed studies emphasised, in line
with Article 12 in the UNCRC, that from very early on children need to know that their
voices, participation and perspectives are sought and needed. Thus, the ethical impera-
tive for researchers is to take children’s perspectives into account and promote their
fuller participation both to fulfil the demands of democracy and to respect the voices
of children as members of society (Broström, 2012; Thomas, 2019). In the future, it
would be beneficial to examine how different methods enable children to take part
and what kinds of participation the use of these methods produces. This would shed
more light on the complex relation between “method” and “children’s participation
rights in research”.

Acknowledgement

The Finnish language version of this systematic literature review was commissioned by the Finnish
Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC).

Disclosure statement

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

ORCID

Eija Sevón http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6749-8478
Marleena Mustola http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2526-9706
Anna Siippainen http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2845-2554
Janniina Vlasov http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7097-2313

14 E. SEVÓN ET AL.

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6749-8478
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2526-9706
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2845-2554
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7097-2313


References

Albon, D., & Barley, R. (2021). Ethnographic research: A significant context for engaging young chil-
dren in dialogues about adults’ writing. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 21(1), 82–103. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1468798418805132

Bird, J., Colliver, Y., & Edwards, S. (2014). The camera is not a methodology: Towards a framework for
understanding young children’s use of video cameras. Early Child Development and Care, 184(11),
1741–1756. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.878711

Boileau, E. Y. S. (2013). Young voices: The challenges and opportunities that arise in early childhood
environmental education research. Canadian Journal of Environmental Education, 18, 142–154.

Breathnach, H., Danby, S., & O’Gorman, L. (2018). Becoming a member of the classroom: Supporting
children’s participation as informants in research. European Early Childhood Education Research
Journal, 26(3), 393–406. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1463906

Breneselović, D., & Krnjaja, Ž. (2016). Discourses on gender in early childhood education and care
(ECEC) setting: Equally discriminated against. Journal of Pedagogy, 7(2), 51–77. https://doi.org/
10.1515/jped-2016-0011

Broström, S. (2012). Children’s participation in research. International Journal of Early Years
Education, 20(3), 257–269. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2012.715407

Brown, A., Spencer, R., McIsaac, J.-L., & Howard, V. (2020). Drawing out their stories: A scoping review
of participatory visual research methods with newcomer children. International Journal of
Qualitative Methods, 19, 160940692093339–9. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406920933394

Butschi, C., & Hedderich, I. (2021). How to involve young children in a photovoice project.
Experiences and Results. Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 22(1), https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-
22.1.3457

Carroll, C., & Sixsmith, J. (2016). Exploring the facilitation of young children with disabilities in
research about their early intervention service. Child Language Teaching and Therapy, 32(3),
313–325. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265659016638394

Chappell, K. A., Pender, T., Swinford, E., & Ford, K. (2016). Making and being made: Wise humanising
creativity in interdisciplinary early years arts education. International Journal of Early Years
Education, 24(3), 254–278. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2016.1162704

Christensen, P., & James, A. (2008). Research with children. Perspectives and practices (2nd ed).
Routledge.

Clark, A. (2007). Views from inside the shed: Young children’s perspectives of the outdoor environ-
ment. Education 3-13, 35(4), 349–363. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004270701602483

Clark, A. (2010). Young children as protagonists and the role of participatory, visual methods in
engaging multiple perspectives. American Journal of Community Psychology, 46(1-2), 115–123.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9332-y

Dennis, B., & Huf, C. (2020). Ethnographic research in childhood institutions: Participations and
entanglements. Ethnography and Education, 15(4), 445–461. https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.
2020.1722951

Dockett, S., Einarsdottir, J., & Perry, B. (2017). Photo elicitation: Reflecting on multiple sites of
meaning. International Journal of Early Years Education, 25(3), 225–240. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09669760.2017.1329713

Eckhoff, A. (2015). Ethical considerations of children’s digital image-making and image-audiancing
in early childhood environments. Early Child Development and Care, 185(10), 1617–1628. https://
doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1013539

Einarsdóttir, J. (2007). Research with children: Methodological and ethical challenges. European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal, 15(2), 197–211. https://doi.org/10.1080/135029307013
21477

Eisen, I., Cunningham, B. J., & Campbell, W. (2019). Conducting participatory photography with chil-
dren with disabilities: A literature review. Disability and Rehabilitation, 41(16), 1943–1954. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.1457089

EDUCATIONAL REVIEW 15

https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798418805132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798418805132
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.878711
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1463906
https://doi.org/10.1515/jped-2016-0011
https://doi.org/10.1515/jped-2016-0011
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2012.715407
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406920933394
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-22.1.3457
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-22.1.3457
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265659016638394
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2016.1162704
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004270701602483
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9332-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2020.1722951
https://doi.org/10.1080/17457823.2020.1722951
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2017.1329713
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2017.1329713
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1013539
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1013539
https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930701321477
https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930701321477
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.1457089
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2018.1457089


Elwick, S. (2015). ‘Baby-cam’ and researching with infants: Viewer, image and (not) knowing.
Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 16(4), 322–338. https://doi.org/10.1177/1463949115
616321

Elwick, S. (2020). Merleau-Ponty’s ‘wild being’: Tangling with the entanglements of research with the
very young. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 52(2), 149–158. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131
857.2019.1618275

Fane, J., MacDougall, C., Jovanovic, J., Redmond, G., & Gibbs, L. (2018). Exploring the use of emoji as a
visual research method for eliciting young children’s voices in childhood research. Early Child
Development and Care, 188(3), 359–374. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1219730

Fleer, M., & Li, L. (2016). A child-centred evaluation model: Gaining the children’s perspective in
evaluation studies in China. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 24(3),
342–356. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2016.1163934

Formosinho, J., & Araujo, S. B. (2006). Listening to children as a way to reconstruct knowledge about
children: Some methodological implications. European Early Childhood Education Research
Journal, 14(1), 21–31. https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930685209781

Gallacher, L.-A., & Gallagher, M. (2008). Methodological immaturity in childhood research?
Childhood, 15(4), 499–516. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568208091672

Gray, C., & Winter, E. (2011). Hearing voices: Participatory research with preschool children with and
without disabilities. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 19(3), 309–320. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.597963

Green, C. (2016). Sensory tours as a method for engaging children as active researchers: Exploring
the use of wearable cameras in early childhood research. International Journal of Early Childhood,
48(3), 277–294. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-016-0173-1

Green, C. (2017). Four methods for engaging young children as environmental education research-
ers. International Journal of Early Childhood Environmental Education, 5(1), 6–19.

Haijes, H. A., & van Thiel, G. J. M. W. (2016). Participatory methods in pediatric participatory research:
A systematic review. Pediatric Research, 79(5), 676–683. https://doi.org/10.1038/pr.2015.279

Hansen, S. R., Hansen, M. W., & Kristensen, N. H. (2016). Studying perspectives on kindergarten meal-
time: Methodological reflections. International Research in Early Childhood Education, 7(3), 33–48.
https://figshare.com/articles/03_Studying_perspectives_on_kindergarten_mealtime_Methodolo
gical_reflections/4311953.

Harcourt, D. (2011). A phased approach to researching with young children: Lessons from Singapore
and beyond. Early Education & Development, 22(5), 818–838. https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.
2011.596462

Hart, R. A. (1992). Children’s participation: From tokenism to citizenship. Unicef International Child
Development Centre.

Hilppö, J., Lipponen, L., Kumpulainen, K., & Rajala, A. (2017). Visual tools as mediational means: A
methodological investigation. Journal of Early Childhood Research, 15(4), 359–373. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1476718X15617795

Hirst, N. (2019). Education for sustainability within early childhood studies: Collaboration and inquiry
through projects with children. Education 3-13, 47(2), 233–246. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.
2018.1430843

Jadue Roa, D. S., Whitebread, D., & Gareca Guzmán, B. (2018). Methodological issues in representing
children’s perspectives in transition research. European Early Childhood Education Research
Journal, 26(5), 760–779. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1522764

Jug, T., & Vilar, P. (2015). Focus group interview through storytelling: Researching pre-school chil-
dren’s attitudes towards books and reading. Journal of Documentation, 71(6), 1300–1316.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-01-2015-0008

Konstantoni, K. (2013). Children’s rights-based approaches: The challenges of listening to taboo/dis-
criminatory issues and moving beyond children’s participation. International Journal of Early Years
Education, 21(4), 362–374. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2013.867169

Kumpulainen, K., Theron, L., Kahl, C., Bezuidenhout, C., Mikkola, A., Salmi, S., Khumalo, T., & Uusitalo-
Malmivaara, L. (2016). Children’s positive adjustment to first grade in risk-filled communities: A

16 E. SEVÓN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1463949115616321
https://doi.org/10.1177/1463949115616321
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2019.1618275
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2019.1618275
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1219730
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2016.1163934
https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930685209781
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568208091672
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.597963
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.597963
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-016-0173-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/pr.2015.279
https://figshare.com/articles/03_Studying_perspectives_on_kindergarten_mealtime_Methodological_reflections/4311953
https://figshare.com/articles/03_Studying_perspectives_on_kindergarten_mealtime_Methodological_reflections/4311953
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.596462
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.596462
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X15617795
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476718X15617795
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2018.1430843
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004279.2018.1430843
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1522764
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-01-2015-0008
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2013.867169


case study of the role of school ecologies in South Africa and Finland. School Psychology
International, 37(2), 121–139. https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034315614687

Lane, D., Blank, J., & Jones, P. (2019). Research with children: Context, power, and representation. The
Qualitative Report, 24(4), 693–704. https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2019.3556

Linklater, H. (2006). Listening to learn: Children playing and talking about the reception year of early
years education in the UK. Early Years, 26(1), 63–78. https://doi.org/10.1080/09575140500507868

Lipponen, L., Rajala, A., Hilppö, J., & Paananen, M. (2016). Exploring the foundations of visual
methods used in research with children. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal,
24(6), 936–946. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2015.1062663

Lund, I., Helgeland, A., & Kovac, V. B. (2016). Empirically based analysis of methodological and ethical
challenges in research with children as participants: The case of bullying in kindergarten. Early
Child Development and Care, 186(10), 1531–1543. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.
1110817

Lundy, L. (2007). ‘Voice’ is not enough: Conceptualising article 12 of the united nations convention
on the rights of the child. British Educational Research Journal, 33(6), 927–942. https://doi.org/10.
1080/01411920701657033

Lundy, L., McEvoy, L., & Byrne, B. (2011). Working with young children as co-researchers: An
approach informed by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. Early
Education & Development, 22(5), 714–736. https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.596463

Mackey, G. (2012). To know, to decide, to act: The young child’s right to participate in action for the
environment. Environmental Education Research, 18(4), 473–484. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13504622.2011.634494

Maconochie, H., & McNeill, F. (2010). User involvement: Children’s participation in a parent-baby
group. Community Practitioner, 83(8), 17–20.

Martin, S., & Buckley, L. (2020). Including children’s voices in a multiple stakeholder study on a com-
munity-wide approach to improving quality in early years setting. Early Child Development and
Care, 190(9), 1411–1424. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2018.1538135

Meehan, C. (2016). Every child mattered in England: But what matters to children? Early Child
Development and Care, 186(3), 382–402. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1032957

Merewether, J., & Fleet, A. (2014). Seeking children’s perspectives: A respectful layered research
approach. Early Child Development and Care, 184(6), 897–914. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03004430.2013.829821

Millei, Z., & Rautio, P. (2017). ‘Overspills’ of research with children: An argument for slow research.
Children’s Geographies, 15(4), 466–477. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2016.1277182

Miller Marsh, M., & Zhulamanova, I. (2017). Follow the leader: Attending to the curriculum making
potential of preschoolers. Early Child Development and Care, 187(5-6), 1004–1014. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03004430.2016.1223069

Moore, D., Morrissey, A.-M., & Robertson, N. (2021). ‘I feel like I’m getting sad there’: Early childhood
outdoor playspaces as places for children’s wellbeing. Early Child Development and Care, 191(6),
933–951. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1651306

Morrow, V. (2013). What’s in a number? Unsettling the boundaries of age. Childhood, 20(2), 151–155.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568213484199

Mortari, L. (2011). Thinking silently in the woods: Listening to children speaking about emotion.
European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 19(3), 345–356. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1350293X.2011.597966

Muela, A., Larrea, I., Miranda, N., & Barandiaran, A. (2019). Improving the quality of preschool outdoor
environments: Getting children involved. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 27
(3), 385–396. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2019.1600808

Murray, J. M. (2013). Young children’s research behaviour? Children aged four to eight years finding
solutions at home and at school. Early Child Development and Care, 183(8), 1147–1165. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03004430.2013.792255

Murray, J. (2017). Welcome in! How the academy can warrant recognition of young children as
researchers. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 25(2), 224–242. https://doi.
org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1288016

EDUCATIONAL REVIEW 17

https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034315614687
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2019.3556
https://doi.org/10.1080/09575140500507868
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2015.1062663
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1110817
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1110817
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920701657033
https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920701657033
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.596463
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2011.634494
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2011.634494
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2018.1538135
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1032957
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.829821
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.829821
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2016.1277182
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1223069
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2016.1223069
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2019.1651306
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568213484199
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.597966
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.597966
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2019.1600808
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.792255
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2013.792255
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1288016
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1288016


Murray, J. (2019). Hearing young children’s voices. International Journal of Early Years Education, 27
(1), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2018.1563352

Nordén, B., & Avery, H. (2020). Redesign of an outdoor space in a Swedish preschool: Opportunities
and constraints for sustainability education. International Journal of Early Childhood, 52(3),
319–335. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-020-00275-3

Nutbrown, C., & Clough, P. (2009). Citizenship and inclusion in the early years: Understanding and
responding to children’s perspectives on ‘belonging’. International Journal of Early Years
Education, 17(3), 191–206. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760903424523

Ólafsdóttir, S. M., & Einarsdóttir, J. (2017). ‘Drawing and playing are not the same’: Children’s views
on their activities in Icelandic preschools. Early Years, 39(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09575146.2017.1342224

Papadopoulou, M. (2016). The ‘space’ of friendship: Young children’s understandings and
expressions of friendship in a reception class. Early Child Development and Care, 186(10),
1544–1558. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1111879

Pascal, C., & Bertram, T. (2009). Listening to young citizens: The struggle to make real a participatory
paradigm in research with young children. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal,
17(2), 249–262. https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930902951486

Popa, N. L., & Stan, L. (2013). Investigating learning space with photography in early childhood edu-
cation: A participatory research approach. Revista de Cercetare si Interventie Sociala, 42, 248–261.

Powell, M. A., & Smith, A. B. (2009). Children’s participation rights in research. Childhood, 16(1), 124–
142. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568208101694

Pyle, A. (2013). Engaging young children in research through photo elicitation. Early Child
Development and Care, 183(11), 1544–1558. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.733944

Richardson, T. (2019). ‘Why haven’t I got one of those?’ A consideration regarding the need to
protect non-participant children in early years research. European Early Childhood Education
Research Journal, 27(1), 5–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1556530

Rodríguez-Carrillo, J., Mérida-Serrano, R., & González-Alfaya, M. E. (2020). ‘A teacher’s hug can make
you feel better’: Listening to U.S. children’s voices on high-quality early childhood teaching.
European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 28(4), 504–518. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1350293X.2020.1783925

Rogers, M., & Boyd, W. (2020). Meddling with mosaic: Reflections and adaptations. European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal, 28(5), 642–658. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.
1817236

Salamon, A. (2017). Praxis in early childhood research with infants and educators. European Early
Childhood Education Research Journal, 25(3), 450–461. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.
1308168

Scrafton, E., & Whitington, V. (2015). The accessibility of sociodramatic play to culturally and linguis-
tically diverse Australian preschoolers. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 23
(2), 213–228. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2015.1016806

Shamrova, D. P., & Cummings, C. E. (2017). Participatory action research (PAR) with children and
youth: An integrative review of methodology and PAR outcomes for participants, organizations,
and communities. Children and Youth Services Review, 81, 400–412. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2017.08.022

Shier, H. (2001). Pathways to participation: Openings, opportunities and obligations. Children &
Society, 15(2), 107–117. https://doi.org/10.1002/chi.617

Siklander, P., Ernst, J., & Storli, R. (2020). Young children’s perspectives regarding rough and tumble
play: A systematic review. Journal of Early Childhood Education Research, 9(2), 551–572. https://
jecer.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Siklander-Ernst-Storli-Issue9-2.pdf.

Smith, K. (2014). Discourses of childhood safety: What do children say? European Early Childhood
Education Research Journal, 22(4), 525–537. https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2014.947834

Stokes, T. (2020). Using participatory methods with young children; Reflections on emergent ‘ethi-
cally important moments’ in school-based research. Irish Educational Studies, 39(3), 375–387.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2019.1697944

18 E. SEVÓN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2018.1563352
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13158-020-00275-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760903424523
https://doi.org/10.1080/09575146.2017.1342224
https://doi.org/10.1080/09575146.2017.1342224
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2015.1111879
https://doi.org/10.1080/13502930902951486
https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568208101694
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.733944
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2018.1556530
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1783925
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1783925
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1817236
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2020.1817236
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1308168
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1308168
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2015.1016806
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1002/chi.617
https://jecer.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Siklander-Ernst-Storli-Issue9-2.pdf
https://jecer.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Siklander-Ernst-Storli-Issue9-2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2014.947834
https://doi.org/10.1080/03323315.2019.1697944


Theobald, M., & Kultti, A. (2012). Investigating child participation in the everyday talk of a teacher
and children in a preparatory year. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 13(3), 210–225.
https://doi.org/10.2304/ciec.2012.13.3.210

Thomas, N. P. (2019). What is the point of studying childhood as a social phenomenon? Children &
Society, 33(4), 324–332. https://doi.org/10.1111/chso.12297

Tisdall, E. K. M. (2015). Participation, rights and ‘participatory’ methods. In A. Farrell, S. L. Kagan, &
E. K. M. Tisdall (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of early childhood research (pp. 73–88). SAGE. https://
doi.org/10.4135/9781473920859

Underwood, K., Chan, C., Koller, D., & Valeo, A. (2015). Understanding young children’s capabilities:
Approaches to interviews with young children experiencing disability. Child Care in Practice, 21(3),
220–237. https://doi.org/10.1080/13575279.2015.1037249

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. (1989). (8.6.2022). https://www.unicef.org/
child-rights-convention/convention-text.

Uprichard, E. (2010). Questioning research with children: Discrepancy between theory and practice?
Children & Society, 24(1), 3–13. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-0860.2008.00187.x

Waller, T., & Bitou, A. (2011). Research with children: Three challenges for participatory research in
early childhood. European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, 19(1), 5–20. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1350293X.2011.548964

EDUCATIONAL REVIEW 19

https://doi.org/10.2304/ciec.2012.13.3.210
https://doi.org/10.1111/chso.12297
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473920859
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473920859
https://doi.org/10.1080/13575279.2015.1037249
https://www.unicef.org/child-rights-convention/convention-text
https://www.unicef.org/child-rights-convention/convention-text
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1099-0860.2008.00187.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.548964
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2011.548964

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Taking young children’s participation into account in research methodology
	Data and methodology
	Systematic literature search
	Analysis and limitations

	Participatory methods in studies concerning young children
	Multi-method and the Mosaic approach
	Observation and ethnography
	Language-based methods
	Visual methods
	Creative and playful methods
	Children as co-researchers

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


