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Abstract

Participatory research with children aims to actively collaborate with child co-researchers to
co-construct knowledge and social action about their worlds. Recently, a growing number of
studies have increased the size and scope of participatory research with children. However,
there is scarce evidence on how collaborating across study sites and engaging with data that
reflects the lives of children from different backgrounds and contexts influences child co-
researchers’ views about themselves, their communities, and the world, as well as their
experiences during the research process. Additionally, although scaled-up participatory
studies tend to show overall high levels of child agency, little is known about the process of

increasing child co-researchers’ agency within and beyond the research setting.

My PhD research focused on answering the question of how does scaling-up participatory
research with children influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness and their agency
in the research? To answer this question, | carried out a scoping review of the literature and
two qualitative participatory studies. The Children’s Araucaria study focused on exploring
children’s experiences in two disaster risk reduction programs, one in Chile, the other one in
Australia. My second study, Kids Contribute, was part of a larger initiative led by the Child
and Community Wellbeing Unit at the University of Melbourne and carried out in
collaboration with a children’s television news program. Child co-researchers from different
backgrounds and places in Australia helped create questions and interpret results for a poll
about how children contribute at home, school and elsewhere in the community. Then, a
group of child co-researchers presented their findings and recommendations at a national
forum, organized with the Australian Human Rights Commission. My work in this project

focused on examining the qualitative and participatory component of the research.

My findings showed that scaling-up participatory research with children can help promote
child co-researchers’ critical consciousness at the individual, social and global levels of
awareness. As the research process increased their exposure to other children’s
perspectives, child co-researchers began to explore the connections between their personal
experiences and those of other children in their communities and across Australia. Child co-

researchers were also motivated to learn about the realities of children in different parts of



the world and to collaborate across geographic frontiers to address global issues like climate

change and racism.

My research also found that, if the goal is to scale-up participatory research with children,
child co-researchers should have opportunities to engage in research activities beyond their
local community across the different stages of the research process. This task can be
complex, since the context of each study location can facilitate or constrain child agency in
different ways. Through their dialogue with child co-researchers, adult researchers can
promote critical consciousness at different levels of awareness by using research activities as
prompts and integrating discussions about the different geographic and ecological levels
involved in the study. Child co-researchers can also benefit from collaborating with each
other across study sites. Finally, to increase the impact of the research and child co-
researchers’ empowerment in their relationship with adults, researchers can help build

increasingly wider audiences that are willing to listen and act upon children’s ideas.
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Glossary

Child agency: children’s capacity to make decisions, express themselves, reflect and act on
their worlds (Montreuil & Carnevale, 2018). In participatory research, children’s agency

manifests when they take part in decisions that influence the research, freely express their
views and decide when and how to become involved (as well as choosing not to participate

in research) (Clark, 2010; Liegghio, Nelson, & Evans, 2010).

Child empowerment: children’s sense of competence and efficacy as agents of social change
in combination with having effective access and control over the resources and conditions in
their environment (Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace, & Langhout, 2011; Rappaport, 1981). Children’s
empowerment is not something that can be controlled by external agents, and adults cannot
make children become empowered. However, adults can help promote the process of
children’s empowerment. In participatory research, this involves supporting children’s
development of research skills, providing access to resources and opening opportunities for

children to express their views and influence the research (Liegghio et al., 2010).

Children: people under 18 years old (United Nations, 1989). There is a wide diversity of
terms and definitions that are complementary and sometimes overlap (e.g. adolescence,
youth). Yet, in consideration of space and the reader’s comfort, | will use the most

commonly used term ‘children’ and, if necessary, use other terms when | cite other authors.

Critical consciousness: originally named conscientizagéo by popular educator Paulo Freire
(Freire, 2017), critical consciousness is the process through which individuals who engage in
reciprocal dialogue critically reflect and act upon the oppressive conditions that affect their
everyday lives. During this process, individuals gain new understandings about the social
issues affecting their lives (and their root causes) as something that can be transformed.
According to the Social Justice Youth Development framework (Ginwright & James, 2002),
critical consciousness is a natural part of children and young people’s positive development,
through which they gain new understandings about themselves, their communities and the

world.

Participatory research: a research paradigm with a wide range of approaches that share the
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core principles of a) actively involving the people whose lives are the subject of the research,
b) being locally situated in the contexts of people’s everyday lives, c) co-constructing
knowledge through a collectively owned research process and d) aiming for transformation
through human agency (International Collaboration for Participatory Health Research

(ICPHR), 2013).

Participatory research with children: a wide and diverse field of approaches that share the
aim of collaborating with children as co-researchers in creating knowledge that improves
their lives (Gibbs et al., 2018). These different approaches shared in common the principles
of promoting child empowerment and decision-making, democratizing knowledge and
mobilizing social change to improve the lives of children and their communities (Kohfeldt et

al., 2011).

Scaling-up participatory research with children: expanding the size and scope of
participatory research to collaborate with child co-researchers from a diversity of places and
backgrounds. This involves: a) expanding the geographic scope and impact of the research
beyond one geographic location, b) adults and child co-researchers share power for
decision-making across different stages of the research and c) adult researchers support
child co-researchers’ empowerment beyond the research and into the community (Gibbs,

Kornbluh, Marinkovic, Bell, & Ozer, 2020).
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In recent decades, children! have increasingly become acknowledged as important social
actors (Jans, 2004). The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC)
(1989) confirmed that children have the right to be protected from harm and to have a say in
matters that affect them. The UNCRC provided the framework for child rights-based
research, leading to a growing interest in applying participatory approaches that
acknowledge children as the true experts in their lives (Kellett, 2010; Powell, Fitzgerald,

Taylor, & Graham, 2012; Shier, 2018).

Participatory research with children is a wide and diverse field of approaches that share the
aim of collaborating with children as co-researchers in creating knowledge that improves
their lives (Gibbs et al., 2018). Figure 1 summarizes the core elements of participatory

research with children.

AGENCY KNOWLEDGE

Children’s Rights: Protection & Participation

EMPOWERMENT SOCIAL CHANGE

Figure 1: Core principles of participatory research with Children

! For my thesis, | will use the term ‘child’ to refer to people under 18 years old (United Nations, 1989). |
acknowledge that there is a wide diversity of terms and definitions that are complementary and sometimes
overlap (e.g. adolescence, youth). Yet, in consideration of space and the reader’s comfort, | will use the most
commonly used term ‘children’ and, if necessary, use other terms when | cite other authors.
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According to authors like Mary Kellett (2010), in participatory research with children, adult
researchers share power for decision-making with child co-researchers across the different
stages of the research process (i.e. design, data collection, analysis and dissemination). By
sharing control over the research, participatory approaches seek to transform adult-child
relationships and make them more egalitarian. This process can be empowering for children
and expand beyond the research setting into children’s relationships with other adults in the
community. At the same time, research collaborations between adults and children result in
knowledge that wouldn’t be accessible without child co-researchers’ involvement. Because
theory and action are closely related in participatory research, this new knowledge is used to
mobilize positive social change in children’s lives (e.g. by helping improve services and

policies) (Gibbs et al., 2018).

Traditionally, participatory research is carried out at the local level over long periods of time
and across many sessions. This approach helps establish the necessary rapport and trust to
enter a dialogue where children examine their communities and everyday lives. However, in
recent years, new digital technologies have given children an unprecedented access to
information and helped them cross geographic and language barriers (Kidron & Rudkin,
2017). These changes may contribute to children’s development as global citizens and
increase their awareness of global issues beyond their local communities (Bennett, 2008;

Jans, 2004).

Global child activism could be a manifestation of this phenomenon. In March 2019,
thousands of Australian students joined the movement initiated by Swedish 16-year-old
Greta Thunberg and went on a Climate Change Strike. Their protest against governments’
inaction on climate change was echoed in over 2,000 protests in 125 countries (Gleanza,
Evans, Ellis-Petersen, & Naaman, 2019). Other examples of children and young people
joining forces and leading large social justice movements include the #enough campaign
against gun violence (McCarthy, Gabbat, Beckett, Luscombe, & Lartey, 2018) and the
Dreamers movement that fights for the rights of Latinx migrant youth across the USA
(Gambino, 2018). At the same time, a growing number of researchers, practitioners and
decision-makers support the notion of global child citizenship and advocate for incorporating

children’s perspectives on national and international issues. For example, Ireland’s National
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Strategy on Children and Young People’s Participation in Decision-Making 2015 — 2020
(Department of Children and Youth Affairs, 2015) seeks to incorporate children’s voices in
areas like health, education, protection and the economy. Meanwhile, in the field of public
health, the Lancet Commission on Adolescent Health and Wellbeing (Patton et al., 2016)
concluded that adults must collaborate with young people to improve policies and services

at the local, national and international levels.

In this context, participatory research could be scaled-up to facilitate children’s
empowerment as global citizens and to promote their wellbeing. Doing this would require
expanding the size and scope of participatory research to collaborate with child co-
researchers from a diversity of places and backgrounds. The idea of collaborating across
communities is not new for participatory approaches. Paulo Freire (2017), who had a crucial
influence on the development of participatory research, stated that it’s important for local
communities to collaborate at the regional level to transform the large social forces affecting
their lives. However, there might be important ethical and methodological implications

associated with scaling-up participatory research with child co-researchers.

Scaling-up often involves increasing the study size, number of child co-researchers and study
sites and there is a small but emerging body of literature about its potential benefits (Gibbs
et al., 2020). However, | argue that there’s still not enough evidence on how these changes
to the research context affect children’s experience and the outcomes of their work. On one
hand, scaling-up participatory research with children could lead to more inclusive research
that has a broader impact (e.g. national and international policies). On the other hand, there
might be unexpected implications for the participatory process. Thus, before scaling-up
participatory research with child co-researchers, it would be important to consider questions

like:

- Ifthere is a higher number of child co-researchers or study sites, could we guarantee
that all of them will have equal levels of agency?

- Would a larger study design make it more difficult for adult facilitators to establish
rapport and trust with child co-researchers?

- Would increasing the size effectively make the research more inclusive and

representative? Or, on the contrary, will some voices dominate over others, or will
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conflicts emerge between child co-researchers from different social groups?

- Will local and individual voices be erased or decontextualized if we increase the scale
of participatory research?

- Who will determine the final outcomes of the research? Will these outcomes be

meaningful for child co-researchers and their local communities?

Based on the above, my aim in this PhD research is to contribute to a better understanding
of how to increase the scope of participatory research with children in a way that stays

true to its central tenets for high-quality.

In addition to the emergence of scaling-up as a new trend in participatory research with
children, it’s important for me to explain how my own experiences led to this work and to
position myself in the role of adult researcher. | was born in Chile and, like most people, |
grew up in a society that often treats children and young people’s perspectives as irrelevant,
wrong or even threatening, with detrimental effects on their rights to protection, health and
education and their overall wellbeing. | confirmed this during my work as a clinical
psychologist in Child Protection Services in a community severely affected by the megathrust
earthquake and tsunami of 2010. In the Chilean National Service for Minors (SENAME) it was
rare to see any type of consultations or other participatory initiatives carried out with the
children in out-of-home-care. If these children had been given the chance to speak out, they
would have revealed the psychological, physical and sexual abuse that many were suffering
in the system that was supposed to protect them. They were also often denied the
opportunity to express their opinions regarding where they wanted to live and with whom.
After the disaster of 2010, few children had the opportunity to engage in the recovery of
their communities or have a say on how their access to education had been affected.
Witnessing these situations convinced me to shift from clinical psychology to working in
research that could help improve public policies and programs for childhood wellbeing. It
became apparent to me that clinical work could not address the social, economic, political
and cultural factors affecting the lives of my patients. Further, many of these social forces
were not just acting at the regional or national level but affecting children’s lives worldwide.
For example, the global economy and the climate emergency are crucial factors that

determine how many children (and what children) live in poverty and/or are hit hardest by
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disasters.

Thus, when | arrived in Australia, | introduced myself as someone who probably had no idea
of what ‘participation’ was but had a very clear notion of what it wasn’t. It took me a long
time to fully develop my research questions for this PhD but, deep inside, | was searching for
an answer to the following questions: Can children freely express themselves in a way that is
safe and inclusive? And, can children have an impact on the local and global social forces
that are shaping their lives? It was these questions that led to my interest in scaling-up
participatory research with children as a way of promoting their wellbeing within and

beyond their communities.

I’'m glad to say that my answer to these questions, after completing this PhD research, is yes.
However, this can only happen if many members of society commit to this endeavour. |
would also like to add that this work must be done with hope and love to be effective.
Brazilian educator Paulo Freire (2014, 2017), who | will refer to many times across this thesis,
argued that practitioners and researchers prefer not to use these words very often, but that
they are prerequisites for building a fair and just society. They have also been key for me to
complete my research and become aware of the important connections between the lives of
adults and children across the globe. During the four years of being a PhD student in
Australia, I've seen the injustices of the Chilean National Service for Minors exposed in the
media, denied by the authorities and the efforts of a growing number of people to change
this situation. Last year, | was filled with hope when | saw the largest social movement in my
country being started by our secondary students and supported by people of all ages, but
also with fear and anger from the brutal repression that they endured. I've also seen
children in Australia building more resilient and inclusive communities. Further, I've seen
children and young people around the world calling for action on the climate emergency.
Overall, I've learned about many children and young people’s motivation to work together
to create a better future despite geographic, cultural, religious and political borders, and the
commitment of numerous researchers, practitioners and decision-makers to support them

in achieving this goal.

Thus, | cannot say that I’'m neutral or objective in my work as a researcher, but I've tried my

best to remain critical and reflexive to translate this journey into a coherent and high-quality
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study. The thesis is structured as follows:

e In Chapter 2, | outline the conceptual background that guided my research. Often,
the literature review chapter of a thesis comes before its conceptual background.
However, because one of my main areas of focus in this PhD study were the
methodological aspect of participatory research with children, my conceptual
background provides foundational information for my literature review.

e In Chapter 3, | address the current literature on scaling-up participatory research
with children.

e In Chapter 4, | introduced the overall approach and methodology of my research,
which consisted of two participatory studies: the Children’s Araucaria and Kids
Contribute studies. | also introduced some of the main ethical and methodological
issues that | encountered during my research.

e Chapter 5 reports the results of the Children’s Araucaria study, a pilot that aimed to
explore the process of scaling-up participatory research with children about their role
in disaster risk reduction, and that provided useful insights on the contextual
constraints of scaling-up participatory research with children.

e In Chapter 6, | explain in more detail the methods and setting of the Kids Contribute
study, a study that focused on children’s experiences of contributing at home, school
and community, and in which child co-researchers presented their findings at a
national forum.

e Chapter 7 consists of the main findings of the Kids Contribute study, including details
about the child co-researchers, their roles and how participating in this research
influenced their critical consciousness.

e Chapter 8 comprises my reflections about how my role influenced child co-
researchers’ experiences of agency in the Kids Contribute study, and how child co-
researchers addressed increasingly larger audiences as the study scaled-up.

e Chapter 9 presents my overall discussion on this PhD research.
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Chapter 2: Conceptual framework

In the previous chapter, | introduced the issue that there is a growing trend to increasing the
size and scope of participatory research with child co-researchers, but there are important
gaps in our understanding of child co-researchers’ experiences. To address these gaps, |

guided my research based on the following conceptual framework.

Critical Core Principles
Consciousness of PR

Child Rights- Social Justice Youth
based Research Development

Figure 2: Conceptual framework for understanding scaling-up participatory research with
children

Figure 2 illustrates the different components of my conceptual framework. | focused on
Paulo Freire’s (2017) concept of critical consciousness and how it influenced the core
principles of participatory research in general. | also incorporated concepts related to how
new understandings of children’s rights reshaped childhood research, and how all these
ideas and concepts led to the historical development of participatory research with children.
Additionally, | applied the Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD) framework (Ginwright &
Cammarota, 2002) to explore how scaling-up participatory research may influence the

experience of child co-researchers.

The concept of critical consciousness

Participatory research with children has been largely influenced by the works of educational
theorist and practitioner Paulo Freire (1921 — 1997). Freire was influenced by anti-colonial

thinkers like Marx and Hegel and proposed an educational model for achieving greater social
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equity (Freire, 2017). During his work in Brazil and other Latin American countries, Freire
observed that alphabetization efforts were often guided by a ‘banking’ concept of education,
where teachers are the only experts in the educational setting. Meanwhile, students are
passive vessels where knowledge is ‘deposited.” Educational efforts are not situated in
people’s local contexts, excluding students’ knowledge about their own lives and the
problems in their community. Thus, banking education helps perpetuate the oppression and
living conditions that affect the people it's meant to help. In contrast, Freire proposed a
‘problem-posing’ method, where all members of the educational setting are teachers and
students at the same time. Participants acknowledge each other’s expertise and establish an
ongoing dialogue where they question and respond to the oppressive forces shaping their

everyday lives.

In his book Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Freire (2017) explained the concept of
conscientizagdo, translated as critical consciousness in English. Freire’s concept of critical
consciousness was key for the development of the principles of participatory research. The
process of critical consciousness involves critically reflecting and acting upon the world,

resulting in a new awareness about one’s position in it and our capacity to transform it.

Critical consciousness results from the combination of critical reflection and critical action.
Critical reflection is the process of questioning everyday situations, beliefs and practices and
realizing that these conditions are not natural and can be changed. Meanwhile, critical
action involves making concrete efforts to transform them. Freire (2017) emphasized that
critical reflection and critical action feed each other in a cyclical process that he called
‘praxis’, and thus cannot be separated from each other. If theoretical knowledge is not
integrated into action, social justice efforts will not address the real root causes of
inequality. Conversely, focusing solely on promoting critical reflection can only result in

armchair activism or a sense of hopelessness.

Core principles of Participatory Research

The concept of critical consciousness is ingrained in participatory research. According to the
International Collaboration on Participatory Health Research (International Collaboration for

Participatory Health Research (ICPHR), 2013), this methodology assumes that research about
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a group of people must be done in collaboration with them by incorporating their
perspectives and local knowledge. The members of the community being studied should
influence the whole research process, from the formulation of research questions and study
design, to the collection and interpretation of data, and the dissemination of findings.
Making the research a collective process that is collectively owned can also help

communities become more empowered.

Freire’s work is also manifested in the importance that participatory research gives to
building trusting relationships and co-creating knowledge through dialogue. Participatory
research is understood as a dynamic and relational activity that seeks to incorporate
different perspectives. To achieve this, professional researchers must be aware of their
tendency to impose their own views and reflect on the power asymmetries between them
and the community. In a similar way to how Freire (2017) developed the technique of
cultural circles to promote dialogue, participatory researchers use different strategies and
methods to collaborate with communities in problematizing social issues, identifying their
root causes and developing solutions (International Collaboration for Participatory Health
Research (ICPHR), 2013). Participatory research also aims to have a broad impact, based on
communities’ perceptions of what that impact should be (International Collaboration for

Participatory Health Research (ICPHR), 2013).

Child rights-based research

In recent decades, children have been increasingly acknowledged as social actors, citizens
and agents of change who have the capacity to form their own views (Jans, 2004; Kellett,
2010). In 1989, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) set a
milestone for recognizing children’s rights both to be protected from harm and to actively
participate in society (Jans, 2004; Shier, 2018). More specifically, Article 12 of the UNCRC
established that ‘States Parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming his or her
own views the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child, the views
of the child being given due weight in accordance with the age and maturity of the child’
(United Nations, 1989). Further, various authors argue that promoting child participation
and agency is necessary for their protection, and incorporating children’s perspectives can
contribute to development of better programs, services and public policies (Franklin & Slope,
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2006; Liegghio et al., 2010; Patton et al., 2016; Shier, 2018).

The recognition of children’s rights in research has transformed the ethical and
methodological standards for doing research with children (Powell, Fitzgerald, Taylor, &
Graham, 2012; Shier, 2018). According to Kellett (2010), it has become increasingly more
important for adult researchers to shift from doing research on children, to doing it for and
with them. In the next section, | will explain how participatory research with children has
positioned itself as an increasingly accepted approach to balance children’s rights to

protection and participation in research.

Participatory Research with Children

| use the term participatory research with children to refer to a broad range of approaches
that, in line with the principles of participatory research, seek to actively include children in
creating knowledge to improve their lives (Gibbs et al., 2018). Participatory research with
children is a very diverse field, with approaches like participatory action research with young
people or youth participatory action research (YPAR) (Fernandez, Nguyen, & Langhout,
2015), community-based participatory research (CPBR) with children and adolescents
(Jacquez, Vaughn, & Wagner, 2013), transformative research with adolescents (Shier, 2015),
child participatory action research (Maglajlic, 2010), participatory methodologies (Green,
2015), research led by children (Kellett, 2010), youth-led research (Ozer, Newlan, Douglas, &
Hubbard, 2013) and collaborative ethnography with children and adolescents (Red

Internacional de Etnografia con Nifias Niflos y Jovénes, 2019).

Participatory research with children has been influenced by theories on adult participation,
emancipation, empowerment and voice (Kellett, 2010; Maglajlic, 2010; Shier, 2001),
including the works of Paulo Freire. There’s also a growing evidence base on the importance
of critical consciousness for child development, and activities that promote it have been
found to benefit children’s analytical and communicational skills, academic achievements,
future plans and sense of citizenship (Diemer, Kauffman, Koenig, Trahan, & Hsieh, 2006;
Diemer, McWhirter, Ozer, & Rapa, 2015; Diemer, Voight, Marchand, & Bafales, 2019;
Diemer & Rapa, 2016; Rapa, Diemer, & Baiiales, 2018; Watts, Diemer, & Voight, 2011).

As explained in Chapter 1, in participatory research, children are acknowledged as co-

26



researchers and share power with adult researchers for decision-making across the research.
This helps co-create knowledge that otherwise wouldn’t have been accessible to adults. This
knowledge is not necessarily better in comparison to using other methodologies, but it is
different, because child co-researchers are epistemologically privileged in comparison to
adults to do research about their lives (Balen et al., 2006; Kellett, 2010). Additionally,
participating in the co-creation of knowledge and the mobilization of social change is
expected to be an empowering experience for children that can expand beyond the research

setting (Langhout, Kohfeldt, & Ellison, 2011; Ozer et al., 2013).

Participatory research with children is a child rights-based approach to doing research with
children (Shier, 2018). In participatory research, children’s right to be protected from the
potential harms of research (i.e. distress, re-traumatization, breaches of privacy and
confidentiality, burnout) is balanced with promoting their agency and freedom of
expression. Thus, child co-researchers’ roles must correspond to their age, development and
maturity, and children are not expected to share the same activities or responsibilities with
adults (Clark, 2010; Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012; R. D. Langhout & Thomas, 2010; Ozer et al.,
2013; Wong, Zimmerman, & Parker, 2010). Meanwhile, adult researchers establish trusting
relationships with child co-researchers, support shared decision-making (Kellett, 2010; Shier,
2001, 2015) and develop methods that allow children to engage in research according to
their unique interests and skills (Peek, Morrissey, & Marlatt, 2011; Punch, 2002b). Adult
facilitators also provide technical support, secure funding, establish strategic partnerships
and advocate for child participation beyond the research setting (Green, 2015; Ozer et al.,

2013; Shier, 2001, 2015).

Different authors have warned against misinterpreting participatory research with children
as an approach that seeks an ideal of completely autonomous child participation. This notion
does not reflect how children participate in real-life scenarios (Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008;
Grace & Langhout, 2014; Kellett, 2010; Shier, 2001; Wong et al., 2010). For Shier (2018),
adult researchers will always get the final decision of how to incorporate children into their
work, so it is not possible to achieve adult-child relationships that are completely egalitarian.
Participatory research with children must also navigate pragmatic limitations that determine

how and when children can become involved as co-researchers. Because of this, in a
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participatory study, not all child co-researchers will necessarily participate in the same way
and with the same degree of agency. Children also require an attentive and influential
audience willing to act upon child co-researchers’ ideas (Lundy, 2007). Without this, it is not
possible to achieve the levels of impact and empowerment expected by participatory
research. Additionally, it is also necessary to acknowledge that children may not necessarily
want to engage in research or may choose to withdraw (Dockett, Einarsdottir, & Perry,
2009), and adults should avoid imposing a ‘dictatorship of participation’ (Gallacher &
Gallagher, 2008).

Another important development in participatory research with children was acknowledging
the crucial role that children’s contexts (social, cultural, economic, political, environmental)
have in shaping their lives and opportunities to participate in research (Green, 2015; Porter
et al., 2010; Shier, 2015). From the perspective of the ecological and systems model,
children’s lives and development are intrinsically related to the contexts where they live
their lives (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). For this reason, authors like Kohfeldt and colleagues
(2011) have argued that applying an ecological and systems approach is key to understand

when, why and how children participate in research as co-researchers.

Since children’s contexts determine their role and status in society (Porter et al., 2010), their
levels of agency as child co-researchers will also be shaped by the different social forces
around them (Langhout & Thomas, 2010; Maglajlic, 2010; Porter et al., 2010). Thus, doing
participatory research with children requires anticipating and managing the ethical
challenges to doing research with child co-researchers present in each particular context
(Kohfeldt et al., 2011; Ozer et al., 2013). During his work with child co-researchers in
Nicaragua, Shier (2015) observed that NGO’s had to manage the risk of supporting children
in opposing the interests of businesses that used child labour. In that case, being co-
researchers could involve risks for children’s safety. Based on this experience, Shier (2015)
concluded that developing enabling environments for participatory research with children
requires a careful examination of how to balance children’s right to protection and to

participate in matters that affect them.

Another way in which an ecological perspective can help us better understand child co-

researchers’ experiences in participatory research is by illuminating how the different
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contexts where the research takes place can influence child co-researchers’ reflections about
themselves and the world around them. This point will be explained further in the following

section.

Applying a Social Justice Development framework to understand the influence
of scaling-up on child co-researchers’ experiences

Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD) proposes that youth organizing, empowerment and
healthy development are interrelated (Ginwright, 2003; Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002;
Ginwright & James, 2002). Psychological approaches to youth development during the 70’s
and 80’s focused on preventing negative behaviours and pathologies in at-risk individuals.
This approach contributed to the stigmatization of youth as a group that needed ‘fixing.” In
response to this, positive youth development shifted towards an understanding of young
people as active agents who, with the necessary support and opportunities, can become
important assets to their communities (Ginwright, 2003; Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002;

Ginwright & James, 2002).

However, positive youth development was criticized for failing to address the larger political
and economic realities surrounding youth agency (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Work was
mostly focused on the individual level and assumed that adults were in charge of managing
young people’s relationships with their communities (Ginwright, 2003). This framework
overlooked that youth develop mainly within their communities, not programs, and omitted
the economic, political, cultural and social forces impacting their lives. This led to ineffective
policies that homogenized youth and failed to promote their wellbeing (Ginwright, 2003;
Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002).

In response to this, Ginwright and Cammarota (2002) proposed SJYD as a framework for
understanding young people’s lives within the larger contextual forces surrounding them.
This approach is based on Paulo Freire’s (2017) insights on how collective action is closely
linked to becoming aware that life and society are not predetermined. As previously seen,
critical consciousness and social action are interdependent in what Freire named praxis.
Although social forces are strong influences on young people’s lives and decisions, youth

have the capacity to respond to their community’s problems and be resilient (Ginwright &
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Cammarota, 2002). Furthermore, addressing the root causes of issues in the community is
an important part of young people’s identity development. This provides a new
understanding of youth agency as young people’s capacity to negotiate and respond to their

social realities.

SIYD is relevant for exploring the process of scaling-up participatory research with children
because it incorporates an ecological perspective where youth develop progressively larger
levels of social justice awareness: self, social and global awareness (see Figure 3). These
stages are consistent with the different levels that scaled-up participatory studies may seek
to address: the individual, community and beyond. According to Ginwright and Cammarota
(2002), the first stage of developing a sense of social justice corresponds to individual-
awareness. Young people embark on a process of self-evaluation that can lead to a more
positive self and social identity. In this process, youth critically reflect on how their identity
and self-determination are influenced by power relationships that result in privilege or

oppression.

Social Justice Youth Development
(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002)

Individual Social Global
Awareness Awareness Awareness

Figure 3: Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD)

The next level corresponds to social awareness (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Youth move
beyond the self to develop a deeper understanding of their immediate social world and its
functioning. They address the root causes of inequity in their communities by applying
knowledge about social problems and cognitive skills for investigation and problem solving.
Finally, youth develop a sense of global awareness about social issues affecting all humanity

(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). In this way, youth empathize with the struggles of people
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across the world. This process is manifested in two types of action. The first consists of
examining historical forms of oppression and the systems that support them. The second
involves experiencing a sense of connectedness with others. The development of global
awareness can lead to youth seeing the world as a place of possibilities that they can

improve through their intentional choices (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002, p. 90).

SJYD can manifest in different ways. For example, youth culture can be explored as a
manifestation of social justice awareness (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Participatory
research is another path for engaging in collective action. Ginwright and Cammarota (2002)
specified that research can help develop analytical skills that are crucial to build youth’s
capacity for addressing social problems. It could also be expected that being a child co-
researcher could contribute to developing what Ginwright (2003) described as interpersonal
capacities, understood as young people’s sense of belonging, self-worth and skills like
communication, self-expression and problem-solving. Likewise, participatory research could
promote youth’s socio-political capacity: the ability to connect community problems with

larger social issues (Ginwright, 2003).

Additionally, SIYD proposes that the development of social justice awareness can be a
healing experience, as it provides a way of actively understanding and addressing social
problems. Furthermore, SJYD states that self-transformation is a prerequisite for social
transformation, and necessarily involves connecting the personal to the political (Ginwright,
2003). Youth organizing can provide a space to share, listen and learn from others. Engaging
in reciprocal dialogue can enhance optimism, emotional stability, self-esteem and resilience
(Ginwright & James, 2002). Ultimately, this can lead to a new sense of purpose where

individual actions are connected to mobilize social change.

Based on the above, SJYD can provide a useful framework for exploring how child co-
researchers develop critical consciousness when scaling-up participatory research. Its
ecological approach to the development of social justice awareness and action can provide a
richer understanding of how child co-researchers explore the relationships between
themselves and the social issues in the community, city, country and global levels. Moreover,
SIYD has the potential to help identify potential ways in which participatory research can

contribute to child co-researchers’ healthy development. As Ginwright (2003, p. 16) puts it,
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‘given adequate resources and opportunities for scale, youth organizing can build more
effective youth development policies and institutions. And it is here that youth organizing
may well reach its potential as both sound youth development and the harbinger of
democratic possibilities’. In summary, SJYD can help study how scaling-up participatory
research with children can shape the process of knowledge co-creation and, therefore, child

co-researchers’ experiences.

Summary

In this chapter, | discussed the conceptual framework that guided my PhD research on how
scaling-up participatory research with children could influence its core principles. | explained
how Paulo Freire’s (2017) concept of critical consciousness influenced the core principles of
participatory research in terms of collaborating with communities to generate knowledge
and action in a dialogical process that is also empowering. In recent decades, new social
understandings of childhood and child rights-based research have further informed the
application of participatory principles to working with child co-researchers. Additionally,
Ginwright and Cammarota’s (2002) Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD) framework is
potentially useful in understanding how scaling-up participatory research may influence
child co-researchers’ experience by promoting their individual, social and global awareness.
In the following chapter, | will discuss my review of the available literature on scaling-up
participatory research with children to identify the main gaps in our knowledge about this

emerging field.
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Chapter 3: Literature Review

Introduction

As previously explained in Chapter 2: Conceptual framework, in participatory research with
children, adult researchers collaborate with child co-researchers to construct knowledge
that actively incorporates children’s perspectives about their lives. However, this knowledge
is not merely theoretical, as it combines critical thinking with critical action for social justice.
Thus, in participatory research with children, children are acknowledged as agents of change
and research is understood as a mechanism for social change (Gibbs et al., 2018; Kellett,

2010; Kohfeldt et al., 2011).

In view of the above, the recent trend to increase the geographic scope of participatory
studies with child co-researchers could open new opportunities for children to become
empowered as agents of change beyond their communities. Further, increasing the
geographic scope of participatory research with children could help children actively engage
in addressing global social issues that affect them locally (i.e. climate change). However, the
potential benefits of scaling-up to expand the impact of participatory research with children
will depend on the experiences and real levels of agency that child co-researchers have in
this type of study. For example, there is scarce knowledge on how increasing the scale of the
study may affect children’s sense of ownership over the research and their real levels of

decision-making across the research process.

In this literature review, my goal was to explore the available evidence on scaling-up
participatory research with children, and what might be the implications of this approach.
Despite a recent trend to scale-up participatory research with child co-researchers, it is still
unclear how changing the size and scope of participatory research can influence the

experience of child co-researchers.

| use the term child participatory research to refer to a diversity of approaches to doing
research with people under 18 years old that seek to promote their engagement and active
decision-making across the research and have the ultimate goal of helping mobilize positive

social change. This definition is supported by a wide literature on this methodology that has
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developed for over 30 years (Gibbs et al., 2018).

In contrast, the concept of scaling-up participatory research with children is still an emerging
field. In the previous chapter, | defined scaling-up participatory research with children as
‘extending research activities and decision-making beyond one geographic site’ (Gibbs et al.,
2020, p. S16). This definition is based on a systematic review in which | had the opportunity
to participate during my PhD studies, and that focused on how participatory research with
children had been scaled-up with a particular focus on the use of digital platforms to achieve
this (Gibbs et al., 2020) (see Appendix 1: Systematic Review). Before this systematic review,
Kornbluh and colleagues (2016), had already emphasized the idea of increasing the scale and
impact of the research to amplify youth-led social justice efforts and strategies. Thus, in this
PhD literature review, participatory studies with child co-researchers were considered to be
scaled-up when a) their scope expanded beyond one geographic location, b) adults and child
co-researchers shared power for decision-making across different stages of the research and
c) adult researchers supported child co-researchers’ empowerment beyond the research and

into the community.

Methods

The field of scaling-up participatory research with children is still emerging and requires
conceptual definition and consistent terminology. Thus, | conducted a scoping review by
applying a systematic search in combination with exploring the wider literature on
participatory research with children to identify relevant articles. According to different
authors (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005; Levac, Colquhoun, & O’Brien, 2010; Peters & Godfrey,
2015), scoping literature reviews can be useful to map and clarify key concepts. In this way,
researchers can examine the amount and type of evidence available on a topic, summarize
and report those findings, identify research gaps and determine if a more focused systematic
review is relevant and feasible (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). According to Arksey and O’Malley

(2005, p. 22), scoping reviews consist of the following stages:

e Stage I: Identifying the research question.
e Stage ll: Identifying relevant studies.

e Stage lll: Study selection.
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e Stage IV: Charting the data.

e Stage V: Collating, summarizing and reporting the results.

These stages are meant to be a useful reference to guide researchers and help them report
the process of their scoping reviews in a transparent way. In practice, the process of a
scoping review is ongoing, reflexive and iterative, and researchers may repeat steps (Arksey
& O’Malley, 2005). Below is a detailed description of how | carried out each one of the steps

recommended by Arksey and O’Malley (2005):

Identifying the research question

Arksey and O’Malley recommended (2005) that the research question and search terms are
broad to reduce the possibility of missing relevant articles, but not to the extent that they
generate an unmanageable number of results. This review aimed to answer the question of:
What is the available evidence concerning the processes, outcomes and impacts of studies

that have scaled-up participatory research with children?

Identifying relevant studies

In scoping reviews, search terms may evolve as the researcher becomes more familiar with
the literature (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). My search strategy began with an initial
exploration of the University of Melbourne’s online library and Google Scholar to identify the
most useful keywords for increasing the size and scope of participatory research with
children. This search was guided by a review | did based on a reference list about
participatory research with children that was shared online by the Kids in Action network

(http://www.icphr.org/helpful-links-and-resources.html).

Then, | had the opportunity to apply and improve my preliminary list of key words when |
participated in the more focused systematic review about the use of digital technologies for
scaling-up participatory research (Gibbs et al., 2020). Participating in the systematic review
helped me reduce the large number of terms that | had found for participatory research with
children. I also learned that, while ‘scaling-up’ was a useful term to refer to increasing the

size and scale of participatory research, it was still not commonly used.

Thus, | tried to find keywords that worked as proxies for scaling-up. Terms referring to
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working across multiple study locations or multi-site research were useful. | identified these
terms in publications about community-based research (CBPR) with adults (Chirowodza et
al., 2009; Katz, Green, Murimi, Gonzalez, & Njike, 2012; Katz, Murimi, Gonzalez, Njike, &
Green, 2011; Matloub et al., 2009; Nagshbandi et al., 2011; L. R. Thomas, Rosa, Forcehimes,
& Donovan, 2011; Trickett, 2011). Meanwhile, terms that referred to a larger study size and
scope (city, region, national, country, international, global) resulted in too many search

findings for the scope my PhD research.

| used my final list of keywords to search for articles in electronic databases (PsycARTICLES,
PsycIinfo, PubMed) and supported this search using Google Scholar and the online catalogue
at the University of Melbourne’s Library. Search engines were last reviewed on 17 October
2020. The terms that | used to define the application of a participatory approach, working

with child co-researchers and increasing the scope of the research were the following:

e participatory research/ OR YPAR/ OR youth-led research/ OR action research/ OR
community-based research AND

e child* OR young people/ OR adolescents/ OR students/ OR juvenile/ OR minor/ OR
teen/ OR teenager/ OR youth AND

e scaling-up/ OR scaling up/ OR multisite/ OR multi-site/ OR multiple sites

Study selection

My inclusion criteria were that articles had to a) correspond to primary research, b) have
been published between 1989 and 2019, c) were written in English, d) had gone through a
process of peer-review and d) applied participatory research to working with child co-
researchers beyond one geographic site.? | chose 1989 as the starting point for my search
because this was the year of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, a year
that marked the beginning of a growing interest in participatory approaches to research with

children (Kellett, 2010).

The final step in my systematic search was to screen each article’s title, abstract and key

2 This inclusion criteria was different from the systematic review that | co-authored, that only included articles
published between 2000 and 2018 and that explicitly discussed how the study used digital platforms to scale-
up participatory research with children (Gibbs et al., 2020).
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words to check against my inclusion criteria and review the full-text article when there was
not enough information. | complemented the findings from my systematic search with
references from the more focused systematic review about the use of digital platforms for
scaling-up participatory research with children (Gibbs et al., 2020). This systematic review
had used terms for digital platforms (social media/ OR digital platforms/ OR digital tools)
that were the most useful proxies to search for scaled-up studies. This was probably because
digital platforms are closely related to scaling-up participatory research with children. In fact,
our systematic review found that digital tools are often necessary for implementing the
research at a wider scale and deliver important benefits to working with child co-researchers
(Gibbs et al., 2020). For this reason, some of the studies discussed in this chapter are the
same as the ones our team identified during our systematic review. Finally, | screened the
reference section of the studies that | identified during my systematic search and of
literature reviews about participatory research with children on other topics (Anyon, Bender,
Kennedy, & Dechants, 2018; Bradbury-Jones & Taylor, 2015; Haijes & van Thiel, 2016;
Jacquez et al.,, 2013; Kennan, Brady, & Forkan, 2018; Kennedy, DeChants, Bender, & Anyon,
2019; Larsson, Staland-Nyman, Svedberg, Nygren, & Carlsson, 2018).

Charting the data

Once | had a final collection of articles about scaling-up participatory research with children,

| extracted the following information from each study:

e Author(s), year, title

e Setting and duration of study

e Research topic

e Scale (geographic coverage), location and number of sites
e Conceptual frameworks and methods used

e Interactions between adults and child co-researchers: length and frequency

| also gathered information on whether each study had carried out an assessment of the
participatory process and of child co-researchers’ experience to explore the impact of
scaling-up participatory research with children on the process and outcomes of the research,

the levels of child agency, and the challenges and ethical issues present during the research.
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Collating, summarizing and reporting the results

| collated the extracted data and developed a narrative description of the studies’ features

based on the following guiding questions:

e What are the trends in scaling-up participatory research with children?

e How and why is participatory research with children being scaled-up?

e What is the impact of scaling-up participatory research with children?

e What are the ethical, methodological and logistical implications of scaling-up

participatory research with children?

In this way, | deductively identified the main themes in relation to how scaling-up influences

the experience of child co-researchers.
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Results

For this scoping review, | was able to identify 12 studies that scaled-up participatory
research with children (corresponding to 20 articles) (see Figure 2 of the flow chart for the
process of study selection). As shown in Figure 4, my systematic search only allowed me to
identify three out of the 12 studies in this review. This was because scaling-up is still a new
topic in participatory research with children. Further, the term ‘scaling-up’ was only used in
two of the articles that | found, corresponding to the same study (Kornbluh, Watling Neal
and Ozer, 2016; Kornbluh, 2017). Other terms that were used to refer to different
approaches to increasing the geographic scale of participatory approaches to doing research
with children were multi-site participatory research with children (Fletcher et al., 2016;

Trott, 2019) and multi-site or multi-organizational action research (Fuller-Rowell, 2009).

Table 1 summarizes the main characteristics of the studies found by this review (for the rest
of the information gathered about the different studies, see Appendix 2: Main
characteristics of scaled-up participatory studies with child co-researchers). | used the
study’s original name, or a short description based on the publication’s title to make it easier
to identify each project during this review. As previously noted, | added five more studies
from the systematic review on the use of digital platforms for scaling-up participatory
research (Gibbs et al., 2020), three from the reference list of previously identified articles
and other literature reviews and one study that | found while reviewing the literature on
children’s participation in disaster risk reduction (Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Seballos & Tanner,

2011; Tanner, 2010; Tanner & Seballos, 2012).
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Electronic Database
Searches:

Articles imported for
screening (n = 684)

Psycinfo (n=520)
PsycARTICLES (n=131)
PubMed (n=33)

—

Potential set of articles
(n = 646)

>

38 duplicates removed

a—

Potential set of articles
(n=17)

Citations removed after
screening titles and
abstracts (n=629)

CE—

Relevant set of articles
{n =4, from 3 studies)

Citations removed after

reviewing full-text (n=13)

* (n=11): wrong study
design

* (n=2):adult population

—

Final set of studies for
data charting (n =12,
20 articles)

Full-text articles included from other sources (n

=16):

* (n= 8,5 studies): systematic literature
review about the use of digital platforms
to scale-up participatory research (Gibbs et
al., 2020).

* (n=3, 3 studies): references of previously
identified studies and other literature
reviews about participatory research with
children.

* (n=5, 1 study): literature on children’s
participation in disaster risk reduction.

Figure 4: Flow chart for study selection
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Table 1: Main characteristics of scaled-up participatory studies with child co-researchers

Study/ References

Scale/ Locations

# of sites and child co-
researchers

Setting

Topic and aim

Methods

Children in Disaster
Risk Reduction

Multinational/
Philippines and

20 teams of chid co-
researchers from 10

NGO - University
study

Exploring children and
adolescents’ views and

Participatory action research
tools applied to disaster risk

Cerqueria, Ramiro, &
Gaspar de Matos,
2018; Frasquilho et
al., 2018; Gaspar de
Matos & Simoes,
2016)

(not based on
location).

studies on topics related to
health and citizenship during
times of economic crisis.

(DRR) (Haynes & El Salvador communities in El experiences of Disaster Risk | reduction: hazard

Tanner, 2015; Salvador and 10 in the Reduction in their local identification, ranking grids,

Seballos & Tanner, Philippines. communities. mapping of community

2011; Tanner, 2010; vulnerabilities and capacities,

Tanner & Seballos, Information not stakeholder analysis and

2012) available on the total mapping, group timelines,
number of child co- seasonal calendars, guided
researchers. walks.

Dream Teens National/ 67 child co- University study Collaborating with children Various methods depending

(Branquinho, 2018; researchers across 6 and youth to carry out on the project.

Branquinho, Portugal virtual research teams separate participatory

Growing Up in New
York City (GUINYC)
(Driskell, 2007;

Fuller-Rowell, 2009)

City/ New York,
USA

Over 140 child co-
researchers divided
into 6 groups across 6
locations.

Coalition between
a university and six
community
organizations,
under the umbrella
of a UNESCO
program.

Collaborating with child co-
researchers on local projects
related to city planning,
improving neighbourhood,
public housing, and access to
parks.

Interviews, photography,
guided tours, mapping.
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JaxHero (Livingood
etal., 2017)

County/
Jacksonville-
Duval county,
Florida, USA.
(city-county)

9 child co-researchers,
1 site.

University-
Community
collaboration

Collaborating with young
people to develop a digital
communication intervention
to reduce adolescent
obesity.

Combination with exploratory
focused qualitative research:
Youth Advisory Group,
photovoice and

focus groups.

National Youth
Leadership Initiative
(NYLI) (Mortensen et
al., 2014)

State/

West Virginia,
USA.

130 child co-
researchers, 1 site.

Youth leadership
program

Exploring children and young
people’s views and
experiences of leadership.

Photovoice.

Peer Resources
(Kornbluh, 2017;
Kornbluh et al.,
2016)

School district/

San Francisco,
USA.

54 child co-
researchers across
three locations.

School

Supporting youth-led
initiatives to promote
student health at their local
schools.

Mixed-method design: social
network analysis, in-person
survey, online survey on YPAR
practices and key student
interviews.

Reshaping Our

Inter-municipal/

55 child co-

After-school

Strengthening child co-

Photovoice

World (Trott, 2019) researchers across program. researchers’ climate change
Three three locations (town, awareness and supporting
municipalities in | suburb and city). Each them in developing
Northern team had 9 - 27 collaborating action projects
Colorado, USA. | members. in their neighbourhoods.
Streetwyze (Akom, Area of city/ 90 child co- Schools Empowering local youth to Combination of technology

Shah, Nakai, & Cruz,
2016)

East Oakland,
California, USA.

researchers, 1 site (3
cohorts of 30
adolescents each)

become agents of change for
food security in their
communities.

and ground-truthing through
mapping (analogue and
digital)

Teens Tackle
Tobacco (Ross,
2011)

City/ Worcester,
Massachusetts,
USA.

Information not
available.

Community-based
coalition that
included a

Collaborating with local
youth to address the
problem of distribution and

GIS and photo documentary
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University

advertising of tobacco in
their community.

You<th are Here
(Walker & Saito,
2011)

County/ 11
neighbourhoods
in Minneapolis,
USA.

Information not
available on the total
number of child co-
researchers nor the
exact number of study
locations. Two
locations had 20 - 25
child co-researchers
each and one of them
included children from
different parts of the
county.

Youth development
program

Collaborating with child co-
researchers in identifying
and disseminating
opportunities for youth
development in the local
community.

Mapping and community asset
mapping

Youth Creating
Disaster Recovery
and Resilience
(YCDR?) (Fletcher et
al., 2016)

International/

3 communities
in Alberta,
Canada, and 1 in

4 sites, with 6 -15 child
co-researchers each.
Information not
available on the total
number of child co-

University-led
study

Exploring children and young
people’s views and
experiences of disaster
recovery.

Participatory workshops with
creative and arts-based
methods: trust and rapport
building activities, photo story,
digital storytelling.

Missouri, USA. researchers.
Youth Action for County/ 40 child co- School-based Collaborating with child co- Case study methods: reflective
Health (Suleiman, Alameda researchers, 28 health centres. researchers to improve the sessions, individual interviews,
Soleimanpour, & Country, participated across the services provided by their pre/post survey on child co-

London, 2006)

California, USA.

whole project. There
were 2 to 6 child co-
researchers at each
one of the 7 sites.

school health centres.

researchers' experiences.
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What are the current trends on scaling-up participatory research with children?

The earliest of the studies identified by this review dates from 2006 (Suleiman et al., 2006),
but most were carried out during the last 10 years. The identified studies were carried out in
different countries, and most collaborated with child co-researchers between 15 and 19
years old. Only four studies worked with child co-researchers younger than 14 years old
(Branquinho, 2018; Driskell, 2007; Frasquilho et al., 2018; Gaspar de Matos & Simoes, 2016;
Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Tanner, 2010; Trott, 2019). Scaling-up was
frequently associated with increasing the number of child co-researchers and study sites,
although the number of child co-researchers varied greatly across studies (between 9 and
over 140 child co-researchers). Group work was the preferred modality, and groups of child
co-researchers ranged from two to 30 members. The studies in this review also tended to
address audiences that often corresponded to higher levels of decision-making at the city,

state, regional or international level.

Adult researchers in these studies used a wide range of methods (see Appendix 2) for
working with child co-researchers, including mixed-methods (Akom et al., 2016; Branquinho
et al., 2018; Driskell, 2007; Frasquilho et al., 2018; Gaspar de Matos & Simoes, 2016;
Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016). Child co-researchers participated in mapping, making
surveys, interviewing and carrying out focus groups. Some studies also used expressive and
arts-based methods (e.g. storytelling, photography). New methods for data collection and
analysis were also incorporated. In the Streetwyze (Akom et al., 2016) and Teens Tackle
Tobacco (Ross, 2011) studies, child co-researchers used geographic information systems
(GIS) to map elements associated to health issues in their communities (i.e. the availability of
health food in stores and the presence of tobacco vendors and advertisements,
respectively). Meanwhile, in the Peer Resources study, Kornbluh and colleagues (Kornbluh,
2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016) used system network analysis (SNA) to observe the interactions

between students from different participatory projects through social media sites.

Based on the above, it is possible to argue that scaling-up is emerging as a new field of
participatory research with children, and that this phenomenon is being facilitated by new

digital technologies.
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How is participatory research with children being scaled-up?

This review indicated that, in general, participatory studies with child co-researchers were
scaled-up in two ways. In some cases, local studies that weren’t formulated with the
objective of scaling-up gradually expanded as a result of opportunities that emerged during
the research process in a ripple or snowball effect (Ross, 2011; Walker & Saito, 2011). In the
Teens Tackle Tobacco study (Ross, 2011), child co-researchers were invited to present their
findings about tobacco advertising to progressively wider audiences: local community
leaders, city council, the neighbourhood business association, and finally to the
Massachusetts Statehouse. The You<th are Here study (Walker & Saito, 2011) began as a
small pilot where child co-researchers in one neighbourhood of Minneapolis mapped the
available opportunities for youth development and participation. The study gradually scaled-
up to 11 projects that mapped youth programs and initiatives at the county level. In
contrast, the Dream Teens (Branquinho, 2018; Branquinho et al., 2018), Growing Up in New
York City (GUINYC) (Driskell, 2007; Fuller-Rowell, 2009) and the National Youth Leadership
Initiative (NYLI) (Mortensen et al., 2014) studies were formulated as large-scale participatory

studies with children from the start.

Incorporating the notion of scaling-up from the beginning helped researchers think of ways
to use digital technologies to facilitate the participatory process. In our systematic review,
our team found that digital technology is being increasingly used not only as a means for
data collection, analysis and visualization, but to scale up the scope and impact of the
research (Gibbs et al., 2020). Tools like e-mail, blogs, Skype and platforms like Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram are being used to invite and recruit child co-researchers, develop
instruments, collect and analyse data, disseminate findings and evaluate the research. For
example, to promote child co-researchers’ free expression, Fletcher and colleagues (2016)
used digital stories. Further, Akom and colleagues (2016) developed the YPAR 2.0 model for
introducing digital platforms in Youth Participatory Action Research. They developed an App
for participatory mapping that allowed child co-researchers to work, communicate and share
data in person and online. However, the adult researchers concluded that adult facilitators
needed specialized training to provide online and offline facilitation (Akom et al., 2016;
Kornbluh et al., 2016). The digital world also presented new risks for children’s safety and

wellbeing (e.g. cyberbullying, grooming) that had be addressed before attempting to use
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digital platforms for participatory research (Gibbs et al., 2020).

Why is participatory research with children scaled-up?

In this literature review, | identified four main benefits that researchers claim for scaling-up.
Figure 5 summarizes the potential benefits of scaling-up that were identified by the authors
of the reviewed studies. These benefits were facilitated by increasing opportunities to scale-
up the participatory research with children and by carefully addressing the ethical,

methodological and logistical implications of expanding the scope of the study.

POTENTIAL GAINS

Addressing global issues, locally

Promoting agency in wider contexts

Increasing opportunities
to scale-up

Ethical, methodological
Bringing together
diverse perspectives

& logistical implications

Expanding the impact of the research

Figure 5: Potential gains of scaling-up participatory research with children

Addressing global issues, locally

In the studies found by this review, increasing the size and scope of participatory research
with children was often related to addressing global issues affecting local communities
(Fuller-Rowell, 2009). They tended to focus on exploring children’s perspectives and
experiences around issues like the climate emergency, disaster risk reduction, non-
communicable health diseases, food security, tobacco, building better cities, and citizenship

(Table 1).

The participatory studies with child co-researchers that | found suggested that working in
wider contexts wasn’t an obstacle for co-creating knowledge and mobilizing change at the
local level. On the contrary, Suleiman and colleagues’ (2006, p. 139) proposed that thinking

globally and acting locally helped maximize child co-researchers’ potential as social actors. In
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this context, Suleiman and colleagues’ (2006) and Ross (2011) noted that adult facilitators
had a key role helping child co-researchers reflect on their personal experiences in their
communities and connect them to how large social forces affect people in other contexts.
Otherwise, child co-researchers found it more difficult to progress their reflections and

actions beyond the local level.

Most adult researchers in these studies also concluded however, that there are important
challenges to scaling-up participatory research with children to explore how global issues
affect children locally by comparing data from different communities. Often, adult
researchers contemplated the possibility of comparing findings across study sites, but data
could not be compared using the same analytical methods or could not be treated as a single
data set. In the Youth Creating Disaster Recovery and Resilience (YCDR?) study, Fletcher and
colleagues (2016) reported that it was challenging to analyse the large and diverse amount
of data that resulted from scaling-up their project. They attempted using qualitative analysis
software but found that the data was too different. In a similar way, in the You<th are Here
study, Walker and Saito (2011) found that the local maps of opportunities for youth
participation that resulted from their study could not be used over time or across

communities.

In contrast, the adult researchers in the GUINYC study never tried to address global issues at
the local level by comparing data from different study locations. In this study, Fuller-Rowell
(2009) argued that multi-site action research (MSAC) studies with young people consist of
the coordination between separate and distinctive action research projects. These research
processes have a similar focus, but don’t form part of an overarching action research project.
Instead, the goal of connecting study sites in MSAC is to enhance the process of
implementing each local project through a network that helps each local organization build
capacities for action research. This approach to increasing the geographic scope of the

research will be discussed in more depth further below.

Promoting child agency in increasingly wider contexts

Authors like Kornbluh (2017), Kornbluh and colleagues (2016) and Suleiman and colleagues
(2006), stated that scaling-up participatory research can help promote child co-researchers’

agency beyond their local communities. For example, the Dream Teens study in Portugal had
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the aim of empowering the country’s children and youth during economic recession and
promote their civic engagement (Branquinho, 2018; Branquinho et al., 2018; Frasquilho et

al., 2018; Gaspar de Matos & Simoes, 2016).

However, in some reviewed participatory studies, child co-researchers were aware that they
were part of a larger study but weren’t involved beyond their local participatory projects. In
the two participatory studies that scaled-up to the international level, Children in Disaster
Risk Reduction (Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Tanner, 2010; Tanner &
Seballos, 2012) and the YCDR? (Fletcher et al., 2016) studies, adult researchers worked
separately with local teams of child co-researchers. Children were active in collecting and
interpreting data about their experiences of disaster preparedness and recovery in their
communities. However, after this stage, they did not participate in drawing the final
conclusions of the study or their dissemination. Similarly, child co-researchers in the GUINYC
study (Driskell, 2007; Fuller-Rowell, 2009) only participated in doing action research at the
local level. However, as previously noted, in contrast to the Children in Disaster Risk
Reduction study, researchers did not try to integrate the local findings to draw final
conclusions and child co-researchers from different sites did not carry out the participatory

process of research together.

Bringing together diverse child perspectives

Increasing the scale of participatory research could enrich the dialogue that takes place
during the research process by bringing together the diverse perspectives of child co-
researchers from different backgrounds (Fletcher et al., 2016; Frasquilho et al., 2018). This,
in turn, generated a wide range of data to inform theory (Fletcher et al., 2016). However,
increasing the scale of participatory research does not necessarily result in higher levels of
representativeness or inclusiveness. Not all the studies found by this review had a large
number of child co-researchers. Only three studies had over 50 child co-researchers and
three over 90 (see Appendix 2: Main characteristics of scaled-up participatory studies with
child co-researchers). Only four studies (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016; Mortensen
et al., 2014; Trott, 2019; Walker & Saito, 2011) reported the demographic characteristics of
their child co-researchers. Despite the fact that studies often didn’t report on their levels of

diversity and inclusiveness, it was possible to observe that collaborating with a larger
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number of child co-researchers did not necessarily aim or result in a more diverse group. For
example, the NYLI study (Mortensen et al., 2014) worked with 130 children and young

people from rural areas, 90% of which were White.

A finding that emerged from this review was that the benefits of dialoguing across study
sites could only be possible if child co-researchers were given opportunities to connect
during the research. According to Kornbluh and colleagues (2017; 2016), exposing child co-
researchers to alternative perspectives and life experiences can help build their social
capital. In their study, they connected child co-researchers from different schools and
observed gains in child co-researchers’ communication, perspective taking and socio-political
awareness, and concluded that connecting different social justice youth groups could help

children and youth develop as active citizens.

However, connecting child co-researchers is not always an aim or outcome of scaling-up.
This review identified three ways in which teams of child co-researchers were organized in
different studies, leading to different opportunities to connect. Child co-researchers worked
in separate local teams and never contacted each other in the You<th are Here (Walker &
Saito, 2011), Youth Action for Health (Suleiman et al., 2006), Children in Disaster Risk
Reduction (Tanner & Seballos, 2012) and Reshaping Our World (Trott, 2019) studies. In the
Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011), NYLI (Mortensen et al., 2014), Streetwyze (Akom et al.,
2016), and JaxHero (Livingood et al., 2017) studies, all child co-researchers worked together
as one team, either in person or online. Meanwhile, in a third scenario, child co-researchers
from different locations connected at different points of the research. This happened in the
Dream Teens (Branquinho, 2018; Branquinho et al., 2018), GUINYC (Driskell, 2007; Fuller-
Rowell, 2009) and Peer resources (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016) studies. However,
only the Dream Teens and the Peer Resources studies provided opportunities for child co-
researchers to directly connect across study sites (either in person or online) with the goal of
collaborating in doing research or disseminating findings together. Meanwhile, in the
GUINYC study, some child co-researchers from each study location participated in bi-weekly
meetings with other child co-researchers and adults from the different study sites. These
meetings helped child co-researchers and adults coordinate activities and develop new ideas

to implement their local studies and overcome logistic challenges. However, in line with
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MSAC, these meetings were not part of a collective action research process between the

different study locations (Driskell, 2007; Fuller-Rowell, 2009).

To enhance connections between child co-researchers from different sites, Kornbluh and
colleagues (2017; 2016) proposed enhancing participatory research with digital platforms
that children already use in their everyday lives to transcend geographical, cultural and
language barriers (e.g. social networking sites). These tools have already been used by
children and young people around the world to generate common agendas for action.
Although digital technologies are not a panacea for the challenges of scaling-up
participatory research, they can help increase the representativeness and inclusiveness of
the research by giving access to children who otherwise may have not been able to
participate and by helping child co-researchers collaborate across study sites (Akom et al.,
2016). Further, digital technologies can be used to bring child co-researchers together when
geographic barriers preclude them. For example, in the NYLI study, Mortensen and
colleagues (2014) used online photovoice to work completely online with child co-
researchers from distant rural communities without the need to first organize them into

locally-based groups.

Different authors noted that, to reap these benefits, digital platforms should foster
democratic dialogue (Akom et al., 2016; Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016). Using digital
technologies to connect child co-researchers across study sites can also benefit from
effective adult facilitation. As previously noted, in the Peer Resources study, Kornbluh and
colleagues (2017; 2016) used social media sites to connect secondary students from three
participatory projects. They concluded that, for child co-researchers to gain from the use of
digital platforms, adult facilitators had to dedicate enough time to both in-person and online

activities and promote discussions that integrated both types of activities.

Based on the above, it’s possible to suggest that scaling-up may bring important benefits for
child co-researchers in terms of exposing them to new and diverse perspectives. However,
there is very scarce evidence on this, and only one study evaluated child co-researchers’
experiences of connecting across study sites. In the Peer Resources study, Kornbluh and
colleagues (2017; 2016) applied social network analysis and interviewed child co-researchers

to explore communication patterns between three different participatory projects that
50



connected using social media sites. They observed that child co-researchers increasingly
interacted with peers from other locations and gained skills in perspective-taking. Child co-
researchers reported gaining more awareness of their personal resources and those in their
immediate communities, as well as the issues affecting children in other contexts and how
they responded to them. However, this study did not include a more in-depth exploration of
the process through which child co-researchers developed these skills, the content of these

interactions and how they influenced children’s reflections and actions.

Expanding the impact of the research

As previously noted, scaling-up participatory research with children is expected to help
expand its social impact. According to Fuller-Rowell (2009), collaborating across multiple
sites can improve the visibility of each local project and their overall impact. This can be
achieved through collaborations in disseminating findings (e.g. joint publications), taking
advantage of the attractive and innovative image that multi-site research projects offer to

organizations and building new research coalitions that are sustainable over time.

Scaling-up can also help increase the size of the adult audiences willing to listen to and act
upon child co-researchers’ findings and recommendations. Connecting child co-researchers
from different study locations can also help disseminate strategies and efforts for social
justice, as found in the Peer Resources study (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016).
Additionally, in the Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011) and Youth Action for Health (Suleiman
et al., 2006) studies, having the opportunity to connect with larger social action movements
was the key for some child co-researchers’ sustained engagement in their participatory
study. In both studies, the authors explained that some child co-researchers were beginning
to experience feelings of apathy or frustration in their local projects, but regained motivation
when they had the opportunity to present their findings to decision-makers across the
country. According to Ross (2011) and Fuller-Rowell (2009), increasing the potential impact
of their actions gave child co-researchers a stronger sense of meaning and purpose to their

work.

Yet, when researchers scale-up studies to address higher levels of government, they may
face more difficulties in promoting child agency. In the Teens Tackle Tobacco study (Ross,

2011), child co-researchers reported that advocating for a law bill at the state level for
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tighter control on tobacco advertising was their main achievement in the project. However,
after the first stage of developing the bill was completed, the policy-making space became
less child-friendly. Many child co-researchers began feeling tension when their project of
passing the bill was extended for over a year, and their participation in meetings was
affected because they were scheduled during school hours. Also, discussions for making

modifications to the bill became increasingly technical.

Ethical, methodological and logistical implications of scaling-up participatory research
with children

Fletcher and colleagues (2016) reported that the biggest strength of the Youth Creating
Disaster Recovery and Resilience (YCDR?) study was its international scale, but that working
with multiple sites across a wide geographic region presented important challenges. Overall,
Fuller-Rowell (2009) recommended that multi-site action research projects should involve
more than two study sites to really benefit from exchanging different perspectives, and less
than seven sites to be able to initiate and coordinate activities in a coherent way. If a project
requires a larger number of organizations, then the initiative can be broken down into
smaller modules that gather subgroups of sites. Fuller-Rowell (2009) also argued that
working across different study sites does not require standardising the participatory
research process. However, the different local projects should share a common focus for
their collaboration to be relevant and useful to the involved organizations. Also, activities at
different sites should be coordinated so they happen around the same time. This requires
researchers and collaborators to dialogue and establish a realistic time frame for a project’s

implementation.

To address the complexity of coordinating activities across multiple sites, adult researchers
must build trusting relationships with the communities they work with despite challenges to
meeting in person (Fletcher et al., 2016; Fuller-Rowell, 2009). According to Fuller-Rowell
(2009), multi-site participatory studies will benefit from having an initiating team composed
of researchers representing different study sites. In the GUINYC study, the members of the
initiating team developed the outline for the whole project. Because each member of the
initiating team was also part of a local action research project, it was easier to make sure

that each local project was carried out according to the overall project’s guidelines and aims.
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The initiating team also meet regularly across the whole project to share updates, exchange
professional advice and give each other informal support. These meetings helped solve

problems and generate innovations at the different study locations.

Fletcher and colleagues (2016) explained that, in the YCDR? study, dialoguing with adult
stakeholders was crucial to develop ways of protecting child co-researchers from the risk of
re-traumatization. Yet, doing this across multiple communities was challenging. The adult
research team had to overcome the geographical distance between them and four
communities in two different countries (USA and Canada) with a restricted travel budget.
Coordinating and scheduling activities at each location was also difficult. All of these
obstacles made it more difficult to maintain relationships with child co-researchers and
community stakeholders and could have affected communities’ engagement with the
project. Thus, it’s possible to argue that, while technology can help overcome the issue of

geographical distances, it can also reduce the capacity to build rapport.

Additionally, Fuller-Rowell (2009) argued that the ethical and logistical issues of doing
participatory research with children are largely determined by the context in which the
research takes place. Adult researchers might have to adapt to very different needs and
realities at each study location, including different legal frameworks and cultural
understandings of childhood (Powell et al., 2012). Children may also have different roles and
responsibilities which, in turn, will determine the proper recognition for their work,
potentially including remuneration (Akom et al., 2016; Porter et al., 2010; Powell et al.,
2012). In response to these challenges, to scale-up the You<th are Here (Walker & Saito,
2011) and the GUINYC (Fuller-Rowell, 2009) studies, adult researchers developed a flexible
process with guiding principles that each community could adapt to its needs to promote
youth engagement and youth-adult partnerships. This flexible approach allowed child co-
researchers in both studies to map and analyse issues in their neighbourhoods, disseminate
their findings in the community and advocate for improving opportunities for youth

participation.

Despite the logistical and ethical challenges of increasing the scale of participatory research
with children, Fuller-Rowell (2009) argued that there were also important benefits for the

implementation of local research projects. He interviewed nine adult researchers from
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different study sites in the GUINYC study and found that knowing that their local study was
part of a larger project served to expand the motivation of both child co-researchers and
adult researchers. On one hand, having a sense of belonging to something larger increased
children and adults’ desire to contribute within and beyond their organization. On the other
hand, learning about the advances of other study sites and knowing that their efforts would
be communicated to a larger audience of partner organizations and communities promoted
a sense of healthy competition between local teams, in terms of wanting to ‘keep up’ with

the advances and achievements that they observed in the other local projects.

Discussion

In this literature review, | aimed to critically explore the available evidence on scaling-up
participatory research with child co-researchers. Overall, | found that scaling-up
participatory research with children is a growing field of research, especially during the last
decade. This trend has been enhanced by new digital technologies that help address some of
the logistical and methodological challenges of scaling-up, as well as a growing interest on
the part of researchers in supporting children’s development as global citizens. The number
of publications on this topic is still scarce, but from the available evidence it’s possible to
argue that, if done properly, it’s possible to increase the size and scope of participatory

research and maintain its core principles.

The studies found in this review evidenced some of the potential gains of scaling-up
participatory research with children. Scaling-up participatory research with child co-
researchers can enable them to explore how global issues affect them locally. This
advantage has been previously mentioned in the literature about community-based
participatory research (CBPR) with adults. According to some authors, large CBPR studies
that involve collaborating across multiple communities can help understand how global
health trends manifest in specific contexts and regions (Chirowodza et al., 2009; Matloub et
al., 2009; Nagshbandi et al., 2011). This knowledge, in turn, can contribute to improve local
public health interventions (Katz et al., 2012; L. R. Thomas et al., 2011). However, large scale
CBPR studies with adults face important ethical challenges when they try to combine or
compare data from different communities. For example, Nagshbandi and colleagues (2011)

found that community stakeholders may be against comparing health data between
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communities, because it could result in the stigmatization of those that show higher levels of

social or health problems.

Rademacher and Patel (2002) also warned about the risks of combining findings from
separate local participatory projects to create global representations of social issues. To
build a global understanding of poverty across the world, these authors attempted to
integrate the findings of 73 participatory research studies from 46 countries carried out by
the World Bank between 1990 and 1998. They concluded that that there’s an unavoidable
trade-off when attempting to identify generic patterns across different contexts.
Generalizing can erase individual voices and decontextualize findings. Further, global
syntheses that homogenize the complexity and diversity of human experience may be
unable to provide any new information than what is already available. Although some
authors in Participatory Health Research (PHR) suggested using local case studies to identify
common patterns while acknowledging the contextual elements that make each community
unique (International Collaboration for Participatory Health Research (ICPHR), 2013), simply
combining the outcomes of separate participatory studies could not be considered scaling-
up participatory research, because the community is not involved in deciding the final

outcomes of the combined research.

In this regard, it’s also crucial to consider the role that power relationships have in shaping a
study’s findings and final applications (Rademacher & Patel, 2002). If child co-researchers
who participate at the local level are not involved in the integration of findings, the research
team and their funding organizations may impose their own views and interests on the final
outcomes of the research. In this way, trying to combine the findings from separate
participatory studies would contradict the very principles of participatory research and help
perpetuate the inequities and power asymmetries it aims to transform (Rademacher & Patel,
2002). Based on the above, | argue that actively involving child co-researchers in interpreting
both the local and overall data is an important aspect of scaling-up the participatory

component of the research.

Another important benefit of scaling-up participatory research with children is bringing
together diverse child perspectives. However, based on the evidence provided by the studies

in this review, | argue that increasing the geographic scale of the research does not
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automatically make it more representative or inclusive. As shown in the NYLI study
(Mortensen et al., 2014), increasing the geographic scale can improve access for children
who live in rural areas distant from the larger cities where researchers are usually based.
However, expanding the size of the research does not necessarily address the reasons why
children living in poverty, with a disability or who belong to ethnic, cultural or sexual
minorities are often excluded from participatory research (Franklin and Slope, 2006;
Langhout, Kohfeldt and Ellison, 2011; Kohfeldt and Langhout, 2012). In the Streetwyze study,
Akom and colleagues (2016) argued that digital technologies can provide greater access for
children and youth to become co-researchers. Yet, digital platforms are not the panacea to
making more inclusive and representative research, as many children still don’t have equal
access to these technologies (Lips et al., 2017). Additionally, in relation to increasing the
geographic scope of participatory research with children with the goal of bringing together
diverse child perspectives, | argue that opening communication channels between child co-
researchers across study locations with the goal of promoting a participatory dialogue is an
important aspect of scaling-up. These channels should be safe, but at the same time
promote child co-researchers’ collaboration and freedom of expression (Coleman, 2006;

Gibbs et al., 2020; Kornbluh, 2017).

It is also important to consider that child co-researchers from different study sites may
interact, but not necessarily in the context of a participatory research process, as in the
GUINYC study (Driskell, 2007; Fuller-Rowell, 2009). In this case, communicating across study
sites to coordinate and implement local projects helped promote child co-researchers’
motivation and capacities for action research. However, the authors didn’t report that these
interactions had a direct influence on child co-researchers’ critical reflection and action on
social issues. Since the literature on participatory research with adults and children suggests
that being child co-researchers can promote their critical consciousness (Freire, 2017;
Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002), it would be worth focusing on how connections across sites

influence the process of participatory research with child co-researchers.

Another finding from this review was that increasing the geographic scale of participatory
research with children can help empower children within and beyond their communities and

increase the impact of the research. However, sceptics in the field of CBPR with adults have
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argued that scaling-up can only offer a constrained version of participation because
community members cannot make decisions across all the stages of the research process
(Trickett, 2011). In this regard, scaling-up participatory research with children requires that
increasing the scale of the study is not done to the detriment of child co-researchers’ agency

and power for decision-making over the research.

In this review, the real levels of agency that child co-researchers enjoy in scaled-up
participatory studies depended greatly on decisions taken by the adult research team. To
carry out our systematic literature review on the use of digital platforms to scale-up
participatory research with children (Gibbs et al., 2020), our team applied an analytical tool
(Shier, 2018) to explore how and when child co-researchers were involved in the research
process as well as who was included or excluded in each activity. We found that child co-
researchers from different study sites tended to have high levels of participation. However,
it was difficult to assess variations in child agency. Within each study site, child co-
researchers’ agency could vary across research stages, activities and individuals. Further,
there were important differences in child agency across different study locations. These
variations largely depended on adult facilitators’ training and experience. This review also
found that incorporating child co-researchers in the stages of disseminating findings and
advocating for change can become more difficult as the scale of the study increases (Ross,
2011). Thus, when adults increase the size and influence of children’s audiences, they might
have to actively advocate for child co-researchers’ agency and freedom of expression in
these spaces. Otherwise, adults should negotiate with child co-researchers a clear transition

point when agencies can act on the issues raised by the children.

This review has shown that scaling-up participatory research with children involves a
complex set of ethics, methodological, logistical issues and motivations. The reviewed
studies point to different factors that adult researchers can address to maintain ethical
practice and the integrity of the participatory approach and to promote children’s rights in
research. For example, adult researchers and facilitators can benefit from training in how to
support child co-researchers when scaling-up participatory research (Gibbs et al., 2020). This
can help adults in different study locations share an understanding of the principles of

participatory work and a common language to communicate. If participatory research is
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scaled-up using digital platforms, training can help anticipate the potential risks to children’s
safety and privacy while promoting democratic, transparent and efficient decision-making
structures (Coleman, 2006). Additionally, training and experience can also help adult
facilitators develop strategies to balance online and in-person activities, promote meaningful
interactions with child co-researchers from other study sites (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et
al., 2016), and discuss both the local and global manifestation of social issues (Ross, 2011;

Suleiman et al., 2006).

Advancing the conceptual definition of scaling-up participatory research with children

| began this literature review with an understanding of scaling-up participatory research with
children as ‘extending research activities and decision-making beyond one geographic site
(i.e. adolescent group/ school or community)’ (Gibbs et al., 2020). Based on the findings of
this review, | propose new elements to be added to this initial definition, as shown in Figure

6.

Scaling-up participatory research with children:

Geographic scale: expanding the scope and impact of the research
beyond one geographiclocation.

Decision-making: maintaining adult-child collaborations and
promoting co-researchers’ power for decision-making across the
research, including the study’s final conclusions and applications.

Empowerment: promoting child co-researchers’ empowerment
within and beyond their immediate community.

Dialogue: promoting critical consciousness and dialogue about
social issues among child co-researchers from different locations.

Initial definition of scaling-up participatory research with children.
New elements after reviewing the literature.

Figure 6: Changes made to my initial definition of scaling-up participatory research with
children after reviewing the literature
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Based on this new definition of scaling-up participatory research with children, | reassessed
the studies in this literature review. | found that only six of the 12 studies fulfilled my new
definition (see Table 2): Dream Teens (Frasquilho et al., 2018), JaxHero (Livingood et al.,
2017), NYLI (Mortensen et al., 2014), Peer Resources (Kornbluh et al., 2016), Streetwyze
(Akom et al., 2016) and Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011). Although they all fulfilled the
characteristics of scaling-up the study’s scope as well as children’s decision-making,
empowerment and dialogue, there were some differences. For example, most studies used

digital platforms to scale-up, with the exception of Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011).

Table 2: Reassessing participatory studies based on new definition of scaling-up
participatory research with children

Study/ Reference GeographicScale Decision-making Empowerment Dialogue
Children in DRR (Tanner, 2010) v

Dream Teens (Gaspar de Matos and v v v v
Simoes, 2016)

GUINYC (Fuller-Rowell, 2009) v v v

JaxHero (Livingood et al., 2017) v v v
NYLI (Mortensen et al., 2014) v v v v
Peer Resources (Kornbluh, Watling v v v v
Neal and Ozer, 2016)

Reshaping Our World (Trott,2019) v

Streetwyze (Akom et al., 2016) v v v
Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011) v v v v
You<th are Here (Walker and Saito, v v

2011)

YCDR? (Fletcher et al., 2016) v v

Youth Action for Health (Suleiman, v v

Soleimanpour and London, 2006)

59



There were also differences in how each study promoted a dialogue between child co-
researchers. In the Dream Teens (Frasquilho et al., 2018) and Peer Resources (Kornbluh et
al., 2016) studies, child co-researchers worked in separate teams that connected at different
times. In the Dream Teens study, child co-researchers from different groups met for the first
time at the end of the study. Meanwhile, in the Peer Resources study, different teams of
child co-researchers interacted across the whole research process. In a different way, the
JaxHero (Livingood et al., 2017), NYLI (Mortensen et al., 2014), Streetwyze (Akom et al.,
2016) and Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011) studies gathered all child co-researchers as one
team, either in person or online. Thus, the findings of this scoping review show that high-

quality participatory research with child co-researchers can be scaled-up in different ways.

Gaps in the literature about scaling-up participatory research with children

While there is increasing evidence on the benefits and outcomes of scaling-up participatory
research with children, only the Peer Resources study specifically assessed the effects of
scaling-up on the experience of children as co-researchers (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al.,
2016). Thus, little is known about how exposing child co-researchers to diverse child views
and realities influences their experience in the research. For example, no study so far has
focused on the process through which this type of exposure shapes child co-researchers’
reflections about social issues and how they decide to act upon them. Only the Peer
Resources study (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016) aimed to explore how child co-
researchers’ social capital changed after connecting to other youth-led participatory
projects, but the focus was placed on the number and frequency of interactions carried out
through social media sites rather than the contents and nature of the dialogue happening
within and between each study location. Additionally, in the GUINYC study, Fuller-Rowell
(2009) found that interactions between child co-researchers and adult researchers from
different study sites could help build capacities and motivation for action research. However,
these gains were the result of coordinating activities and supporting each other in the
implementation of local projects, not of engaging in an overarching process of participatory
research. Thus, more research is necessary on how connecting child co-researchers across

study sites influences their experience doing participatory research about social issues.

Also, not enough is known about how child co-researchers’ agency is promoted during the
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research process when scaling-up participatory research. In the systematic review that we
carried out about the use of digital platforms to scale-up participatory research with
children, our team found that scaled-up studies showed high levels of child agency across
the whole research process (Gibbs et al., 2020). However, research articles don’t always
report the nuances of the participatory process in the same way or depth, so our team had

to contact authors to check some aspects of their research processes.

Also, in the Teens Tackle Tobacco (Ross, 2011), Youth Action for Health (Suleiman et al.,
2006) and GUINYC (Fuller-Rowell, 2009) studies, scaling-up helped child co-researchers feel
that they were being a part of something larger than themselves. However, no studies so far
have explored in more depth whether and how scaling-up affected child co-researchers’
sense of agency, especially in their interactions and discussions with adults and peers during

the research process.

Limitations

Due to time restrictions and translation costs, my review only included peer-reviewed
articles in English, and it’s possible that there might be more information about scaling-up
child participatory research in other languages or in other types of reports. Future reviews
should consider including these sources as well. Despite these challenges, this literature
review can provide valuable insights about scaling-up participatory research with children

that can inform future studies.

Summary

Scaling-up participatory research with children is an emerging field. This scoping review
contributed to further define the conceptual definition of this approach, its potential
benefits and its ethical, methodological and logistical implications. Increasing the geographic
scope of the research can help addressing global issues locally, promote child co-
researchers’ agency in wider contexts, bring together diverse child perspectives and expand
the impact of the research. To effectively scale-up the participatory element of the research,
adult researchers can open opportunities for child co-researchers to be involved in decision-
making processes across the different stages and geographic scales of the research, become
empowered as agents of change within and beyond their immediate community and engage

in a meaningful dialogue about social issues across study locations.
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Overall, this review found that it is possible to increase geographic scale of studies while
maintaining high quality standards for participatory research with children. However, this
review found that there is still scarce evidence on how scaling-up participatory influences
child co-researchers’ experiences across the participatory research process. Therefore, my
PhD research aims to fill the current gap in our knowledge about a) how scaling-up
influences child co-researchers’ reflections and actions regarding social issues and b) how it
affects child co-researchers’ agency in the research. To achieve this, in the following chapter,
| will explain how | applied my conceptual framework and the findings of my literature

review to develop the methodology of my study.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

The focus of this PhD research

So far, | explained that my PhD research aims to contribute to a better understanding of how
to increase the scope of participatory research with children in a way that stays true to the
central tenets of high-quality participatory research. The available peer-reviewed literature
on this topic is scarce, but there are growing signs of the potential of scaling-up participatory
research to empower child co-researchers within and beyond their local communities.
However, little is known about how scaling-up influences child co-researchers’ reflections

and actions on social issues and their agency in the research process.

To address these gaps, my research is guided by Freire’s concept of critical consciousness,
the core principles of participatory research with children as a child rights-based approach
and a Social Justice Youth Development framework. | applied this conceptual framework to
answer the following research question: How does scaling-up participatory research with
children influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness and their agency in the

research process?
To achieve this, | set the following research objectives:

e To explore how being part of the research influenced child co-researchers’ views
about the research topic, themselves and the world.

e To explore how child co-researchers’ agency and empowerment as social actors
changed across the research.

e To explore how child co-researchers’ interactions with adults and other child co-
researchers influenced their experience.

e To reflect on the influence that my presence as the adult researcher had over child

co-researchers’ experiences.

Choice of methodology

In this PhD research, | adopted a qualitative and participatory methodological framework.

According to the International Collaboration for Participatory Health Research (2013),
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participatory research should be understood as a research paradigm that guides the whole
research process. Its main assumption is that the participation and decision-making of the
people whose lives are being studied should influence the whole research process
(International Collaboration for Participatory Health Research (ICPHR), 2013). As previously
explained in Chapter 2: Conceptual framework, in participatory research with children,
knowledge and action are intrinsically related and socially co-constructed between adults

and children.

Study design

My PhD research integrated elements of two separate qualitative participatory studies: the

Children’s Araucaria and the Kids Contribute studies (Figure 7):

Kidsﬂ?

f ] ,
| |

2016 2017 2018 2019

PhD Research Process

Figure 7: Studies carried out for this PhD research

These studies addressed different aspects of children’s role as agents of change. The
Children’s Araucaria Study was a small pilot that aimed to gain a better understanding of
children’s engagement in building more disaster-resilient communities. Two groups of
children participated in this study. They came from two disaster risk reduction (DRR)
programs, one in Chile, the other in Australia. This pilot provided important lessons and

insights about the challenges and facilitators to scale-up participatory research with children.

Meanwhile, the Kids Contribute Study was a larger study that resulted from a collaboration
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between researchers at the University of Melbourne, an educational television show and the
Australian National Children’s Commissioner. This study had the goal of exploring how
children in Australia contribute at home, school and elsewhere in the community, and how
this relates to their resilience. | participated in this project as a Research Fellow and my PhD
research focused on the participatory component of this wider project. In this way, | worked
with child co-researchers to make questions for a national online poll, interpret the poll
results, and then to present their findings to a panel of experts at a national forum. | will
explain the specific objectives, and characteristics of these two studies in more depth in the
following chapters, as well as my methods for data collection and analysis (Chapter 5:
Children’s Araucaria, a pilot study to explore how children contribute to disaster risk
reduction and Chapter 6: The Kids Contribute Study: Scaling-up Participatory Research to

Gain a Better Understanding of Children’s Contributions in their Everyday Lives).

Ethical and methodological issues

Both studies in this PhD research were approved by the University of Melbourne Human
Research Ethics Committee (HESC) (ID 1749790 and 1748691) (see Appendix 3 and
Appendix 4). Figure 8 summarizes the main ethical issues of scaling-up participatory research
with children | encountered during my research. As seen in Chapter 2: Conceptual
framework, participatory research with children is a child rights-based approach to research,
and faces the challenge of balancing children’s rights to protection and participation (Lundy,
2007; Shier, 2018). On one hand, children must be protected from the potential harms of
engaging in the research. On the other hand, children have the right to freely express
themselves and have their opinions taken into consideration in research that affects their
lives. In practice, ethical challenges involve a mixture of rights, but may require a stronger

emphasis either on children’s protection or participation (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Ethical issues of scaling-up PR with children

Ethical issues that emphasize protecting children from potential harm

Avoiding fatigue and distress

Being a child co-researcher demands considerable time from children’s lives and can
generate feelings of fatigue. Research should also avoid interfering with children’s other
interests and responsibilities (Porter et al., 2010). However, because participatory research
develops and grows during the research process, it is hard to predict how much time it will
require from child co-researchers. In my research, working in larger scale participatory

studies meant having to adapt to children’s very different schedules and timings.

Children may also experience distress as a result of being co-researchers (Powell et al.,
2012). Questioning one’s social reality and the social issues that affect our communities can
be a painful experience (Freire, 2017). Scaling-up can present additional challenges.
Children’s lives and cultures vary across contexts and some research topics may be more
sensitive for some children than others. Thus, | tried to build a positive rapport with all child
co-researchers to generate the necessary trust to discuss sensitive topics. Also, | always
addressed sensitive topics (e.g. disaster experiences) with child co-researchers from a
positive perspective (e.g. disaster resilience) and only if they wished to talk about them. As a
child psychologist, | felt well-equipped to manage any situations involving child distress,

however this did not occur.
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Additionally, pre-existing social conflicts or cultural stereotypes could affect interactions
between child co-researchers from different backgrounds. To prevent them, | always tried to
promote a sense of collaboration rather than competition among child co-researchers.
Encouraging children to share their ideas, feelings and experiences in a group can also
expose them to discrimination or bullying. For this reason, in the Kids Contribute study,
children were encouraged to participate in groups of child co-researchers that they knew

and were friends with.

Anticipating potential risks to children’s safety

In some contexts, being a co-researcher can present different risks to children’s safety.
Attitudes towards child participation may be more or less positive depending on the local
culture and the topic of children’s work. Unfortunately, it is not uncommon that young
people who raise their voices become the target of personal attacks (Chakrabortty, 2019).
The literature in participatory research also shows cases where children’s advocacy for
change has entered into conflict with the interests of other adult and organizations (Shier,
2015). Itis possible that, when working with a diverse group of child co-researchers from

different backgrounds, some will be more vulnerable to these risks than others.

This was the case in the Kids Contribute Study, where some child co-researchers addressed
the discrimination suffered by their communities. It was necessary to anticipate any
potential negative reactions, especially during the forum. To make the forum a safe and
comfortable space for all child co-researchers, only people who were invited could attend.
Similarly, the forum was recorded and uploaded online, but only people who were given the
link could access the footage or make comments. This helped prevent other potential risks

to children’s safety like grooming or cyberbullying.

Ethical issues that emphasize children’s right to participation

Securing meaningful participation for all child co-researchers

In my PhD research, | aimed to follow the participatory principle of promoting child agency
across the whole research process. However, due to children’s lower status in society and
the ways in which opportunities to instigate and undertake research are structured, it is
impossible to assume that completely egalitarian adult-child relationships can be achieved,

and adults will always have the final say on how, when and who participates in the research
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(Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008; Shier, 2015). This is supported by evidence showing that when
participatory research is scaled-up, there might be important differences in children’s agency

across study sites (see Chapter 3: Literature Review).

Thus, for this PhD research, | tried to promote opportunities for child co-researchers to
contribute to decision making across the research process and study locations, and to be
transparent where that was not possible. To achieve this, it was important to develop a
shared understanding of participatory principles with all adult collaborators and to give child
co-researchers the opportunity to give their feedback on the studies where they
participated. Later in this chapter, | will explain how | applied an analytical tool (Shier, 2018)

that helped me understand when children’s agency was promoted or restrained.

Participatory researchers who want to scale-up must acknowledge that it is not possible to
generalize a ‘global view of childhood’ because there are a multiplicity of child perspectives
and experiences (Gibbs et al., 2018). Meanwhile, comparing findings from different contexts
could result in stigmatization. To prevent adults from imposing their own views, it is crucial
that child co-researchers are involved in developing the final conclusions and outcomes of
the research. Otherwise, it is likely that adults and their organizations will impose their own
views and agendas (Rademacher & Patel, 2002). Additionally, it will be important to give

equal importance to all child co-researchers’ voices, so one does not dominate over the rest.

Thus, | chose methods for data collection and interpretation that could help me incorporate
the diversity of child co-researchers’ ideas into my work. The studies in this PhD research
were designed so child co-researchers could actively engage in reflecting and drawing
conclusions at different stages of the research. | also recorded our research meetings,
transcribed them verbatim and used them as the base of my analysis. In this way, although
the final outcomes of my research come from an adult perspective, they include findings

that were co-developed with children.

Expanding the impact of the research

Researchers scale-up participatory studies with the goal of increasing its impact. Likewise,
child co-researchers can experience feelings of frustration and even withdraw from future

opportunities to engage in research if they feel that their work did not generate the changes
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they expected (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). However, as seen in Chapter 3: Literature Review,
conventionally, adult decision-making spaces tend to be less child-friendly. Thus, adults are
generally needed to open spaces where child co-researchers can address larger and more
influential audiences. In the Kids Contribute Study, child co-researchers presented their work
at a national forum that was organized by the University in collaboration with the Australian
Human Rights Commission. Because child co-researchers focused on diverse issues at the
forum, it was important to make sure that the audience included representatives from
different sectors (education, community development, human rights) who had the potential

to incorporate their diverse ideas into practice.

Ethical issues that require equal attention to children’s protection and participation
Informed consent

Unlike with most adults, doing research with children usually requires informed consent
from their parents or guardians. Additionally, children can be asked for their assent or
consent. In my PhD research, | asked for child co-researchers’ informed consent — not as a

legally binding document but as a respectful confirmation of their agreement.

Informed consent helps secure children’s rights to protection and participation because it
seeks that children voluntarily participate in the research, based on an informed decision of
its potential risks and benefits (Balen et al., 2006; Ebrahim, 2010; Powell et al., 2012). It was
also important to acknowledge that children’s understandings about research change over
time, and that new activities and opportunities that children did not initially plan to engage

in can emerge during the process.

Thus, | approached informed consent as a dynamic process that | revisited at different points
with the child co-researchers. During the Kids Contribute Study, child co-researchers were
asked for their written informed consent at the beginning of the study and before the forum.
In addition to requesting child co-researchers’ signed consent and revisiting it at different
moments, | monitored other potential signs that chid co-researchers were voluntarily
participating in the study and on their own terms. For example, it was unlikely that all 55 co-
researchers would want or be available to remain for the whole duration of the Kids
Contribute study, which lasted over a year. Thus, an important sign of children’s informed

consent was when child co-researchers communicated me their decision to withdraw from
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the study. In these cases, | took children’s decision not to participate in research as a healthy
sign that they felt comfortable to express themselves and understood their rights to

voluntary participation.

In relation to this, it was important for me to pay attention to the different ways in which
children may express their preference for not working with me in doing research. For
example, when | returned to a primary school to report the Kids Contribute poll results to a
group of child co-researchers in grade 3, the two children who showed up to that meeting
decided not to continue in the project. While one of the boys was very conspicuous by
making faces and gestures of wanting to go back with the rest of his class, the other boy
remained quietly on his seat. | let the first boy go back to his class and stayed a few minutes
with the second one who, at first sight, may have appeared as wanting to be there because
he was following my instructions. However, | took his silence as a potential sign of not
wanting to engage and assured him that he didn’t have to participate if he didn’t want to. He
looked up, smiled and softly said that he also wanted to go with the rest of his class and not

participate in the forum.

Protecting children’s rights to confidentiality and co-authorship

Adult researchers must always protect children’s privacy and confidentiality (Powell et al.,
2012; N. Thomas & O’Kane, 1998). This is a special challenge in participatory research, where
children often have a double role as co-researchers and key informants. On one hand, as co-
researchers, children have the right to be acknowledged as co-authors if they wish to do so.
On the other hand, children’s confidentiality must be protected, and what they say and do
during the research process will be anonymised when the research findings are
disseminated. For this reason, child co-researchers from the Kids Contribute study who
presented their findings at a forum were acknowledged and named as co-authors, while
their personal contributions to the study findings were treated as anonymous. Also, the
names of organizations, schools, people’s names and other identifying details have been

replaced with pseudonyms in this thesis.

Additionally, one of the aims of a PhD thesis is assessing an individual researchers’ work
(Evans, Gruba, & Zobel, 2011). This aim could be incompatible with sharing authorship with

child co-researchers in participatory research. In Chapter 6: The Kids Contribute Study:
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Scaling-up Participatory Research to Gain a Better Understanding of Children’s Contributions
in their Everyday Lives, | explain when and how | incorporated child co-researchers’
perspectives into my findings by incorporating them across different points of the data
collection and interpretation. However, my final discussion and conclusions are the product
of my individual work. Thus, it is not possible to argue that the outcomes of my PhD research
are a direct account of children’s experiences as co-researchers when scaling-up
participatory research. For this reason, in Chapter 8: Child co-researchers’ experiences of
agency during the Kids Contribute study, when | narrate the story of my work with child co-
researchers, | do it in the first person. In this way, | emphasize that my perspective

predominates over the voices of child co-researchers.

Addressing ethical challenges of scaling-up participatory research with children: the
importance of context and reflexivity

The ethical issues of doing research with children are intrinsically related to the local context
(Porter et al., 2010). Thus, it is critical that the adult researchers learn as much as they can
about the cultural, economic, political and social context where they work. Scaling-up
participatory research to different communities, regions and countries will also involve
navigating different ethical and legal frameworks for doing research with children. Working
with special groups like Aboriginal communities and people with disabilities will also present
different ethical and methodological requirements. Yet, monitoring those ethical

requirements can become harder as communication extends across multiple study locations.

For this reason, | had to become familiar with the context at each study location. This was
particularly important, as | was an international PhD student and new to the Australian
context. As part of the process of preparing the Children’s Araucaria study, | spent my first
year of research immersing myself in a participatory disaster risk reduction program for
children. I also joined other members of my research team during research activities at
schools and attended some sporting activities at a community where | worked in the Kids
Contribute Study. Receiving support and advice from my supervisors and research team was

also crucial for me to navigate how to do research in the Australian context.

It would be unfeasible to assume that it’s possible for one researcher to be an expert in all

the research contexts involved in a study. Collaboration with local researchers and
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stakeholders is crucial, especially in cases where children can be more vulnerable to the risks
of research. Both studies in this PhD research were mostly built from already existing
collaborations between the University and different organizations. Maintaining
collaborations with adult stakeholders and acknowledging their local expertise was
fundamental to adapt the research to each local context. For example, in the Kids Contribute
Study, one group of child co-researchers was led by another adult facilitator, who regularly

worked with them in a local program that provided them with psychosocial support.

Finally, the literature on participatory research with children establishes that adult
researchers must accept their limitations and engage in constant reflection about their
influence over the research process (Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008). Moreover, adults’
ongoing reflexivity is necessary to maintain the quality and validity of the research.
Translating these reflections into a common language can help generate shared learning
among participatory researchers and improve the reporting of participatory processes. To
achieve this, Shier (2018) proposed an analytical tool to help adults explore their

collaborations with children (see Table 3).
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Table 3: Shier's (2018) analytical tool for adult-child collaborations

Phases of the

research process

¥

Deciding on the

research question

Designing the
research and
choosing
methods

Preparing
research
instruments

Identifying and
recruiting
participants

Collecting data

Analysing the

data and drawing

conclusions

Producing a
report

Disseminating
findings

Advocacy and
mobilisation to
achieve policy
impact

Children
are not
involved

power or control =

Children are
consulted

Children asked
about problems
that concern
them.

Children
consulted on
what research
methodology to
use.

Children
consulted on
(and perhaps
test) research
instruments
before use.

Children asked
to advise on
recruiting
participants.

Research
involves adults
interviewing
children or
surveying their
opinions.
Adults show
preliminary
findings to
children and
ask for
feedback.

Adults consult
children on
aspects of the
final report.

Adults consult
children on how
to disseminate
findings.

Adults consult
children about
possible
advocacy
actions.

Children
collaborate
with adults

Children and
adults jointly
define research
question.

Children and
adults
deliberate and
jointly decide
on the
methodology to
use.

Children and
adults work
together on
design of
research
instruments.

Children asked
to advise on
recruiting
participants.

Children and
adults
collaborate on
data-gathering
activity.

Children and
adults work
together to
analyse data
and determine
conclusions.

Children and
adults work
together to
produce a
report.

Adults consult
children on how
to disseminate
findings.

Children and
adults work
together on
plans for
advocacy and
mobilisation.
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<Co-researchers’ decision-making

Children direct/
decide on their
own

Children choose
their own
research
question.

Children decide
what
methodology
they want to
use.

Children create
their own
research
instruments.

Children
identify and
recruit research
participants.

Children
organise and
carry out data
collection
activities.

Children
analyse data
and draw their
own
conclusions.

Children
produce their
own report in
their own
words.

Children
undertake
activities to
disseminate
their findings.
Children
develop and
implement an
action plan for
advocacy and
mobilisation.

Who's
involved/
excluded?

Who has a
say in the
research
question?

Who is
invited to get
involved in
the research
design?

Who gets to
work on the
research
instruments?

Who has a
say in
choosing
participants?
Who gets
involved in
data
collection?

Who has a
say in what
the
conclusions
are?

Who gets
credit for the
report?

Who is
actively
involved in
dissemination
?

Who is active
in follow-up
campaigning
and
advocacy?



| applied this tool to each study in my PhD research to explore the degree to which they
achieved the aim of promoting child agency. More specifically, | applied Shier’s (2018) tool to
identify when were children involved in the research, what activities they engaged in and the
degree of child agency. Additionally, Shier (2018) argued that it is necessary to reflect on
who is included at each stage and who is not. This is particularly relevant for scaling-up
participatory research with children, as child co-researchers may show different types and
levels of participation. This tool helped me identify different moments in which children’s
agency was constrained during my research, which must be considered to interpret my
findings. | will report further on children’s agency in each one of my studies in the following

chapters.

Overall, my PhD research tried to address ethical and methodological issues related to
balancing children’s protection and participation that are ubiquitous to child rights-based
research and participatory research with children. However, | would like to specify that while
my research exemplifies some challenges of scaling-up participatory research with children,
the wide diversity of approaches in this area means that many challenges were not present
in my work. For instance, | did not work with groups of children who have special needs in
research, like children with disabilities. My research also did not include working with groups
of children from Aboriginal communities. In both of my studies, | was the adult researcher
working with most child co-researchers. Thus, the task of coordinating with other adult
facilitators and stakeholders was less complex. These circumstances should be considered
when reading this thesis, and more research is necessary to explore the ethical and
methodological issues of different approaches to scaling-up participatory research with child

co-researchers.

Summary

| adopted a participatory and qualitative approach to answer how does scaling-up
participatory research with children influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness

and their agency in the research process?

My PhD research consisted of two studies: the Children’s Araucaria and Kids Contribute

studies. In these studies, | addressed some of the ethical and methodological issues of
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scaling-up participatory research with child co-researchers. When scaling-up participatory
research, balancing children’s rights to protection and participation can become more
complex. Thus, researchers must learn about the research contexts where they work,
establish solid collaborations with local communities and adopt an attitude of constant
reflexivity. In the next chapters, | will provide more details about the study designs and

report the findings from each one my studies.
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Chapter 5: Children’s Araucaria, a pilot study to explore how
children contribute to disaster risk reduction

Introduction

Globally, children’s lives are being increasingly affected by disasters. In 2001, the World
Disasters Report estimated that approximately 66.5 million children were affected by
disasters each year (Penrose & Takaki, 2006). Some years later, based on a new version of
the World Disasters Report that gathered data between 1999 — 2006 (International
Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, 2006), Save the Children UK (2007)
estimated that, if the frequency and magnitude of disasters continued to increase at the
current rates, by the start of the 21 century, 175 million children would be affected by
disasters annually. Today, these figures look pale compared to UNICEF’s estimations of how
the COVID-19 pandemic will have affected children by the end of the year 2020: 117 million
more children living in poverty; 1.6 billion children and young people affected by school
closures (many without access to online learning); an additional 1.2 million children dying
due to the interruption of basic health interventions; 36 million children going hungry; and
80 million children under 1 year old missing out on potentially life-saving vaccines (UNICEF,

2020).

These numbers have been cited by a number of researchers and practitioners who advocate
for incorporating children’s voices in resilience-building efforts (Muzenda-Mudavanhu, 2016;
Nikku, 2013; Peek, 2008). From this perspective, promoting children’s wellbeing in disaster
risk contexts requires protecting them from the physical and psychological impacts of
disasters as well as securing their right to have a say in matters that affect them. Further, the
Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) 2015 — 2030 (United Nations, 2015)
stated that society must acknowledge that children and youth have a crucial role in reducing
risk and promoting resilience. For example, to facilitate children and youth’s active
engagement in DRR, a Children and Youth Forum was carried out in parallel to the Sendai
Conference (UNICEF, 2015), and children’s ideas were incorporated in a child-friendly

version of the Sendai framework (Kearney, 2015).
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There is growing evidence that children can contribute to developing creative and
contextually appropriate solutions for disaster problems in their communities (Mudavanhu
et al., 2015; Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Tanner & Seballos, 2012). During the preparedness
stage, children often participate in school-based activities like drills and class discussions
(Ronoh, Gaillard, & Marlowe, 2015), and there are examples of children contributing to
identifying and minimizing disaster risk at their homes, schools and communities in countries
like Australia, Chile, New Zealand, El Salvador and the Philippines (Ronan, Alisic, Towers,
Johnson, & Johnston, 2015; Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Vasquez et al., 2018). Children’s
contributions during disaster response (e.g. helping at shelters, distributing aid, food water
and information) have been documented after floods in Zimbabwe (Muzenda-Mudavanhu,
Manyena, & Collins, 2016), Hurricane Katrina in the United States (Mitchell, Haynes, Hall,
Choong, & Oven, 2008), and the great tsunami of 2004 in South-East Asia (Taylor & Peace,
2015). Likewise, children are often interested in helping their communities recover in the
aftermath of disasters (Peek, 2008; Penrose & Takaki, 2006; Taylor & Peace, 2015). For
example, Cox and colleagues (2017) found that youth from communities affected by
tornadoes in Canada and the United States had contributed to the recovery of their
communities by engaging in artistic and cultural activities to commemorate their disaster
experiences, as a way of sharing hope with others. Others directly participated in disaster

clean-up and rebuilding.

Authors like Peek (2008) and Penrose and Tataki (2006) argue that engaging in disaster risk
reduction activities may help protect children’s wellbeing and mental health, while excluding
them might lead to feelings of disempowerment, dependency and frustration. Furthermore,
authors like Seballos and Tanner (2011) argue that children’s roles must expand from the
local to the national and international levels, to contribute to the creation of a global DRR
agenda. However, there are still important gaps in our knowledge about children’s
perspectives of participating in building disaster resilience (Peek, 2008; Penrose & Takaki,
2006), including how the contexts where children live influence their views about their
engagement in DRR. For example, little is known about children’s participation in DRR in
developing countries, marginalized communities or multicultural contexts (Muzenda-
Mudavanhu, 2016; Peek, 2008; Taylor & Peace, 2015). This can obstruct the replication of

initiatives that are successful in one community in other places (Muzenda-Mudavanhu,
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2016; Nikku, 2013).

In response to these gaps, authors like Lori Peek (2008) advocate for the use of participatory
approaches to research to gain a better understanding of children’s perspectives and
contributions to disaster resilience. In participatory research with children, adult researchers
and child co-researchers collaborate to generate new knowledge about how to build disaster
resilience that can enhance the impact of DRR programs (Ronan et al., 2016; Tanner &

Seballos, 2012).

Recently, some DRR studies have begun to expand the geographic size and scope of
participatory research to the regional, national and international levels. Tanner and Seballos
(2012) carried out a multi-site participatory study in El Salvador and the Philippines. They
used participatory risk management tools (i.e. games, drawing, mapping, guided walks) to
discuss with child co-researchers how to prevent disasters and adapt to climate change in
their communities. The authors concluded that children and youth were highly motivated
and capable of developing creative ways to build more resilient communities, like advocating
for the preservation of the natural environments surrounding their community and more
sustainable waste management practices. Based on these findings, they concluded that
participatory research can help children become more empowered in their relationship with
adults in their communities and result in better informed community-based DRR policies and

programs.

In another study, Fletcher and colleagues (2016) worked with 40 adolescents and youth
between 13 and 22 years old. Through arts-based methods, they explored children’s views
and experiences in four communities affected by disasters in the USA and Canada. Child co-
researchers participated in workshops and created audio-visual materials (i.e. videos,
photography) that were disseminated in a website. Through these activities, child co-
researchers expressed that disasters had negative and positive impacts on their lives that
also evolved across time and emphasized that young people have the capacity and

motivation to help their communities and other disaster-affected youth.

However, these studies faced important challenges in actively involving child co-researchers

beyond their local communities. Tanner and Seballos (2012) explained that, in their study,
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child co-researchers could only participate in generating and interpreting information about
their communities, while the adult researchers analysed the data from all study sites and
drew the final conclusions. Child co-researchers were also interested in connecting with
peers in other regions, but this wasn’t possible due to time and resource limitations.
Meanwhile, Fletcher and colleagues (2016) reported that child co-researchers only
participated in doing research about their local communities, and that it wasn’t possible to

compare or integrate the data collected across the different study sites.

Thus, while participatory research has been used to explore how children participate in
building disaster resilience in different contexts, so far, child co-researchers’ involvement
has been limited to the local level. This, in turn, may affect the validity of conclusions from
participatory studies that seek to gain a better understanding of children’s insights about
their contributions to disaster resilience in different contexts. For this reason, this pilot study
aimed to explore child co-researchers’ insights about their contributions to disaster
resilience in different contexts, by working with children who participated in DRR programs

in two locations: one in Chile, and the other one in Australia.

Setting: The Children’s Araucaria project

The Children’s Araucaria project was a pilot participatory study, based on a collaboration
between the University of Melbourne and two DRR programs for children, one in Australia
(Resilient Seaview Program) and the other one in Chile (Safe Cuesta Grande Program). The
project was named after the Araucaria, a tree family that can be found both in Chile and
Australia. The name also stood as an acronym for the participatory principles of
Action/Accidn, Resilience/Resiliencia, Collaboration/Colaboracion, Unity/Unidad and Ideas
(in English and Spanish). The names of places, programs and organizations have been

changed to protect the adult facilitators’ and children’s anonymity.

Resilient Seaview program, Victoria, Australia: ‘Seaview’ is a coastal town, located between
natural reserves of bushland. The community is exposed to bushfire, especially during the
high season between October and February. Although Seaview hasn’t experienced a natural
disaster in over 10 years (including bushfire), the community witnessed the devastation

provoked by the Victorian Black Saturday Bushfires of 2009, has a past history of
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catastrophic bushfire and has been threatened by fires in the past 5 years. The Resilient
Seaview program resulted from the collaboration between a primary school, a local disaster
response agency and a University. In this program, one adult facilitator worked with the

students on a weekly basis, sometimes with the help of volunteers.

Safe Cuesta Grande program, Metropolitan Region, Chile: Cuesta Grande is a small
community located in one of the central valleys between the Andes Mountains and the
Chilean Coastal Mountains and is at risk of wildfires during the hot season. In 2010, Chile was
affected by a mega-thrust earthquake. The event was experienced in Cuesta Grande with an
intensity of VIl in the Modified Mercalli Scale, meaning that an earthquake is strong enough
to provoke general alarm, make it difficult for people to remain standing, and cause
moderate damage to well-built structures that are not anti-seismic (Dowrick, Hancox, Perrin,
& Dellow, 2008; Wood & Neumann, 1931). Additionally, during the summer 2016 — 2017,
before this study, a large part of Chile was affected by a succession of wildfires across
different regions, the largest wildfire season in the country’s recorded history. In the Safe
Cuesta Grande program, two adult facilitators from a local University worked with students
from a primary and secondary school, and one of them was in charge of designing and

coordinating the project.

As an international PhD student, | spent a year regularly visiting the Resilient Seaview
program to become familiar with how it promoted children’s engagement in disaster
resilience efforts in Australia. | had previously worked with staff at the Safe Cuesta Grande
program and the school where it took place. Both programs were interested in helping their
students reflect on children’s contributions to disaster resilience around the world by
sharing and learning with peers from other places. | helped connect both programs, leading
to the idea of the Children’s Araucaria project. Figure 9 explains how the project was

originally designed.
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Figure 9: Stages of the Children’s Araucaria study

The first phase of the Children’s Araucaria project consisted of an exchange between the
Resilient Seaview and Cuesta Grande programs. All students from both locations
participated. Students in each program created materials that reflected their experiences of
contributing to disaster resilience in their communities. The project intended for child co-
researchers to be free to choose what materials to make (i.e. videos, posters, photographs)
and what they would say. The materials were digitalized, translated and exchanged between
the two groups. This activity was led by the Safe Cuesta Grande and Resilient Seaview

programs.

In the next phase of the Children’s Araucaria project, students were invited as co-
researchers to help interpret the materials exchanged. Child co-researchers at each location
were meant to use the materials as prompts for discussions to draw their conclusions about
how children contribute to disaster resilience in different places. If they wished to do so,
both teams of child co-researchers would have the support of their school and program to

disseminate their findings and recommendations in their community.

Research questions

This study sought to answer the following questions:

e What were child co-researchers’ levels of agency during the exchange and the pilot
study?

e How did scaling-up participatory research influence child co-researchers’ insights
about their contributions to disaster resilience?

e What were child co-researchers’ perspectives about collaborating with child co-

researchers from another study site?
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Sampling criteria

All students and adult facilitators in the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs
were invited to participate in the study. Additionally, the researcher recommended that
children experiencing traumatic stress due to a natural disaster may not benefit from
participating if this could intensify their distress, but no students in the DRR programs were

in this situation.

Recruitment process

This study received ethics approval from the Human Ethics Sub-Committee (HESC) at the
Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and Health Sciences, University of Melbourne (ID: 1749790)
(Appendix 3: Ethics Approval for Children’s Araucaria Study). Additionally, it received the
support from Seaview Primary School, Cuesta Grande School and the disaster research
centre in Chile. The adult facilitator in charge of each DRR program explained the Children’s
Araucaria project in her own words to the students and asked them if they were interested.
Because | was living in Australia, | was able to attend the Resilient Seaview program to
introduce myself and answer questions about the project. Additionally, | sent an
introductory PowerPoint presentation to the Chilean students that was delivered by the

local adult facilitator on my behalf (Appendix 5).

All students who were interested in participating as co-researchers were given Plain
Language Statements (PLS) (Appendix 6) and asked to sign an informed consent form
(Appendix 7). Because students were under 18 years old, Plain Language Statements (PLS)
and consent forms were also sent to their parents or guardians (Appendix 8 and Appendix 9).
Finally, the adult facilitators from each program were also invited to an interview and were

given a PLS and consent form (Appendix 10 and Appendix 11).

Data collection measures and methods

Data collection was carried out using the following methods:

Collection of materials about children’s contributions to disaster resilience

As previously explained, students at each location created written and audio-visual materials
to introduce themselves to their overseas peers and show how they contributed to disaster
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resilience in their communities. The intention was that the children would decide how to
make the materials for sharing information (i.e. letters, photography, video). Any audio-
visual materials created were transcribed verbatim for analysis. In the Resilient Seaview
program, most materials were digitalized letters (in Word and PDF format) and videos (MP4
and WAV files). This made it easy for the adult facilitator to send me a copy of each using e-
mail. | also took pictures of non-digital materials (a board game and a McArthur meter that
were not created by the students in the project) before sending them to Chile via courier. In
the Safe Cuesta Grande program, child co-researchers also created digital materials
(photographs, videos) that the adult facilitator shared with me using Google Drive. When
children created materials on paper (messages, drawings), the students kept their work and

the adult facilitator took pictures that she shared with me via e-mail.

Focus groups with students

A 1-hour, semi-structured focus group discussion was scheduled at the end of the Children’s
Araucaria project with the child co-researchers from each DRR program. It was planned that
| would ask child co-researchers about their insights on how children contribute to disaster
resilience, based on a theme guide and using the materials as prompts. | also wanted to ask
child co-researchers for their feedback on their roles during the Children’s Araucaria project
and their impressions of connecting with peers from another country (Appendix 12). While |
was in charge of carrying out the focus group in Australia, it was planned that the focus
group in Chile would led by the program facilitator, and all focus groups would be audio

recorded and transcribed verbatim for analysis.

Interviews with program facilitators

The 1-hour individual semi-structured interviews were carried out with the main adult
facilitator who led each program. Based on a theme guide (Appendix 13), | asked facilitators
about their views on children’s contributions to disaster resilience and the potential benefits
of connecting children through initiatives like the Children’s Araucaria project. The

interviews were transcribed verbatim for analysis.

Personal notes

| kept notes on my visits to the Resilient Seaview program, focus groups, interviews and my
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conversations with the facilitators from both programs. | used these notes to support the

analysis of materials, focus groups and interviews.

Data analysis

| carried out an abductive (Haig, 2005) and thematic (Liamputtong, 2013) analysis of the
collected data. My abductive analysis consisted of first exploring the data inductively, by
starting from singular pieces of data (e.g. words and sentences said by child co-researchers),
to progressively identify patterns corresponding to more stable and general phenomena
(e.g. child co-researcher’s views about their agency in the project). | applied this process
during my thematic analysis, in which | identified and analysed patterns in the transcribed

material (Liamputtong, 2013).

More specifically, | began by immersing myself in the data (letters, messages, blog posts,
transcriptions of videos, focus groups and interviews) to get a general sense of what
students and adult facilitators said during the Children’s Araucaria study. | generated codes
to label and describe the relevant words or phrases that | identified. Then, | grouped codes
that referred to similar topics that emerged in the data. | continued this process by grouping

codes into progressively more general categories and themes.

After inductively identifying and describing my phenomena of interest (e.g. children’s sense
of agency as co-researchers, children’s use of humour), | applied theoretical knowledge from
the literature on participatory research with children to find the best explanation for their
underlying causes and mechanisms. | supported this analysis with my personal notes and
the rest of the materials collected. It is important to explain that | always started from a
pattern that emerged in the data and then explored how it related to the current literature
on participatory research with children. For example, | only decided to apply the literature
on the use of humour and play in disaster risk communication after observing that child co-

researchers preferred to keep a fun and humorous atmosphere during their work.

To explore child co-researchers’ insights about their contributions to disaster resilience and
how they were influenced by their participation in the Children’s Araucaria project, | planned
to analyse the collected materials with child co-researchers during our final focus group.

However, | was only able to do this with a small group of students from the Resilient Seaview
84



program. Additionally, | used my notes and the data from focus groups and interviews to
identify child co-researchers’ level of agency during the Children’s Araucaria study, using

Shier’s (2018) analytical tool for adult-child collaborations.

Results

All students in years 6 and 7 (approximately 25) at the Resilient Seaview program
participated in exchanging materials with the Safe Cuesta Grande program. However, only
five (two females and three males) participated in the focus group. Meanwhile, the group of
students at the Safe Cuesta Grande program began with fifteen students between years 5
and 12, but most took a step back from the program. Only five students (also two females
and three males) between years 5 and 7 were involved in responding to the materials
received from Australia, and none participated in the final focus group. Table 4 shows the

materials that were exchanged between both groups.

Table 4: Materials exchanged during the Children’s Araucaria project

Program Materials created or selected by the program with the
participation of students

Pen pal letters.
Short video clips about the program.

360-degree photographs of school emergency drill.
Written messages with personal introductions and
answers to questions about earthquakes.

Mapuche story about the origin of earthquakes and
tsunami.

Video about how respond to an earthquake at school.

Sharing knowledge and experiences of participating in Disaster Risk Reduction

The materials exchanged during the Children’s Araucaria project showed students engaging
in different activities for disaster education and resilience. At the Resilient Seaview program,
students learned about fire behaviour and bushfire resilience from adult facilitators and
collaborators, mapped planned burned areas, and measured fire danger ratings (Figure 10).

Then, students applied this knowledge to become bushfire educators by designing and
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carrying out workshops for adults and children from their community at the local fire station

(Figure 11).

Figure 11: Students at the Resilient Seaview program using 'burn table' to teach about
bushfire behaviour

Meanwhile, students in the Safe Cuesta Grande program participated in group discussions
about earthquake resilience and participated in a school emergency evacuation drill. During
the drill, they used 360-degree cameras to collect data about the safe and risk areas of their
evacuation route. Then, the students at the Safe Cuesta Grande program helped organize a

school assembly where they presented their work to their teachers, classmates and parents.
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Students also exchanged information about hazards and disaster resilience. A group of four
students from the Resilient Seaview program made questions about earthquakes that were

responded to by the students from the Safe Cuesta Grande program (see Table 5).

Table 5: Questions and answers exchanged during the Children’s Araucaria project

Questions from Seaview Answers from Chile
Can you escape from Naturally, you cannot escape from an earthquake,
an earthquake? you can only wait for it to end, the largest and
How big can longest earthquake was in 1960, it had a
earthquakes be? magnitude of 9.5 and lasted for 10 minutes.3
Do you do drills? We have done videos about earthquakes and

talked about them and tsunami. We have also
carried out earthquake drills.

We have done many drills. This is a lot of fun
because it teaches us how to act in case of an
earthquake.

We learned how to record and take pictures with
360-degree cameras. We captured our interaction
with our surroundings during a drill. We want to
show what we’ve done to our parents, so they
know what we rehearse during drills.

Do cracks appear in No, at least in these past years, it still hasn’t
the ground, can you happened.
fall in them?

The students from the Safe Cuesta Grande program also shared a participatory video about
how to respond during an earthquake at school. While the video was accurate regarding
safety protocols, not all the information provided in the materials was accurate or in-depth.
For example, students in the video confused the concept of preventing the adverse impacts
of earthquakes with being able to stop earthquakes from happening. When | presented the
video to the students at the Resilient Seaview program, | used the video as an opportunity to
explain the frequent confusion between the concepts of preparedness and prevention.
Finally, the students from the Safe Cuesta Grande program made an illustrated version of

the Aboriginal Mapuche myth of how earthquakes and tsunami are generated by two giant

3 The answer refers to the Valdivia earthquake in 1960 in Chile, the largest earthquake in recorded history.
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serpents, the Serpent of the Sea and the Serpent of the Earth, representing the typical

Chilean geography consisting of the mountains, coast and valleys (Figure 12):

‘The legend tells that there are two mythological serpents called CaiCai Vilu
and TrenTren Vilu, whose names mean ‘Serpent of the Earth’ and ‘Serpent of
the Sea.’ This legend tells us about the fight between these two serpents,
when the Serpent of the Earth gets angry at the Serpent of the Sea there is an
earthquake, and when the Serpent of the Sea gets angry at the Earth, there’s

tsunami.’
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Figure 12: The Mapuche Legend of CaiCai Vilu and TrenTren Vilu
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Students’ levels of agency during the Children’s Araucaria project

Students’ agency was severely limited in both study locations. Based on Shier’s (2018)
analytical tool for adult-child collaborations it is possible to take a closer look at the nuances
of child agency at each study location. The original study design intended for adults and
children to collaborate across the stages of designing research instruments (i.e. deciding
what materials to create and how), collecting data (i.e. deciding what contents to include in
the materials and being directly involved in their creation), analysing and drawing
conclusions (i.e. helping me interpret the materials and discuss children’s role in DRR during
the final focus groups) and producing a report (Figure 13). Likewise, with the support of their
schools, students would have the choice of disseminating their results and advocating for

impact (e.g. presenting to their school and local community).

Levels of child agency at the Resilient Seaview program

Figure 13 summarizes students’ degree of agency at the Resilient Seaview program. Students
were consulted on the design of research instruments when the adult facilitator proposed
making videos and pen pal letters. During the stage of data collection, students were

involved in the creation of these materials, but this activity was led by the adult facilitator.

As part of a wider activity, students from the Resilient Seaview program sent 21 pen pal
letters to the students in Chile and people in other countries (Appendix 14). The adult
facilitator proposed the students use a template with information about themselves and the
Resilient Seaview program, and students made questions about disaster resilience for the
letter recipients in each country. The pen pal letters were accompanied by six short video
clips about the Resilient Seaview program. These video clips were mostly created by the
adult facilitator, who recorded and edited footage from activities at the Resilient Seaview
program. Some students appeared in the video as narrators or carrying out program

activities. However, students did not participate in planning, designing or editing the videos.
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Co-researchers’ decision-making
power or control
Children | Children
collaborat = direct/
ewith | decideon
adults  their own

Children Children
are not are
involved consulted

Making research questions: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program
+ Safe Cuesta Grande program
Designing research & methods: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program
+ Safe Cuesta Grande program
Designing research instruments: Intended levels of child agency

* Resilient Seaview program

+ Safe Cuesta Grande program
Recruiting participants: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program
+ Safe Cuesta Grande program
Collecting data: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program

+ Safe Cuesta Grande program

Analysing data & drawing conclusions: Intended levels of child
agency

* Resilient Seaview program

+ Safe Cuesta Grande program

Producing a report: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program

+ Safe Cuesta Grande program

Disseminating findings: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program
+ Safe Cuesta Grande program
Advocating for impact: Intended levels of child agency
* Resilient Seaview program

+ Safe Cuesta Grande program

Figure 13: Intended levels of child agency in the Children’s Araucaria study vs children’s
real levels of agency in the Resilient Seaview and Cuesta Grande programs.

Additionally, the adult facilitator shared an instrument used to measure fire danger ratings
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in Australia (McArthur meter) and a board game about fire resilience that was developed
with a previous cohort from the Resilient Seaview program. She also included four videos
about other cohorts of the Resilient Seaview program and other DRR programs in Australia.
Because the students in the Children’s Araucaria project were not involved in the creation or

selection of these materials, | excluded them from my analysis.

Very few students who participated in the creation and exchange of materials were involved
in the final focus group at the Resilient Seaview program. | was able to carry out a session
with all the students to hear their comments on the materials they received from Chile and
share their impressions of the Children’s Araucaria project. Unfortunately, none of the
students brought signed consent that day, so it wasn’t possible to collect data from this
session. The school staff at the Seaview Primary School helped me organize a second focus
group. However, only five students attended because it was the last week of the school year.
Also, because the school year finished, there wasn’t time to continue working on reporting

and disseminating findings or advocating for change.

Levels of child agency at the Safe Cuesta Grande program

Figure 13 also illustrates the final levels of child agency at the Safe Cuesta Grande program.
In relation to the design of research instruments, the adult facilitators decided that students
would create materials using mostly pen and paper, and students decided if they wanted to
write messages or create drawings. Students at the Safe Cuesta Grande program created
their materials after they received the pen pal letters and video clips from Australia. Overall,
they had more power for decision-making during the creation of the materials than the
students from the Resilient Seaview program. The adult facilitators at the Safe Cuesta
Grande program suggested responding to the pen pal letters and sharing other information
about their experiences in DRR. However, students worked autonomously in creating these

materials, and the facilitators helped them mostly to organise into subgroups.

In this way, students wrote messages to introduce themselves and respond to some
questions from the Australian students. The Chilean students also noticed that one of the
video clips from the Resilient Seaview program showed Australian children learning about
Aboriginal burn practices. They responded with the illustrated version of the Aboriginal

Mapuche story of TrenTren Vilu and CaiCai Vilu that they learned during the Safe Cuesta
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Grande program, and that explains the origin of earthquakes and tsunami (Figure 12).

The group also decided to share outcomes from different DRR activities they had done. This
included a series of 360-degree photographs that they took during a drill to identify the risk
and safe areas in their school’s emergency evacuation route. Adult facilitators organized the
drill and taught students how to use the cameras on their own. The students accompanied
these images with a blog entry about the drill and translated it to English with help from the
adult facilitators. Finally, the group shared a video about how to respond to an earthquake
at school that was made by two students in the Safe Cuesta Grande program who were part
of a participatory video project with me two years earlier. However, it was not possible to
schedule a focus group with the students at the Safe Cuesta Grande program. The initial
dates for Children’s Araucaria project activities were changed because new activities were
added with other stakeholders, delaying the final focus group. The adult facilitator in charge
explained that these were important opportunities for the children to learn about different
aspects of DRR and improve the outcomes of the Safe Cuesta Grande program. In addition to
this, one of the two adult facilitators had to leave the project due to lack of funding, so by

the end of the year there were no time or human resources left for the focus group.

Because of this, the children at the Safe Cuesta Grande program could not help me interpret
the study’s findings or draw their own conclusions. Thus, there were no findings for them to
report, disseminate or use to advocate for change in their community. However, they did
organize a school assembly where they presented the rest of their work in the Safe Cuesta

Grande program to their teachers, classmates and parents.

Feedback from facilitators and students on the levels of child agency in the Children’s
Araucaria study

The interviews with adult facilitators from both countries revealed that, when students had
lower levels of agency than what the project had initially intended, it was due to time and
organizational pressures. As the adult researcher, | tried to emphasize the importance of
letting students decide how to make the materials, but the adult facilitator at the Resilient
Seaview program explained that while she aimed to share power for decision-making with

students, sometimes she had to take the lead:

‘Yeah, | think participatory stuff, like, the kids are really capable of the full process, but
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they require all the time, so when it’s only a small component of the bigger process,
then you have to cut, you have to, at some point, drive parts of it’ (Adult facilitator,

Resilient Seaview program).

Additionally, the adult facilitator at the Resilient Seaview program expressed that she
sometimes felt that it was hard to keep children accountable for their decisions because
they tended to forget agreements they made in previous sessions or lost their motivation
when taking the lead was more challenging than they expected. She also explained that she
had not been part of a project like the Children’s Araucaria project before, and now that she
knew the type of work that it required, it would take her less time to implement. Thus, in the
future, students would have more opportunities to participate in making decisions and

leading the work.

Both adult facilitators agreed that, while they were very interested in the Children’s
Araucaria project, implementing it was challenging due to pressures from their
organizations. The Resilient Seaview program was being assessed by its funders, increasing
the pressure on delivering the program’s official curriculum in time. Although the program
had always received positive evaluations, the adult facilitator was worried that some
stakeholders may prefer a less participatory approach because they were more interested in
delivering disaster risk education (DRE) to larger numbers of students in less time and across
a larger geographic area. Meanwhile, since the Safe Cuesta Grande program was a pilot, it
was uncertain if it was going to continue the following year (it did not). In relation to this, the
adult facilitator’s main concern was that community engagement and child participation was
not a priority for DRR research in Chile. Also, that schools often lacked the resources like

teacher training and time necessary to prioritize DRE.

The five students from the Resilient Seaview program who participated in the final focus
group were critical about having little power for making decisions during the Children’s
Araucaria project, especially when making materials. Despite this, most students agreed
that they usually had the opportunity to make decisions during the rest of the Resilient
Seaview program’s regular activities. Only one student disagreed: ‘we don’t get to make
decisions, cuz, this is mostly [what] happens: we have to repeat everything and everything

again. But we don’t get to make decisions’ (Boy, grade 5, Resilient Seaview program).
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Despite having lower levels of decision-making, the students reported that they often
enjoyed activities led by adults, including the Children’s Araucaria project. Students in the
focus group also valued the help they could get from adults for tasks like writing, filming or
editing videos, and acknowledged that different children have different needs and interests
in collaborating with adults. Thus, they emphasized the importance of having a choice of
when to work autonomously and when to work with adult support: ‘Some people work

better with adults and some don’t’ (Boy, grade 5, Resilient Seaview program).

The students also said they would have preferred to make more decisions in how to create
materials ‘because then you can put your own stuff in there’ (Boy, grade 6, Resilient Seaview
program). For example, one student from the Resilient Seaview program felt that her group
had not shared enough about how to stay safe from fires. It is possible that students’ low
levels of agency in making the materials decreased their sense of ownership over the video
clips and pen pal letters. When | showed them these materials, some students remembered
participating in activities like making questions or filling the template, but others did not:
‘Umm. | can’t remember. We just got given the things and to write the letter’ (Boy, grade 6,
Resilient Seaview program). Others remembered being photographed or filmed during the
program but did not know that the footage would be sent to Chile. Yet, during the focus
group, two topics emerged in students’ insights about children’s potential role in DRR and
scaling-up participatory research in this field: children expressed interest in collaborating
with peers from other disaster-risk areas, and the potential contributions that children can

make to disaster education if they are given freedom of expression.

Children’s interest in connecting and collaborating with peers in other locations

A strong topic that emerged in the focus group with students from the Resilient Seaview
program was their interest in getting to know peers from a different country, the context
where they lived and their experiences in DRR. For example, in the pen pal letters, the
students from the Resilient Seaview program asked Chilean students about themselves

(Table 6).
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Table 6: Questions and answers that adolescents exchanged about their lives

Questions from the Resilient Seaview
Program, Australia

Answers from the Safe Cuesta Grande
program, Chile

What is your favourite food?
What sports do you like to play?
What is your favourite music?
What other hobbies do you
have?

Hi, I'm Romina, in terms of sports, | like
soccer, my favourite food is... well, |
don’t have any. I’'m 13 years old. | like a
lot of singers, like a lot. Romina.

Hi, I'm Betzabe, I'm 12 years old and |
like to draw, play soccer and my
favourite food is sushi.

Hi, I'm Agustin, | like playing soccer, I'm
12 years old, | have 2 dogs and a cat.
I’'m weird and my name is Andres. I’'m
“Shilean” xD My favourite class is math. |
study a lot and my average is 7.0* I’'m
cool and at the same time study a lot xD
| had a YouTube channel but not
anymore. Bye!

Students sometimes felt nervous about connecting with strangers: ‘l was scared if they were

like they were just gonna say stuff that... | don’t know (laughs). They might have said random

stuff’ (Female, Grade 5, Resilient Seaview program). Despite this, students at the Resilient

Seaview program wanted to connect with the Chilean students again, but with a more active

role in creating materials. Students from the Resilient Seaview program highlighted that the

illustrated Mapuche story was one of the favourite materials they received from their

Chilean peers and proposed using more arts-based methods to overcome time zone and

language differences and get to know each other better (i.e. through self-portraits). Students

also emphasised wanting to communicate more directly with peers in Chile. To achieve this,

they proposed using digital platforms for messaging, videoconferencing, online translators

and even learning Spanish.

The importance of freedom of expression and sense of humour

Despite their lack of decision-making over most of the Children’s Araucaria project, there

were moments when students went ‘off-script’ and used sense of humour, slang, emojis,

4In the Chilean grading system, 7.0 is the maximum score (equivalent to +A).




riddles, personal quotes and jokes to get to know each other. For example, as described
previously, one Chilean student described himself as ‘weird’ and ‘cool’ and added the XD
emoji that denotes laughter (Table 6). Another example was when a student from the
Resilient Seaview program introduced a riddle in his pen pal letter that was not in the
template: ‘Question - What can you feel, but cannot see, you can hear but does not have a

mouth? Answer — (at end of letter)’ (Appendix 14).

Also, the video shared by students at the Safe Cuesta Grande program consisted of a series
of funny sketches. At the start, students from Cuesta Grande joked about not feeling scared
about natural disasters. Then, they played a scene from a talk show where the hosts talked
about disasters with their special guests. The hosts were rude to the guests and did not
know how to stay safe during a disaster. Then, students did a funny demonstration of a
‘good evacuation’ and ‘bad evacuation’ in case of an earthquake. In the ‘bad evacuation’,
students and teachers lost control (i.e. yelled absurdities, fell to the floor, ran without
direction) while Wagner’s’ ‘Ride of the Valkyries’ played in the background. The video also
contained a blooper where the students failed to make a human pyramid, waving a scarf as a

flag to say goodbye.

In this regard, students from the Resilient Seaview program who participated in the focus
group emphasized how important it was for them to be free to express themselves. In the
Children’s Araucaria project, this would have meant working more autonomously and using
more sense of humour. This way of working would allow them to achieve more creative, fun
and enjoyable outcomes: ‘Cuz the adults, they’ll just be like, hum, really bossy, but the
children are just like, having fun and laughing because they’re not as serious as the adults

because they’re still having fun. No offence’ (Boy, grade 5, Resilient Seaview program).

Students explained that materials about disaster resilience created by and for children could
be more engaging and effective for teaching them how to stay safe in case of disaster.
Students explained that they preferred to be told how to stay safe by their peers than adults,
because they were more likely to interpret their advice as genuine rather than an attempt of
control: ‘It makes more sense because they’re probably like ‘I tried that, it’s so scary or
something” (Boy, grade 6, Resilient Seaview program). In this regard, the students reported

that ‘the funny video’ (i.e. the participatory video produced by the Chilean students)
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effectively taught them how to protect themselves during an earthquake. Further, students
explained that the video inspired them to create and send the Chilean students a video

about school fire drills.

Discussion

In this study, | aimed to carry out a participatory study where child co-researchers from two
DRR programs (one in Chile and one in Australia) connected to explore their experiences in
building disaster resilience. Unfortunately, this pilot study was not able to achieve the
necessary levels of child agency to be considered participatory research. However, there
were interesting lessons about the conditions necessary to scale-up participatory research in
a way that promotes meaningful child participation. There is wide agreement in the
literature on participatory research that putting the principles of this methodology into
practice can be very difficult. In line with the Social Justice Youth Development framework
(Ginwright & James, 2002), Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace and Langhout (2011) explained that child
and youth empowerment is largely determined by the context where participatory research
is carried out. They criticized that a large part of the literature on participatory research with
children about the relationships between adults and child co-researchers focuses solely at
the individual level, overlooking the wider social context in which these interactions are
embedded. As a result, the tensions that emerge between adults and child co-researchers or
between the participatory project and stakeholders are often misinterpreted only as the
result of interpersonal difficulties and thus as failures of the participatory process. Instead,
Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace and Langhout (2011) proposed an ecological model of child
empowerment, where tensions are understood as challenges that can inform the researcher
about the social structures that facilitate or constrain child empowerment, as well as what

aspects are more or less receptive to change.

Adopting an ecological model of child empowerment influences how we understand the
values, goals, roles and outcomes of participatory research as a process that is bounded by
its context but at the same time seeks to transform it (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). The setting of
participatory research involves different elements from its social climate and organizational
context such as norms, policies, procedures, roles and history. From an ecological

perspective, empowerment is more than an individual or collective sense of efficacy. It must
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also involve children gaining control over the resources that affect the conditions and
circumstances of their everyday lives. Many of these resources are material, but they also
include narratives, policies, services and discourses (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). Thus, the values
and principles of participatory research are sharing power for decision making with child co-
researchers, democratizing the creation of knowledge, valuing diverse perspectives,
facilitating critical consciousness to identify social issues and their root causes, and

mobilizing positive social change.

These values are put into practice by adults and child co-researchers with the ultimate goal
of generating second order change: transforming the relationships and roles underlying the
larger social structure (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). This goal is achieved by challenging the values
and practices that prevent organizations from sharing power for decision making with
children. In turn, participatory research is expected to generate outcomes at the individual,
organizational and community levels. Individually, child co-researchers can develop skills like
critical consciousness, citizenship and developing an individual and collective identity as
agents of change and creators of knowledge (Ginwright & James, 2002; Kohfeldt et al.,
2011). Meanwhile, organizations involved in participatory research can become more
accountable and develop more sustainable and participatory structures, practices and
policies. At the community level, participatory research can help allocate more resources
that support children’s wellbeing, generate sustainable partnerships and trigger shifts in

power that benefit children.

However, Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace and Langhout (2011) warned that sustainable second
order change takes considerable time, and is a mid to long-term outcome of participatory
research with children. Often, tensions emerge when differing values conflict or when there
is pressure to change an organization’s values, practices and assumptions about childhood.
In relation to this, Shier (2001) explained that children’s right to participation is the most
radical aspect of the UNCRC and the most difficult to put into practice. Normally,
organizations must go through a complex process of gradually transforming their structures
to allow higher levels of child involvement in decision-making. To understand this process,

Shier (2001, p. 110) proposed five levels of participation:

1. Organizations are ready to listen to children but do not actively seek their opinions.
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2. Organizations actively support children to express their views by making sure that
adults and children have the necessary time, space and skills for dialogue. This level
fulfills children’s right to express themselves.

3. Organizations consider children’s views when making decisions and give feedback to
children when their ideas cannot be put into practice. This level fulfills children’s
rights to have their views considered in matters that affect them.

4. Organizations share the power and responsibility for decision-making with children,
based on a careful assessment of the potential risks and benefits for children’s
wellbeing. This level is not required by the UNCRC but is the only one that promotes

children’s empowerment as active decision-makers.

An organization may be located at any of these levels, making it a more or less enabling
environment for participatory research with children. Within each level, an organization will
also have different degrees of commitment to its participatory practices. Thus, when
organizations transform their norms, values and procedures, they go from initially being
open to the idea and preparing to facilitate higher levels of child agency, to creating
concrete opportunities and finally making these changes an obligation by incorporating

them into their organizational structure (Shier, 2001).

Based on the above, | argue that, although the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs were designed as participatory DRR programs for children, in practice they were
still in the process of transforming their organizational structures to allow a more active
involvement of children as decision makers. Thus, this pilot study can contribute with
important insights about the tensions that arose between the participatory research project

and its context.

Sharing power for decision-making with children will challenge adult assumptions about
children not being competent enough to make choices in their best interest (Kohfeldt et al.,
2011). Further, excluding children from decision-making processes may be seen as the only
alternative to comply with organizational policies and quality standards. For example, the
adult facilitator at the Resilient Seaview program expressed that she felt forced to make
decisions for children because involving them would require too much time and they often

changed their minds.
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In this type of context, adult facilitators may face the dilemma of having to choose between
listening to children or adult stakeholders (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). Thus, external mandates or
expectations can severely limit participatory projects with children (Ozer et al., 2013).
Moreover, when children’s measurable performance is prioritized over their agency during
the learning process, not fulfilling a program’s curriculum can endanger a teacher’s
reputation and even their job (Kohfeldt et al., 2011; Ozer et al., 2013). This situation was
observed in the high levels of pressure experienced by the facilitators in Chile and Australia,
who were both worried about the continuity of their programs. For the facilitator at the
Resilient Seaview program, not fulfilling the curriculum could mean that the project would
receive a negative evaluation and lose its funding because some stakeholders preferred to
focus on initiatives that could deliver disaster risk education to a large population across a
wider geographic areas and in less time. Meanwhile, the facilitator at the Safe Cuesta
Grande program was eager to demonstrate that children were engaging in a large number of
activities with diverse stakeholders so the school and research centre would continue the
program the following year. However, this left no time to carry out the final focus group in
the Children’s Araucaria project. Despite her efforts, the Safe Cuesta Grande program lost a
large amount of funding during its implementation and was not renewed for a second year,
proving that these concerns were real. These limitations can be perceived by adult
facilitators as manifestations of larger political barriers and generate feelings of
powerlessness and lack of support from their organizations (Ozer et al., 2013). In line with
this, the adult facilitators in Chile and Australia reported feeling that participatory work with

children as part of DRR was not a priority for some key stakeholders.

The tensions that the adult facilitators faced during the Children’s Araucaria study were also
related to another kind of obstacle for participatory research with children. Structural
challenges like rigid hierarchies, the concentration of power mostly in the higher levels of
the organization, rules and limited resources (money, time, space) can also limit children’s
agency to influence the direction of their projects (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). Although the
Children’s Araucaria project could overcome some pragmatic challenges of scaling-up like
working across different times zones and with groups that spoke different languages, lack of
time remained as the most difficult obstacle to children’s agency. This was due to adult

facilitator’s need to demonstrate measurable outcomes that were meaningful for adult
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stakeholders, but also to avoid children missing out on the rest of their program’s activities
outside the Children’s Araucaria project, as well as other school and non-school
commitments. Also, the adult facilitator at the Resilient Seaview program highlighted that
although she had experience in participatory DRR programs for children, she was not familiar
with scaling-up participatory research on this topic. Because of this, preparing and carrying
out activities for the Children’s Araucaria project took longer than she expected. This, in
turn, exacerbated the project’s lack of time, affecting her ability to share more power for

decision-making with her students.

All the above illustrates that, like children, adults are also embedded in power dynamics
(Kohfeldt et al., 2011). In addition to the constraints that the adult facilitators faced in Chile
and Australia, as the adult researcher, | too did not have enough authority to secure child co-
researchers’ meaningful participation. From the start of the project, | was aware that it
would be impossible for me to be present in both locations and work directly with all child
co-researchers, so | had to share this task with the adult facilitators. Being an external
researcher from a prestigious university may have given me enough influence (Kohfeldt et
al., 2011) to successfully propose the Children’s Araucaria project to the Resilient Seaview
and Safe Cuesta Grande programs. However, as an international PhD student | had little
influence over how the project was implemented. In this sense, | was also led by my own
agenda, which consisted of observing the processes of scaling-up participatory research with
children, but also fulfilling the requirements for the timely completion of my PhD. Thus, |
experienced significant pressures in terms of time limitations and felt that | depended on the
adult facilitators’ willingness to work with me. For this reason, | did not feel completely free
to express my opinions about how the project was being implemented and felt compelled to
comply with what the adult facilitators presented as the only feasible solution to carry out
the Children’s Araucaria project. Meanwhile, for the children in this study, scaling-up
participatory research was not their priority (or at least not their main priority), so they may
have been more interested in participating in getting to know students from another country

than interpreting the study findings with me.

Despite the fact that the Children’s Araucaria project did not fulfill the standards of a

participatory study, this pilot provided important lessons about the challenges of scaling-up
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that informed my main study, Kids Contribute (see Chapter 8: Child co-researchers’
experiences of agency during the Kids Contribute study). In a multimethod study, Ozer,
Newlan, Douglas and Hubbard (2013) explored how children’s power for decision-making
can be promoted despite contextual constraints. They observed that that adults can use
different strategies to promote agency so child co-researchers can still experience relatively
higher levels of agency in comparison with other aspects of their everyday lives. Adult
facilitators can manage buy-in when some aspects of the study cannot be determined with
children (e.g. choosing the broad research topic) by presenting these aspects as incomplete
and offering child co-researchers an opportunity to finish them (e.g. narrowing down the
research questions). In this way, child co-researchers can still have a say on key decisions
about the study. The authors also found that adults can continuously create opportunities
for child co-researchers to make decisions during the course of the study (e.g. taking charge
over meeting agendas, leading presentations) and act as a ‘buffer’ between child co-
researchers and contextual barriers to help them navigate social and political structures

(Ozer et al., 2013).

Some of these strategies were used by the adult facilitators in this study. While the adult
facilitator at the Resilient Seaview program argued that the group of students was too large
for all of them to make decisions about the project in an efficient way, the facilitators at the
Safe Cuesta Grande program took a different approach by giving children a broad instruction
and then letting them decide the rest of the process. For example, they provided children
with pen and paper to create materials and respond to the pen pal letters, but it was the
children who decided what they wanted to do (e.g. making illustrations, checking for

grammar) and what they said in their responses.

Additionally, it would have been useful to spend more time preparing the groundwork for
the Children’s Araucaria study. In this way, the adult facilitators and | would have been able
to discuss potential constraints and negotiate how to implement the Children’s Araucaria
study without compromising their commitments with other stakeholders. This would have
also served to clarify the differences between our understandings of what is meaningful
child participation and how to promote it. Further, it could have been possible to include

students’ views of what was meaningful engagement and power for decision-making for
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them.

Overall, the findings from this pilot study are relevant for scaling-up participatory research
with children. This is especially important considering that involving children in decision-
making at the regional or national levels can be even more difficult than in their
communities (Shier, 2001) and that creating change at higher ecological levels is a long
process (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). In particular, this pilot study showed that working across
different study locations requires a careful examination of the constraints that each
particular context may present to child empowerment. In this sense, the scale of a project is
more than the sum of its study locations. Instead, researchers in scaled-up participatory
projects with children must navigate an even more diverse and complex set of contextual
constraints with lower levels of control. Scaling-up also presents new logistical challenges,
like coordinating and communicating across communities in distant locations (Fletcher et al.,
2016). Additionally, differences in adults’ understandings of child agency and their
experience in participatory research can lead to important differences in child co-
researchers’ participation in different study sites (Kornbluh, Neal and Ozer, 2016; Gibbs et
al., 2020). Thus, scaling-up can magnify the contextually bounded nature of participatory
research with children, and understanding its processes and outcomes requires an ecological

approach.

The findings from this study also suggest that contextual constraints can damage
opportunities for promoting critical consciousness when scaling-up participatory research
with children. In the Children’s Araucaria study, only five students from the Resilient Seaview
program participated in interpreting data or drawing conclusions, and none from Chile.
However, it is possible that the rest of the students did engage in critically reflecting about
the project, but | could not observe them because | wasn’t present or lacked signed consent
to document it. Thus, another important lesson from this study was that, when scaling-up
participatory research, adults should create multiple opportunities for child co-researchers
to contribute to the final outcomes and applications of a study. A mistake in the design of
the Children’s Araucaria study was to wait for the final stage of the research to provide this
type of opportunity, and only using focus groups. Instead, it would have been more effective

to do this at different points during the study and offer alternatives like individual interviews
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or arts-based methods. This is important considering that not all child co-researchers will be
able or willing to participate across the whole research process or will engage in the same
way (Kornbluh, Neal and Ozer, 2016; Gibbs et al., 2020). Additionally, if children don’t
develop a sense of ownership over the project, they may not be interested in sharing their
views and interpretations even if they are given the opportunity. This may have been the
case with some students from the Resilient Seaview program, who did not provide signed

consent to participate in the final focus group.

Despite the challenges to observing how scaling-up participatory research with children
influenced child co-researchers’ insights about their roles in DRR, two themes emerged from
the data in the focus group with students from the Resilient Seaview program. Children were
interested in directly collaborating with peers from other countries to promote shared
learning about hazards and how to promote disaster resilience. This confirmed previous
findings by Seballos and Tanner (2011) who suggested the potential of creating
opportunities for children to shape the global DRR agenda after working with child co-

researchers in different communities of El Salvador and the Philippines.

This pilot also found evidence supporting the importance of opening spaces for children’s
free expression through play and sense of humour in DRR (Midtbust, Dyregrov, & Djup,
2018). The literature shows that humour has been successfully used in educational programs
led by young peer educators in topics like sexual education (Gordon & Gere, 2016; Scott-
Parker & Fox, 2015) as it can help approach difficult topics, relieve from monotony and
reinforce information (Allen, 2014). A playful and humorous atmosphere can also promote
creative thinking (Ziv, 1983) and lower levels of stress (Staempfli, 2007). Thus, humour could
be a useful resource to communicate disaster risk to children (Midtbust et al., 2018).
However, humour must be used with caution, as it can serve to reinforce conventional

power hierarchies, disrupt learning, offend or discriminate (Allen, 2014).

In 2014, the United States Centre for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) launched a
campaign called ‘Preparedness 101: Zombie Apocalypse’ through social media (Fraustino &
Ma, 2015; Midtbust et al., 2018). The objective of the campaign was to raise awareness in
the general population about the importance of preparing for a future disaster. The

campaign was successful in terms of its reach, as it quickly became viral in Twitter and
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Facebook. However, Fraustino and Ma (2015) found that a humorous message could result
in less intention to prepare for disasters than a more traditional non-humorous message.
Further, humorous messages could be misinterpreted and have unexpected effects.
Houghton and colleagues (2017) compared the effects of using a zombie-themed scenario
versus a natural disaster scenario in a disaster preparedness intervention with 89 children 9
to 12 years old. They found that using the zombie scenario resulted in more children arguing

that having firearms would be necessary to prepare for a disaster.

However, in their study, Houghton and colleagues (2017) may have confused the use of
humour with play. From this perspective, the authors did not consider that children may
have responded that guns were necessary because the adults presented a scenario where
the idea of firearms is acceptable and in fact follows the ‘social norms’ established by a long
tradition of zombie entertainment (movies, TV series, video games) and a toy industry that
continues to consider toy guns as suitable for children. Thus, children may have failed to
understand that the researchers’ questions at the end of the study corresponded to a real
disaster-scenario using real guns because they are used to engaging in play as a way of
learning and socializing (Jans, 2004; Shier, 2015). Getting ‘serious’ about guns and zombies
would have broken the unspoken rules of playing ‘as if’ the Zombie Apocalypse was real.
Meanwhile, in the Children’s Araucaria study, students from the Resilient Seaview program
were perfectly capable of differentiating between the ‘good’ and ‘bad’ emergency

evacuations in the ‘funny video’ from Chile.

Also, Houghton and colleagues (2017) did not report if they engaged in any dialogue with the
children from their study where they critically reflected on their responses. In their
participatory study, Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace and Langhout (2011) found that adults often
have the assumption that children are incapable of coming up with realistic or pragmatic
solutions for real problems. For this reason, they don’t consider the possibility that children
are capable of developing effective and feasible solutions if they are given the opportunity to

critically examine their initial ideas.

In contrast, authors like Mitchell and colleagues (2008) have found evidence supporting that
children and young people are crucial risk communicators for their families and

communities, but that risk communication models still overlook their contributions. In this
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sense, the study by Houghton and colleagues (2017) did not consider that educational
humorous messages for children may be misinterpreted because they are created from an
adult perspective. Meanwhile, in the Children’s Araucaria study, children advocated for using
humour in educational materials made for children and by children. Incorporating children’s
perspectives would help create an engaging and effective message. More research is need

on how to achieve this goal.

Summary

In this chapter, | reported the outcomes of the Araucaria pilot study. This study focused on
children’s contributions to disaster risk reduction in programs located in two different
countries: Chile and Australia. This study did not achieve the necessary levels of child agency
to be considered a participatory study. However, it helped identify important logistical,
communication and coordination challenges to scaling-up participatory research with
children. Based on these findings, | argued that scaling-up participatory research with
children requires an ecological approach to understand its contextual constraints and how
they affect children’s empowerment and critical consciousness. While it wasn’t possible to
carry out an in-depth exploration of how scaling-up participatory research influenced child
co-researchers’ insights about their roles in DRR, this study found evidence confirming that
children are interested in collaborating with peers to promote shared learning in DRR, and
that they value using sense of humour as an educational tool. In the next chapters, | will

report my work in the Kids Contribute study.
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Chapter 6: The Kids Contribute Study: Scaling-up
Participatory Research to Gain a Better Understanding of
Children’s Contributions in their Everyday Lives

Background

In recent decades, social constructions of childhood have been interrogated and
transformed. The United Nations Conventions on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) (1989) was
a key milestone in acknowledging children as social actors who have the right to be
protected from harm and to participate in decisions that affect them. Furthermore,
children’s right to participation is directly linked to their protection, as incorporating their
views is fundamental for effectively securing their safety, development and wellbeing (Shier,
2015). The increased focus on children’s rights resulted in a growing call for opening spaces
for children to influence decision-making processes that create or improve policies, services
and programs in areas like health (Patton et al., 2016), disability (Liegghio et al., 2010) and

disaster risk reduction (Haynes & Tanner, 2015).

Research has shown that children are constantly engaged in their communities’ social and
cultural life (Corona, 2012; Corona & Pérez, 2007). Research on child development has found
that children’s prosocial behaviours first begin to emerge during early childhood (Dunfield &
Kuhlmeier, 2013; Hammond & Carpendale, 2015; Hepach, Vaish, Grossmann, & Tomasello,
2016; Recchia, Wainryb, Bourne, & Pasupathi, 2015; Warneken & Tomasello, 2013). Further,
recent developments in neuroscience also suggest that adolescents are ‘wired’ to help

others (Patton et al., 2016).

Authors like Scott (Scott, 2014) emphasize that helping is crucial for the development of
young people’s sense of identity, efficacy and belonging, but research often overlooks
children’s contributions in their daily lives. Understanding children’s everyday contributions
may be crucial to support their wellbeing and mental health. According to the World Health
Organization (WHO), mental health is: ‘a state of wellbeing in which the individual realizes
his or her own abilities, can cope with the normal stresses of life, can work productively and
fruitfully, and is able to make a contribution to his or her community.” (Scott, 2014). For Keys
(1998), mental health depends both on individual and social aspects of wellbeing. Thus,
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people’s sense of making a positive contribution to the world is closely associated with their
sense of self-worth, efficacy and responsibility. Elder (1998) and Werner and colleagues
(1993; 1992) demonstrated that children who help their families during times of hardship
develop fundamental skills for overcoming life’s challenges. Children’s contributions are also
shaped by the contexts they live in. Previous research has found that, in higher income
contexts, children may have more opportunities to contribute through volunteering and
donating to charity (Pastorelli et al., 2016), while in other contexts children enter the

workforce and provide for their families (Porter et al., 2010; Stasiulis, 2002).

However, there is scarce evidence on children’s own perspectives about their role as
contributors (Recchia et al., 2015), including how their local contexts shape the nature and
meaning of their contributions. Participatory research with children can help fill these gaps
in our knowledge. In Chapter 1: Introduction and Chapter 2: Conceptual framework |
explained that participatory research with children emphasizes that children are subjects
rather than objects of knowledge (Jans, 2004). Recently, researchers have begun to increase
the size and scope of participatory research with young co-researchers. This could help
explore children’s perspectives and experiences of contributing across different contexts.
However, as previously discussed in Chapter 1: Introduction, there are important challenges
to scaling-up participatory research with children and it’s still unclear how to stay true to the

principles of participatory research.

In Chapter 3: Literature Review, | discussed the pressing need to examine how scaling-up
participatory research may influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness about social
issues and their agency in the research. Paulo Freire’s (2017) seminal work on critical
consciousness focused on how it develops in adults (see Chapter 2: Conceptual framework).
Since then, a growing body of research has explored how children develop awareness and
critical consciousness about social issues. Using quantitative (Diemer et al., 2015; Watts et
al., 2011) and qualitative (Clonan-Roy, Jacobs, & Nakkula, 2016; Ginwright & James, 2002;
Hope & Bafales, 2019) approaches, researchers have found evidence confirming that
childhood is a critical period for the development of critical consciousness which, in turn, is
an important aspect of their overall positive development and wellbeing. Authors like

Ginwright and Cammarota (2002), Kohfeldt and Langhout (2012) and Nguyen and Quinn
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(2018) also explored how actively engaging in participatory research can help enhance
children’s critical reflections and actions in relation to issues that affect them, their

communities and the world.

Methodology

Study setting

This chapter reports the qualitative and participatory component of a larger mixed-methods
study called the Kids Contribute study. The Kids Contribute study aimed to gain a better
understanding of how children in Australia contribute in their everyday lives and how this
relates to their resilience. This project emerged from a collaboration between the University
of Melbourne’s Child and Community Wellbeing Unit and the Australian Broadcasting
Commission’s (ABC) Behind the News show. Behind the News (BtN) is an educational TV
show for children that has been broadcast for over 50 years to Australian schools and
homes. This TV show also regularly uses its website as a platform for viewer input using
online polls that attract responses from young viewers all across the country. In 2015, BtN
released the Happiness Survey which, as its name suggests, focused on what made children
in Australia feel happy. The poll received around 20,000 responses. It was repeated in 2017
with input from the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit and received over 47,000
responses. The Child and Community Wellbeing Unit analysed the quantitative data

collected, leading to an ongoing collaboration with BtN.

In 2017, the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit proposed a poll about children’s
contributions in Australia to explore and acknowledge their active role in the community.
Unlike previous polls designed by adults from BtN and the University of Melbourne, the Kids
Contribute Poll aimed to incorporate children and young people’s views in the process of
making the poll. To achieve this, the team at the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit
developed a scaled-up model of participatory research where child co-researchers (also
referred to in this thesis as young co-researchers) would actively participate in creating

guestions for the online poll, interpreting its results and reporting their findings.

The Kids Contribute study had two main components. The first one was qualitative and

participatory, and consisted of collaborating with young co-researchers to explore their
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views and experiences about contributing, use their insights to co-develop questions for the
Kids Contribute Poll and help interpret the poll findings. Additionally, child co-researchers
would have the opportunity to be involved in the reporting and dissemination of their
findings as co-authors and transmit their final recommendations to a panel of adult experts
from different fields and areas of practice at a National Child and Youth Forum that was

carried out at the University.

The second component of the Kids Contribute study was quantitative and consisted of using
BtN’s digital platform to open the Kids Contribute Poll to child viewers across Australia. The
poll had 17 items developed in collaboration with child co-researchers. The poll also included
the Child and Youth Resilience Measure (CYRM-R), a self-report instrument that aims to
assess the socio-ecological elements of resilience (Resilience Research Centre, 2016) (for the
complete poll, please see Appendix 15). More specifically, the Kids Contribute Poll included

the CYRM-12, a brief version designed for youth between 10 and 23 years old.

The qualitative and participatory component of the Kids Contribute study served to explore
two different topics. The first topic was child co-researchers’ views and experiences of
contributing in their everyday lives. Additionally, it provided an opportunity to explore the
processes and outcomes of collaborating with child co-researchers when scaling-up
participatory research. The design of the Kids Contribute study fulfilled the definition of
scaling-up participatory research that | adopted for my PhD research (see Glossary and

Chapter 3: Literature Review) in the following ways:

e Expanding the geographic scale of the research: The Kids Contribute study
progressively increased in size and scale. Our team began recruiting child co-
researchers in different locations of the Melbourne metropolitan area. Gradually,
new child co-researchers joined the study from across the state of Victoria, and then
other states in the country.

e Promoting child decision-making across the research: Child co-researchers were
actively involved in making decisions across key stages of the research that involved
the different ecological levels of the study (local, national).

e Promoting child empowerment: Child co-researchers were actively involved in

research and advocacy activities at the local and national levels.
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e Dialogue: child co-researchers across study locations collaborated in an overarching

study, first by working in separate teams and then gathering at the forum.

Research questions

In this context, | took part in the Kids Contribute study as the adult researcher who would
collaborate with young co-researchers in the qualitative and participatory component of the
study. While the overall Kids Contribute study aimed to explore children’s views of
contributing and their relationship to resilience, my PhD study had the objective of exploring
how does scaling-up participatory research influence child co-researchers’ critical

consciousness and their agency in the research?
To achieve this aim, the following questions guided the research:

e How did being co-researchers influence children’s critical reflection and critical
action?

e How did scaling-up shape child co-researchers’ development of critical
consciousness?

e How did scaling-up participatory research influence child co-researchers’ agency in

their relationship with adults?

Collaborating with children as co-researchers and key informants

The child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study were children living in different parts of
Australia and from a mix of backgrounds. The maximum age for participating was 18 years
old, and although there was no explicit minimum age for child co-researchers, the youngest
was 7 years old. Apart from being under 18 years old, there were no other inclusion or
exclusion criteria for participating in the Kids Contribute study. The same was true for child
co-researchers participating in the forum, with the exception that child co-researchers who
wanted to present in front of the audience had to consent (and have parent/caregiver
consent) to be included in shared photos and video recordings, because it wouldn’t be
possible to delete them from the forum coverage that would be later used for study reports

and media releases.

The children who participated in the Kids Contribute Study in this way had a double role as
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co-researchers and key informants. As child co-researchers, they would share power for
decision-making with the adult researchers over different stages: co-developing poll
questions, interpreting results, and developing key messages and recommendations for the
forum. Because of this, young co-researchers had the right to be acknowledged as co-
authors of the research in some study reports and the National and Youth Forum if they

wished.

At the same time, children were key informants that shared their insights on how they
contributed in their everyday lives and their experience as co-researchers during focus
groups and research meetings. In this sense, they had the right to privacy and confidentiality

regarding what they said and did during focus groups and research meetings.

Recruitment

The recruitment process aimed to invite child co-researchers from a mixture of different
ages, genders and from urban/rural, low/middle income and migrant backgrounds. It was
also possible to work remotely with child co-researchers living out of the state of Victoria, in
Western Australia, Queensland and the Australian Capital Territory. Rather than setting up a
specific strategy to scale from the local to the national level, the recruitment phase of the
Kids Contribute study expanded organically as we first connected with collaborators and
organizations within Melbourne, then from across Victoria and then from interstate. The
names of places and organizations and other types of potentially identifying information

have been changed or omitted to protect children’s privacy.

A variety of different recruitment methods were used. The CCW Unit recruited 10 teams of 4
— 12 child co-researchers at seven different locations (schools, sports clubs and charity
organizations). It is important to explain that, other than the potential benefits that being a
co-researcher can offer children (e.g. enjoy the experiences, developing research skills), no
additional incentives were offered to child co-researchers (e.g. money, gift cards) at the time
of recruitment. In some study locations, adult staff at each organization invited the potential
child co-researchers, explained the study to them in their own words and then gave them
Plain Language Statements (PLS) (Appendix 16) and consent forms for them (Appendix 17)
and their parents/guardians (Appendix 18 and Appendix 19).
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In one study location, adult staff nominated one young person who were then given the
opportunity to invite 3 — 4 friends from the same organization to be part of their research
team. Then, | personally met with them to explain the study in my own words and deliver
the PLS and consent forms. A third way for children to join the Kids Contribute study
emerged when the study was covered by the media. In these cases, the lead researcher was
first contacted by parents or family members because their child was keen to be a co-
researcher. The lead researcher explained the project and provided the PLS and consent
forms in person, by phone and e-mail. Finally, one child co-researcher was nominated by

BtN, because he had previously participated in a story broadcast on this TV show.

A second stage of consent applied to the presentation of their Kids Contribute findings and
recommendations to a panel of influential Australian adults and young people (two UNICEF
Youth Ambassadors) representing different fields at a National Child and Youth Forum.
Those who accepted were given the forum information sheets and signed consent forms for

young co-researchers (Appendix 20) and their parents/guardians (Appendix 21).

The process of working with child co-researchers

In this section, | explain the process of my PhD study within the larger Kids Contribute study
as well as how and when child co-researchers were involved across the stages of data
collection, data analysis and the reporting of results. As previously explained, the Kids
Contribute study consisted of a series of stages (Figure 14). First, | met with child co-
researchers to discuss their experiences and insights into contributing. Based on these
discussions, we developed and tested questions for the Kids Contribute Poll, that was
launched by BtN. Then, we met again to interpret the poll findings together. After this, child
co-researchers developed key messages and recommendations that they presented at the
National Child and Youth Forum. Then, | met with child co-researchers one more time to ask
for their feedback on the Kids Contribute study. Finally, | worked on my own to report the

overall findings of this PhD research.
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Figure 14: Stages of the Kids Contribute Study

Figure 15 presents the research components of my PhD project in more detail. The data
collection stage consisted of collaborating with child co-researchers across the Kids
Contribute study and exploring their insights during focus groups and research meetings.
The data collected was then analysed in different ways, with varying levels of child co-
researchers’ involvement. Young co-researchers were active collaborators in making BtN poll
questions, interpreting poll findings, developing key messages and recommendations and
presenting at the forum. | also analysed the data on my own in two ways. First, | carried out
a thematic analysis of child co-researchers’ initial insights into how they contributed in their
everyday lives and how their views were transformed after they presented the poll findings.
Then, | analysed child co-researchers’ feedback on their experience in the Kids Contribute

Study using narrative synthesis.

The results of these analyses are reported in the next two chapters. In Chapter 7, | report my
results on how child co-researchers’ critical consciousness developed as they devised poll
guestions, interpreted results, and developed key messages that they presented at the
forum. In Chapter 8 | present an analytic story of child co-researchers’ experiences in the
Kids Contribute study that | used as a reflexive exercise to examine my influence in the

research and child co-researchers’ agency across the project.
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Figure 15: Research components of the Kids Contribute Study

Data collection methods

As the PhD researcher, | led almost all the initial focus groups and research meetings with
child co-researchers, either in-person or via videoconference. The only two exceptions were
some child co-researchers who lived inter-state and would not benefit from working
remotely with me because there was not enough rapport and/or communicating via
telephone or online was not feasible. All focus group or research meetings with child co-
researchers lasted about one hour and were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim for
analysis. | also took notes after each session with child co-researchers and developed

research memos to support the process of analysing the data.

Generating mind maps and other working documents was an important part of focus groups
and meetings with child co-researchers. This helped keep track of the ideas and keep a
collaborative record of the work carried out by the adult researcher and child co-

researchers. Often, the mind maps were used to review previous advances in the research
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process. The adult researcher and child co-researchers also registered their work using lists,
slides, or by highlighting and marking documents. | collected all these documents to support

my analysis of the data.

As previously shown, | collected data across the following stages:

Focus groups about child co-researchers’ insights into contributing:

The first focus group discussions were guided by a theme guide that explored how child co-
researchers contributed in their everyday lives at home, school and community; how they
felt about contributing; what motivated them to help; and how contributing changed as

children and adolescents grow up (Appendix 22).

Co-developing the Kids Contribute Poll

Young co-researchers helped develop poll questions. During research meetings, we
discussed what topics about contributing they were interested in asking other children
across Australia. Together we worked on creating multiple-choice questions, the format
required for the online poll. | gathered these questions and worked with the CCW Unit team
to generate a preliminary version of the poll. This version was then tested with some child
co-researchers using a Thinking Aloud approach to gather young people’s impressions as
they responded to the poll (Willis, DeMaio, & Harris-Kojetin, 1999). With this information,
the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit team put together a new version of the poll that
was reviewed by the BtN team, who made minor modifications to some of the wording. For
a more detailed description of the process of making and testing the poll questions with
child co-researchers, please see Chapter 7: How did being co-researchers in the Kids

Contribute study influence children’s critical consciousness? .

The Kids Contribute Poll
The Kids Contribute Poll went online on BtN’s official website between March — April 2017

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=URwIlzHwyUZE). The BtN team collected the data and

delivered it in a de-identified spreadsheet to the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit team,

who carried out the data analysis.

Interpreting findings, identifying key messages and recommendations
| summarized the quantitative findings of the Kids Contribute Poll in a PowerPoint
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presentation (Appendix 23) that | showed to each team of child co-researchers. Child co-
researchers also watched a video of how BtN covered the poll results in one of their stories

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7p39fVIYmEw). Based on these materials, the child co-

researchers and | discussed their impressions of the poll findings. Using a theme guide
(Appendix 24), | asked child co-researchers if they felt that the poll findings reflected their
expectations, what were the most relevant findings for them, and what were their messages

and recommendations for how to support children and adolescents to contribute in society.

National Child and Youth Forum:

| met with child co-researchers 1 — 4 times to prepare for the forum (one child co-researcher
from interstate worked with the help of a school staff member). During these meetings, child
co-researchers continued developing their key messages and recommendations, and chose
how to present them to a panel of adult and young experts (i.e. PowerPoint presentations,
videos, skits). The members of the panel were selected based on how their work was related
to the topics of child co-researchers’ presentations and their potential to act upon child co-
researchers’ ideas and recommendations. A more detailed description of how the panel
was formed is included in Chapter 8: Child co-researchers’ experiences of agency during the
Kids Contribute study. Each presentation focused on a topic that child co-researchers found
to be the most relevant for them and was targeted at one or more members of the panel
who would be able to respond and act upon it. The presentations carried out by child co-
researchers at the National Child and Youth Forum were videorecorded and transcribed for
analysis. The supporting PowerPoint files (Appendix 25) and the forum report Appendix 26)

were also collected for analysis.

Child co-researchers’ feedback on the Kids Contribute Study:

At the end of the Kids Contribute study, | conducted focus group discussions to explore child
co-researchers’ experience of the research process. For example, | asked child co-
researchers about the levels of agency they experienced during the study, what topics and
activities interested them the most, what level of decision-making they would prefer if they
engaged in another participatory study, and what were their impressions of collaborating
with child co-researchers from different backgrounds and places in Australia (see Appendix

27).
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Reporting

The final stage of my PhD research consisted of gathering all the collected data and including
the participatory elements of the analysis with my own interpretation of the data. As
previously explained, this process was based on data and interpretations that child co-
researchers and | generated in collaboration. Yet, the final outcomes of the reporting stage

are the result of my individual work.

Data analysis methods

Thematic analysis:

| carried out an abductive thematic analysis of the transcribed material (i.e. focus groups,
research meetings, forum presentations) to identify and analyse patterns in child co-
researchers’ insights about contributing before and after the Kids Contribute Poll. In an
iterative process, | moved back and forth from a) deductively applying my previous
frameworks and theories to the data (i.e. going from the general to the particular) to b)
inductively exploring what topics, categories and themes emerged from the data (i.e. going
from the particular to the general) (Liamputtong, 2013, p. 249). First, | reviewed transcript
material to search for meanings present across the data to identify small categories or
codes. Then, | grouped these categories into wider themes. This was an ongoing and

iterative process that went back and forth between my analysis and the original data.

Narrative synthesis:

As a reflexive exercise, | also carried out a narrative synthesis analysis to gain a better
understanding of how child co-researchers’ experiences and views about collaborating with
adults in research evolved over time. Narrative synthesis or crafting stories has been
proposed as an innovative, rigorous, and trustworthy tool for researchers to analyse and
present data. In this method, language is understood as a tool for creating and interpreting
meanings, not a ‘transparent medium’ to objectively describe the world (Crowther, Ironside,
Spence, & Smythe, 2017; Dan Goodley, 2004). This means that using stories is not proposed
as the only and best way to analyse data, but one that can help identify meanings that could

remain hidden using other strategies (Crowther et al., 2017; D Goodley & Clough, 2004).

While other approaches establish that verbatim data or text should be altered as little as

possible, researchers who work with stories acknowledge that no data can provide the full
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and final account of people’s experiences, and any type of analysis involves the researchers’
subjective interpretations (Crowther et al., 2017). Narratives are also constantly being
renewed: no story can be a final account of an event. People can narrate a same experience
in various ways, depending on contextual factors like time, audience, prompts, new
experiences, new insights, and even how many times the story had been told (Crowther et
al., 2017). Therefore, different stories can tell equally significant versions of the truth. Thus,
instead of seeking generalizability or replicability, stories aim to be authentic in terms of
their capacity to express and resonate with others in an engaging and plausible way

(Crowther et al., 2017; Dan Goodley, 2004).

Crafting stories is an iterative and sometimes messy process. However, it’s possible to
summarize this process into a series of steps that progressively generate new insights and
lead to a final story (Dan Goodley, 2004). The process of crafting the stories advanced from
an inductive, to a deductive and finally abductive approach to the data (Figure 16), as

explained further below.

Identifying
relevant

Diving into -
the data L d moments in

Elaborating

vignettes ____ J Crafting a final sto
about relevant - =

the research

topics

process

Inductive reasoning Deductive reasoning Abductive reasoning

Figure 16: The process of crafting stories

The first step consisted of inductively approaching the data collected during activities with
child co-researchers (i.e. verbatim transcriptions of meetings, focus groups, notes, memos).
Starting from the particular to the general helped me identify important moments across the
research process. | highlighted and put together these moments into a master record that

reflected the experiences of each team of child co-researchers.

Then, | put together the identified bits of transcript into various short vignettes (Dan
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Goodley, 2004) (Appendix 28), with each vignette representing the experience of one or
more child co-researchers around topics that strongly emerged in the data in relation to
their experience in the study, the development of critical consciousness and sharing power
between adults and children. The different topics also reflected the different stages of the
project, including how child co-researchers reflected about contributing, how they made poll
questions and interpreted findings, how they drew conclusions and made recommendations,
what difficulties they encountered and what support they received from adults. To keep the
flow of the narration, minor adjustments were made to remove extraneous details, order
ideas and correct grammar (Crowther et al., 2017). While using original quotes helped stay
close to what the child co-researchers had said and done, | incorporated my adult
researchers’ voice as the narrator of the story. This helped me acknowledge more explicitly
that the story was constructed solely from my perspective. The last stage of crafting the
story was abductive, and consisted of integrating a Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD)
framework (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002), the literature on participatory research with
children, and findings from previous research on children’s development of critical
consciousness. Combining observations with theoretical knowledge provided new
understandings that helped me integrate the vignettes into one final story (Dan Goodley,
2004). It's important to explain that, because stories generate new meanings, they are
already an outcome of the analysis. Therefore, after finishing their stories, many researchers
choose not to analyse them further (Dan Goodley, 2004). Yet, for my research, | decided that
it was important to systematize a discussion where the new meanings that emerged from
the story were interpreted based on the current rights-based research with children,

including participatory research.

Participatory approach

In participatory research, adult researchers aim to promote children’s agency by sharing
power for decision-making across the research process (for more on the principles of
participatory research, see Chapter 2: Conceptual framework). However, this is a broad
definition, and important nuances must be identified and discussed regarding the how, when

and who of the participatory research process (Shier, 2018).

Regarding the what and the how of child co-researchers’ agency, Figure 17 illustrates the
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application of Shier’s (2018) analytical tool for adult-child collaborations to the Kids
Contribute study (the stages of the research were adapted to suit the Kids Contribute study).
It’s important to explain that the adult researchers and members of the BtN team
consciously decided to keep full control over two key stages of the research: designing the
research question and developing the research design. These decisions were taken
considering some very important trade-offs and contextual limitations. First, child co-
researchers were invited to participate in a study that already had a defined research
question. This could have prevented them from developing a different question that perhaps
wouldn’t have been thought of by the adults in the study and that might have been more
relevant for children and young people in Australia. However, consulting or collaborating
with children from different places in Australia to develop research questions and study
design wouldn’t have been possible within the time and resource limitations of this study.
Instead, potential child co-researchers were invited to participate to a study about
contributing where they could choose what questions would be in the poll. The adult
research team interpreted child co-researchers’ voluntary and informed consent as a

manifestation of their interest in this research question.

Child Co-researchers’ Level of Decision-Making
Not involved Consulted  Collaboration Child-led

Designing research
questions

Research design/ methods

Recruiting other co-

— 1 study site
researchers

Discussing insights about
contributing Co-researchers from

all study sites
Developing poll questions

Recruiting poll
respondents

Co-researchers from

Interpreting findings,
developing key messages

Presenting at National Il studv si
Child and Youth Forum all study sites

Providing feedback
Reporting

Figure 17: Analysing child-adult collaborations in the Kids Contribute Study, adapted from
Shier (2018)
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Designing the study in collaboration with the child co-researchers was outside the scope of
this study. Thus, important elements regarding child co-researchers’ agency, sense of
ownership over the project and ideas for generating data may have been overlooked. For
this reason, an additional stage of asking for child co-researchers’ feedback was added to the
research process as a way of incorporating their views in the further development of this

model for future efforts to scale-up participatory research.

Despite the limitations to child co-researchers’ agency at the start of the Kids Contribute
study, there was a high level of collaboration between young co-researchers and adult
researchers during the rest of the research process. Child co-researchers were actively
involved in sharing their views about contributing, developing questions for the poll,
interpreting findings, and identifying and presenting key messages and recommendations for
the forum. Some child co-researchers at one location were also involved in recruiting peers
for their research teams. In this way, it’s possible to argue that child co-researchers had
levels of agency that allowed them to be actively involved in generating knowledge and

advocating for change.

However, it’s important to explore in more depth how this collaboration took place, as
participatory approaches to research don’t necessarily imply that adult researchers and child
co-researchers share the same responsibilities and tasks (Gibbs et al., 2020). This is in line
with Shier’s (2018) recommendation to reflect not just on what activities are carried out in
collaboration with young co-researchers and how, but also who is involved and who is
excluded. This dimension is included in Shier’s analytical tool but, due to lack of space, the

information is presented in more detail separately in Table 7.

Overall, the qualitative and participatory component of the Kids Contribute Study lasted
from May 2017 to October 2018, and | met with each child co-researcher between two and
eight times. | worked with a total of 55 child co-researchers. All of them participated in
making poll questions, but during the course of the project, some decided to withdraw from
the study or weren’t available. Thus, 18 child co-researchers presented at the forum and 16

provided their final feedback. During this time, all child co-researchers were invited to
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participate in the research activities of a participatory nature, and different measures were
taken to facilitate their involvement, such as scheduling meetings at a time and place that
suit them, using technology to work remotely and giving them control over how many
sessions they needed to prepare for the forum. Additionally, child co-researchers outside of
Victoria could work with the help of other adults if they preferred to do so (one child co-
researcher took this option) and travel expenses for child co-researchers and their parents

attending the forum from interstate were covered by a grant.

Because of this, when child co-researchers did not participate in an activity it was because
they preferred not to be involved in that specific task, withdrew from the Kids Contribute
Study or were not available because of their schedule. Additionally, in one study location, it
was not possible to reconnect with child co-researchers because they did not continue
participating in the collaborating program. In another study location, our main collaborator
had to withdraw from the study due to the serious illness of a close family member, so it

wasn’t possible to arrange more meetings with child co-researchers.

Table 7: Activities carried out by child co-researchers and adults in collaboration

Stages of the research
process that involved child
co-researchers

Activities carried out by
child co-researchers

Activities carried out by
adults

Co-developing poll
questions

All child co-researchers
helped create poll
questions.

Five child co-researchers
helped test the preliminary
version of the poll.

Adult researchers:
supported the process of
making poll questions;
classifying questions and
proposed a unified
preliminary version of the
poll; incorporating CYRM.

BtN team: minimal
adjustments to the final
version of the poll (i.e.
wording, presentation).
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Recruiting other child co-
researchers

Child co-researchers at one
sports club nominated peers
to be part of their research
team.

Adult researchers: invited
schools, sports clubs and
charity organizations to
participate; suggested
criteria for nominating child
co-researchers.

Adult staff at collaborating
organizations: nominated
child co-researchers.

Participating in focus
groups about their insights
on contributing

All child co-researchers
participated in generating
data about their
experiences contributing.

Adult researchers: led focus
groups, collected materials.

Interpreting poll findings,
identifying key messages
and recommendations

All teams of child co-
researchers except one
participated in interpreting
the quantitative findings of
the poll.

Adult researchers: carried
out quantitative analysis of
poll data, presented poll
results to child co-
researchers, analysed
gualitative data from focus
groups, meetings and
forum.

Presenting at National Child
and Youth Forum

All child co-researchers who
remained in the study were
invited to present at the
National Child and Youth
Forum. 18 child co-
researchers accepted.

Adult researchers:
supported child co-
researchers in making
presentations and organized
the forum.

Providing feedback on the
Kids Contribute Study

16 out of the 18 child co-
researchers who
participated in the forum
provided feedback on the
study.

Adult researchers: led
discussion.

The Kids Contribute Study was designed so child co-researchers would have similar

opportunities to become involved at different stages of the research. Nevertheless, this did
not mean that all child co-researchers participated in the same research activities. As would
be expected, the number of child co-researchers participating in the study decreased across

time. Likewise, child co-researchers’ views were not included in the decision-making
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processes reflected in this application of Shier’s analytical tool. Therefore, it’s necessary to

explore their perspectives on their experiences of agency as child co-researchers.

Summary

In this chapter, | explain that the Kids Contribute Study was the wider research context
where my PhD project took place, with my work focusing on the qualitative and participatory
component of the Kids Contribute Study. The Kids Contribute Study’s objective was to
explore how children contribute and how it relates to their resilience. Meanwhile, my aim
was to gain a better understanding of child co-researchers’ insights into their contributions,
how their views were transformed across the research process and young people’s
perspectives on being child co-researchers. | did this by collecting different types of data
during our research activities and analysing it in two different ways. First, | applied an
abductive thematic analysis to explore child co-researchers’ development of critical
consciousness during the Kids Contribute study. Then, as an exercise of reflexivity, | used
narrative synthesis to craft a story about the process of collaborating with child co-
researchers. The results and discussion of these different approaches to the data will be

presented in the next two chapters.
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Chapter 7: How did being co-researchers in the Kids
Contribute study influence children’s critical consciousness?

Introduction

The Kids Contribute study was a mixed-method study that aimed to explore how children in
Australia contribute in their everyday lives and how it relates to their resilience. This study
was carried out with a team of young co-researchers to identify core themes and then
extended to children and teenagers across Australia through a nation-wide online poll that
was developed in collaboration with the child co-researchers. Then, child co-researchers
interpreted the poll results to identify the key messages and were invited to present their
findings and recommendations to a panel of experts at the National Child and Youth Forum,

co-hosted by the University of Melbourne and the National Children’s Commissioner.

Within the Kids Contribute study, my PhD project focused on exploring the qualitative and
participatory component of the research. More specifically, | aimed to gain a better
understanding of child co-researchers’ views about their contributions and explore how
scaling-up participatory research with children shaped child co-researchers’ critical
consciousness and agency in the research process. This chapter will focus on the former
objective, and report on child co-researchers’ insights about contributing, the poll questions
they helped develop, their responses to the Kids Contribute Poll and the final key messages

they presented at the National Child and Youth Forum.

As shown in Figure 18, my findings on child co-researchers’ insights about contributing
before the Kids Contribute Poll are the results of my thematic analysis. The questions that
went into the Kids Contribute Poll and the key messages presented at the forum are a result
of my collaborative work with the child co-researchers. Finally, the analysis of how child co-
researchers’ views of contributing were changed by their involvement in the Kids Contribute
study and the National Child and Youth Forum is based on my thematic analysis in

combination with the participatory work carried out with them.
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Data Collection Data Analysis

Insights about contributing O Thematic (@) Insights about
(focus groups) contributing
Making poll questions O Participatory Q Poll questions
(meetings)

* Kids Contribute Poll (l) Quantitative <|)P°" findings

J) Interpreting results, key Therj'\?tic& (l) Discussions about
messages (meetings) participatory poll results

QO National Child & YouthForum O Participatory Q© Key messages

QO Feedback (focus group) QO Narrative Synthesis @) Story

Orange represents my PhD study.
Blue represents stages when co-researchers actively participated.
Yellow highlighting represents elements reported in this chapter.

Figure 18: Elements of the Kids Contribute Study reported in this chapter

In the following sections, | will provide details about the child co-researchers in the Kids
Contribute Study. | also will report my results on how the research process influenced child
co-researchers’ views about contributing and how scaling-up influenced the development of

critical consciousness across increasingly wider contexts.

Who were the young co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study?

Overall, 55 children and adolescents were child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study:
25 (45.5%) male and 30 (54.5%) female. Child co-researchers’ ages ranged from 7 to 17 years
old. The average age for the whole group was 11.9 years old, with 11.7 years old for males,
and 12 years old for females (data on age was missing for two child co-researchers, one
male, one female). Table 8 details child co-researchers’ age ranges, showing that most of

them were between 10 — 12 years old.
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Table 8: Child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study according to age range

Total number of child co-researchers
Age Range Number of Percentage
children

7 -9 yearsold 10 18.1%
10 - 12 years old 24 43.6%
13 -15yearsold 12 21.8%
16 — 17 years old 7 12.7%
Missing data 2 3.6%

Child co-researchers came from a diversity of contexts, including rural/urban communities
(65% urban and 35% rural) and migrant/non-migrant background (approximately 36% of
child co-researchers were second generation migrants). A large proportion of child co-
researchers were recruited from a sports clubs (71%), and the 18 (33%) child co-researchers
who were recruited in other settings (schools) often participated in sports clubs and other
types of clubs. A majority of the child co-researchers lived in the State of Victoria (N = 46,
83.6%). The remaining nine child co-researchers (16.4%) were from other States
(Queensland, Australian Capital Territory and Western Australia). In order to protect child
co-researchers’ privacy, more detailed information relating to background and

organizational memberships has been withheld.

Child co-researchers were free to choose their level of involvement in the Kids Contribute
Study (see Figure 19 for a summary of how many child co-researchers participated in each
stage of the research). While a larger number of child co-researchers were keen to be
involved in the early stages of the study, only a smaller number were willing and able to
make the additional considerable commitment required to participate in the National Child
and Youth Forum. In some cases, child co-researchers preferred not to continue participating
due to lack of time or interest, or because unexpected circumstances obstructed our adult

supporters from supporting their continued involvement. In other cases, attempts to contact
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child co-researchers after the Kids Contribute Poll weren’t successful. Additionally, new child

co-researchers joined the study after the launch of the Kids Contribute Poll.

Figure 19: Number of young co-researchers across the stages of the Kids Contribute Study

The following section reports the findings of my thematic analysis of child co-researchers’
initial insights about contributing and how they were shaped by the research process (see

Appendix 29 for the corresponding codebook).

Young co-researchers’ insights into contributing

Broadly speaking, child co-researchers tended to agree with each other that contributing
meant ‘helping out’, being altruistic, doing something for others’ benefit, having a positive
impact on one’s environment or being a positive leader. Helping actions had to be relevant
enough to be appreciated by others, however, contributing did not have to consist of grand
gestures of generosity or self-sacrifice. Instead, they suggested that contributing could
consist of doing ‘normal things’ in child co-researchers’ everyday lives, such as having a
collaborative attitude, listening to others, behaving well and contributing to maintaining
harmony: ‘When you go to a holiday program, instead of being bad, be good, and you listen

to what they say, so you’re fitting in with the group’ (Roberto, 11 years old).

Contributing was also closely related to acting out of a sense of commitment, loyalty and
altruism, even if the outcomes were uncertain. For example, child co-researchers who
coached others at sports clubs weren’t always certain that their advice would lead others to
improve their skills and win games. Other times, child co-researchers said they could make
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mistakes such as breaking dishes or burning food when helping at home. Despite this, having
the intention of helping was considered as important as the final outcome: ‘even if you don’t

think you did really well, you still participated and gave it a try’ (Sophia, 11 years old).

Based on these understandings of contributing, child co-researchers reported doing a myriad
of activities to help (for the whole list of activities, see Appendix 30). At home, child co-
researchers often helped with cleaning and other chores like cooking. Meanwhile, at schools
and clubs, child co-researchers often participated in extracurricular activities, behaved well
and had a collaborative attitude towards adult staff. As shown by the following dialogue, a
strong topic that emerged in the data was some child co-researchers’ eagerness to mentor,

coach or teach their peers:

Katitza: Why do you want to coach?

Fernando (16 years old): It's fun, teaching.

Richard (17 years old): | think it'd be fun teaching people and showing them good

plays, how to get better, go and watch their game, cheering them on.

Fernando (16 years old): You feel like you've accomplished something when they get

better.

Child co-researchers often contributed at home, school and clubs, but tended to help less in
the wider community (face-to-face or online). The exception was contributing to the
environment by taking care of trees, plants, animals or recycling, which was frequently done

at home or school.

Why did child co-researchers contribute?

For child co-researchers, offering help and being asked for help were equally valuable ways
of contributing. Most of the time, child co-researchers were keen on volunteering: ‘Well, |
have a school, and | choose to have a lot of jobs. If my teacher asks me, ‘what kind of jobs do
you want to do?’ | really put my hand up for most of them. So, | get chosen’ (Angela, 11
years old). Child co-researchers also appreciated being asked to help because they did not

always know when their help was needed or felt they lacked motivation to do some chores.
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A strong theme in the data was that children and teenagers had the duty of helping others.
Further, contributing was an important way of maintaining reciprocity: ‘It's very cool, you do
good things, good things happen, like, you do a good thing and good things happen to you’
(Connor, 8 years old). For example, some child co-researchers argued that children should
help at home because of the sacrifices their parents have made for them. Getting paid for
helping outside home was not necessarily desirable. Although rewards were an important

source of motivation to contribute, these did not have to be material:

‘l umpire the lower grade. | don’t get paid anymore; | don’t want to get paid. |
used to get paid 5 bucks per match for umpiring. It’s fun, and | really want to
get to the Grand Final, it’s big for me. | wanna win the Grand Final’ (Adam, 11

years old).

Child co-researchers also appreciated being rewarded, for example, by going out with family
and friends. At school, awards and good marks were an important motivation to contribute.

Being thanked was also a powerful source of encouragement:

‘Even just your mom telling you that you’re great at this is a reward too. You
don’t need again an object to be happy. Even your mom saying you’ve been
such a good person; | wish | could get you something, but | can’t because there
are bills... Just getting that from your mom, even saying ‘great work’ is a

reward’ (Angela, 11 years old).

In contrast, another theme that strongly emerged was receiving money for helping at home
or other places. At home, pocket money was perceived as a fair compensation for having to
do unpleasant, boring or more difficult chores, especially as child co-researchers became

older:

“Cause when you’re 10 there may be a few chores that you can’t do because
you’re too small or it’s like you’re not strong enough for something and then
as you get older you could probably be doing a lot more housework. And

‘cause you’re doing more you should get more money’ (Chloe, 11 years old).

Getting money for chores was also child co-researchers’ main source of income, although
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some did obtain money through other channels (i.e. as allowance, gift for birthdays or
traditional celebrations, having a job). Child co-researchers used this money to purchase
things for themselves such as clothes, toys, food, video games or going out. Other times,
getting paid for doing jobs outside the home (e.g. clubs) meant child co-researchers could
help their parents by asking them less for money. Additionally, getting money for helping

was an important pathway to learning how to manage money.

Fostering resilience

Promoting positive feelings and a higher sense of efficacy

Contributing made child co-researchers feel happy and good about themselves. Moreover,
contributing helped child co-researchers identify their own strengths to develop their
confidence and a sense of efficacy. By contributing, child co-researchers felt trustworthy,

capable, mature, and important for their family and friends.

Promoting a sense of connection and positive relationships with others

Contributing made child co-researchers feel compassionate and capable of having a positive
impact in the wider world around them. At the same time, contributing helped foster a
sense of collective identity and belonging to schools and clubs. By helping others, child co-
researchers could also build friendships. As 15-year-old Anita explained, contributing made

her ‘feel like others around you think that you are needed, kind of useful.’

Having positive relationships with parents, family and the community motivated young
people to contribute more in these spaces. However, a stronger theme in the data was that
contributing itself promoted positive relationships in child co-researchers’ lives. Child co-
researchers emphasized that they often helped family and friends feel better when they
were angry or sad, and stood up for peers who were being bullied. As Angela (11 years old)
expressed: ‘l actually love cleaning with my mom. (...) And | can just be a helping hand with

my mom. And, so, she enjoys it, so all the stress is gone, and | like cleaning.’

At school and clubs, child co-researchers reported that contributing helped them develop a
sense of belonging to the community (e.g. at school or clubs) and obtain the
acknowledgement of adults and peers. Further, contributing opened opportunities for child

co-researchers to become leaders and role models for peers and younger children. Activities
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like coaching and mentoring helped child co-researchers become more sensitive to other
people’s needs (e.g. moods, styles of learning) and be more collaborative with adults.

Sameera (13 years old) explained how coaching helped her overcome shyness:

‘vou need to know how to talk to people, because you don’t want to be shy. (...) Try
to become comfortable with them. (...) Do, like, games, like, knowing your name
games, and what’s your favourite food. (...) They might feel like, ‘Oh, we’re the same.

Yeah, I’'m fine — feel comfortable around you.’

Developing a sense of responsibility
Another strong theme that appeared in the data was that contributing promoted child co-

researchers’ sense of responsibility, perseverance and discipline:

‘I don’t enjoy cleaning and tidying up but when it comes to that stuff, | don’t
mind it because | know it’s for the greater good. Cleaning and tidying up,
that’s something that, like, | feel like everyone should contribute’ (Aamira, 15

years old).

In this way, child co-researchers reported that contributing helped them develop the
capacity to finish what they started and solving problems in a positive way (e.g. without
violence). For one young co-researcher, contributing through his school’s community
services program helped him feel acknowledged by his teachers and understand the
importance of getting a good education. Child co-researchers were also creative to develop

strategies to enjoy jobs they disliked (e.g. playing music while cleaning):

‘And, I'm happy because you have to enjoy it, you know, because there's no point —

because | have to do it every day so | might as well enjoy it’ (Grace, 15 years old).

Child co-researchers suggested that the different experiences that young people gained from
helping could also make them more organized for managing their time and money. In
contrast, not helping with everyday chores could make people more self-centred and less

prepared for being independent.

Building a good future

Contributing at home, school and clubs helped child co-researchers develop skills for
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overcoming future challenges and achieving their goals. For example, helping out at clubs
was a fun and exciting way for child co-researchers to develop skills related to their personal
interests. In addition to this, helping others prepared child co-researchers for adulthood. In
the short-term, contributing could open opportunities for young co-researchers to get their
first job. Other child co-researchers highlighted that contributing helped them become more

capable of keeping a home and raising a family.

Further, child co-researchers reported that contributing helped them build the skills,

knowledge and experience necessary for achieving their dreams:

‘Yeah, what encourages me, me getting better... me getting somewhere in life. Me

just helping around the world, me just being a better person’ (Angela, 11 years old).

For example, contributing at school could also help have a successful career in the future by
improving school engagement and academic performance. Meanwhile, contributing at

sports clubs was crucial for those who aspired to be future professional athletes.

Limitations to how contributing can help foster resilience

Child co-researchers’ experiences of contributing were mostly positive but contributing
could also be accompanied by negative feelings. Child co-researchers placed a great value on
feeling appreciated by others when they helped, but they did not always receive the
acknowledgement they hoped for. This could lead young people to feel that their efforts did
not matter in detriment of their confidence and resilience, as evident in the following

dialogue:

Adam (11 years old): Because you’re helping other people be happy that will also

make you happy so you could become a more happy person and so - - -

Corey (10 years old): More proud.

Adam (11 years old): So, if you’re happier then it’s easier to overcome stuff like that.
(...) Because, like, if you do stuff and they say good job, {(...) like, it might make you

get...

Corey (10 years old): More encouragement. (...
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Katitza: Do you think there are — most children feel that appreciation when they

contribute?

Adam (11 years old): (...) | don’t get told — tell that because every — whatever my —
me and my dad did he’d swap stuff around my mum doesn’t like that because she’s

grumpy all the time. And, saying that for good reasons and puts everything back. (...)

Katitza: So, if you don’t get that feeling of appreciation you might be a little bit less

resilient?

Corey (10 years old): You’d be a bit, like — like trying to do and that work. No one

cares.

Child co-researchers also reported feeling used or forced into contributing, especially when

they perceived that the task was meaningless or lacked justification:

‘If they're making you do it for no reason and you don't want to do it but they force

you, that's bad’ (Shakir, 11 years old).

This often happened when house chores kept child co-researchers from doing other
activities like homework, playing videos games or using social media. Furthermore, doing
chores could be experienced as a form of punishment. However, even feeling forced to help

could be accompanied by positive feelings:

‘you do sort of feel good that you're doing something to help your parents (...) even if

they told you to do it and you couldn't get out of it’ (Sophia, 11 years old).

The Kids Contribute Poll questions

After discussing child co-researchers’ perspectives and experiences of contributing, we
worked on developing questions for the Kids Contribute Poll. Based on their previous
insights, child co-researchers reflected what they wanted to learn about how children
contribute in Australia. In addition to serving the goal of collecting data, a topic that
emerged during my conversations with one group of child co-researchers was that the poll
was itself a type of action. According to Angela and Adam (11 years old), answering the poll

could make respondents reflect about how they contribute and think of ways to help others
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even more. This was consistent with the comments that respondents left on the website

after completing the poll.

To devise poll questions, | encouraged child co-researchers to start by brainstorming
guestions in any format they wanted (e.g. open, yes/no). Then, | helped them transform
those questions into multiple-choice items (the format used by BtN in their online polls). Due
to lack of resources to analyse the large amounts of qualitative data that would result from a

national poll, it wasn’t possible to include open-ended questions.

In total, the different teams of child co-researchers helped develop an initial set of 83 poll
guestions. | sorted these questions into categories (e.g. questions about helping at home,
questions about preferred and least preferred activities). With the rest of the adult
researchers in the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit, we synthesized the poll by
combining and merging questions from different child co-researchers that were similar. We
also identified those questions that did not address contributing and were more suitable for

a different poll. This exercise resulted in nine questions.

We contacted the young co-researchers, who at that time were taking a break from the
study until the poll results were ready. We asked them if they were available and interested
to help test the poll, and four female child co-researchers of different ages agreed to
participate (most child co-researchers were unavailable because the testing took place
during summer holidays). During the testing, we timed how long it took each child co-
researcher to fill the poll and used a cognitive interview approach where each young co-
researcher ‘thought-aloud’ while responding to the survey (Willis et al., 1999). This allowed
us to explore their impressions of the questions, how they understood them and if there
were any elements that made the questions more difficult to respond. Then, we asked child
co-researchers to what degree they believed that children of different ages could
understand the poll and if the amount of time that it took to fill the poll was reasonable.
Finally, we asked child co-researchers to identify the questions that they thought were the
most important for the Kids Contribute Poll, and which should be eliminated or used in a

different survey. We then used this information to generate a new version of the poll.

The final version of the Kids Contribute Poll had 17 multiple-choice questions about how
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children contribute (for the complete Kids Contribute Poll, see Appendix 15). Among these
guestions, seven were developed with the child co-researchers. Child co-researchers asked
how often children contributed at home, school, clubs and the community in different ways
(i.e. cleaning up, volunteering, helping others feel better). They also asked how much
respondents liked contributing through different activities, how they felt about helping
others in general and what were their main motivations to contribute. Additionally, child co-
researchers asked poll respondents if they believed that girls and boys contribute by doing
the same things, at what age they started doing chores and if they received pocket money
for it (and, if so, how much). Meanwhile, the adult researchers at the Child and Community
Wellbeing Unit added demographic questions and the CYRM (to measure resilience), as

agreed by the child co-researchers.

The Kids Contribute Poll findings

The collection and analysis of the quantitative data collected in the Kids Contribute Poll was
outside the scope of the PhD research. Instead, this chapter aims to explore how making
questions for the Kids Contribute Poll and discussing its findings influenced child co-
researchers’ critical consciousness and experiences of agency. For this reason, this section
summarizes the preliminary poll findings that the child co-researchers helped interpret and

that informed their forum presentations.

The Kids Contribute Poll was launched on the BtN website between late March and early
April 2018. BtN delivered the de-identified data to the researchers at the Child and
Community Wellbeing Unit who carried out the quantitative analysis. After the preliminary
results were ready, | met again with the child co-researchers. | showed them a PowerPoint
presentation that | prepared to synthesize the poll’s main results (see Appendix 23) and a
clip that BtN prepared to cover the Kids Contribute Poll findings

(https://www.abc.net.au/btn/classroom/kids-contribute-results/10489168).

In summary, 10,817 children across Australia responded to the Kids Contribute Poll. The
guantitative analysis showed that 80% of the poll respondents were between six and 11
years old and approximately 20% were between 12 — 18 years old. Most poll respondents

spoke English at home (86%) and were born in Australia (88%). Respondents came from
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across all Australian states and territories: New South Wales (39%), Victoria (21%), Tasmania
(21%), South Australia (13%), Western Australia (12%), Queensland (6%), Australian Capital
Territory (3%) and Northern Territory (1%).

The poll found that almost all poll respondents (99%) contributed in one way or another at
home, school, clubs and elsewhere in the community. Contributing was also associated with
higher levels of resilience. A large number of poll respondents reported feeling happy (63%)
or proud (59%) when they contributed and enjoyed helping others feel better. Only a small
proportion of respondents reported feeling pressured (6%) or annoyed (5%). Almost half of

respondents said they sometimes did not feel their contributions were appreciated.

Most respondents reported contributing without expecting a reward. Respondents’ most
frequent motivations to contribute were because it was fun, interesting, helped others feel
better and made the world a better place. Children and young people also contributed to
learn new things and become leaders. In addition to this, half of the poll respondents

received pocket money for doing chores at home.

The poll also found differences in how children contributed depending on their age and
gender. Younger children (6 — 11 years old) tended to report contributing more often at
home, school, clubs and the community. Meanwhile, older respondents (12 -18 years old)
helped more often with technology, by being leaders and supporting others online. They
were more motivated to help for rewards or because they had no choice. Female poll
respondents tended to help more often in different contexts and to have more positive
feelings towards contributing than males, except online. Girls also started doing chores at a
younger age than boys. Additionally, male and older poll respondents tended to receive

more pocket money for doing house chores than females and younger poll respondents.

Young co-researchers’ responses to the poll: interpreting poll results, identifying
key messages and recommendations

This section focuses on two themes that strongly emerged during the interpretation of the
Kids Contribute Poll: expressing diverse views on the fairness of giving pocket money for
chores and dialoguing about gender inequality in contributing. These themes reflect two

different ways in which child co-researchers reacted to the data when their experience in
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the Kids Contribute study scaled-up from a local project to a nation-wide poll and then to a

national forum.

The way that child co-researchers addressed the topic of getting pocket money for chores
reflected how scaling-up participatory research helped them express their different
perspectives without one necessarily dominating over the rest, thus highlighting the
diversity of the group. In contrast, child co-researchers’ reactions to the poll results on
gender differences manifested a process of dialogue that transformed their initial views and
addressed inequity and discrimination in progressively more inclusive and global ways. |
argue that this process of problematizing gender differences and questioning their root
causes corresponds to what popular educator Paulo Freire (2017) defined as the process of
conscientizagdo or critical consciousness, and that scaling-up participatory research with
children made this process advance from the individual to the local and then to the global
level as explained by the Social Justice Youth Development framework (Ginwright &

Cammarota, 2002) (see Chapter 2: Conceptual framework).

Expressing diverse views on the fairness of getting pocket money for chores

Scaling-up the Kids Contribute study helped gather different perspectives without
necessarily having to reach a final consensus or one voice dominating over the rest. Child co-
researchers had differing views about getting pocket money for chores from the start.
However, it was after seeing the Kids Contribute Poll results that these differences became
more apparent, leading them to present different and sometimes opposing

recommendations at the National Child and Youth Forum.

Child co-researchers helped make questions about pocket money and contributing. Once the
poll results were ready, child co-researchers were surprised to find such a wide range in how
much money some children received. Some expressed ‘shock’ to learn that some young
people received up to $25 a week for doing their homework. These findings lead to
discussions between child co-researchers who were in favour and against getting pocket

money.

Child co-researchers explained that, as they grew older, children’s motivations for

contributing with chores evolved. Those who reported starting at an earlier age (seven years
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or under) explained that, at first, they felt eager to participate in house chores and
experienced opportunities to help around the house as new and exciting. However, as time

passed, older children began feeling less keen to do chores. As two siblings explained:

Carrie (10 years old): When we were, like, three and four we really wanted to help.
And, it was, like, fun to us and we used to, like — like, clean the dishes and the forks

and knives and —

Joey (12 years old): Now we don’t really like it as much.

Child co-researchers argued different reasons for this shift in motivation. Some child co-
researchers suggested changes in mood due to puberty or having competing interests and
responsibilities outside home (i.e. hobbies, social media, school, clubs). Carrying out the
same chores at home for a long time could also make older children feel that those activities
were ‘childish.’ Instead, older children would feel more motivated to contribute outside their
homes in ways that helped them ‘stand out’ (e.g. coaching) or doing chores in exchange for

rewards like getting permission to go out or pocket money.

Child co-researchers tended to agree that younger children often felt more motivated to
help, but that it was older kids who contributed more often because they are expected to be
more responsible. As they grow older, some children begin to demand compensation for
increasing the amount and complexity of their chores. Other child co-researchers disagreed
and argued that children and teenagers should help at home without expecting any money
or rewards in return. In response, child co-researchers who supported getting pocket money
for chores explained that it was important to learn how to manage money. As they grew
older, children started feeling the need to save money and spent it on more expensive items,

such as clothing, phones, video games, other forms of entertainment or gifts:

‘I probably spend, like, five - $10 on treats for my family or for myself or
something. Because, | usually buy sweets a lot but now | don’t do that
anymore. I’'m more buying books and clothes and things like that’ (Angela, 11

years old).

Child co-researchers who were against pocket money for chores responded that teenagers
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who needed money should get a job instead of asking their parents. However, younger co-
researchers argued that they could not get jobs until they were older. In the end, child co-
researchers in favour of pocket money specified that, for them, the real problem was when
pocket money was given unfairly. If children received pocket money for chores, the amount
they receive should be based on the amount and difficulty of the work. Also, children should
not get pocket money for doing things that should be their responsibility, like doing their

homework.

The debate between views in favour and against pocket money for chores wasn’t resolved in
terms of deciding who was correct and who was wrong. Instead, both perspectives were
presented and defended at the National Child and Youth Forum as equally valid. Child co-
researchers presented their different views and recommendations and asked the panellists

about their own views on the subject.

Dialoguing about gender differences in contributing

Discussing gender inequities in how boys and girls contributed at home, school, clubs and
the community was one of the strongest themes that emerged after the Kids Contribute Poll.
However, gender wasn’t child co-researchers’ focus when they first discussed their
experiences of contributing and made questions for the poll. In fact, the Kids Contribute poll
only had one question that directly addressed gender differences (Do you think girls and
boys contribute by doing the same things?). This changed after child co-researchers saw the

Kids Contribute Poll findings.

Child co-researchers’ first reaction to the Kids Contribute Poll results was comparing them to
their own experiences and observations in everyday life. Child co-researchers agreed with
poll findings showing that girls tended to do more house chores (e.g. cleaning, washing,
cooking) while boys did more physical and outdoors work (e.g. gardening in urban areas,
taking care of animals and larger properties in rural areas) and helped more with technology.
Some child co-researchers also said they were aware that males sometimes receive more
pocket money than females. However, other child co-researchers said they did not observe
gender differences in how girls and boys help at their own homes, where siblings of different
genders worked together or took turns doing chores. Rather than their gender, the amount

of pocket money they received depended on their age.
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Some child co-researchers questioned the poll results showing gender differences in
contributing arguing that social desirability or age differences influenced how children
responded. Kyle (15 years old) explained that young girls may have a different style for
answering poll questions in comparison to older male teenagers like him. In this context, it’s
important to explain that the Kids Contribute Poll used a five-point Likert scale to measure
how often respondents helped at home, school, clubs and elsewhere (with 1 = not all, and 5
= a lot). In Kyle’s opinion, younger female respondents may tend to respond with higher

scores and overestimate how often they helped:

‘Personally, when | take a survey similar to — | can imagine that they’ve had — |
don’t respond five much. Like, | only respond if I'm (...) like really passionate
about it. Like, | usually respond three or four if um — if | do it, because | don’t
want to seem like — like — | don’t want to say like arrogant, but | don’t want to
be seen to be misleading with what | do, because | know that some people do

that more than I do.” (Kyle, 15 years old).

Meanwhile, Chloe (11 years old) and Piper (10 years old) argued that male respondents may
tend to report receiving more pocket money because they saw it as a sign of status: ‘because
they want the popularity in the results, going ‘I’'m a cool kid”’ (Piper, 10 years old). They also
argued that teenage male poll respondents would be more likely to be open about their

negative feelings because they were less worried about other people’s opinion:

Katitza: Did you think that maybe there was a reason why boys tend to say that they

feel more tired, more pressured?

Piper (10 years old): Maybe because they — the girls don’t want to diss their parents

more and, like, say that their parents force them, they are just like ‘l don’t care.’

Other child co-researchers argued that more research was necessary to confirm the poll’s
preliminary findings before drawing any conclusions. Sophia (11 years old) stated that it
could be possible that, in houses with only girls or boys, parents would unconsciously end up
giving more money to boys because it was harder to get them to do chores. However, in her
opinion, it was unlikely that in the same family, parents would intentionally give different

amounts of money to siblings of different gender for the same work. Therefore, future
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surveys should compare families with only male children, only female children, and different
combinations of siblings. Another female child co-researcher suggested that twin studies
could be useful to explore differences between siblings of the same age but different

gender.

Once there was general agreement that the poll results reflected the experience of many
children in Australia, child co-researchers moved on to discuss whether these differences
were fair or, on the contrary, presented a problem that needed a solution. For Angela (11
years old), being the one who helped the most at school, club and home was a source of

pride. Therefore, it was OK for her to be the sibling who helped the most with house chores:

‘So, | have older brothers, | only have brothers. My two older brothers, they
work, so, my other brothers, they’re a little hard to talk to when they wanna
do something, but they’re really good at helping with the dishes. And they just
like to do their own things and clean their own spaces. (...) If | need more help,
they’ll probably say no but it's OK. They need their own space to do their own

things, but yeah, it’s OK. | usually do all of it for them.’

However, as the conversation advanced, her teammates Adam and Corey admitted that boys
sometimes helped less than girls, and Angela appeared to change her mind. She revealed
that, although she did not mind helping her eldest brothers, she expressed her frustration
that her slightly younger brother did not help her mother other as much as she did.
Meanwhile, in a team of 15-year-old female child co-researchers, most argued from the start
that it was unfair that they were expected to do more chores and be more responsible than

boys:

Grace (15 years old): | have two brothers and | have, like, one brother older than me
and, like, we're expected to do everything around the house. And, they’re just like —
they’re, like, expected not to do anything, sit in their rooms on their laptops, on social
media and everything, and the girls are expected to clean, cook, or | don’t cook but,
yeah, my mum says that girls should be more responsible than boys. That’s like, my

culture.

Katitza: And how that does make you feel?
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Grace (15 years old): Annoyed, it’s not fair.

Anita (15 years old): To be honest, | actually don’t care.

Aamira (15 years old): You know what confuses me? We’re the ones doing the
cleaning, and if the house gets dirty, like whose fault really is it? Is it our fault or the

ones who made it dirty?

Anita (15 years old): Exactly. Exactly. That’s what I'm trying to say. You just took it

out of my mouth.

Aamira (15 years old): You're welcome. I'll put it back.

From the extract above, it’s possible to observe that not all child co-researchers agreed at
the start, but that exchanging ideas with the group led to a dialogue were new ideas
emerged. Identifying the root causes of gender inequity was closely related to determining if
differences between boys and girls were fair. Initially, some child co-researchers stated that
gender differences in contributing could be unfair, but that they occurred naturally and were
difficult to change. Angela and Carrie, both 11-years old, argued that girls were naturally
more helpful than boys, who, in turn, were naturally lazier and, therefore, needed more
pocket money to be convinced of doing chores. There were also some male and female child
co-researchers of different ages who suggested that boys and girls naturally developed
interests for doing different types of chores, and that since fathers and mothers had
different roles at home, it was natural that girls would want to follow the example of their

mothers, while boys would tend to imitate their fathers.

Yet, as group discussions progressed, child co-researchers began to question these beliefs.
The following dialogue shows the moment when Adam (11 years old) began to realize that
although he often helped his father at his sports clubs, he did not do as much to help his
mother with house chores. Child co-researchers also began to critically analyse their parents’
role in perpetuating gender stereotypes with house chores. These conversations revealed

that child co-researchers’ parents often modelled gender stereotypes, even when they tried

to promote egalitarian gender roles among their children. For example, they could divide
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chores equally among siblings, but mothers would still carry out most of indoor house chores

while fathers did work outdoors.

It is possible that older child co-researchers felt more compelled to question their parents
and social norms, and are more open to being influenced by their peers (Erikson & Erikson,
1997). Aamira, Rebeca, Grace and Anita (15 years old) criticized that their parents
perpetuated a cycle where the older generation teaches the younger one that girls are
expected to do more around the house than boys. Their criticism did not focus on wanting to
do fewer chores. They explained that although they did not enjoy having to do more than
their male siblings, they were grateful for learning how to become more responsible and
capable of taking care of a home and family. Meanwhile, boys who did not develop the habit
of doing chores, would not be able to ‘take care of themselves’ (Grace, 15 years old).

Because of this, they wanted to break the cycle with their own children:

Rebeca (15 years old): When I'm older? I'm going to make sure all my kids clean.

Grace (15 years old): All my boys and girls have a balanced, like, balance them out.

Rebeca (15 years old): Boys would do the dishes too and, like, they will do everything

as what the — yeah.

Grace (15 years old): And, start them at a young age so when they're growing up,

they know.

Anita, Aamira, Rebeca and Grace (15 years old), who came from migrant families, also

reflected on how the discourse of culture determined gender differences in helping:

Katitza: And why does she say that girls have to be more responsible?

Grace (15 years old) Because — because it’s part of your culture.

Rebeca (15 years old): Yeah, they don’t give us a reason. (...)

Katitza: And how do you feel about that?

Grace (15 years old): Annoyed. It’s not fair.
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These child co-researchers were aware of important nuances and contradictions that did not
make the division of labour between men and women as straightforward as their parents
appeared to explain. Grace explained that her father was raised to be very involved with
doing chores because he was the eldest son, but this changed after migrating to Australia.
This team of child co-researchers also observed that there were important differences in
how the men in their extended families helped at home, even though they shared the same
culture. Additionally, Rebeca observed that the unequal division of chores was also present
in Australian families of different backgrounds and other factors like socioeconomic status
had to be considered. For example, she argued some high-income families often go out to

eat or order take out and cooked less at home.

Child co-researchers also began to criticize how sexism in the media and sports portrays girls
and women as weak, fragile and less competent than men for different jobs. This, in turn,
perpetuated the pay gap between men and women and prevented girls from freely deciding
through what career they wanted to contribute to society, especially for girls aspiring to
become professional athletes. Yet, not all female child co-researchers were against how
culture shaped the way they contributed. Angela (11 years old) explained that although she
did not like that boys were ‘lazier’ than girls, having the role of her mother’s only helper
during the preparation of a traditional dinner for a religious celebration made her feel
important and special. She was more concerned about Australian society being tolerant of
the values and traditions of girls and young women from different backgrounds. For child
co-researchers like Angela, fairness in how girls and boys contributed did not necessarily
have to do with doing the same activities. Instead, fairness was when children had the

opportunity to contribute to society in their own way.

In the end, child co-researchers agreed that gender differences in contributing were a
problem that needed a solution. Child co-researchers approached the problem of gender
differences in different ways, emphasizing different issues, root causes and potential
solutions. The final result at the forum was a coherent body of presentations that called for

greater gender equality.

The National Child and Youth Forum was held at the University of Melbourne on 7

September 2018 and was chaired by the Australian Children’s Commissioner. During the
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forum, 18 young co-researchers presented to a panel of experts and an audience of
approximately 200 people. The panel consisted of seven members, five adults and two
UNICEF Youth Ambassadors®, who were influential in different areas related to child co-
researchers’ presentations. Meanwhile, the adult panellists came from organizations related
to the topics of child co-researchers’ presentations: TV and media, education, parenting,

sports and multiculturality.

Throughout nine presentations, the young co-researchers addressed a wide variety of topics
related to how children and teenagers contribute in their everyday lives (see Appendix 25).
Each presentation was backed by data collected in the Kids Contribute Poll. At the end of
each presentation, child co-researchers addressed the panel with questions and
recommendations. Then, the Australian Children’s Commissioner invited panellists to share
their views on the topic and explain how they would incorporate child co-researchers’ key

messages into their work.

Child co-researchers emphasised that most children often contribute at home, school, clubs
and the community. Child co-researchers’ presentations focused on four main topics:
supporting children to contribute, social inclusion, gender equity and pocket money for
chores. A strong topic that emerged in the data was that children need adults’
acknowledgement and support to contribute. Educators, parents and organizations that
supported parents were asked to open more spaces for children to contribute. Two male 11-
year old child co-researchers explained that adults should support children to contribute

more because it helps them become more resilient:

‘If you go out and help someone (...) you feel happy and being happy makes you feel
proud that you’re helping someone. And being proud leads to becoming more

resilient.’

Two female 11-year-old co-researchers asked for school anti-bullying programs to be

> UNICEF Youth Ambassadors are young people between 15 and 24 years old who are trained to engage with
children and young people and advocate for their rights locally, nationally and internationally
(https://www.unicef.org.au/our-work/unicef-in-australia/young-
ambassadors#:~:text=The%20UNICEF%20Australia%20Young%20Ambassador,with%20children%20and%20you

ng%20people).
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designed for and with students. Finally, two siblings advised parents who volunteered in the

community to include their children in those activities.

Child co-researchers’ presentations also associated securing spaces for children to
contribute in society with promoting greater gender equity and social inclusion. Key
messages on gender equality were developed by female and male child co-researchers, but
more females focused on this topic. Regarding the home context, one team of child co-
researchers stated: ‘Parents need to know that there should be equality among girls and
boys in terms of how much they do and how much they get paid.” Adults were also called to
support girls and young women in having equal opportunities to pursue their dreams.
Meanwhile, a team of 15-year-old co-researchers focussed on addressing Australian media
and sports: ‘The way women are sometimes perceived in the media, the lack of strong

successful women in careers we aspire to follow discourage us.’

Child co-researchers also emphasized that opportunities to contribute in society should be
open for children from all backgrounds. To achieve this, one group of male co-researchers
between 11 and 17 years old promoted their club’s social inclusion program as a positive
example of how sports can promote the social inclusion of migrant youth. Another child co-
researcher shared his experience helping on his family’s farm to call attention to the
contributions of rural youth. Also, an 11-year-old female co-researcher called for protecting
the right of Muslim girls and women to contribute to Australian society according to their

religion and traditions.

The last topic that powerfully appeared in child co-researchers’ forum presentations was
whether children and teenagers should get pocket money for doing chores. As previously
explained, there was no agreement among child co-researchers. This manifested in a team
of child co-researchers of different ages. Some members of the team argued against pocket

money:

‘Children should help without being asked for. Jobs should be done for love, not
money. Children should feel happy when they’re asked for help. Doing chores helps

you later in life and to be more grateful.’

In contrast, other child co-researchers from the same team preferred to recommend parents
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that they should be fair and just when giving pocket money:

‘Pocket money should be given sometimes, and payment should be given depending
on the level of difficulty and time, not gender or age. Everyone should be appreciated

for their work.’

Child co-researchers providing feedback on their experience

After the forum, | met with 16 of 18 child co-researchers who participated in the event.
Across six focus group discussions, | asked them about their overall experience in the project
(for a more detailed analysis of child co-researchers’ feedback on their agency during the
project, see Chapter 8: Co-researchers’ experiences of agency during the Kids Contribute
study). A strong topic that emerged in the data was that child co-researchers felt that during
their participation in the Kids Contribute study and the National Child and Youth Forum they
enjoyed more power for decision-making than they normally did in other spaces of their
daily lives (e.g. school), and that they valued collaborating with adults. Child co-researchers
felt supported by the adult research team but felt that the panellists at the forum weren’t

always actively listening to them.

Despite this, many were keen to start another project the following year and present their
findings at a forum. A strong topic that emerged during our final meeting, was that child co-
researchers were very interested in continuing to collaborate with other children from other
places and backgrounds in doing participatory research. Child co-researchers’ research
interests also expanded beyond their local communities. For example, child co-researchers
mentioned focusing on climate change and working with child co-researchers from different

countries.

After the forum, some child co-researchers continued to expand their reflections about
inequality. A child co-researcher from Metropolitan Melbourne shared how listening to
another child co-researcher’s presentation made her question her assumptions about the
life of rural youth. During our final meeting, a team of child co-researchers discussed, for the
first time, how their lives were not only affected by gender inequity, but also by racial
discrimination. Their conversation expanded from how racism affected their local

community to how it affects children and youth from different social groups in Australia.
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They planned a new research project, where they would collaborate with child co-

researchers from different backgrounds to study racism across Australia.

To finish our meetings, | gave each child co-researcher a reference letter that described their
contributions to the project as a group and individually. Child co-researchers also reported
feeling more capable of doing research and engaging in a meaningful dialogue with adults.
Child co-researchers wanted to create their own research questions, design their studies and
collect their own data. Yet, they still wanted to ask the adult researchers for help when they

needed it and to work with an adult facilitator who could help guide group discussions.

Discussion

Freire’s work (2017) on critical consciousness focused on how it develops in adults who
engaged in popular education efforts (see Chapter 2: Conceptual framework). Since then, a
growing body of research has explored how critical consciousness develops during childhood
and particularly during adolescence. Authors like Diemer, McWhirter, Ozer and Rapa (2015)
and Watts, Diemer and Voight (2011) argued that the way children gradually learn to
critically reflect and act on the world is a key aspect of their wellbeing and healthy
development. The available evidence has proven that adolescence is a critical period in the
life course for individuals’ development of a sense of identity around themselves, society
and the political dimensions of social life (Erikson & Erikson, 1997; Ginwright & Cammarota,
2002; Seider & Clark, 2019; Youniss & Yates, 1997). Further, Clonan-Roy, Jacobs and Nakkula
(2016) argue that critical consciousness must be at the centre of interventions that aim to
empower children. This is particularly true for those experiencing social marginalization and
oppression, because their experiences of resistance, resilience, social contributions,
connectedness, competence and confidence are mediated by their ability to analyse how

large social forces affect their development and opportunities for self-determination.

Ginwright and Cammarota (2002) and Watts, Diemer and Voight (2011) argued that
participatory research with child co-researchers can provide conditions (i.e. reciprocal
dialogue and adult facilitation) that are crucial to promote children’s development of critical
consciousness. The findings of the Kids Contribute study support that being co-researchers

promoted children’s critical consciousness, and that scaling-up helped shape this process. In
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line with the Social Justice Youth Development (SJYD) (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002)
framework, as the study increased its scale, child co-researchers’ reflections and ideas for
action progressively developed from individual awareness, to social awareness and then to
global awareness. This should not be interpreted as one level of awareness being replaced by
the next one as the project advanced. Instead, the development of each new level of

awareness was accompanied by further developments in the previous levels.

The literature on the development of critical consciousness in children defines this concept
as the combination of critical reflection and critical action that manifest together as praxis
(Diemer et al., 2015; Diemer, Rapa, Voight, & McWhirter, 2016). Freire (2014, 2017) also
emphasized the importance of curiosity and hope for critical consciousness, leading to a
growing body of research on children’s critical curiosity about social justice (Clark & Seider,
2017) and sense of socio-political efficacy for making social change (Diemer & Li, 2011;
Diemer & Rapa, 2016; Watts et al., 2011). In the following sections, | will address how the
different components of child co-researchers’ critical consciousness were influenced by their

participation in the Kids Contribute study and the National Child and Youth Forum.

Initial focus group discussions: focusing on a positive approach to individual awareness
My initial discussions with child co-researchers served to promote their individual
awareness, understood as children’s evaluation and exploration of their individual and
cultural identities that result in a positive sense of self and belonging to their community
(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Child co-researchers began focusing on their individual self
and everyday lives to examine their experiences of contributing at home, school, clubs and
elsewhere in the community. During our first meetings, child co-researchers started to
articulate ideas about how and why contributing was important, to reflect on their own and
others' positions in their households and communities, and to think about the importance of

recognition.

Participatory research can promote child co-researchers’ reflections about how their
identities (in terms of gender, age, ethnicity, class, sexuality) are related to the larger social
structures affecting their self-determination (Clonan-Roy et al., 2016; Ginwright &
Cammarota, 2002). My work with child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study began

focusing on their everyday lives in relation to their identity as important contributors of
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society. This positive framing is similar to the one that Kohfeldt and Langhout (2012)
adopted in their study with child co-researchers between 10 and 11 years old from a
working-class and ethnic minority background in the USA. The project had the objective of
promoting children’s critical consciousness about how issues of race and social class affected
their education, but Kohfeldt and Langhout (2012) chose to focus their initial discussions
with child co-researchers on their hopes and dreams for their schools rather than their

problems.

Framing the participatory study in a positive way can give more time to develop rapport,
trust and children’s sense of empowerment before diving into potentially more distressing
topics (Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012). The complexity of exploring intersectional identities can
also be too overwhelming for young co-researchers to do at the start of a project (Clark &
Seider, 2017), and child co-researchers need time to become familiar with the research
process and its activities (Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012). Additionally, this approach gave me
the opportunity to learn more about the contexts where child co-researchers lived their
everyday lives and the different local issues that would be later integrated as the Kids
Contribute study continued to scale-up. It was later in the study, when child co-researchers
began interpreting the poll results, that they began to develop individual awareness about

how issues of social injustice like gender discrimination affected their personal experiences.

Child co-researchers’ initial reflections about how they contributed in everyday life were in
line with previous research showing that contributing promotes resilience (Elder Jr, 1998;
Werner, 1993; Werner & Smith, 1992). At the individual level, child co-researchers discussed
that contributing generated positive feelings and helped them develop a higher sense of
self-efficacy and a more positive identity. Contributing also helped child co-researchers
develop skills necessary to overcome present and future challenges. However, child co-
researchers explained that contributing would not result in higher levels of resilience if it
became a burden by generating stress, frustration and fatigue, or if child co-researchers felt

forced to help.

Child co-researchers also reported that contributing helped them develop a sense of
belonging, promoted positive relations with others, and made them feel that their actions

had a positive impact in the world. Contributing also helped child co-researchers develop a
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sense responsibility towards others. These reflections are in line with Keys’ (1998) five-
dimensional model of social wellbeing, which states that having a sense of contributing to
one’s society is a key aspect of mental health. Yet, child co-researchers emphasized that the
gains they obtained from contributing were largely determined by the recognition they
received from people in their everyday lives (e.g. parents, teachers, coaches, peers). In
contrast, if others did not validate their contributions, child co-researchers felt less

competent, valuable and resilient.

Helping make poll questions: initial manifestations of social awareness

Devising poll questions was a key step in promoting child co-researchers’ social awareness,
understood as people’s understandings of the issues affecting their immediate communities
(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Ginwright and Cammarota (2002) did not establish a clear
boundary between the social and the global levels. In the Kids Contribute study, reflecting
about children’s experiences at the national level was more closely related to child co-
researchers’ social awareness than their global awareness. This was manifested, for
example, in how our discussions and child co-researchers’ presentations at the National
Child and Youth Forum addressed social issues without differentiating between the local and
national levels except for one child co-researcher who focused on the unique experiences of
rural children in Australia. Thus, I’'ve included child co-researchers’ critical consciousness

about their country as a manifestation of their social awareness.

As child co-researchers developed questions for children across Australia, they began to
expand their reflections to the national level and to think about children from other
backgrounds and with different experiences. Social awareness requires cognitive skills for
doing research, analysing information and problem solving (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002,
p. 89). Child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study put these skills into practice when
they began making questions for the Kids Contribute Poll. They were aware that their
guestions had to be relevant, engaging and appropriate for all poll respondents. During the
testing of the poll, child co-researchers explored how easy it was for them to respond to
their own questions. Based on their observations, they imagined how responding to the poll
would be for someone with a different experience. However, a topic that emerged was that

children preferred not to speak on behalf of all children, because they recognised that
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everyone’s childhood experiences are unique.

The role of critical curiosity in promoting child co-researchers’ critical consciousness

Making questions for the Kids Contribute Poll was the first moment when child co-
researchers decided what they specifically wanted to learn about children’s experiences as
contributors. Thus, elaborating questions was a crucial moment for promoting child co-
researchers’ critical curiosity, understood as their eagerness to develop a better

understanding of social issues (Clark & Seider, 2017, p. 125).

In a longitudinal study with African American and Latinx students between years 9 and 11,
Clark and Seider (2019) confirmed that critical curiosity was positively correlated to
children’s critical reflection and involvement in social action. Freire (2017) described critical
curiosity as a both a catalyst and outcome of dialogue, and an important source of
motivation in the development of critical consciousness in adults. Recently, researchers have
found evidence showing that children are also curious about dialoguing with peers with
different perspectives and, in turn, being exposed to other points of view increases their
critical curiosity about the world (Clark & Seider, 2017). In the Kids Contribute study, child
co-researchers were often curious about the daily lives of their team members (e.g. knowing
how much chores they did at home). This curiosity gradually expanded to wanting to learn

about the lives of children in Australia and later children around the world.

My findings support that making questions for the poll was a crucial opportunity to promote
child co-researchers’ reflections at the social awareness level. Additionally, a topic that
emerged when making the poll questions was that the poll could help other children reflect
and become more aware about their role as contributors in society. Thus, making the poll
could also be considered a way of critically acting upon the world to transform it. This finding
confirmed that critical reflection and action cannot be separated in practice (Freire, 2017)
and that the children don’t necessarily distinguish between them during the development of

their critical consciousness (Watts et al., 2011).

Interpreting poll results and preparing for the forum: critical curiosity about social
injustice and problem-posing at the level of social awareness

As previously explained, making poll questions helped guide child co-researchers’ critical
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curiosity to identify what aspects of children’s experiences as contributors interested them
the most. Meanwhile, helping interpret poll findings engaged child co-researchers’ at a
deeper level, motivating them to critically reflect on wider social issues and propose

potential solutions that they later presented at the National Child and Youth Forum.

Child co-researchers were curious to find out what answers they got for their poll questions
about how children contribute in Australia, why and how it made them feel. Yet, at this point
of the Kids Contribute study, child co-researchers had not engaged in a problem-posing
dialogue about the social forces that affect how children contribute. To promote a new cycle
of critical reflection, the adult research team at the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit
carried out the crucial task of presenting the poll data in a way that was meaningful for child

co-researchers and engaged their critical curiosity.

According to Clark and Seider (2017), children’s critical curiosity is triggered by exposure to
new information that shows alternative perspectives and challenges their previous learnings.
In addition to providing novel information that catches children’s attention, adult facilitators
must also promote discussions where children critically reflect about the meanings that the
new information has for them in order to maintain their interest. In relation to this, my
presentation of the quantitative analysis of the Kids Contribute Poll results answered child
co-researchers’ initial questions, but also delivered new information that was surprising and

important for them.

In addition to the descriptive results of the poll, two members of the Child and Community
Wellbeing Unit explored the effects of age and gender on children’s experiences of
contributing. Also, the Behind the News TV show prepared a video where they reported the
poll findings that included the stories and opinions of other children that were interviewed
for the show. In these materials, child co-researchers found evidence confirming their initial
insights about the benefits of contributing for children’s wellbeing and resilience. However,

they also concluded that the conditions in which children contribute weren’t always fair.

In a study with urban students, Clark and Seider (2017) interviewed 60 children between 13
and 16 years old and found that they felt more curious about social inequity when it was

related to their own personal experiences and cultural context. This explains why female
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researchers in the Kids Contribute study who had to do more chores than their male siblings
felt strongly motivated to use the poll findings to continue exploring issues of gender inequity.
Also, child co-researchers who did not receive pocket money or did not receive as much as
other children were keen to discuss whether kids should receive pocket money for helping at

home and, if so, how much.

However, children’s critical curiosity is not necessarily limited to topics they have directly
experienced, and as children critically reflect about the social issues affecting them, they
become more interested in the struggles of other people in their community and beyond
(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Clark and Seider (2017) found that children feel curious when
they perceive that a social issue is contingent to the wider society, including people living very
different realities. For example, in the Kids Contribute study, a group of child co-researchers
focused on how sports clubs can help promote social inclusion for migrant youth, but only one

member of the team came from a migrant background.

Clark and Seider (2017) found that another trigger for children’s critical curiosity was
dialoguing with peers with different perspectives about social issues. | had the opportunity to
observe this when working with teams with both female and male child co-researchers. At
first, boys tended to be more interested in learning about differences in contributing between
children of different ages. Yet, as they listened to their female teammates talk about how they
had to do more house chores because of their gender, they became more interested in the

topic.

Child co-researchers’ reactions to my presentation of the Kids Contribute Poll results prove
the important role that adults have in codifying and re-representing child co-researchers’
reality by systematizing and reordering the data and reflections that child co-researchers
bring to the table (Freire, 2017). In this way, adult researchers can help expand and renew
the themes that emerge during the participatory process. Child co-researchers were not
passive recipients of this re-presentation. On the contrary, they critically assessed the data
obtained from the poll and contrasted it to their own experiences. They also critically
examined how the poll data was obtained and analysed and discussed alternative
explanations for our findings. Once child co-researchers reached the conclusion that the poll

findings reflected the experiences of children in different parts of Australia, they felt in a
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better position to critically reflect on the social issues that emerged in the data.

Engaging in problem-posing

After meeting with child co-researchers to discuss their impressions of the poll results, |
helped those who decided to participate in the forum prepare their presentations. This was
the most intensive stage of the project in terms of promoting social awareness, as child co-
researchers actively engaged in identifying social problems, exploring their root causes and
thinking of solutions. However, for the purpose of ordering my discussion, in this section |
will focus on the stage of identifying problems and their root causes. | will refer to child co-
researchers’ advocacy for change in the following section when | examine how participating

at the forum served to promote their critical action.

Child co-researchers compared the poll findings about children’s experiences as contributors
in Australia and compared it to their personal experiences. This helped expand their critical
awareness from the individual and local community level to the national level. In the Kids
Contribute study, child co-researchers’ reflections first focused on their homes, schools,
clubs, church, public spaces and the digital world (e.g. social media sites that child co-
researchers used to connect with friends and family). Then, they used the poll data to
compare their personal experiences with the experiences of other children in the country.
For example, child co-researchers sometimes criticized their parents’ role in perpetuating
gender stereotypes and their schools’ failure to include children’s views in programs meant
to decrease bullying. Another group criticized how Victorian media and sponsors in a specific
sports league that they followed supported male athletes more than female athletes. At the
forum, child co-researchers addressed these problems as manifestations of wider issues that

affected children across all Australia.

When children engage in critical reflection, they gradually advance from blaming specific
groups or individuals to examining the systemic causes of social problems (Kohfeldt et al.,
2011). In this way, they address the social structures and ideologies that perpetuate inequity
(Diemer et al., 2006, 2015). Initially, child co-researchers had different views about whether
it was a problem that girls and boys helped at home in different ways. After dialoguing about
the underlying causes of this situation, child co-researchers agreed that it was unfair. Child

co-researchers first tried to explain the differences between how girls and boys helped at
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home as the result of individual attributes like girls naturally preferring to do house chores.
When these explanations failed, child co-researchers began to discuss the influence of larger
societal forces like cultural parenting practices, gender stereotypes and discrimination that

limit girls’ self-determination and recognition in society.

The National Child and Youth Forum: critical action to address the root causes of social
problems

Our team at the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit organized the National Child and
Youth Forum as a way of supporting child co-researchers in disseminating their findings and
advocating for change. Thus, this stage of the project emphasized the action component of
child co-researchers’ critical consciousness. Critical actions are the concrete efforts that
individuals and groups carry out to change their social reality, transform society and abolish
inequity (Diemer et al., 2015; Freire, 2017). Critical reflection and critical action are closely
related and potentiate each other. In a longitudinal study with urban adolescents, Clark and
Seider (2019) confirmed the reciprocal relationship between critical reflection and critical
action using multivariate latent growth modelling. In line with this, Diemer and Rapa (2016)
found that becoming aware of social inequalities led adolescents to have more expectations
of social change and engage in different forms of political action. At the same time, having
the experience of critical action promoted adolescents’ reflections about social justice even
further. Similarly, in the Kids Contribute study, reflecting about the poll results motivated
some of the child co-researchers to participate in the forum as a form of action and
advocacy. In turn, the experience of the forum triggered further reflections at the global

awareness level that | will discuss in the following section.

By engaging in dialogue, children progressively develop solutions aimed to transform the
social structures that perpetuate inequity (Hope & Bafiales, 2019; Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012).
For example, in the Kids Contribute study, one of the first solutions that child co-researchers
proposed to tackle the unfair division of house labour between boys and girls was raising their
own children to understand everyone should help equally. In contrast, at the forum, child co-
researchers proposed more systemic solutions meant to stop gender stereotypes from being
perpetuated in the wider society, like portraying girls and women in a more empowering way

in the media.
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Child co-researchers’ participation at the forum indicated their interest in advocating for
second-order change, understood as transforming power relationships, social roles and the
values that underlie them (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). Addressing a panel of adults who were meant
to actively listen to and act upon their child co-researchers’ recommendations itself was an
act that challenged the traditionally asymmetrical adult-child relationships. In their
presentations, child co-researchers emphasized children’s role as active contributors of
society, and advocated for adults to create more opportunities for children to participate in
decision-making that affected them. For example, one group of child co-researchers
addressed the Director of a National School Principals’ Association to collaborate with children

in creating anti-bullying programs.

At the forum, child co-researchers proposed systemic change at different ecological levels,
suggesting that they perceived changes at the micro and macrosystem as equally relevant.
Usually, child co-researchers began focusing on the microlevel and then continued to reflect
on the macrolevel. At the microsystem level, children examine individual or systemic
attributions about problems in their immediate contexts (Hope & Bafiales, 2019). Some of
the child co-researchers’ forum presentations focused on issues they identified at home
(pocket money for chores), school (bullying) and community (the everyday life of rural
children). Meanwhile, other presentations focused on the macrosystem, consisting of
institutional and governmental structures (Hope & Baiales, 2019). These presentations
focused on issues related to the media, educational curriculum and the social inclusion of

migrant children and proposed solutions that involved changes in policies and programs.

When giving feedback on the Kids Contribute study and National Child and Youth Forum:
manifestations of global awareness

The final stage of my work with child co-researchers was meant to be an opportunity to
dialogue about their personal experiences in the Kids Contribute study and the National
Child and Youth Forum and their ideas for future research. Evaluating the whole process of
the study and the forum generated new insights at the level of global awareness. According
to Ginwright and Cammarota (2002, p. 90), children and young people ‘accomplish an
effective and complete praxis through the last level of awareness, which we refer to as

Global Awareness.’ At this level, children learn about and empathise with the struggles of
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people across the world and history, develop a sense of connectedness to others and feel

motivated to support their resistance to oppression.

During our final meeting, children manifested critical reflections at the global awareness
level. When asked about what topics they would like to continue researching, child co-
researchers responded mainly with issues that affected children nationally and globally, like
climate change, education, war and discrimination. One group of child co-researchers from a
migrant background began discussing their interest in researching how their community was
affected by racism. Gradually, they began to identify other groups of young people who
suffer racial discrimination in Australia. For example, they shared their concern at how other
young Aboriginal people are often treated unfairly across the country and the world. They
decided that, in a future study, instead of only focusing on the racism suffered by their
community, they would collaborate with young people from other ethnic backgrounds to

address the wider problem of racism in Australia.

This example also demonstrates how global awareness enhances empathy and a sense of
connection to others across geographic borders and history. It also demonstrates that child
co-researchers’ critical curiosity expanded to domains and contexts where they did not have
direct personal experiences. This group of child co-researchers also intended to study social
issues by collaborating with child co-researchers from different backgrounds and places as a
form of critical action. They planned to present their findings at another forum, where they
would address not only adults who supported their cause, but also adults from the media

who they identified spreading negative stereotypes about ethnic minorities.

In the Kids Contribute study, child co-researchers from different study locations began
working separately. Child co-researchers did not collaborate across study locations when
doing research. However, some child co-researchers had the opportunity to collaborate with
peers outside their team. Sameera presented on behalf of a group of child co-researchers
who could not attend the forum. Another group accepted a younger boy from another
group when the rest of his team withdrew from the study. This confirmed previous evidence
on participatory research with children showing that older or more experienced child co-
researchers can be effective facilitators and mediators (Porter, Hampshire et al. 2010). Then,

the National Child and Youth Forum gave all the contributing child co-researchers the
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opportunity to meet and learn about each other’s work.

Participating in the forum exposed child co-researchers to new perspectives. At the
beginning of the project, child co-researchers focused on their own experiences of
contributing. They began to think of other children in Australia when they devised poll
questions and discussed the poll results. At the forum, child co-researchers listened to each
other’s presentations and had the opportunity to socialize. These experiences led child co-
researchers to reflect on the similarities and differences between children’s lives in Australia,
promoting their critical consciousness at the individual, social and global levels (Ginwright &

Cammarota, 2002).

One child co-researcher also reported that listening to another child co-researcher from a
remote region challenged her assumptions about rural youth, suggesting that participatory
research could help question cultural stereotypes. Nguyen and Quinn (2018) carried out a
participatory study with migrant Vietnamese youth between 14 and 21 years old. The
objective was to address and reduce interracial tensions between Vietnamese and African
American youth in the community. Their study was based on Freire’s (2017) notion that
oppressive social structures can put social groups against each other, and that developing
critical consciousness about the root causes behind these conflicts can help promote
understanding and collaboration. Nguyen and Quinn (2018) concluded that participatory
research can be used to critically reflect about the shared history and struggles of people
from different social groups to reduce prejudice and intergroup tensions. Being part of the
study helped question racial stereotypes and challenge ideas of competition between the
Vietnamese and African American people. Nguyen and Quinn (2018) did not connect youth
from different backgrounds and only worked with Vietnamese child co-researchers, but their
findings may still be applicable for larger scale participatory studies where child co-

researchers come from social groups that have a shared history or tensions between them.

The Kids Contribute study showed that exposing child co-researchers to other child and
youth perspectives when scaling-up can promote their critical consciousness and motivate
them to collaborate with peers from different backgrounds. However, the Kids Contribute
study provided only one occasion for child co-researchers to connect across study locations.

Since child co-researchers had to wait till the forum to meet and listen to each other’s
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perspectives, | wasn’t able to explore how it would have been for them to collaborate at

earlier stages of the research and for a longer period of time.

Overall, the Kids Contribute Study showed that scaling-up participatory research influenced
child co-researchers’ critical consciousness by promoting individual, social and global
awareness at different points by exposing them to different child perspectives and
experiences. However, more research is necessary on how connecting child co-researchers

at different points of the research influences their critical consciousness and agency.

Summary

Child co-researchers initial insights about their contributions suggest that contributing can
benefit children’s resilience and social wellbeing. Engaging in making poll questions,
interpreting results and developing key messages for the forum influenced child co-
researchers’ critical consciousness at the individual, social and global levels of awareness. In
the following chapter, | reflect on child co-researchers’ experiences of agency as the project

developed and scaled-up, and my role as an adult facilitator.
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Chapter 8: Reflecting on child co-researchers’ experiences of
agency during the Kids Contribute study

Introduction

In the previous chapter, | examined child co-researchers’ development of critical
consciousness across the Kids Contribute study and the National Child and Youth Forum. In
this chapter, | focus on how scaling-up influenced child co-researchers’ experiences of
agency during their collaboration with adults. As shown in Figure 20, my analysis is based on
data that was generated with child co-researchers and that incorporates their feedback and

interpretations of their experiences in the Kids Contribute project.

Data Collectlon Data Analysis Reporting

In5|ghts about contributing O Thematic (@) Insights about
(focus groups) contributing
Making poll questions Q Participatory Q Poll questions
(meetings)

$ Kids Contribute Poll (|) Quantitative (I) Poll findings

J) Interpreting results, key Ther‘n?tic& (l) Discussions about
messages (meetings) participatory poll results

Q National Child & Youth Forum Q) Participatory Q Key messages

O Feedback (focus group) O Narrative Synthesis O Story

Orange represents my PhD study.
Blue represents stages when co-researchers actively participated.
Yellow highlighting represents elements reported in this chapter.

Figure 20: Elements from the Kids Contribute Study reported in this chapter

As previously explained, | created a story using a narrative synthesis approach (Crowther et
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al., 2017; Dan Goodley, 2004) (for the full description of my methods, see Chapter 6: The
Kids Contribute Study: Scaling-up Participatory Research to Gain a Better Understanding of
Children’s Contributions in their Everyday Lives). The process of writing, reading and
rewriting this story generated new meanings that | captured in memos and analysed using
abductive thematic analysis (see Appendix 31 for the corresponding codebook). | identified
codes and categories and progressively arranged them into wider themes as | went back and

forth between my interpretations and the original data (Liamputtong, 2013).

| decided to create a story as an exercise in reflexivity about my relationships with child co-
researchers throughout this study and how my role as an adult facilitator helped shape their
experiences in the project. In participatory research with children, adult researchers must
continuously reflect on their influence over the research process and its outcomes (Kohfeldt
& Langhout, 2012). If they want to effectively share power with child co-researchers, adults
need to question their underlying values and understandings about childhood and actively
monitor their natural tendency to retain control over the research (Grace & Langhout, 2014;

Liegghio et al., 2010; Ozer, Ritterman, & Wanis, 2010; Shier, 2001, 2015; Wong et al., 2010).

Reflexivity is an ongoing and recursive process (Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012). Similarly, the
process of creating a story is never fully finished and new meanings emerge every time a
person narrates a personal experience (Crowther et al., 2017). Because of this, one of the
main the strengths of narrative synthesis is its emphasis on exploring the researchers’
subjective interpretations. Additionally, stories are an effective tool for representing the
temporal dimension of participatory research. Throughout the Kids Contribute story, |
intended to show the progressive development of child co-researchers’ agency and critical
consciousness as the study scaled-up. Approaching the data in two different ways (thematic
analysis and narrative synthesis) in my PhD study meant that there was some repetition in
the presentation of this set of results. However, doing this was necessary to present the

findings of this chapter as a complete story.

The Kids Contribute Story

Discussing contributions with child co-researchers

In May 2017, | was invited to be part of a project called the Kids Contribute Study, where
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child and adolescent co-researchers would help develop a poll in collaboration with the
University of Melbourne and ABC’s Behind the News TV show. My role as the adult facilitator
consisted of working with the child co-researchers at each study site to create poll questions,
interpret findings and disseminate child co-researchers’ final conclusions and
recommendations. The first step in the project was to meet with each team of child co-
researchers, get to know each other and talk about how they contributed in their everyday
lives. These meetings were framed as focus groups, meaning that | was the main person
leading the conversation and asking children about their experiences contributing. Despite
not being able to share power for decision-making with children yet, | explained that there
were no right or wrong answers, that this was their project and that our goal was for them
to actively participate in making poll questions, interpreting findings and reporting them to
the community. These first meetings helped introduce the research, build rapport and an
atmosphere of trust. This was facilitated by the fact that most child co-researchers already

knew their other group members, and some had even helped recruit their team.

Child co-researchers were keen to talk about how they contributed at their home, school,
club and community. Jason, who was 8 at the time, mopped his floor by wrapping towels
around his feet and using them as skates. Steve shared how he helped his parents on their
farm. Many child co-researchers from sports clubs highlighted that their contributions went

beyond sports and extended to the community.

- ldon’t mind being asked for help by adults, | see it as a sign of trust that gets me
respect. — said Anita.

- Helping also teaches me to be more independent and prepared to look after my
children, have a job, achieve my dreams. — added Grace.

- Ithink that’s it: life skills, having fun and you think that you’re making a difference. —
concluded Anita.

- But if kids do too much, they’ll get tired and out of their mind. Because you’ll have no
time for anything, you’d have to go there and there and there, and you have no time

for friends or your family. You can get really crazy, bonkers. — said Jason.

Overall, child co-researchers described that contributing to an appropriate degree helped
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them feel better about themselves, connected them to others and taught them important

skills.

Making poll questions

After my first discussions with the different child co-researchers, it was time to start making
questions for the poll. This was the first time that child co-researchers directly influenced the
research. Child co-researchers had not been able to participate in deciding our research
guestion or the study design. | acknowledged this fact in my meetings with child co-
researchers and asked them in what ways they thought making a poll would be useful.
Angela and Adam thought that answering the poll questions might help other kids
understand how to fix problems, learn new ways of contributing and therefore become
better people. Child co-researchers also found making a poll for a television show

interesting. However, devising questions was not straightforward.

- lwant to find out how kids want to make the world a better place. | don’t think
everyone helps in the same way. But to be very honest, | don’t get it. What type of

guestions are we trying to ask? — said Anita.

- Well, you could write what we do, why we're doing it, and where. — said Xavier.

| tried to emphasize that, as child co-researchers, they could make questions about what
they wanted to find out. | also tried to help by providing examples from other teams and
reviewing the mental maps we made on previous meetings. But it was difficult not to
suggest my own questions and explain, in plain words, how researchers make polls.
Sometimes, | felt | was confusing the child co-researchers even more. Sameera also pointed
out that it would have been easier to make the questions right after our first meeting,
because she had forgotten our first conversations. | was afraid this situation could make the

child co-researchers feel confused, frustrated or insecure.

Brainstorming and drawing mental maps as a group were useful techniques, and child co-
researchers began to feel more confident. Often, child co-researchers started with open
guestions that we progressively adapted to the format required by the online poll.

Sometimes, child co-researchers surprised me with questions that | couldn’t have made
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myself. For example, one group was interested in the difference between feeling used versus
useful when helping others. Although most questions were based on child co-researchers’
own experiences of contributing, we discussed how to make them so they could be
answered by children of different ages and from different backgrounds and places in

Australia.

After this, | gathered everyone’s questions and categorized them, so | could merge those
that belonged to a similar topic. Some child co-researchers were available and agreed to
help test the final version of the poll. Sophia, who was 11 years old, said she felt the poll was
good because it was about things kids knew and experienced. However, she was very careful
in making sure that kids from all ages could understand the questions. It was also important
for her that the poll was not too long. | was surprised that she decided to take out many
questions she made herself because they were not directly related to the original research
guestion. We suggested that perhaps we could use them later in a separate poll. Sophia also
mentioned that she did not like it when questions asked her to respond in the name of all
children: everyone was different, and she could only respond for herself. | had not thought

about that.

Interpreting results

It was some months before the poll was launched around Easter 2018. Sasha, a member of
our adult research team at the University, did the quantitative analysis. Then, | went back
and presented the results to the child co-researchers. | was disappointed to find out that
most child co-researchers did not know when the poll went online, even though | had
informed all our collaborating organizations. Additionally, some child co-researchers did not
continue in the project. The group from Western Australia did not meet again because we
tried to reconnect with the child co-researchers’ parents via e-mail but didn’t get a response.
Also, our youngest group of child co-researchers’ (grade 3) preferred not to continue in the
project. Nevertheless, | was able to meet with most child co-researchers and got the
impression that they were interested in seeing their poll results. My plan for these meetings
was to present the poll findings and discuss them with child co-researchers at the same time.
For example, before presenting a finding (e.g. how poll respondents said they felt when they

contributed), | would ask child co-researchers what results interested them the most, what
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findings they expected and why. Then, after presenting each finding, | asked child co-
researchers about their impressions of these results, and if they thought they were different

or similar to their personal experiences.

The poll got over 10,800 responses from across Australia, and reflected that children and
adolescents were highly committed to help others at home, school and the community. In
fact, 99% of the poll respondents said they contributed in one way or another. Cory said he
knew a lot of children contributed, but the results were a lot more than he expected. Results
also showed that contributing was related to higher levels of resilience. Overall, the poll got
very positive comments from viewers on the website. Some viewers said they enjoyed
responding to a poll made by peers their same age. Others said that answering the poll made
them become aware of how much they helped, and this made them feel better about
themselves. The poll results gave a very positive view about children in Australia, but they

also revealed some more controversial aspects.

The first one was related to getting pocket money to do chores. AlImost half the children in
the poll reported receiving different amounts of money for helping at home. When the poll
results were presented on TV, a boy who was interviewed said he received 25 dollars for
doing his homework. Some child co-researchers did not think that doing homework could be
considered as part of doing house chores, because it was part of children’s responsibilities at
school. Also, the amount of money that the boy in the Behind the News story received
shocked some child co-researchers, like Chloe, Fernando, Ben and Steve, but for different
reasons. While some child co-researchers rejected the idea of getting money for helping,

others saw it as a positive incentive that they wanted to receive from their parents.

| can’t believe he gets 25 dollars; | get nothing for helping at home! — said Chloe.

- But kids shouldn’t get paid to do chores because they should do something to help
their parents! — said Ben.

- lalso think it’s pretty silly. | reckon they should wait until they’re old enough to earn
their own money. Parents try hard enough each day just to go to work and make
money just for their kids to live. — said Steve.

- Yeah. |l used to get pocket money, but | didn't really need it. — said Fernando. — I've

got a business now, making cupcakes. At the moment, it's fundraising, because we've
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got a sports tour coming up.

- Well, I think it’s good to get pocket money for chores. Because it helps kids learn
about money. [Chloe was unapologetic and humorous. Sometimes, she gave me the
impression that she enjoyed diverging from other’s opinions] And, you know, it’s all
about money these days. It would make me feel happy that | could persuade my kids

to do heaps with some money.

There was also another result that even surprised our all-female team at the University. Girls
reported contributing more often and from a younger age, but also receiving less pocket
money. In fact, girls as young as 8 years old received less pocket money than boys the same
age. Despite this, girls showed higher levels of resilience. | expected that many female child
co-researchers would want to discuss these results, and | was right, but | was surprised when

| found out that they had very different opinions.

- Do you see this in your everyday lives? — | asked.

- Yeah. Because | have brothers and sisters, and girls are expected to do everything
around the house. Specially me, because I'm the oldest. My mum says that girls
should be more responsible than boys. That’s, like, my culture. They don’t give us a
reason. They say, ‘It’s your culture’. It’s not fair. — said Grace.

- To be honest, | don’t care. — said Anita.

- Yeah. Like, I'm used to it, it’s part of my nature. | don’t enjoy cleaning and tidying up,
but | don’t mind it because | know it’s for the greater good. — added Aamira.

- Boys are lazy, so | do most of the cleaning with my Mom. Cuz | take charge.
Meanwhile, my brothers clean their own spaces. They need to do their own things,
but yeah, it’s OK. Cooking also helps me celebrate our traditions with my family. If
you don’t help out, it means the food’s not going to be ready. That’s why | come
home and spend the whole time helping. — said Angela.

- I'm going to make sure all my kids clean. If you're a boy, you should know at a young
age that we're all equal. — said Rebecca.

- Yeah. My brother and | sort of do the same things around the house. Although

sometimes we do different things. — said Carrie.

These conversations felt very animated and enthusiastic, and often took place with
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teams who only had female child co-researchers. Our team at the University was also
motivated to talk about this topic. During one meeting, Gaby, our project leader and |
found ourselves sharing examples from our own lives with a team of female child co-
researchers. However, | was not sure how to address these results with the male child
co-researchers in the project because it didn’t make them look very good. Additionally, |
found that most male child co-researchers were more interested in comparisons
between younger and older poll respondents than gender differences. There were some
male child co-researchers, like Fernando and Jason, who spoke about regularly helping
their mothers at home. However, after enquiring a little further, some male child co-
researchers began to identify with the poll results when we began to explore how male

respondents felt about helping.

- The poll also found that boys feel more nervous, tired, pressured or annoyed when
they're helping. Is that how you feel sometimes? — | asked.

- That’s fair enough. — said Ben.

- Yeah, you kind of feel like you don't want to do it, and you’re forced to help. It makes
me feel mad. Especially when I’'m concentrating on something else, like homework,
video games or social media. — said Fernando.

- Personally, I'm always tired. — said Kyle.

No male child co-researchers explicitly said that they wanted to change how they
contributed at home or that they felt less resilient in comparison to girls. However, | began
to observe that Adam slowly began to question his role at home and how this situation could

be related to how he felt:

- What did you think of the poll results? — | asked him.

- They just made me feel the same. — he responded, but then began to hesitate. — |
don’t like doing that much stuff around the house. | help a little bit at home, but
most boys go into the sports direction. They might be sitting down watching sports
all the time. | watch a lot of TV with my dad when mom’s working. Meanwhile, girls
grow up to become momes... well, | guess boys also grow up to be dads. | guess that if
you do stuff and people say, ‘good job,” it will make you happy and proud. Then it’s
easier to overcome stuff, be resilient. But my mum doesn’t like whatever me and my
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dad do and puts everything back. She’s grumpy all the time... for good reasons. I'm

still trying to figure it out.

Even though everyone agreed that the amount of pocket money kids got from helping
should depend on the difficulty of the task, not your age or whether you are a boy or girl,
not everyone was against having different roles at home. Also, not everyone agreed on the
root causes behind the differences between how boys and girls helped in Australia. | was
wondering why no one had mentioned the words ‘sexism’ or ‘patriarchy’ yet, but thought
that if | mentioned those terms, | might be imposing my own views, so | decided not to use

them and instead continue asking questions:

- Um, sometimes boys get asked more to do more physical stuff. — said Fernando. —
And girls get asked different stuff like cleaning, washing, cooking. | don’t mind, it
doesn't really matter.

- Boys do more outdoor stuff, like mowing the lawn. — said Marilyn. — Maybe it’s
nature.

- No. Everyone’s born different. It’s the way you’re raised. — said Jen.

- Ithink girls may help more because their mum’s a role model to them. — said Carrie.
— Maybe males don’t enjoy things that females do. But yeah, girls do a lot more
around the house than boys do. It makes me feel a little bit proud, because girls are
the best.

- Sometimes girls help more with some things, and boys more with others. | think it
just depends. | can’t think of a reason. Maybe boys are more stubborn and unwilling
to help, so they need an incentive. — said Kyle. — | also think it’s a bit unrealistic to say
girls help at school by being leaders, stopping bullying, and then help people with
their homework and make students feel better. Sure, some people would be able to
do that, but it'd be really hard for just one individual to be able to do all those things.
| can imagine like a 7 or 8-year-old girl ticking all these boxes. Personally, if | took a
survey like this, | don’t want to be misleading, because | know that some people do
that more than | do.

- Well, I think it’s easier for boys to say that they feel bad when they are helping

because they don’t mind making their parents look bad. — said Chloe, when | asked
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her why she thought boys tended to report helping less at home.

After these conversations, | told the child co-researchers that there was a possibility for
them to present their findings and ideas at a national forum. From the start, our adult
research team emphasized that the forum would be about the child co-researchers and what
they wanted to say. We were also careful to transmit that our aim was to support them to
prepare for the forum and make sure that everyone had a role they enjoyed. Also, that adult
panellists at the forum would have to give feedback on what they planned to do with what

the child co-researchers told them.

| told child co-researchers that they did not have to answer right away if they needed time to
think whether they wanted to participate in the forum or not. Some child co-researchers
accepted right away. Adam and Corey wanted to think about it, but Angela intervened and
convinced them to accept right away. However, not all child co-researchers were keen to
participate in the forum, particularly the youngest ones and most of our male child co-
researchers. When | asked Ethan why he thought so many boys from his club had stopped
participating in the project, he said he thought that there was such a big gap between our
meetings, that they did not know that the project was still going. One group could not
continue participating because our adult contact had a family member who was seriouslyill
and had to withdraw. In the end, 18 child co-researchers decided to remain in the project,

and all of them chose to present.

Preparing for the forum

Child co-researchers began working on their presentations for the forum around July 2018.
During these meetings, we discussed child co-researchers’ ideas for their presentations,
prepared slides and skits, rehearsed and coordinated aspects like transportation and
catering. Often, child co-researchers used large pieces of paper or a whiteboard to create
mental maps that helped organize ideas. It was interesting to observe that, as child co-
researchers prepared for the forum, they began to take the lead in our meetings. | started
asking them to decide how many times we should meet, when and what should be our
agenda. At the same time, | often let them work on their own, and only intervened when |

was asked for help.
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Even if child co-researchers were enthusiastic about the topic they chose to present, it was
not easy to develop a message. | tried different strategies to help. Often, we discussed the
potential root causes of a problem to think of potential solutions. | found it interesting to
observe that many child co-researchers preferred to talk from their personal experiences

and to dialogue with the audience instead of seeking conflict.

- I know we have been talking about gender equality all the time, but what’s our
message? What do we want the panel to do for us? What should be our first line? —
said Anita.

- Maybe you can think about one thing that angers you, something that concerns you
or that you think is urgent. — | suggested.

- You could also think about something that works really well and should be used more
often. — said Gaby.

- We don’t want to go off as aggressive, just to go as concerned. Because you don’t
win in that way. It’s unpleasant and we’d be proving the other side is right. —
concluded Anita [this made me realize that, like an adult facilitator working with child
co-researchers, children can also be strategic in their dialogue with adults] — Also, |
think we can expand on our own lives more than provide information.

- Yeah. | want to talk about how girls grow up and have to change their career choice. |
have always wanted to be a professional athlete but knew | wouldn’t get paid as
much as men. Women are seen as delicate and not fit to do the same jobs as men. —
said Aamira.

- And who do you think influences these beliefs? — | asked.

- The media. —said Grace. — Women should get the same recognition as men in the

media.

Other times, child co-researchers struggled to prepare their presentation until they were
sure that the forum was a place where they could freely express themselves and demand
change. This happened with Angela. Although she was always confident, | felt that she tried
to present herself in a way that was pleasing to adults. During our meetings, | tried to show
her she could ask me any questions about the project, take the lead and even make fun of

me (i.e. of my bad drawing skills). Then, one meeting, when we were working on her
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presentation just the two of us, she shared how she felt about the attacks that she saw

against her Muslim religion.

- Thisis not just in Australia; it happens in other countries as well. In some countries,
they have banned parts of religions that women have chosen to do. It hurts people,
traps them at home. | wanna make a change in this, cuz some people try to make

other religions sound bad. — said Angela.

| was glad that she had opened up but was also worried about what would happen if the
forum was public and there were people who would be hostile. Or that she might be
disappointed if she did not get the outcome she expected. | discussed this with other
members of the team at the University, who agreed that different measures were being

taken to make sure that the forum would be safe space.

Not all child co-researchers wanted to make recommendations for the adult panel members.
Some, like Tabitha and Chloe, wanted to ask what they thought about inequity, its causes
and how to make change. There were also child co-researchers like Sameera, Ethan and Kyle,
who preferred to support other child co-researchers in making their presentations. This
made me remember how, earlier in the project, they had told me about how children and
young people could be leaders, help other kids develop and contribute to community
development. In this way, they supported child co-researchers who had more difficulty
concentrating during meetings or that wanted to participate in the forum but could not
continue attending our activities. In fact, | observed that sometimes meetings ran more

smoothly and had better results when they led the work.

It’s important to highlight that | was not the only adult supporting child co-researchers make
their presentations. Gaby and Jane, from the University, participated in some meetings with
the child co-researchers and me. Both contributed with different ideas on how to make and
rehearse the forum presentations that helped them be more positive. Gaby frequently made
suggestions that would help foster better communication with adults (i.e. highlight effective
solutions, be more positive, rehearse your first line), while Jane invited the child co-
researchers to think of ways to make their presentations more fun (i.e. making skits). Adult

collaborators from each organization were also crucial in helping communicate with child co-
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researchers and organize our meetings. Also, child co-researchers working far from
Melbourne received help from their parents and schools, and sometimes even worked more

with them than me.

The day of the forum

The National Child and Youth Forum took place on 7 September 2018. This event was the
first time that all child co-researchers came together. To help child co-researchers relax and
feel more confident on the day of the forum, we held a general rehearsal without the
audience, and Jane led some relaxation exercises. The forum was carried out at the
University, and approximately 200 people attended. Guests included child co-researchers’
family and friends, schoolteachers and Principals, academics, collaborators and even one

well-known politician with his family.

The members of the panel came from diverse organizations working with children and
adolescents, and represented different areas and target populations: parents, schools,
sports, non-governmental organizations, social inclusion and the media. In total, the panel
listened to nine presentations from child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute project. The
forum also included videos from child co-researchers who worked with the Children’s
Commissioner to make a poll about children’s rights in Australia. A grant awarded to
organize the forum allowed child co-researchers from the Kids Contribute study who lived in

other states to travel to Melbourne with members of their family.

Child co-researchers’ recommendations and questions spanned a wide range of topics and
contexts. They recommended parents to be fair and equal between siblings of different ages
and gender, and to listen to their preferences when doing chores. Sometimes, child co-
researchers recommended not to give pocket money for chores. Child co-researchers also
advised parents and adults in general to acknowledge children’s contributions and to give
them more opportunities to help outside home. Schools were advised to include students in
developing programs to prevent and stop bullying, because they are the ones who know
about what works and what does not. Meanwhile, child co-researchers told representatives
from governmental and non-governmental organizations to respect children and young
people’s culture and religion so they can actively contribute to society, and to replicate

sports programs that help promote social inclusion. Additionally, child co-researchers
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recommended representatives from the media and sports to advocate for equal pay and
opportunities, independently of gender, and to promote a more positive and empowering
representation of women. Finally, child co-researchers from rural communities shared how

different life in the countryside can be.

After the forum, child co-researchers and their guests gathered together for photos and
snacks. The forum was recorded and uploaded on the research program’s website. The
footage could only be accessed by people who received the link. Although this reduced the
potential viewers, it helped protect child co-researchers from potential trolls. One news
channel interviewed one of our child co-researchers for its website. All the child co-
researchers received a copy of the forum recording, their presentations and the pictures of
them taken during the event. Finally, a booklet produced by our team summarized the
forum and main findings of the Kids Contribute and Kids’ Rights polls (see Appendix 26). It
explicitly acknowledged all the child co-researchers who presented at the forum. This

booklet was distributed among the forum attendees and other collaborators.

Evaluating the Kids Contribute project

Evaluating the research process

Between October and November 2018, | met with 16 of the 18 child co-researchers who
presented to ask for their feedback, corresponding to six groups. Even though | was using my
recorder and prepared a set of questions, | wanted our meeting to take place more like an
informal conversation rather than a focus group. Because of that, | brought snacks as well as
the pictures and video footage from the forum to look at together. | began asking child co-
researchers about their experience of doing the research. | was especially interested in
whether they identified as researchers and felt ownership over the project. Many child co-
researchers reported enjoying the experience and getting recognition from their friends,
family and teachers. Corey and Sophia, for example, said they felt they were making an

important contribution.

- It's probably one of the biggest things I've done, and it’ll be fun to do it again.
Normally, at school, you don’t really get to say much. When we got to do this project,
we got to speak about everything, about what we want to happen in the future. —

said Corey. — We were one big team. And a good team.
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- lliked that we got to think of the research, and we were a big part of it. — said Sophia.
— | liked how | got to look at the questions and say, ‘l don't know if it'd be a good
idea.’

- Although, sometimes, | probably felt more like a helper. — reflected Piper. — Because
a researcher finds out all the information, and we were just like helping out. But |
prefer it that way.

- Yes. | think it was good that you chose the topic, and the survey was probably the
best option. And it wasn't making a survey in the sense of just asking and getting an
answer. It was elaborating on the question, the answers and everything. — argued
Ethan. — | think it'd be good to have more choice or more control but, | don't know
how well it would end up. We would have to be a bit more organised.

- And how much help would you like to receive from adults? — | asked.

- Every now and then we can ask for an adult to help us, like if you’re a bit stuck. —
added Joey.

- Maybe we can skip a couple of stages just so it’s not pressuring us. — said Adam.

- And how can we make sure that that it’s not adults telling children what to do? — |
asked.

- By talking to me. — responded Steve, succinctly.

| was aware that, at some points of the research, many had struggled because it was
unfamiliar territory. So, | asked child co-researchers how we could improve this. Although
some liked the idea of an initial training in research, others preferred to learn along the way.
Rebecca and Anita explained that, in this way, they were able to start from their own ideas
and then expand with the support of the adults. In fact, some child co-researchers said that
overcoming the challenges of making poll questions and preparing for the forum helped
them feel ‘strong and smart’ from being able ‘to put this off the ground.” Some researchers,
like Ethan, suggested that going through examples from other participatory projects could
give them inspiration. However, he also emphasized that adults couldn’t change the fact that
research would be a new experience for most people, and that not everyone would be
interested. Despite the difficulties, some child co-researchers said they enjoyed doing the
research more than the forum because it felt more like a natural conversation and they

didn’t need to think too much about what to say. They also enjoyed and found it useful to
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brainstorm and create mental maps to organize and develop their ideas.

Evaluating the forum

Meanwhile, other child co-researchers were more focused on talking about their experience

at the forum. Most had felt nervous but also excited and enjoyed having the choice of what

to present. On one hand, the forum and its preparations had demanded a large amount of

time and energy, so many felt tired and relieved when it was over. On the other hand, they

also felt happy and empowered. However, although child co-researchers had a positive

impression of some panel members, many didn’t feel satisfied with the responses they

received.

What did you think about the responses you got from the panel? — | asked.

| was a little sad that | didn’t get an answer to my question. — said Angela.

Maybe they just didn’t know what to say. — said Adam.

| didn’t pay that much attention. | don’t think they answered our questions. | couldn’t
understand, they were using really big words. And they were just telling us what we
wanted to hear. They were just playing us, they were just saying the same thing we
did, in different words. — said Aamira. — The two young UNICEF ambassadors were
easy to relate to, because they were our age and spoke language we could
understand.

How could we improve this? — | enquired.

Maybe the panellists should get a tiny bit more information on the topic that they’re
going to answer. — suggested Joey.

And next time, it can be more like an open debate. | can’t wait to stand up and take
guestions. — said Grace.

| said to you on the day, ‘is it okay if people ask you questions,” and you were, like,
‘no way.’ — said Gaby.

We didn’t have enough knowledge of this. — said Aamira. — | am very confident now.
It’s a learning path for all of us. | just thought you guys did an amazing job. | was
really impressed. And, | just think the next one is going to blow it out of the water. —

said Gaby.
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Did scaling-up help child co-researchers encounter different perspectives?

Although child co-researchers could not remember all the other group’s presentations at the
forum, they valued getting to know each other and their work. One presentation in
particular, Steve’s, was highlighted by most child co-researchers and adults that attended
the forum. Many celebrated the artistic quality of his work but, for Rebecca, it also meant

learning about life in rural Australia and confronting her assumptions.

- My favourite presentation was that guy, Steve, the one that lives on a farm. He
looked so chilled, so unbothered. He was just interesting to listen to. | might just say
it... | felt like he would be like the ones like you see on TV. You know, with those

hats, a small house, like, in the middle of nowhere. — said Rebecca.

In turn, Steve also said that coming to Melbourne for the first time and working with the
University had been a very important experience. He said his passion was sharing his
experience of rural living, especially with city kids. He said he would like to continue the next
year and present on how the drought had affected him and his family. He also suggested
working with other people from different perspectives, perhaps communicating with video
chats if it was not possible to get together in the same place. Other child co-researchers had

similar ideas about wanting to connect with others during the research process.

Like Steve, many child co-researchers wanted to continue with a new project the following
year, hopefully with their same team. | noticed that the topics that child co-researchers
proposed for the next year were more global. Child co-researchers mentioned issues like the
environment, climate change, poverty, world peace and education. Donald Trump was also
mentioned. | observed that child co-researchers’ interests also evolved. During our last
meeting, one group talked, for the first time, about the racial discrimination they had
directly experienced or witnessed towards their community. Gradually, their conversation

expanded to the discrimination suffered by other groups in the country.

- Actually, | think we’re trying to go for racism in general. Asian and Muslim
communities are also affected. — said Grace.
- And Aboriginal youth. This country has done them wrong in so many ways. They can

just be sitting down, | can see police coming to them, putting their gloves on,
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checking on them, you know what | mean. They feel they have drugs and stuff like

that. They’re not treated right. — added Rebecca.

This was not the first time that child co-researchers had criticized the discrimination suffered
by people from other ethnic or religious backgrounds. Corey, for example, criticized
politicians who acted to the detriment of Aboriginal peoples in Australia. However, this was
the first time that a team of the child co-researchers proposed making a project with young

people from different contexts and backgrounds around one common social problem.

Child co-researchers had been very positive about scaling up their projects from their
immediate community to the national level, and | wanted to know what they thought about
going even further. They found the idea of expanding the project to different countries
interesting and fun. Even though language and not being able to travel were important
barriers, child co-researchers mentioned different ways in which scaling-up internationally
could benefit the research. It called my attention to the fact that most of these reasons were

also mentioned by adult researchers in the literature about scaling-up participatory studies.

- lwould learn a lot more about kids and how they live in their country and they’d
learn about how I live in my country. — said Steve. — We could do a worldwide survey.

- Maybe we can have one or two meetings with everyone who'’s doing the research.
You could bounce ideas off each other and work together as a team. — added Joey.

- Ifthere’s more researchers from other countries, the more accurate the report will
probably be ‘cause there’s more answers or whatever. Also, because life in other
countries can be so much different to here in Australia. So that’ll be pretty helpful
because you'll get information from here, in other places of Australia and even other

countries. — said Corey.

Reference letters, thanks, and closure

| wanted to finish our last meeting by focusing on the different skills that adults and co-
researchers brought to the table. | started by asking child co-researchers what skills they
valued the most in the adult facilitators. | did not want to ask them directly about my way of
working with them, because the child co-researchers might not say what they were really

thinking or worry that | might not like it. So, instead, | asked about adults in general.
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- What would you recommend to adults who work with children in doing research? — |
asked.

- Adults need to have an open mind and be able to open their ears and listen to what
we have to say. — responded Sophia.

- They should be funny and humorous and not tell us off or say that our idea’s wrong.

And they shouldn’t be serious. — added Chloe.

Then, | gave each child co-researcher a reference letter that | wrote thinking of each one’s
strengths and contributions during the project. Gaby proposed it as a way to give back
something that would be useful for the child co-researchers in the future, like applying for
jobs or programs. | also thought it could be an important way for the adult researchers to
acknowledge child co-researchers’ unique contributions to the project. | also intended the
letters would help give a positive sense of closure. However, | did not expect that the child

co-researchers would react by giving me positive feedback in return.

- So, | wanted to say a little bit about what you’ve done and all your skills. It was very

difficult to condense it. — | said.

| gave each one their letter and explained a little bit about its context and contents.
Sometimes, child co-researchers asked to read the letters in silence before talking about

them. After reading them, | asked child co-researchers what they thought about the letters.

- I'mvery happy with that. | like the bit that says that | have strong sense of justice
and fairness. That really... you just touched me. — said Rebecca.

- ‘She was highly capable of facing unexpected problems.” That’ll look really good on
my resume. — said Anita.

- And also, the dynamic in this group was so special that you guys were so great at
working together, you made a really good team and each one put their own skills. It
was a really great privilege to work with you guys. — | said. — So, before we wrap up, is
there anything you would like to say? — | said.

- Like, thank you so much. — said Aamira.

- Thank you, like, you’ve done a lot, you helped us go through the stuff, you organised

it. — said Rebecca.
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- You always kept your patience with us as well. — said Anita. — We never were on time,

and you never said anything.

Child co-researchers also thanked everyone else in the team at the University and some
explicitly asked me to pass their thanks to Gaby and Jane. | was very touched. During these
meetings, | felt emotional and happy, and a little sad that in the future | might not be the
person working with them as the adult facilitator. | was also a little anxious about what
would really happen the following year and if we could provide opportunities for those child

co-researchers who wanted to continue.

The outcomes of the project

Even though the Kids Contribute project finished, the story is not complete without looking
at its impact. In general, child co-researchers valued the experience of being in the project.
However, some didn’t feel that they had the impact they expected on the panel members at
the forum. When | asked Ethan what he thought he had gained from the project, he said that
he did not think there was a lot to benefit from it, ‘but | guess you don’t really need a

benefit.

Many child co-researchers reported being acknowledged by their families, friends, school
and community, or making their parents proud. Steve, for example, was invited to other
forums and events in his hometown. However, some child co-researchers did not like getting
a lot of attention, especially when they were asked to talk about their experiences in front of
their school. Also, they sometimes felt uncomfortable that their parents shared news and
photos about them on social media. For this reason, | offered child co-researchers the

opportunity to select the pictures they wanted to share with others.

We took care to let child co-researchers know about the impact of their work in other
places. For example, | explained to everyone that Kids Contribute had expanded into a new
project, where child co-researchers in different parts of Australia, Chile, Colombia and the
United Kingdom were going to see their work to make their own polls. Another outcome of
the Kids Contribute study was the incorporation of some of its findings in the National
Children’s Commissioner’s report to the United Nations about the state of childhood in

Australia. The Commissioner chaired the forum and cited the Kids Contribute poll as
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evidence of children and adolescents’ participation and commitment in society. She also
worked with children in a similar way to make a poll about children’s perceptions of their
rights in Australia. In total, the report contained the opinions of more than 20,000 children
and adolescents, making it unique in its kind. Child co-researchers expressed their
excitement about how their work had influenced people in other parts of the world and
were keen to give suggestions for how to work with child co-researchers from different

countries.

We agreed with the child co-researchers to take a break and continue next year with a new
project. Even though it was not possible to carry out a second forum the next year, the team
at the University continued to work on ideas that could be interesting for those child co-
researchers who wanted to do their own projects. But staying in touch can be difficult. Also,
some child co-researchers are now in their senior years or transitioning to secondary school.
This might mean they do not have the same availability or interest in being child co-
researchers. Yet, a few child co-researchers responded to a call from the Children’s
Commissioner to participate in a consultation about how Australia should protect human
rights in the XXI century. | got an e-mail from Carrie and Joey’s dad, telling me they had an
interesting conversation about human rights in Australia that extended to other countries of

the world. Carrie and Joey had made a poster about it and were going to send it to us.

Discussion

Child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study interacted and collaborated with a large
number of adults. The story above showed that child co-researchers became progressively
more empowered and made more decisions about the research when adults helped
promote their freedom of expression, agency and empowerment: first at the local level, and

then in increasingly wider contexts.

Promoting child co-researchers’ freedom of expression

As an adult facilitator, | tried to promote child co-researchers’ sense of being free to express
themselves in the research rather than having to comply with what adults expected to hear
from them (Lundy, 2007). One way of promoting child co-researchers’ freedom of expression

was embracing diverse ways of communicating (Punch, 2002b) during the research process
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and the forum. For example, making a space for jokes and informal conversations during
meetings helped child co-researchers who found humour useful to express their ideas more
easily and feel more at ease with adults. During the forum, child co-researchers chose what

they wanted to present and how.

There is wide agreement in the literature on participatory research with children on the
intrinsically relational nature of the participatory process (Mannion, 2007). In the Kids
Contribute study, building positive rapport between the child co-researchers and me was
also crucial to support their freedom of expression (Bushin, 2007; Irwin & Johnson, 2005;
Spyrou, 2011). It was helpful that my first conversations with child co-researchers were
about their everyday lives because this topic was interesting for them and they felt
comfortable talking about it. Sometimes, adult facilitators also shared their experiences and
perspectives. In this way, child co-researchers and | got to know each other better. As the
project developed and scaled-up, it was necessary to also foster positive relationships
between child co-researchers and the rest of the research team and collaborators. At the
end of the project, it was important to provide a space for child co-researchers to reflect on
the whole experience, anticipate the end of the project and generate a positive sense of

closure.

Child co-researchers’ feedback confirmed previous evidence showing that keeping an open
mind to children’s ideas is one of the most important skills in participatory research
(Kohfeldt et al., 2011; Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012; Ozer et al., 2013). When adults cease to
see themselves as the only experts, they are more capable of learning about children’s
worlds (Kellett, 2010). Opening up to child co-researchers’ ideas helped me develop new
learnings and understandings about childhood and challenged my previous assumptions. At
different moments, | realized that despite my best efforts as a participatory researcher, | still
tended to view children as a homogeneous group. For example, Sophia’s insights helped me
understand that it was inadequate to devise poll questions that ask children to respond on
behalf of children in general, because their lives are very different. When we discussed the
poll findings, | had not expected that child co-researchers would have such different
opinions about gender roles at home. When | helped child co-researchers prepare for the

forum, | also learned that child co-researchers can be as effective as adults in facilitating
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meetings or even more, and that children can also be skilled advocates who strategically
dialogue with adults. Perhaps child co-researchers were more aware than me about the
diversity of children’s experiences, skills and interests because, in our adultist society,
children often experience being treated as a homogenous groups, expected to be passive
recipients of knowledge and face a backlash from adults when they raise their voices,
especially in marginalized communities (Hope & Bafiales, 2019; Ozer et al., 2013; Shier,

2015).

Building rapport also requires adults to be aware of child co-researchers’ emotions and
potential distress (Bushin, 2007; Powell et al., 2012). Since most child co-researchers did not
have experience in projects like the Kids Contribute study or the National Child and Youth
Forum, they could have felt nervous, insecure or frustrated. As the project expanded and
required more time and energy, child co-researchers may have also felt overwhelmed or
exhausted. It was also possible that child co-researchers would experience some discomfort
or even distress when discussing issues related to oppression and privilege (Freire, 2017;

Middleton, Anderson, Banning, & Paguyo, 2009).

For this reason, adult researchers must promote an atmosphere of trust in the research
setting (Clark, 2010; Kellett, 2010; Maglajlic, 2010). Building trust is an ongoing process, and
adults need to give children the necessary time to feel empowered enough to talk about
important or sensitive issues (Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012). Because of this, in the Kids
Contribute study, some child co-researchers waited until they felt ready to address and

develop their critical consciousness about gender, racial and religious inequities.

As previously explained, scaling-up the Kids Contribute Study allowed child co-researchers to
engage with wider adult audiences. At the start of the project, child co-researchers knew
that they would have the opportunity to present their findings in their local community if
they wished to do so. The Kids Contribute Poll and the National Child and Youth Forum
scaled-up the project to the national level. At the international level, the National Children’s
Commissioner, who chaired the forum, mentioned child co-researchers’ findings about

children’s role as contributors in Australia in her report to the United Nations.

According to Lundy (2007), promoting children’s right to express their views in matters that
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affect them requires space, voice, audience and influence. Our team at the Child and
Community Unit designed the forum so child co-researchers could choose how to express
their views and tried to make sure that the panellists and audience members actively
listened to child co-researchers and were willing to act upon their recommendations. To
achieve this, we asked child co-researchers to help us decide who would be in the panel and
the audience. The variety of topics covered by the child co-researchers’ forum presentations
required an audience that was influential across a wide range of topics related to childhood
and youth. It was also key that panellists confirmed their interest in listening to child co-
researchers’ recommendations and incorporating them into their work. Child co-researchers
wanted to present to adults and young people. Thus, two members of the panel were

UNICEF Youth Ambassadors.

It was also important to guarantee that all the spaces where child co-researchers expressed
themselves were comfortable and safe (Lundy, 2007; Powell et al., 2012). Thus, the audience
invited to the forum consisted of adults interested in listening to the children and youth (e.g.
academics, practitioners) and child co-researchers’ parents, friends and family. Adults must
also make sure that advocacy activities do not negatively affect children’s safety, privacy and
wellbeing (Powell et al., 2012; Shier, 2015). It was important that child co-researchers did
not feel exhausted or stressed from participating in the Kids Contribute study or the National
Child and Youth Forum. For example, at the forum, our team at the Child and Community
Wellbeing Unit tried to promote a friendly atmosphere for child co-researchers by getting to
know them in advance when possible. We carried out a general rehearsal without the
audience and relaxation exercises with child co-researchers. Also, we had food and
beverages so they would be refreshed before beginning the forum. To protect child co-
researchers from the backlash that children sometimes receive for speaking up (Shier, 2015),
only people and media representatives who were invited could attend the forum, and only

those who received the link could access the forum footage online.

We provided briefing notes in advance to all the panellists to give them notice of the topics
that would be covered and asked them to be prepared to indicate how they planned to
respond to the research findings and key messages. Unfortunately, a strong theme that

emerged in child co-researchers’ feedback was that they weren’t satisfied with the adult
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panellists’ responses to their presentations and felt that some weren’t really listening to
them. In contrast, child co-researchers felt more listened to and able to communicate with
the two young members of the panel. Despite this, child co-researchers still wanted to
organize a future debate with adults, hoping to have a meaningful dialogue with them, and
suggested ways to improve communication between them. Furthermore, they expressed
feeling more confident and wanting to have open debate with adults. Nonetheless, it’s
possible that feeling unheard during the forum may have affected them later, when | tried to

reconnect with them the following years and they didn’t respond to the invitation.

Facilitating child co-researchers’ agency and empowerment

The Kids Contribute study scaled-up in a way that allowed child co-researchers to gradually
gain more control over the research process. When possible, our team at the Child and
Community Wellbeing Unit tried to include child co-researchers in deciding when, where and
how they participated in the study (Shier, 2018). Yet, at the same time, we acknowledged
that in large participatory studies, not all children will be able or willing to engage in the

same activities and with the same level of decision-making (Gibbs et al., 2020).

Authors like Ozer, Newlan, Douglas and Hubbard (2013) discussed the complexity of putting
participatory principles into practice in real-life contexts where children’s agency is normally
constrained by hierarchical power dynamics and social inequalities. They argued that child
co-researchers’ agency can be constrained across different stages of the research process,
particularly when choosing a research question and determining action steps to advocate for
social change. In the Kids Contribute Study, it was not possible to include child co-
researchers in the design of research questions or methods, as well as data collection (see
Chapter 6: The Kids Contribute Study: Scaling-up Participatory Research to Gain a Better

Understanding of Children’s Contributions in their Everyday Lives).

Despite constraints to their power for decision-making during the research, child co-
researchers can feel more empowered and freer to express themselves than in other
contexts of their daily lives (Ozer et al., 2013). In the Kids Contribute Story, Corey highlighted
that being a child co-researcher gave him more opportunities to have a say than he usually
had at school. Ozer, Newlan, Douglas and Hubbard (2013) argued that even when child co-

researchers’ agency to influence some key decisions is limited, there may be other important
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aspects where adults can offer them more power to influence the research process. In the
Kids Contribute Study, adults defined the broad topic of the poll but, by helping make
questions, child co-researchers helped narrow the focus of the study. Then, the forum

emerged as an opportunity for child co-researchers to focus on a topic of their choice.

A strong topic that emerged from the Kids Contribute Story was that, by the end of the
project, children felt more empowered as co-researchers. Although some co-researchers
preferred to describe themselves as ‘research helpers,” they were aware of their important
contributions to the study. At the same time, in line with previous research, child co-
researchers valued collaborating with adults and having the option of asking them for help

when necessary (Shier, 2015).

Adults provide logistical support for child co-researchers to engage in the dissemination
stage of the research (Shier, 2015). In the Kids Contribute study and the forum, our team at
the Child and Community Wellbeing Unit organized and coordinated research activities and
helping child co-researchers from interstate travel to Melbourne to attend the forum.
Adults also have a crucial role as facilitators who provide scaffolding in how to do research
(Wong et al., 2010). As an adult facilitator, | tried to promote child co-researchers’ critical
consciousness using techniques from the literature on participatory research with children.
For instance, as | discussed in the previous chapter, | tried to catch and retain child co-
researchers’ critical curiosity about children’s experiences as contributors by providing new
and meaningful information based on the poll findings (Clark & Seider, 2017). This proved to

be an effective way of engaging child co-researchers in critical reflection.

To help guide child co-researchers’ reflections without imposing my own views, | tried to
apply Freire’s (2017) approach to problem-posing, where facilitators make questions that
promote critical reflection about the structural root causes of social problems. In
participatory research with children, Kohfeldt and Langhout (2012) explained that turning a
problem into a question makes it more difficult to blame it on specific individuals or groups.
They suggested using the ‘5 Whys’ technique, where the facilitator asks child co-researchers
to identify five potential causes of a problem and to choose the most important one. Then,
the facilitator asks them to identify five causes behind the newly identified problem. This

cycle is repeated five times, or until child co-researchers identify the larger social forces
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behind their initial problem.

| tried a similar approach with child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study. For
example, a group of female child co-researchers explained that they felt that they could not
follow their dream of being professional athletes because women in sports are still viewed
as less competent than men and hence get paid less. In turn, | asked them why women are
still viewed as less competent in sports. Child co-researchers responded that it was the
media that continued to spread negative stereotypes about women and decided to advocate

for more empowering representations of girls and women at the forum.

Asking child co-researchers to reflect on the links between different ideas and concepts
using tools like mental maps (Fernandez et al., 2015) led to interesting insights about the
relationship between child co-researchers’ contributions and resilience. Facilitators can also
promote children’s critical reflection by asking them what information they find the most
important, how does it relate to their experience, what it teaches them about themselves
and how they can apply it in real-life scenarios (Grace & Langhout, 2014). When we were
interpreting the poll findings, | encouraged child co-researchers to discuss what poll findings
were more relevant to them and if they reflected their personal experiences of contributing.
When we were preparing their forum presentations, | asked them how they wanted to apply

what they learned from the Kids Contribute Poll to address the panel.

These approaches to asking questions share in common that child co-researchers are free to
critically examine their ideas on their own terms. Kohfeldt, Chhun, Grace and Langhout
(2011) emphasized that, in participatory research, it’s not adults’ role to tell child co-
researchers that their ideas aren’t feasible or appropriate. For example, adults should
encourage child co-researchers to critically examine the advantages and disadvantages of
their proposed solutions to social problems and reach a final conclusion themselves. This
approach to making questions can also be used to connect the different ecological levels
involved when participatory research is scaled-up (Gibbs et al., 2020) (for more information
see Chapter 3: Literature Review). For example, in the Kids Contribute study, asking child co-
researchers about the differences and similarities between their individual experiences and

the results of a national poll served to connect the individual and national levels.
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Acknowledging child co-researchers’ skills, competencies and the impact of their work
contributes to their empowerment (Darbyshire, MacDougall, & Schiller, 2005; Kellett, 2010;
Maglajlic, 2010). There were different moments when child co-researchers received positive
feedback about their involvement in the Kids Contribute study. A large number of poll
respondents left positive reviews of the Kids Contribute Poll, celebrating that the poll was for
and by children. Child co-researchers who participated in the forum reported feeling
recognized by their family, school and friends. At the end of the project, | prepared

reference letters to recognize child co-researchers’ individual and collective contributions
and let them know their work was mentioned in the National Children’s Commissioner

report to the UN and inspired a new international project in our Unit.

Finally, asking child co-researchers for their feedback was an important part of
acknowledging their ownership over the project (Punch, 2002a; Shier, 2001, 2015). In
general, child co-researchers reported having a positive experience, and some expressed
feeling empowered and motivated to continue the following year. Yet, scaling-up also
presents challenges to promoting child co-researchers’ agency and empowerment (Gibbs et
al., 2020), some of which manifested during the Kids Contribute study. Difficulties in
communication and coordination resulted in child co-researchers not knowing when the Kids
Contribute Poll went online. Having long gaps between meetings with child co-researchers
sometimes affected their interest or availability to continue participating in the project. Our
team hoped that we could continue working with this cohort of child co-researchers the
following year. However, the ongoing funding necessary to sustain participatory projects for
a longer time is not always accessible. The ethical challenge of securing sustainability for
participatory research with children over time can become even more difficult when it is

scaled up due to the larger amount of resources it requires (Gibbs et al., 2020).

Summary

In the Kids Contribute study, scaling-up participatory research with children influenced child
co-researchers’ empowerment in their relationship with adults through two main processes:
promoting child co-researchers’ freedom of expression and agency in increasingly wider
contexts and with progressively larger numbers of adults. Yet, scaling-up also presented

challenges and obstacles to child co-researchers’ active sense of agency in the project, due
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to the impact of logistic and communication issues on their sense of ownership over the

project at the local level and as the overall group of child co-researchers.

The following chapter comprises my final discussion and conclusions about how scaling-up

participatory research with children influences their critical consciousness and agency.
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Chapter 9: Discussion

Participatory research with children is a wide and diverse field of approaches that share the
aim of collaborating with children as co-researchers in creating knowledge that improves
their lives (Gibbs et al., 2018). There is a growing trend to scale-up the size and scope of
participatory research with children to gain a better understanding of how different issues
affect their lives locally, nationally and globally and to expand the impact of the research.
Scaling-up participatory research has also been suggested as a way of gathering diverse child
perspectives and empowering children as agents of change beyond their local communities

(see Chapter 3: Literature Review).

My literature review showed that the number of scaled-up participatory studies with
children has increased in the last ten years. These studies show overall high levels of child
agency, but there is scarce information on the process of collaborating with child co-
researchers across increasingly wider ecological levels. Authors like Ginwright and
Cammarota (2002) and Kohfeldt and Langhout (2012) stated that engaging in participatory
research can contribute to promoting children’s critical consciousness, understood as the
combination of critical reflection and transformative action for a more equitable society
(Freire, 2017). However, little is known about how working across a wider geographic area
influences child co-researchers’ critical consciousness. In response to this, my PhD research
aimed to answer the question of how does scaling-up participatory research with children

influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness and their agency in the research?

To answer this question, | carried out two scaled-up qualitative participatory studies. The
first one, Children’s Araucaria, aimed to connect children in two disaster risk reduction
programs, one in Chile, the other one in Australia (see Chapter 5: Children’s Araucaria, a
pilot study to explore how children contribute to disaster risk reduction). First, children
exchanged materials created by them about their local experiences in building disaster
resilience. Then, children were intended to be co-researchers and help me discuss and
interpret the materials to draw conclusions about children’s role in disaster risk reduction in
different places. Even though the project didn’t achieve the expected levels of child agency

in the research process, children were able to connect across geographic and language
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barriers and learn about each other. The findings from this pilot study provided valuable
lessons on the importance of building enabling environments to scale-up participatory

research with children that | applied in my next study.

My second study was part of a larger mixed-methods study, Kids Contribute (see Chapter 6:
The Kids Contribute Study: Scaling-up Participatory Research to Gain a Better Understanding
of Children’s Contributions in their Everyday Lives). This project had the objective of
exploring children’s role as active contributors at home, school, clubs and elsewhere in their
communities, and to examine the relationship between children’s contributions and their
resilience. My research focused on the qualitative and participatory element of the Kids
Contribute study. Child co-researchers from different backgrounds and parts of Australia
discussed their personal experiences of contributing. Then, they helped make questions for a
poll about how children in Australia contribute, why and how it made them feel. After this,
they helped interpret the poll findings and presented their ideas about how to support

children’s role as active contributors of society during the National Child and Youth Forum.

In this chapter, | synthesize the overall findings of my whole PhD research and discuss its
contributions to the field of scaling-up participatory research with children. | also
acknowledge some of the limitations of my work and suggest an agenda for future research.
Since children in the Araucaria study didn’t participate in the project as child co-researchers,
when | discuss how scaling-up influences child co-researchers’ critical consciousness and

agency in the research, | will mostly focus on the Kids Contribute study.

Adopting an ecological approach to scaling-up participatory research with
children

The social and cultural context determines local constructions of childhood (Porter et al.,
2010). Children’s contexts will affect adults’ attitudes towards children’s agency and
freedom of expression and the availability of spaces for children's active participation in
research (Langhout & Thomas, 2010; Maglajlic, 2010; Porter et al., 2010). Because of this, an
ecological approach is critical to understanding the larger social framework affecting child
co-researchers’ experiences in participatory research (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). Similarly, my

findings showed that applying an ecological and systems approach is necessary to address
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the implications of increasing the geographic scale of scaling-up participatory research for

child co-researchers’ critical consciousness and agency in the research.

An ecological perspective helps us understand why scaling-up participatory research with
children requires a careful and thorough understanding of the different contexts where the
research takes place, the links between them and how they work together as a whole. The
local context determines the ethical and methodological issues of any particular study
(Kohfeldt et al., 2011; Ozer et al., 2013). Under certain circumstances, participatory
approaches may not even be appropriate or feasible. Thus, adult researchers and
stakeholders need to collaborate in building enabling environments where child co-

researchers can address issues affecting them in a meaningful and safe way (Shier, 2015).

The crucial importance of building enabling environments for participatory research at each
study location was revealed during the Children’s Araucaria study. Depending on the local
context, different obstacles to children’s agency as co-researchers emerged in both study
locations. In one study location, the Resilient Seaview program (Australia), children’s agency
was constrained due to lack of time which, in turn, was caused by organizational pressures
to fulfill a tight curriculum. Often, educational programs and educators themselves are
assessed mostly based on performance measures associated with an official curriculum
(Kohfeldt et al., 2011; Ozer et al., 2013). Failing to fulfill the curriculum can have serious
implications for the continuity of these programs and educators’ reputations and
employment. These pressures can lead adults to conclude that the only way to carry out the
project despite time restraints is to limit children’s agency over the project. At the Resilient
Seaview program, these circumstances resulted in students having little power to decide and
directly engage in making materials for children in the other country. This lack of agency
affected children’s sense of ownership over the project and may be a reason why such a

large proportion of students didn’t provide informed consent to participate in the final focus

group.

In the other study location, the Safe Cuesta Grande program (Chile), children actively
participated at the start of the project, but they could not engage as child co-researchers in
the rest of the project due to lack of funding. This, in turn, was associated with the fact that

children’s active engagement in disaster risk reduction is not a priority for many schools and
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academics in the field of disaster risk reduction. According to Peek (2008) and Muzenda-
Mudavanhu (2016) this situation is not uncommon, and promoting children’s active role in
disaster risk reduction is still a challenge in many parts of the world. At the Safe Cuesta
Grande program, this meant that children’s experiences and views in relation to the

Araucaria project couldn’t be incorporated into the findings of this research.

How did scaling-up influence child co-researchers’ critical consciousness?

A number of studies have begun to examine how engaging in participatory research can
promote child co-researchers’ critical consciousness (Fernandez et al., 2015; Kohfeldt &
Langhout, 2012). Engaging in participatory research has also been found to enhance child co-
researchers’ skills in research, communication, critical thinking, planning and group work.
Being co-researchers can also benefit children’s sense of self-esteem, efficacy, community

engagement, empowerment and citizenship (Kellett, 2010; Wong et al., 2010).

An ecological approach helps understand how children’s critical consciousness is shaped by
their contexts (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002), including when they engage in research as
co-researchers (Fernandez et al., 2015; Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012; Nguyen & Quinn, 2018).
According to the Social Justice Youth Development framework (Ginwright & Cammarota,
2002), children’s critical consciousness transitions between the individual, social and global
levels of awareness. First, children and young people critically reflect and act upon their
individual identity (individual awareness). Then, children’s critical consciousness expands to
how their personal and cultural identity relates to the conditions and issues present in their
communities (social awareness). As they become more aware of the social structures
shaping their lives, they also become more interested in the experiences of people in other
contexts, the social issues affecting them and the connections between people’s struggles in

different places and moments of history (global awareness).

In line with previous findings from participatory research with children (Kohfeldt et al.,
2011), child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute study gradually shifted their focus from
individual problems and solutions to identifying the social root causes of those problems. As
the project advanced, children discussed how problems (e.g. gender stereotypes) affected

other children in increasingly wider geographic scales (neighbourhood, national,
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international). In this way, participating as co-researchers’ progressively promoted children’s
individual, social and global awareness. By the end of the project, children were interested in
collaborating with peers from different places and backgrounds to address issues like racism

and environmental degradation from a global perspective using participatory research.

Figure 21 illustrates how child co-researchers’ individual, social and global awareness
developed in relation to the different stages of the research and child co-researchers’

increasing exposure to diverse child experiences and perspectives.
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Figure 21: Timeline showing relationships between stages of the research, exposure to
different child experiences and perspectives, and the development of critical
consciousness at different levels

The different stages of the Kids Contribute study were associated with progressively wider
levels of awareness. First, children reflected on their personal experiences as active

contributors to society. This positive framing helped build rapport and familiarity with the
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research before they focussed on more sensitive topics (Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012). In line
with previous research (Seider & Clark, 2019; Seider, Tamerat, Clark, & Soutter, 2017),
focusing on child co-researchers’ experiences in their everyday contexts helped raise child
co-researchers’ curiosity and initial awareness about children’s role as contributors in other

places.

Based on these reflections, children helped create an instrument to collect data about the
lives of children across the country. For some child co-researchers, making the Kids
Contribute Poll was itself a form of critical action that could help transform the lives of other
children. Making poll questions also promoted child co-researchers’ curiosity to learn about
children’s lives in other parts of the country (Clark & Seider, 2017; Ginwright & Cammarota,
2002). Thus, helping interpret poll data collected at the national level helped develop child
co-researchers’ social awareness. Instead of just focusing on issues they could observe in
their daily lives, co-researches linked their personal experiences to those of children from
different contexts but with whom they still shared an identity as children living in the same
country. In line with previous evidence (Seider et al., 2017), having access to new and
unexpected information that was relevant to them (like girls in Australia tending to receive
less pocket money but doing more chores at home) was key to sustaining some child co-

researchers’ interest in the project.

As suggested by the Social Justice Youth Development framework (Ginwright & James, 2002)
and the literature on children’s social action (Watts et al., 2011) becoming aware of issues
that affected children within and beyond their communities encouraged child co-researchers
to participate in the forum as a way of engaging in social action. Lundy’s (2007) work
emphasizes the importance of creating spaces where children can freely express their voices
to attentive adult audiences willing to act upon their ideas. In line with this, the forum was
meant to be a meaningful form of action for child co-researchers by giving them the power

of deciding what to present to a panel of influential adults.

Attending the National Child and Youth Forum triggered new developments in child co-
researchers’ critical consciousness by increasing their direct exposure to other child
perspectives. So far, child co-researchers had learned about other children’s lives through

the poll data. At the forum, child co-researchers from different study locations met in person
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and listened to each other for the first time. Child co-researchers reported that this
experience helped them reflect on the differences and similarities between children’s
experiences in different parts of Australia and question stereotypes they learned from the

media.

When child co-researchers and | met one final time to evaluate their overall experience in
the Kids Contribute study, child co-researchers manifested signs of global awareness. Child
co-researchers expressed empathy towards children and young people experiencing
adversity in other places of Australia and the world. Their reflections motivated them to
express a desire to collaborate across geographic and cultural contexts to address similar

issues affecting children and young people in different places.

My research has shown that being exposed to diverse child perspectives was engaging for
child co-researchers and promoted their critical consciousness. Dialoguing with teammates
who had different opinions and experiences and engaging with data that reflected the
diversity of children’s experiences allowed child co-researchers to gain better
understandings of how similar issues affect children in different ways across different
contexts. Further, connecting and collaborating across study sites was crucial for child co-

researchers’ to develop critical consciousness at wider levels.
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Figure 22: Opportunities for connecting child co-researchers across locations depending on
study design
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Figure 22 shows different ways in which child co-researchers can connect and collaborate
when scaling-up participatory research that | identified during my work. If groups of child co-
researchers work separately across the whole research process and never engage in directly
dialoguing with each other, the benefit from gathering different child perspectives would be
reduced (see Chapter 3: Literature Review). This approach also means that child co-
researchers are not involved in drawing the final conclusions of the study. This disempowers
them and obstructs their ownership over the final outcomes of the research. Thus, this
approach cannot be classified as scaling-up participatory research. In contrast, participatory
research will gain from gathering diverse child perspectives when co-researches are
organized into separate teams that collaborate at different points of the research, or when
they work together as one team (in person or online). In the Kids Contribute study, child co-
researchers were only able to connect during the National Child and Youth Forum. Because
of this, later in this chapter | discuss the potential to carry out further research about the
benefits and outcomes of connecting child co-researchers when scaling-up participatory

research with children.

How did scaling-up influence child co-researchers’ agency in the research?

Children’s agency in the research manifests when they take part in decision-making, freely
express their views and decide when and how to become involved (as well as choosing not
to participate in research) (Clark, 2010; Liegghio et al., 2010). Gains in agency serve to
empower children as co-researchers and agents of change (Kellett, 2010; Kohfeldt et al.,
2011; Ozer et al., 2013). Yet, participatory studies may aim to put a participatory discourse
into practice but end up serving the interest of adult stakeholders, without generating any
real changes in power relationships between children and adults (Gallacher & Gallagher,
2008; Grace & Langhout, 2014). As | discussed earlier in this chapter, sharing control over
the research with children is only possible in an enabling environment, where child co-
researchers have the necessary time, resources and support from the adults in the research

and their wider organization (Shier, 2015).

My findings from the Araucaria study proved that increasing the scale of the study does not
immediately translate into high levels of child agency across the different stages and levels
of the research. Instead, child co-researchers’ agency over the research is largely shaped by
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decisions taken by the adult researchers and their collaborators (Shier, 2018). As previously
discussed in Chapter 3: Literature Review, some researchers have carried out separate local
participatory studies and then gathered their findings to reach a final conclusion
(Rademacher & Patel, 2002; Seballos & Tanner, 2011). However, adding up findings of local
studies is not the same thing as scaling-up participatory research. Instead, my findings
confirmed that, when the research is scaled-up, sharing power with child co-researchers
across different stages of the research is important to maintain participatory principles. In
this way, child co-researchers can have a say on the final conclusions and applications of the
overall scaled-up participatory study (see Glossary and Chapter 3: Literature Review). The
findings from the Children’s Araucaria study also confirmed previous research showing that,
depending on the local conditions, there can be important differences in child co-
researchers’ roles and levels of agency within study sites (Clark, 2010; Franklin & Slope,
2006) and when the research is scaled-up, across study locations (Gibbs et al., 2020;
Kornbluh, 2017). At the start of the Children’s Araucaria project, children in the Safe Cuesta
Grande program had more agency than students at the Resilient Seaview program when
they created and exchanged materials about their experiences in disaster risk reduction.
However, no students from the Safe Cuesta Grande program were able to participate in the
Children’s Araucaria study as child co-researchers. There were also differences between
students’ engagement in the Resilient Seaview program. Few students had an active role in
making video clips about the program (as actors or narrators) and only five participated in

the final focus group.

Often, research and advocacy activities take place at different geographic scales (e.g.
neighbourhood, municipal, national, international). When it is possible and appropriate,
child co-researchers should have a choice to become involved at each one of these scales.
Working at larger scales (state, national, international) often requires building spaces for
children’s voices in contexts that are less child-friendly (Ross, 2011). If is this task is fulfilled,
child co-researchers can become empowered as creators of knowledge and agents of change
locally and beyond their immediate communities, at the city, regional, national or
international levels. In line with this, the Kids Contribute study gave child co-researchers the
opportunity to actively participate in making and interpreting a national poll and a national
forum. Both activities were organized by a team of adult researchers who worked according
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to participatory principles, in collaboration with stakeholders whose work was closely
related to empowering children to freely express their views on matters that affect them

(the Behind the News TV show and the National Children’s Commissioner).

The evolution of child co-researchers’ level of decision-making over key aspects of the Kids
Contribute study reflected how children’s empowerment as co-researchers is a dynamic and
ongoing process (Kohfeldt et al., 2011). In line with the literature on participatory research
with children (Ozer et al., 2013; Shier, 2001), adult facilitators had a crucial role creating
opportunities to increase child co-researchers’ agency during the Kids Contribute study.
Adult facilitators set the necessary conditions (Shier, 2015), rapport (Green, 2015) and
scaffolding (Franklin & Slope, 2006; Maglajlic, 2010) to progressively share more power over
the project with child co-researchers. This was done in accordance with child co-researchers’
age, development and maturity (A. Clark, 2010; Wong et al., 2010). In the Kids Contribute
study, as children became more confident in their role as co-researchers, they began to
make more decisions in relation to key aspects of the research (interpreting findings,
advocating for change). | also offered child co-researchers more control over smaller
elements of our work together, like setting the agenda for our meetings and deciding when

to ask for my help.

An important part of the literature about participatory research with children has focused on
adult facilitators’ key role in transforming adult-child power asymmetries and promoting
children’s critical consciousness in the research setting (Fernandez et al., 2015; Kohfeldt &
Langhout, 2012). In relation to this, one of the most important duties of adult facilitators is
promoting dialogue about social justice issues (Watts et al., 2011). Figure 23 illustrates that,
when participatory research is scaled-up, the dialogue between adults and child co-

researchers involves multiple topics.
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Figure 23: Different topics that facilitators can integrate when dialoguing with child co-
researchers in scaled-up participatory studies

During group discussions, adult facilitators should help child co-researchers link and
integrate different ecological levels and geographic scales involved in the research (Ross,
2011; Suleiman et al., 2006). Children have multiple social identities (Balakrishnan &
Claiborne, 2017; Clonan-Roy et al., 2016; Diemer et al., 2016) and their critical consciousness
varies across different domains (e.g. gender, race, social class) (Diemer et al., 2006, 2015).
Thus, facilitators should guide discussions across different domains and that address
children’s different social identities in an empowering way. Facilitators should also consider
that the complexity of intersectional identities can be overwhelming (Clonan-Roy et al.,
2016) and guide children’s exploration of their different social identities in an engaging and

child-friendly way.

Additionally, facilitators should encourage child co-researchers to consider issues from
different child perspectives (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016). If digital platforms are
being used to increase the scale of the study, facilitators should integrate ideas and
experiences from both online and face-to-face activities in their discussions with child co-
researchers (Gibbs et al., 2018; Kornbluh et al., 2016). Balancing all these topics requires
skilful and balanced adult facilitation.
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In my research, | found that a useful approach is for adult facilitators to incorporate different
topics in their dialogue with child co-researchers at different stages of the research. As |
explained in the previous section, the different stages of the Kids Contribute study provided
information and experiences that served as prompts for child co-researchers to gradually
develop and link their individual, social and global awareness. Sometimes, child co-
researchers came up with critical reflections about the relationships between their lives and
those of other children in Australia. In other cases, | tried to guide our discussions by using
questions that helped link different ideas, as recommended by Grace and Langhout (2014).
For example, when the Kids Contribute Poll results were ready, | asked child co-researchers
about the similarities and differences between those findings and their personal
experiences. Then, at the end of the project, | asked child co-researchers how they imagined
it would be if a study like Kids Contribute scaled-up further from the national to the

international level.

Scaling-up the Kids Contribute study also promoted child co-researchers’ agency by allowing
them to address a larger adult audience. Often, in participatory research with children, child
co-researchers focus their advocacy and dissemination efforts in their communities, while
adult researchers take on the task of doing this with academics and policy makers at the
national and international audiences (Shier, 2015). In contrast, when participatory research
is scaled-up, the aim is to expand the impact of the research (Gibbs et al., 2020) and give
child co-researchers the opportunity to address adult audiences at higher levels of decision-
making (Ross, 2011). At the National Child and Youth Forum, the audience included
representatives from diverse fields (education, health, research, NGOs) who were influential
in the state of Victoria and the rest of Australia. Further, the forum was organized in
collaboration with the Australian National Children’s Commissioner, who cited child co-

researchers’ work in her report to the United Nations.

The Kids Contribute study findings confirmed that addressing adult audiences at higher
levels of decision-making is an important source of child co-researchers’ engagement in the
research (Ross, 2011; Suleiman et al., 2006). However, higher levels of decision-making often
are not child-friendly spaces (Ross, 2011). Lundy (2007) emphasized that promoting

children’s right to freedom of expression and participation requires attentive and influential

203



audiences, who are willing to actively listen and act upon children’s perspectives. The
National Child and Youth Forum was organized to fulfill this requirement by inviting
panellists and audience members whose work was related to the different topics of child co-
researchers’ presentations, and who expressed their openness to acting upon children’s
ideas. Child co-researchers decided what they wanted to do and say at the forum and who
they wanted to invite to the event. Other measures taken to help child co-researchers feel
comfortable during the forum included having a say on some of the equipment used during
presentations (microphone, type of stage) and the catering. To help child co-researchers’
feel less nervous, before the forum, a general rehearsal was held without the audience. This

activity also included ice-breaker and relaxation exercises.

After presenting at the National Child and Youth Forum, child co-researchers reported
feeling more confident and capable of debating with adults, despite not always feeling heard
by the adults panellists. Further, some child co-researchers approached these difficulties as
part of a learning process and made suggestions for how to improve the debate between
adults and children like giving more time and information for panellists to prepare and
allowing children and adults to asks each other questions and respond to each other’s
arguments. This confirms previous evidence showing that, even in research settings where
child co-researchers’ agency is constrained, children can feel comparatively more
empowered in participatory research than in other contexts of their everyday lives (Ozer et

al., 2013).

Increasing the size and influence of children’ audiences should not be interpreted as placing
less emphasis on local audiences. Scaling-up participatory research can help open spaces for
children’s voices at different geographic scales and levels of decision-making. For child co-
researchers who presented at the National Child and Youth Forum, local and familiar
audiences were equally important as representatives from regional or national
organizations. Child co-researchers who presented at the National Child and Youth Forum
were keen for the audience to include academics, policy makers and representatives from
the media, government and NGOs at the regional and national levels. At the same time, they
invited their family, friends, teachers and coaches. Another topic that emerged in my

analysis of the National Child and Youth Forum was that child co-researchers felt they could
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relate better with the two younger members of the panel (the two UNICEF Youth
Ambassadors) because they were friendly, acknowledged the quality of child co-researchers’
work and expressed themselves in a more informal and less technical language. Based on
these findings, | argue that the outcomes of scaling-up participatory studies benefit when a)
child co-researchers can address peers and adults, and b) when child co-researchers’
audiences include people who have a direct influence on their everyday lives as well as those

who can mobilize changes that benefit children across a wider geographic area.

Limitations of this study

My PhD research had important limitations that must be considered. Overall, these
limitations are mostly related to the degree to which my findings can be generalized to other
experiences of scaling-up participatory research with children. My PhD research shows one
way of scaling-up the size and scope of participatory research, that involved working with
diverse teams of child co-researchers from different locations and contexts. The teams of
child co-researchers sometimes worked separately, and sometimes collaborated, although
most of the time child co-researchers from different study sites did not directly interact with
one another. Also, | had the opportunity of being the main adult facilitator with most child
co-researchers and working with child co-researchers across different study locations. This is
one potential way of scaling-up participatory research with children, and its specific
characteristics may have influenced child co-researchers’ experiences in a different way from
other approaches. Other studies may increase the size and scope of the research with a
different number of child co-researchers, adult facilitators and study sites. There are also
different ways of promoting (or limiting) collaboration between child co-researchers from

different places and backgrounds.

As my research findings show, when participatory research with children is scaled-up across
different study locations, each study location will be embedded in a particular context that
determines the process and outcomes of the research. My PhD research examines how it
was to scale-up participatory research with child co-researchers from a specific number of
places and backgrounds in Australia. Thus, my research cannot be expected to represent
what it is like to work with child co-researchers from a large number of social groups and

contexts. For example, | did not work in contexts that involve other methodological and
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ethical considerations like working with children with disabilities, children who have

experienced trauma, Aboriginal children or children in out-of-home care.

Examining the full range of ways in which participatory research with children can be scaled-
up and the contextual implications of working with child co-researchers from different
places and backgrounds was outside the scope of my PhD research. The biggest limitation of
my PhD research was the degree to which | was able to incorporate child co-researchers’
perspectives into my work. Children’s participation was very limited in the Children’s
Araucaria study, and | was only able to ask feedback from a small group. Meanwhile, | was
able to incorporate child co-researchers’ insights and interpretations at different points of
my reporting on the Kids Contribute study. However, | was not able to ask for their feedback
on the final outcomes of my study about how scaling-up influenced their experiences as
child co-researchers. Additionally, the aim of a PhD thesis requires that the researchers’
work is an individual contribution to scientific knowledge. There is tension between this
requirement and the principles of participatory research with children, where adult
researchers are meant to share authorship over the research findings and outcomes with

child co-researchers (Kellett, 2010; Porter et al., 2010).

As argued by Gallacher and Gallagher (Gallacher & Gallagher, 2008) and Shier (2018), adults
always retain the final say on the final outcomes of participatory research with children. |
addressed this intrinsic limitation of my work by aiming to be as transparent as possible
regarding the real levels of children’s agency in the Children’s Araucaria and Kids Contribute
studies. Often, participatory researchers find it difficult to report the nuances of co-
researches’ level of agency in their work (Gibbs et al., 2020; Shier, 2018). | was able to
overcome this obstacle by applying an analytical tool (Shier, 2018) to systematically report
the nature of adult-child collaborations within and across study locations in both of my
studies. Additionally, | used narrative synthesis in an exercise of reflexivity, hoping that
approaching the data in different ways would help me examine my own influence over the

research in more depth.

Future directions

My PhD contributed to the field of scaling-up participatory research with children by
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identifying how this approach can help promote child co-researchers’ critical consciousness
about social issues at the individual, social and global levels, and becoming empowered in
the research setting, their communities and beyond. Based on my findings, | argue that one
of the most promising contributions of scaling-up participatory research with children is
exposing child co-researchers to diverse child perspectives in the context of critical and
democratic dialogue. In the Kids Contribute study, | was able to explore how child co-
researchers’ exposure to data that reflected the lives of children in wider geographic areas
triggered the development of children’s critical consciousness and its gradual expansion
from the individual to the social and global levels. | was also able to observe how child co-
researchers’ experience of directly interacting with each other during the National Child and
Youth Forum was crucial for their motivation to reflect and act upon social issues affecting
children in different parts of the world. However, in my research, child co-researchers only
encountered each other at one point of the research process. Because this encounter
happened at the stage of dissemination and advocacy for change, it wasn’t possible for me
to observe how connecting across study locations would have influenced child co-
researchers’ critical consciousness during the stages of identifying social problems and

addressing their structural root causes.

This limitation in my research raises different questions. For example, if child co-researchers
in the Kids Contribute study have had the opportunity of collaborating across locations from
an earlier stage, would their global awareness have developed sooner or in a different way?
If so, how would child co-researchers’ global awareness have influenced their critical
consciousness at the individual and social levels? If critical reflection and social action feed
into each other (Freire, 2017), could it be that, rather than a linear progression from the
individual to the social and global levels as suggested by the Social Justice Youth
Development framework (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002) child co-researchers’ awareness at

each level enhances each other?

Thus, future research should place a stronger emphasis on promoting connections and
collaborations between child co-researchers from different locations at different points of
the research and for longer periods of time. To my knowledge, only one scaled-up

participatory study so far has explored how interactions between child co-researchers from
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different study locations evolve across time (Kornbluh, 2017; Kornbluh et al., 2016).
Kornbluh, Watling Neal and Ozer (2016) used social network analysis to examine interactions
between study locations using social media sites. They found that as time passed,
interactions between study locations increased and became more frequent, and child co-
researchers reported gains in perspective taking. However, the relationship between
changes in the amount and frequency of interactions, the nature of these exchanges, and

children’s critical consciousness was outside the scope of that study.

Based on the above, future research on the influence of scaling-up participatory research on
children’s critical consciousness should carry out an in-depth exploration of the process
through which child co-researchers’ connect and collaborate across large geographic areas
while engaging with data that reflects the experiences of children from different
backgrounds and places. This research should adopt an ecological approach to understand
how children’s contexts influence their critical consciousness and their interactions with
each other. Future research could apply this approach to focus on topics that child co-
researchers in this PhD research identified as relevant for them locally and globally, such as

climate change and racial discrimination.

More studies about the nature of child co-researchers’ collaborations across study locations
should explore how child co-researchers’ different social identities manifest and influence
each other during the development of critical consciousness at different levels. Participatory
research projects often involve the encounter of participants from diverse backgrounds in
terms of culture, nationality, ethnicity, socio-economic status, language, education and
religion (Balakrishnan & Claiborne, 2017; Fernandez et al., 2015; Kohfeldt et al., 2011).
Evidence shows that encounters between people of different ages and cultural backgrounds
may require addressing issues like language barriers (Fernandez et al., 2015), prejudice and
power relationships between different social groups (Maglajlic, 2010; Ozer et al., 2010;
Porter et al., 2010). However, previous research on participatory research with children in
multicultural contexts often works in school settings where children, despite being from
different backgrounds, already know each other and are familiar with each other’s
communities. In contrast, when participatory research with children is scaled-up, a frequent

objective is to gather the perspectives of a diverse group of child co-researchers across a
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larger geographic area. Thus, encounters between children from very different backgrounds
who are not familiar with each other’s experiences and perspectives can become more

frequent and intense.

This is particularly important in cases when child co-researchers’ social groups have a past
history of conflict between them. Nguyen and Quinn (2018) found that participatory
research can help young co-researchers question their racial prejudices when they critically
reflect about the shared history and struggles between them and people from another
ethnic group. In this study, young people studied the history of oppression of African
Americans and Vietnamese immigrants to explain how inequity and structural racism in the
USA influenced these two groups into seeing each other as competitors. However, the child
co-researchers in this study were only from a migrant Vietnamese background, and they
only learned about the lives of African Americans in this study through history lessons. Thus,
future research can examine how child co-researchers in scaled-up participatory research
can establish positive collaborations despite belonging to social groups that have a history of

conflict, and how this can influence their individual, social and global awareness.

Future research should also develop a deeper understanding of how children’s social
identities come into play when scaling-up participatory research with children. Social
Categorization Theory (Haslam, 2004) explains that people’s social identities shift depending
on what elements are the most salient at a particular time and place. In two separate
gualitative participatory studies by Hope and Bafiales (2019), children’s identity and
interests in two different study locations determined that one group focused on school-level
issues while the other on problems that manifested in the wider community. Thus, it is
possible that child co-researchers in the Children’s Araucaria and Kids Contribute studies
may have preferred to identify as members of other social groups and communities, that
may have been defined by other aspects other than geographic location and country of
origin. Because children’s social identities shape their critical reflections and actions
(Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002; Kohfeldt & Langhout, 2012) adult researchers in future
studies should discuss with child co-researchers what point of reference is the most

important to them at different points of the research.

Children have multiple and dynamic social identities (Clonan-Roy et al., 2016; Diemer et al.,
209



2016) Thus, when scaling-up participatory research, child co-researchers from very different
backgrounds and locations may still share an identity, for example, as migrant youth,
Aboriginal peoples, disaster-affected youth or members of the LGTB+ community. Thus,
scaling-up may not only help expose children to different perspectives but help them
connect with peers with whom they share similar experiences and identities. In line with
this, identifying with children and young people from different parts of the world and
moments in history is an expected outcome of global awareness (Ginwright & Cammarota,
2002). Thus, future research could explore how scaling-up participatory research can help
promote child co-researchers’ sense of global citizenship, collective empowerment and

shared identity with children from different places and cultures.
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Rapid advances in technology create opportunities for adolescents to influence practice
and policy in health and other domains. Technology can support the scaling of Youth-Led Partic-
ipatory Action Research (YPAR), in which adolescents conduct research to improve issues that
affect them. We present the first known published systematic review of the use of technology to
scale YPAR.
Methods: A systematic review of the empirical literature was conducted from 2000 to 2018 using
databases PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, and PubMed. The review included peer-reviewed articles of
YPAR studies involving adolescents (aged 10—19 years) using technology for scaling. Appraisal of
papers included the role of technology and consistency with YPAR principles.
Results: Nine peer-reviewed YPAR publications focusing on a range of health issues with ado-
lescents aged 11—19 years were identified. Technology included Facebook (most common), Twitter,
Instagram, Skype, e-mail, blogs, and personalized mapping applications. Overall, technology was
primarily used for adolescent participants to gather data. The appraisal revealed the complexities
inherent in conducting YPAR using technology across multiple sites, with different adults in
supportive roles and varying levels of opportunities for adolescent engagement.
Conclusions: This review provides insights at the intersection of youth-led research and tech-
nology, highlighting epportunities in a changing technological landscape and the challenges of
YPAR at scale.
©2019Published by Elsevier Inc. on behalfof Society for Adolescent Health and Medicine, Thisisan open
access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

IMPLICATIONS AND
CONTRIBUTION

This review confirmed the
opportunities that tech-
nology provides to scale up
the reach and impact of
YPAR projects with ado-
lescents. Given the current
limited evidence to guide
practice, it is timely to
reflect on the added com-
plexities associated with
maintaining participatory
principles while involving
increased numbers of both
adolescents and  adult
partners, working across
multiple sites and me-
diums. There is a clear
need to update current
YPAR and related adoles-
cent participatory research
models and frameworks to
provide guidance for how
to manage these complex
multilevel  collaborative
relationships.
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Explosive growth in digital technology is transforming the
experience of adolescence across the world [1,2]. The Lancet
Commission on Adolescent Health and Wellbeing [3] identified
adolescence as a critical phase for achieving life potential and
noted the opportunities offered by digital media to engage
adolescents who are “biologically, emotionally, and developmen-
tally primed for engagement beyond their families”(p. 2424).
Adolescents tend to embrace new technologies [4,5], representing
an estimated one in three Internet users globally [6]. This gives
them unprecedented access to information and different ways of
expression in the digital world that were not available for previous
generations [7]. Technology is also reshaping methods of research
and helping to bridge geographic and social distances [8]. Digital
technologies, such as videoconferencing, online chat rooms, and
social media, provide promising mechanisms for enabling
adolescents to take agentic roles in research investigations and
programming to support adolescent health and well-being.
Youth-Led Participatory Action Research (YPAR) is a form of
participatory research, which promotes these agentic roles. Ado-
lescents are trained and supported to conduct research that ad-
dresses issues they have identified as affecting their lives [9]. YPAR
aims to achieve sustainable changes in a relevant setting, service,
program, or policy [10]. In this article, we present a systematic
review, which examines the use of technology to scale up the
reach and impact of YPAR projects.

Cutting across fields and constituencies in adolescent health,
there are multiple framings that emphasize the importance and
potential impact of YPAR [10,11], which we briefly review here to
provide a context for our present study on technology for the
scaling of YPAR. A rights-based framing posits that adolescents’
participation in health-related research, services, and systems
that affect them is a fundamental right [ 12]. Consistent with this
framing, participatory health research approaches promote
young people’s right to have their voices heard by actively
involving them across the research process, from its design to its
dissemination [13—-15]. A second type of framing—both “instru-
mental” and epistemological in nature—highlights that adoles-
cents provide unique “insider” phenomenological expertise such
that adolescent-generated research knowledge can enhance the
validity of research on adolescent health and well-being and lead
to more effective design of adolescent-focused services and sys-
tems [10,16]. Third, there is a growing research literature that
examines the effects of YPAR on adolescents and developmental
settings, identifying outcomes, such as new leadership opportu-
nities for adolescents, practitioner growth, research quality, and
policy changes [17—22], shifts in the perceptions of adult opinion
leaders in recognizing the value and input of adolescents in key
decisions [23,24], and benefits for participants across develop-
mental, psychological, citizenship, and academic outcomes
[10,25—28]. Participation in YPAR is likely to be particularly
beneficial for youth who experience disadvantage and challenges
to agency [29,30]. It is unclear how use of technology in YPAR
would influence the potential benefits or costs.

New technologies can provide opportunities for adolescents to
develop their civic engagement [31,32]. Activities, such as
accessing information, networking, and producing online con-
tent, provide opportunities for adolescents to connect to each
other on equal terms, allowing the identification of common in-
terests and mobilizing collective action [33,34]. In this way, ado-
lescents are not passive technology users but active agents

capable of widespread social change [35]. This was evident when
online coverage of a solo school strike protesting climate change
by a Swedish student triggered mass student protests in at least
270 towns and cities internationally, in countries including
Australia, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Japan, and the US.,,
resulting in an invitation for the student to address a UN Climate
Change Summit in 2018 [36].

In addition, there is historical precedent for the use of tech-
nology to support YPAR. For example, the TeenNet action
research project was established in 1995 to involve teenagers in
the development and management of a health promotion web-
site [37]. Flicker et al. [38] first proposed an e-PAR model to
combine technology with Participatory Action Research for
working with children and youth. Technology was meant to
promote youth’s self-expression, communication, and skill-
building while critically researching their worlds and devel-
oping strategies for social change [38]. Since then, new
developments have expanded adult researchers’ views on how
technology can help incorporate children and young people’s
perspectives in research relevant to their lives. In YPAR 2.0,
young people use innovative ways to apply local knowledge to
“deepen civic engagement, democratize data, expand educa-
tional opportunity, inform policy, and mobilize community
assets” (p. 1287) [53]. Innovation includes using diverse tech-
nologies, such as mobile devices and social media, to help youth
collaborate in real time to potentiate aspects, such as the visu-
alization, storage, and communication of data, as well as its
ownership by the community. Similarly, the YPAR Hub was
established in 2015 by UC-Berkeley as an online tool to support
YPAR activities (http://yparhub.berkeley.edu/).

However, there is as yet no published systematic analysis of
how digital technologies are being used to scale opportunities for
adolescents in YPAR and how such efforts balance scaling and
meaningful participation. This is important, considering that
high-quality YPAR implementation requires ongoing and inten-
tional processes to build trust and balance power sharing on key
decisions across the project phases among peers and with adult
facilitators [39]. A particular challenge is to prevent YPAR from
becoming “tokenistic,” in which children and adolescents end up
as tokens of participation or “window dressing” for adult
agendas [40]. This systematic review focuses on projects using
participatory approaches to engage adolescents as decision-
makers in YPAR, using technology to scale up project reach and
impact. Our analysis focused on the methods and processes.
Specifically, our review aimed to address (1) what forms of
technology were used to scale up the participatory research and
how were they used and (2) how were the participatory ele-
ments of the research maintained within that process?

Terminology

The terminology used for children and youth is complex and
often differs across countries and social contexts. Thus, we used
multiple search terms for our review as described below. For
brevity, we will use the term “adolescents” for the remainder of
the article when referring to the target age group, to be consis-
tent with the World Health Organization definition of those aged
between 10 and 19 years [41]. The terminology for participatory
forms of research also varies [42]. We use the commonly used
term “YPAR” to represent participatory research approaches
involving adolescents in the cocreation of knowledge and
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advocacy and generation of subsequent health and social change
outcomes.

Methods

Data collection included the following stages: (1) an intensive
systematic review of existing literature and (2) follow-up phone
discussions with each study’s lead authors.

Literature review

The literature review examined the use of technology to scale
YPAR projects involving adolescents by locating articles that used
technology to extend research activities and decision-making
beyond one geographic site (i.e., adolescent groupfschool or
community). Articles were included if they were (1) empirically
reviewed, (2) in English, (3) published between 2000 and 2018,
(4) consisted of adolescent participants (aged 10—19 years), and
(5) explicitly discussed using technology to scale up YPAR efforts.
Social media have only been developed and accessible to the
public within the last two decades; thus, our sample was
restricted to the period between January 2000 and 2018. Our
search focused on adolescents, with sample participants be-
tween 10 and 19 years old. Finally, projects that used technology
for internal project activities rather than to extend the reach and
impact of the project were excluded from the review.

The electronic databases PsycARTICLES, PsycINFO, and
PubMed were used to search for empirical sources. Google
Scholar was also used to cross-check literature review findings.
In addition, we used the following terms to identify potential
articles: “youth participatory action research AND social media/
OR digital tools/OR digital platforms,” “community-based
participatory action research AND adolescent/children/teen-
agers, AND social media/OR digital tools/OR digital platforms,”
“Action research AND adolescent/children/teenagers, AND social
media/OR digital tools/OR digital platforms.” Search engines
were last reviewed on August 17, 2018.

Table 1
Youth-Led Participatory Action Research and technology appraisal tool

The search protocol was piloted by three of the review authors
(M.K, K.M,, and S.B.) to ensure consistency in search terms and
search results, Next, two of the review authors (M.K. and S.B.)
screened the title, abstract, and keywords of selected articles
against the inclusion and exclusion criteria. If this provided
insufficient information, the full-text article was retrieved and
reviewed to decide. Following this initial screening, full-text arti-
cles for selected papers were checked against the inclusion and
exclusion criteria. Differences were resolved via discussion be-
tween the authors performing the screening; any unresolved is-
sues were cross-checked with other authors as needed. If an
article met the inclusion criteria, the following information was
entered into an Excel spreadsheet: author, year, journal, study
length, participant age, sample size, country, research topic, reach
or geographic coverage (local, national, international) as well as
notable themes (i.e., challenges, benefits, power dynamics, etc.).

An appraisal of technology use was conducted to identify the
type of digital technology and online platforms used in each
project and the way technology supported and scaled up
different YPAR activities. The role of technology was reviewed by
the study reviewers in collaboration with the study authors and
documented with the corresponding stage of the YPAR process as
described in the YPAR literature [43,44] (Table 1). Finally, Shier's
[13] framework was applied in an appraisal of participatory ap-
proaches to examine power sharing between the adults and the
adolescent researchers at each stage of the research process,
ranging from adolescents not being involved, consulted, collab-
orating, and directing and deciding for themselves.

Phone discussions. Follow-up conversations with study authors
were conducted (by review author M.K.) across all five projects as
a collaborative opportunity to cross-check our understandings and
to fill gaps in the information provided in the published accounts
to enable more thorough and accurate appraisals of technology
use and participatory approaches to be undertaken. The discus-
sions ranged from 30 to 90 minutes. The phone conversations
elicited additional unanticipated information regarding challenges

Research phase Participation

Application of digital technology in YPAR project

Study design « Decision-making in research/study design
(methods, measures)

« Decision-making in sample size, location, and
participants

« Decision-making on issue of interest (i.e.,
focus of YPAR project)

« Co-createfcraft research question of inquiry

« Engage in data collection or development of
data collection tools

« Conduct surveys, field notes, interviews, or
focus groups

Issue selection

Implementation

Data analysis « Reviewing and co-analyzing results

Dissemination and
Social Action

« Decision-making regarding moving the
findings toward action

» Sharing findings with audiences (and selecting
which audience to share with)

Evaluation of the
Research Process

« Analyzing and assess the research process and
next steps.

» Digital technology is employed to organize and determine the scope, direction,
and design of the research project.

« Example; digital technology to discuss or brainstorm potential projects via a
shared doecument, blog, or online group discussion, etc.

= Digital technology is used to facilitate the issue selection process.

« Example: using digital technology, a survey, online discussion board, or blog to
“vote” or “elect” an issue of interest for the project.

« Creation of digital tools/platforms

« Digital technology is used to either recruit participants or gather data.

+ Example: recruiting participants via online platforms (i.e., social media) and
making flyers or internet graphics/website.

« Collecting data from participants via digital technology such as an online
survey, blog, etc.

« Digital technology is used to analyze, visualize, or identify common themes
within the data.

« Example: data analysis software or other computer programs (e.g., Excel [45]
and Visone [46])

« Digital technology is strategically used to share/disseminate findings to
educate the larger public and mobilize others to act.

» Example: sharing findings using digital technology: crafting a video, a poster/
flyer, sharing information on YouTube or social media, developing a website,
etc.

« Digital technology/platforms are used to evaluate the project, discuss the next
steps, and strategic planning.
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Electronic Database Searches: PsycArticles,
PsyclInfo, and PubMed (n = 350)

308 articles (records after duplicates removed)

Citations excluded after screening titles

Potential set of articles

m=221)

87 articles

Citations excluded after reviewing abstracts

Potential set of articles

(n=71)

150 articles

Citations excluded after reviewing PDFs

Potential set of articles

(m=26)

45 articles

Citations excluded after analysis of PDFs

Final sct of articles

n=9)

17 articles

Figure 1. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses flow chart.

in implementation, participant uptake of technology, and future
considerations. Extensive field notes were taken for each phone
discussion, which were subsequently combined and categorized
to support the framework analysis described below. Similarities
and differences within and across categories were examined to
enhance our interpretation of the appraisal findings.

Analysis

To guide data analysis and interpretation, the author(s) used
framework analysis [47]. Notably, framework analysis offers flexi-
bility in the data analysis process in that analysis can begin during
or after data collection. The framework analysis consisted of the
following stages: (1) in-depth familiarization with key literature

review articles, (2) identification of emerging patterns and themes
guided by the appraisal tools, (3) indexing significant texts, (4)
charting key excerpts to illustrate or modify emerging trends, and
(5) mapping findings using schematic diagrams to inform data
interpretation. The process was then repeated, refined, and
adapted when gaps in the framework were identified by incorpo-
rating the field notes from phone discussions with study authors.

Findings
Search results

Application of the search protocol yielded a total of 350
articles, 308 (nonduplicated) articles, of which 299 were

234



518 L. Gibbs et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 67 (2020) S§14—523

Table 2
Project characteristics
Project number Location Length Topic focus Sample size: Age
adolescent
co-researchers
Project 1, Dream Teens [48-51] Portugal (National) 1 year Public Health: personal resources and well- 247 11-18
being, social capital, love and sexuality,
substance use and injuries, lifestyle, and
citizenship and social participation
Project 2, Peer Resources [33,52] San Francisco (three 6 months Public health: sex education, mental health, 54 14—-18
schools), California, USA and school counselor availability
Project 3, Streetwyze [53] Oakland (citywide), 3 years Public health: food inequity and insecurity 90 16—18
California, USA
Project 4, NYLI [54] West Virginia, USA Not specified Public health: drug prevention 130 12-19
(2 years)
Project 5, JaxHERO [55] Jacksonville, Duval County, 3 years Public health: obesity and health inequity 9 15-19

Florida, USA

subsequently excluded based on the inclusion/exclusion criteria
(Figure 1). For instance, we excluded papers in which youth used
technology to disseminate findings within an organization but
not as part of the research process or coordination, such as Girls
Study Girls Inc. [23]. The remaining nine empirical articles were
identified as using some form of digital technology to facilitate
YPAR efforts across distinct geographic regions. These projects
used digital technology in the context of mobilizing conversa-
tion, research, and social action among diverse adolescent groups
and stakeholders. Although a total of nine articles were identi-
fied, two of the articles described the same project located within
the Bay Area, USA. In addition, four of the articles described the
same project connecting adolescents on a national scale across
Portugal. Thus, the sample consisted of five unique and distinct
projects.

Project characteristics

Projects varied in the number of adolescent participants
ranging from 9 to 247 participants and ages ranged from 11 to 19
years (Table 2). In addition, the geographic distance covered for
each project varied from connecting three schools within one
city to a citywide collaborative to countywide efforts and a na-
tional project. Four of the projects were conducted within the
U.S. while the national project was conducted in Portugal. The
projects addressed a wide range of public health topics, including
sexuality, substance use, mental health, obesity prevention, so-
cial capital, and citizenship.

Appraisal of technology use

Articles were reviewed and assessed on how technology was
used to facilitate YPAR processes across geographically distinct
groups. Although Facebook [56] was the most common social
media platform, projects used Twitter [57], Instagram [58], Skype
[59], e-mail, and blogs, as well as personalized applications
designed for the purposes of community mapping (i.e., Street-
wyze [60]). Overall, technology was primarily used for adoles-
cent participants to gather and share information (Table 3).

The variation across the projects in the type of technology
used and its purpose is an indicator of the range of options
available:

« Project 1 (Dream Teens, Portugal) used technology to recruit
adolescent participants (via social media posts) and screened
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participants (via Skype interviews). Adult research team
members provided adolescents with online feedback, infor-
mation, and the tools to design their own research study,
identify an issue of interest, and analyze the data gathered via
a private Facebook group. The adolescent research team
further screened and polled adolescents belonging to a larger
public Facebook group. Adolescents presented their findings/
recommendations for participant feedback via website and a
livestreamed conference. Key decisions for the YPAR project
were made online to facilitate conversations among adoles-
cents on a national scale.

Project 2 (Peer Resources, San Francisco) also used Facebook. In
the context of this study, three school-based groups conducted
their on-the-ground YPAR projects, each within their own
school. Key questions, updates, and information were shared
online throughout the YPAR process. Data collection was pre-
dominantly conducted offline; however, the Facebook plat-
form was used to schedule interviews across schools and to ask
for input on results during the data analysis stage. In addition,
school-based YPAR groups communicated online to collabo-
rate in determining final social action plans and dissemination
efforts.

Project 3 (Streetwyze, Oakland) employed and developed
Streetwyze, a community mapping application, to gather
neighborhood-level data surrounding food insecurity and
access. The application was developed in real-time (i.e., pilot-
ing data collection and online feedback sessions), and in
partnership with adolescents to guide the research design
process. For instance, participants went to local convenience
stores to record the amount of fresh produce available. These
local data were combined with census trends as well as public
health indicators to allow participants to visualize and analyze
geographic food insecurities in real time (comparing and
contrasting personalized and big data). Local groups could
simultaneously collect data and share their data findings with
others throughout the city.

Projects 4 (NYLI, West Virginia) and 5 (JaxHERO, Jacksonville)
used online platforms (Facebook and WordPress [61]) to
gather and share data across geographic distances using pho-
tovoice (a photographic ethnographic documentation method
to facilitate social change). Thus, the online platform allowed
adolescent participants to view one another's photographs,
narratives, and observations, spurring data collection. In
addition, adolescents were able to ask questions and brain-
storm the next steps using these digital platforms. Notably,



L. Gibbs et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 67 (2020) S§14—523 519

Table 3
Technology use throughout project stages

Project number Recruitment Study design Issue selection

Implementation Data analysis Dissemination and

(data collection) social action
Project 1: Dream Teens Skype, Facebook Facebook Facebook Facebook Facebook, Skype,
Facebook Webinar
Project 2: Peer Resources Facebook Facebook Facebook
Project 3: Streetwyze Streetwyze Streetwyze Streetwyze Streetwyze
Project 4: NYLI ‘WordPress ‘WordPress, WordPress, YouTube

Project 5: JaxHERO

Google Docs, Skype
Facebook, Twitter,
Instagram, and e-mail

Project 4 involved a subgroup of adolescents who engaged in
data analysis using Google docs [62] and Skype to thematically
code photovoice posts and narratives, In addition, all adoles-
cents in Project 4 created digital stories (videos, Web sites, and
exhibits) to disseminate information to larger audiences.

Follow-up phone conversations with YPAR study authors
allowed for a deeper analysis of the application of technology,
specifically addressing the benefits and advantages of using
technology in YPAR projects, the obligations of the adult re-
searchers supporting the YPAR project, and challenges experi-
enced at specific stages of the YPAR process involving use of
technology.

Benefits. Study authors stressed the importance of technology
for increasing the scale of projects and democratizing young
people’s access to information, research skill development, and
civic participation. Across projects, study authors noted the op-
portunity to access and engage historically underserved com-
munities, in particular, adolescents who did not have access to
programs or services within their local communities. The online
platform also allowed participants to engage in research and
inquiry at their own pace. For instance, researchers could easily
inquire further into an idea by replying or referencing a specific
comment proposed earlier by an adolescent participant at the
individual and group levels within a social media thread. Authors
noted that this experience allowed for further in-depth explo-
ration of particular issues and documentation of conversations,
prompting opportunities for critical reflection (e.g., adolescents
re-reading their posts and initial ideas). In addition, technology
allowed researchers to quickly access real-time data and provide
recommendations to funders, organizations, and programs based
on aggregated trends. Adult researchers were able to also reduce
research expenditures (e.g., transcription and data entry)
compared with traditional in-person research methods (e.g.,
interviews, focus groups, and surveys).

In the context of the various stages of YPAR, study authors
noted the importance of technology in facilitating data collection
and information sharing between young people and adult
research team members. For instance, study authors highlighted
the value of creatively using technology for data collection
through “teasers and challenges,” which consisted of open-ended
questions through text, music, or video formats to solicit adoles-
cent response. Authors noted that this provided opportunities to
enrich the data and offered flexibility in follow-up questions.

Obligations. To reap the benefits of technological use, study
authors stressed the importance of having a network,

stakeholder buy-in, and funding (to pay participants for their
time conducting data collection and analysis) when engaging
young people in YPAR through online mediums. Study authors
highlighted the importance of training adults (i.e., staff, research
team members) in online facilitation to recognize, elevate, and
promote adolescent participation throughout the data collection
process, foster conversations to interpret the data, as well as
attend to potential tensions or challenges within online spaces
(e.g., cyberbullying). Notably, authors stressed the importance of
training adult or program staff in creating an empowering and
critical space for adolescents. Furthermore, study authors artic-
ulated the importance of being mindful of inequities in digital
access and literacy and the need for strategic efforts in providing
resources and supports to adolescent researchers.

Challenges. Challenges in obtaining rich dialog among young
people (ie. horizontal communication) not reliant on adult
research team facilitation were reported in articles and phone
discussions in four of the five projects. In particular, this trend
occurred when key decisions in research design, analysis, or
social action were required. Authors noted that YPAR design
decisions in research focus, analysis, and social action were
challenging to facilitate via technology. Several of the projects
consisted of a hybrid design in which participants met regularly
in-person and online. Study authors stressed the importance of
the in-person meetings to reduce potential tensions, develop
group norms, and engage in challenging decision-making pro-
cesses, However, several authors that were connecting adoles-
cents across large geographic spaces used the online platform
Skype, which mimics the interpersonal dynamics of an in-person
discussion.

Only Project 3 (Streetwyze, Oakland) solicited adolescent
voice and perspective in the design of the online platform (a
mobile Web application) and continually modified the platform
based on user feedback. This was done to create a platform that
could be accessed in adolescents’ everyday lives. This particular
project reported the least challenges in the uptake and use of the
application by adolescents. Several team members well situated
within the information and technology field had the expertise to
continually modify and refine the online user interface. This
intentionally diverse interdisciplinary research team allowed for
needed modifications to the online interface and design. Several
other study authors described identifying an ideal online plat-
form based on adolescent input; however, when the project was
implemented (several months later), adolescents were no longer
using that particular platform (i.e., moving from Facebook to
Instagram). Thus, several authors stressed the challenges in
applying for funding that identified a particular platform (i.e.,,
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STAGES OF THE RESEARCH PROCESS

RQ Deciding the research question

DM Designing the research & choosing methods
RI Preparing research instruments

P Identifying and recruiting participants

cD Collecting data

AD Analysing the data & drawing conclusions
PR Producing a report

D Dissemination of the report & its findings

AM Advocacy and mobilization for policy impact

DECISION MAKING POWER OR CONTROL
- Children are not involved
Children are consulted
Children collaborate with adult researchers

Children direct and decide for themselves

Figure 2. Appraisal of participatory approaches throughout project stages. Source: Author's representation, based on Shier's analytical tool [13].

Facebook) and the rapidly changing technological landscape and
uptake of novel mediums (i.e., Instagram and Snapchat).

Appraisal of Participatory Approaches

Shier's analytical tool to help researchers develop partner-
ships with children and adolescents was used to assess the level
of adolescent engagement at each stage of the projects (Figure 2).
This was challenging based on published articles alone because
they did not typically provide sufficient information on this
aspect of YPAR. To address this gap, we gathered additional in-
formation through follow up phone discussions with the authors
of the original YPAR studies included in this review. The appraisal
showed that when adolescents were involved in the research
process (specifically data collection, analysis, and advocacy), they
mostly acted as collaborative researchers with adult guidance
and support.

Study authors noted the benefits, challenges, and strategies in
soliciting meaningful adolescent engagement and contribution
to decision-making. As described below, two clear trends were
noted throughout these conversations: (1) variation in mean-
ingful adolescent participation within a singular YPAR project
and (2) scaffolding adolescent participation within the project.

Variation in meaningful participation

It was challenging for some study authors to convey a clear
sense of the participatory elements of the project at each
research stage because it varied across the participants, YPAR
groups, and project sites. It was also influenced by the medium of
engagement and the adult support person involved, For instance,

in Project 2 (Peer Resources, San Francisco), teachers varied in
adolescent engagement between classes, with some progressing
the efforts of a former YPAR student group project, and others
facilitating their first YPAR project. Thus, levels of adolescent
engagement varied across sites and stages of the YPAR process,
with one group being heavily involved in data analysis, whereas
another engaged in problem identification. Thus, reflecting
across the entire adolescent participant pool for Project 2, there
were YPAR school-based groups occupying roles as active col-
laborators with adult researchers throughout each stage of the
project. However, each school-based YPAR group did not achieve
this status throughout, and the level, quality, and depth of the
participation varied greatly. Project 4 (NYLI, West Virginia)
showed a similar trend in that adolescent groups (130 total, with
arange of 3—10 students per group) varied in their level of active
participation in data collection. High-quality adolescent partici-
pation may have been influenced by the resources available (i.e.,
access to technology), skill set of the adult advisor, and
relationships among the adolescents.

Scaffolding participation

Scaffolding adolescent engagement was identified as an
important strategy, used by three of five projects to ensure
quality participation and outcomes. In the projects reviewed,
there was a smaller subgroup of adolescents engaged in mean-
ingful high-level participation as co-collaborators. For instance,
Project 1 (Dream Teens, Portugal) consisted of a smaller internal
research team engaged throughout the YPAR process (N = 67)
and actively polled a larger pool of students interested in sharing
their perspectives surrounding issues impacting young people
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throughout the country (N = 147). The authors stressed that this
particular approach was critical to conducting YPAR while not
being a burden on adolescents who did not have time to be
highly involved. Furthermore, Project 3 (Steetwize, Oakland)
developed the application and research objectives through a
long-term partnership with two nonprofit organizations. Staff
(also youth aged 18—25 years) helped in the design, develop-
ment, and recruitment for the project. Next, high school students
(recruited by youth staff) were engaged in testing the application
and gathering valuable data for the project. Thus, the project had
young people involved in each stage of the project, from deter-
mining the objects, to testing data collection methods. In Project
4 (NYLI, West Virginia), a smaller group of eight self-selected
adolescents engaged in evaluating the qualitative data yielded
from the online platform. Adolescents provided validity checks in
data interpretation and analysis of the adult research team. It is
notable that Project 2 (Peer Resources, San Francisco) and Project
5 (JaxHero, Florida) had the smallest number of adolescent co-
researchers (N = 54 and N = 9, respectively) and thus may not
have required the same logistics in securing meaningful
adolescent engagement. The importance of providing opportu-
nities for adolescents to partake in deeper, more engaging roles
at various stages of the YPAR project was noted by study authors
while still enabling adolescents to select their own level of
engagement.

Discussion

The rapid spread of youth participatory politics through on-
line media demonstrates the promise of digital technology to be
used to scale up YPAR projects [8,32,37,63]. However, this sys-
tematic review highlighted the relative scarcity of peer-reviewed
evidence on this topic despite proposals a decade ago for an e-
PAR approach using technology and participatory action research
to engage youth in health promotion [38] and more recent
advocacy for YPAR 2.0 approaches [53].

In the small number of studies that did report the use of
technology for scaling-up the scope of YPAR projects, there was a
wide range of digital media and tools being used, primarily for
data collection and dissemination. Technology was identified as
particularly advantageous in data collection and exploration. Yet
critical joint decisions in analysis, dissemination, and social ac-
tion were reported to be challenging to facilitate via technology.
These particular stages can be challenging to perform in-person
and often benefit from the support of a series of guiding ques-
tions and adult support [39,64]. Thus, careful selection of tech-
nological platforms for different stages of the YPAR process may
be particularly beneficial to match the exchange required (e.g.,
using Skype or Zoom for real-time discussions about data anal-
ysis and strategic action planning). Alternatively, preparatory
work in-person could also be used to support adolescents in
developing group norms and working through upcoming sce-
narios surrounding key decisions made within the online
platform,

A key goal of YPAR is that it is empowering for those involved
in the co-creation of new knowledge and subsequent action
about health and well-being issues affecting them [25,65,66].
Studies of youth who use communication technology to be active
in online political participation have demonstrated they are
likely to have those experiences serve as a gateway into offline
political participation [67,68]. Therefore, it is possible that online

involvement in YPAR could also progress to everyday involve-
ment in health research and action.

It is incumbent on adult YPAR partners to adopt a reflexive
approach to the YPAR processes to ensure the research envi-
ronment is supportive and creates opportunities for adolescent
agency without compromising their social, emotional, or phys-
ical safety [15]. Many frameworks and models have been
developed to assist in this process [13,15,25,69—-75]. However,
this systematic review demonstrates that scaling up of YPAR
projects introduces added complexities, YPAR projects with large
numbers of adolescent researchers across multiple sites using
different methods of communication may introduce greater
variability in the level of engagement for adolescents in the
research process and in the level and nature of adult support. The
differing roles of the adults and the adolescents reflect the
variability and challenges inherent in complex interventions
[76], but the integrity of the YPAR approach is still an important
consideration. Further research is needed to examine whether
YPAR fidelity is more, less, or differentially applied with digitally
based scaling. Drawing on impact and implementation assess-
ments of YPAR projects can inform future efforts [39,77,78].
Arguably, the use of technology both increases opportunities for
adolescents to contribute to decision-making and reduces the
intensive interpersonal processes. It provides access to devel-
opmental opportunities but may also expose adolescents to po-
tential risks in the online environment [1,2,6]. It may offer
increased opportunities for adult oversight, documentation, and
provision of support to adolescents but may also reduce the lead
researcher's capacity to engage meaningfully with multiple
project sites and with adult and adolescent contributors.

Our review of the extant literature suggests that strategically
designing opportunities for high-level engagement throughout
various stages of the YPAR project can increase adolescents’ ac-
cess to meaningful opportunities for participation. It highlighted
the importance of being transparent about likely differences in
experiences of the YPAR project, dependent on the form of
participation. It also emphasized the potential need for capacity
building for the adults invelved to ensure consistency in YPAR
approaches across multiple groups and sites [15]. However, it is
also important to acknowledge that not all adolescents will want
a high level of engagement and that disengagement and sub-
version of research processes can in themselves be a form of
agency and assertion of adolescent rights [9,40,75].

Limitations and further research

The terminology used for this review’s search terms, the
search timeframe, and the restriction to peer-reviewed articles in
English may have potentially missed relevant research projects.
Future reviews could provide a broader examination of white
papers, evaluations, and reports from organizations engaged in
YPAR projects and publications in other languages. This review
provides important initial insights to consider in future research
to align with the rapid emergence of technological advances. It
also highlights the need for rigorous assessment of differential
impacts for adolescent participants in digitally scaled up YPAR
projects.

Acknowledgments

The review authors greatly appreciate the cooperation of the
following study authors in providing additional information and

238



522

L. Gibbs et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 67 (2020) S14—523

insights to support the appraisal process: Dr. Lauren Lichty
(University of Washington Bothell), Jennifer Mortensen (Senior
Research Analyst at the YMCA USA), Dr, William C, Livingood ]r.
(University of Florida), Citia Branquinho (University of Lisbon),
Dr. Margarida Gaspar de Matos (University of Lisbon), Dr. Antwi
Akom (Proffessor & Founding Director of the University of Cali-
fornia San Franciso & San Franciso State Univeristy Social Inno-
vation and Opportunity Lab, Co-Founder Streetwyze), and Tessa
Cruz (Program Manager, Equitable Development and Community
Engaged Design, Institute for Sustainable Economic Educational
Environmental Design).

Authors’ Contributions: All the authors made substantial
contributions to the conception and design of the review and the
drafting of the article. M.K. and S.B. conducted the review and
selection and appraisal of articles as noted in the article.

References

(1]

[10]

1]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

7]

[18]

[19]

120]

Livingstone SM, Lansdown G, Third A. The case for a UNCRC general
comment on children's rights and digital media. In: A report prepared for
Children’s Commissioner for England. London: LSE Consulting; 2017.
Kidron B, Rudkin A. Digital childhood: Addressing childhood development
milestones in the digital environment. London: SRights & University of
Southampton; 2017.

Patton GC, Sawyer SM, Santelli ]S, et al. Our future: A Lancet commission on
adolescent health and wellbeing. Lancet 2016;387:2423—78.

Krueger B. Assessing the potential of internet political participation in the
United States: A resource approach. Am Polit Res 2002;30:476—98.
Mossberger K, Tolbert CJ, McNeal R. Digital citizenship: The internet, so-
ciety and participation. Cambridge (MA): MIT Press; 2008.

Berman G, Albright K. Children and the data cycle: Rights and ethics in a big
data world, In: Innocenti working paper 2017-05. Florence: UNICEF Office
of Research; 2017,

Ribble M. Raising a digital child: A digital citizenship handbook for parents.
International Society for Technology in Education; 2009:167.
Liamputtong P. Going online: Doing qualitative research in cyberspace.
South Melbourne, Victoria: Oxford University Press; 2013:351-77,

Ozer EJ, Ritterman ML, Wanis MG, Participatory action research (PAR) in
middle school: Opportunities, constraints, and key processes. Am | Com-
munity Psychol 2010;46:152—66.

Ozer E. Youth-led participatory action research: Overview and potential for
enhancing adolescent development. Child Dev Perspect 2017;11:173-7.,
Ozer EJ, Afifi R, Gibbs L, Mathur RT. Youth engagement and participation:
Field-building across research and practice. | Adolesc Health 2018;63:
671-2.

UNCRC, United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. G.A. Res. 44/
25, annex, 44 UN. GAOR Supp. (No. 49) at 167, UN. Doc. A/44/49 (1989),
entered into force September 2 1990./C/93/Add.5 of 16 July 2003. 1989.
Shier H. An analytical tool to help researchers develop partnerships with
children and adolescents. In: Berson M], Berson IR, Gray C, eds. Participa-
tory methodologies to elevate children’s voice and agency. Charlotte (NC):
IAP; 2018.

Kellett M. Rethinking children and research: Attitudes in contemporary
society. London: Continuum International; 2010,

Shier H. Pathways to participation: Openings, opportunities and obliga-
tions. Child Soc 2001;15:107—-17.

Fine M. An epilogue, of sorts. Revolutionizing education: Youth participa-
tory action research in motion. Int | Community Res Engagement 2008;3:
213-34.

Ozer EJ, Wright D. Beyond school spirit: The effects of youth-led partici-
patory action research in two urban high schools. ] Res Adolesc 2012;22:
267-83.

Stoudt BG. The role of language and discourse in the investigation of
privilege: Using participatory action research to discuss theory, develop
methodology, and interrupt power. Urban Rev 2009;41:7—28.

Wernick L], Woodford MR, Siden ]. Youth-led participatory action research:
Fostering effective youth-adult partnerships. In: Harter LM, Lambert JH,
Millesen ], eds. Case studies in community-based participatory research,
Dubuque (1A): Kendall Hunt Publishers; 2011:165—86.

Anyon Y, Bender K, Kennedy H, Dechants |. A systematic review of youth
participatory action research (YPAR) in the United States: Methodolo-
gies, youth outcomes, and future directions. Health Educ Behav 2018;45:
865—78,

121]

[22]

123]

124]

125]

126]

127]

128]

129]

130]

[31]

132]

133]

134]

135]
136]

137]
138]

139]

140]

[41]

142]
143]

[44]

[45]
[46]

147]

148]

239

Kennedy H, Dechants |, Bender K, Anyon Y. More than data collectors: A
systematic review of the environmental outcomes of youth inquiry ap-
proaches in the United States. Am ] Community Psychol 2019;63:208—26.
Shamrova DP, Cummings CE. Participatory action research (PAR) with
children and youth: An integrative review of methodology and PAR out-
comes for participants, organizations, and communities. Child Youth Serv
Rev 2017:81:400-12.

Chen P, Weiss FL, Nicholson H]J. Girls Study Girls Inc.: Engaging girls in
evaluation through participatory action research. Am | Community Psychol
2010;46:228-37.

Zeldin S, Petrokubi ], MacNeil C. Youth-adult partnerships in decision
making: Disseminating and implementing an innovative idea into estab-
lished organizations and communities. Am | Community Psychol 2008:41:
262-77.

Wong NT, Zimmerman MA, Parker EA. A typology of youth participation
and empowerment for child and adolescent health promotion. Am ]
Community Psychol 2010;46:100—14.

Kornbluh M, Ozer E, Allen CD, Kirshner B. Youth participatory action research
as an approach to sociopolitical development and the new academic stan-
dards: Considerations for educators. Urban Rev 2015;47:868—92,

Staa AV, Jedeloo S, Latour JM, Trappenburg M]. Exciting but exhausting:
Experiences with participatory research with chronically ill adolescents.
Health Expect 2010;13:95-107.

Powers L, Tiffany |S. Engaging youth in participatory research and evalu-
ation, | Public Health Manag Pract 2006;12:79,

Ozer EJ, Piatt AA. Youth-led participatory action research (YPAR): Princi-
ples applied to the US and diverse global settings. In: Wallerstein N,
Duran B, Oeztel ], Minkler M, eds. Community-based participatory research
for health. San Francisco: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.; 2018.

Cahill C, Rios-Moore I, Threatts T. Open eyes-different eyes: PAR as a
process of personal and social transformation. [n: Cammorota |, Fine M,
eds. Revolutionizing education: youth participatory action research in
motion. New York, NY: Routledge; 2008.

Middaugh E, Clark LS, Ballard PJ. Digital media, participatory politics, and
positive youth development. Pediatrics 2017;140:5127-31.

Kahne ], Middaugh E, Allen D. Youth new media, and the rise of partici-
patory politics. In: YPP Research Network working paper #1. Oakland (CA):
Youth and Participatory Politics Research Network; 2014:35-56.
Kornbluh M. Building bridges: Exploring the communication trends and
perceived sociopolitical benefits of adolescents engaging in online social
Jjustice efforts. Youth Soc 2017. https://doi.org/10.1177/004418X17723656.
Coleman S. Digital voices and analogue citizenship bridging the gap be-
tween young people and the democratic process. Public Policy Res 2006;
13:257-61.

Garcia A, Mirra N, Morrell E, et al. The Council of Youth Research: Critical
literacy and civic agency in the digital age. Read Writ Q 2015;31:151-67.
Ceolin N. Youth leaders vow continued pressure on governments and
business for urgent action to address climate energy at UN Youth Climate
Summit, New York (NY): UN Department of Global Communications; 2019,
Skinner H, Morrison M, Bercovitz K, et al. Using the internet to engage
youth in health promotion. Promot Educ 1997;4:23—5.

Flicker S, Maley O, Ridgley A, et al. e-PAR: Using technology and partici-
patory action research to engage youth in health promotion. Great Britain:
Sage Publications; 2008:285,

Ozer EJ, Newlan S, Douglas L, Hubbard E. Bounded' empowerment:
Analyzing tensions in the practice of youth-led participatory research in
urban public schools. Am ] Community Psychol 2013;52:13—26.
Gallacher LA, Gallagher M. Methodological immaturity in childhood
research? Thinking through participatory methods. Childhood 2008;15:
499-516.

WHO. Global standards for quality health-care services for adolescents.
Geneva: World Health Organization; 2015.

International Collaboration for Participatory Health Research (ICPHR). Po-
sition paper 1: What is participatory health research? Berlin: International
Collaboration for Participatory Health Research; 2013.

Flores KS. Youth participatory evaluation: Strategies for engaging young
people, 14. San Francisco (CA): John Wiley & Sons; 2007.

Ozer EJ. Youth-led participatory action research. In: Jason LA, Glenwick DS,
eds. Handbook of methodological approaches to community-based
research: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods. New York (NY):
Oxford; 2016:263—72.

Microsoft Excel - spreadsh and data analysis. Available at: https://apps.
apple.com/aufapp/microsoft-excel/id586683407. Accessed October 4,2019.
Visone - a software tool for social network analysis. Available at: visone.
info. Accessed October 4, 2019.

Ritchie R, Spencer L 1994, Qualitative data analysis for applied policy
research. In: Bryman A, Burgess RG, eds. Analysing qualitative data. Lon-
don: Routledge; 1994:173-94.

Frasquilho D, Ozer EJ, Ozer EM, et al. Dream teens: Adolescents-led
participatory project in Portugal in the context of the economic reces-
sion. Health Promot Pract 2018:19:51-9.




[49]

[50]

I51]

[52]

153]

[54

1551

[56]
1571
[58]
[59]
[60]
[61]
[62]

[63]

L. Gibbs et al. / Journal of Adolescent Health 67 (2020) S14—523

de Matos G. From positive youth development to youth’s engagement: The
dream teens. Int | Emotional Educ 2016;8:4—-17.

Branquinho C, Cerqueira A, Ramiro L, Matos MG. Youth “have a voice” —
qualitative exploration of a participatory action-research program. Acta
Psychopathol 2018;4:22—-33.

Branquinho CM, de Matos MG. Why “Dream Teens": Was there an impact
after a two-year participatory action-research program? Child Indic Res
2018:1-15.

Kornbluh M, Neal JW, Ozer EJ. Scaling-up youth-led social justice efforts
through an online school-based social network. Am | Community Psychol
2016:;57:266—79.

Akom A, Shah A, Nakai A, Cruz T. Youth participatory action research
(YPAR) 2.0: How technological innovation and digital organizing sparked a
food revolution in East Oakland, Int ] Qual Stud Educ 2016;29:1287—307,
Mortensen [, Lichty L, Foster-Fishman P, et al. Leadership through a youth
lens: Understanding youth conceptualizations of leadership. ] Community
Psychol 2014;42:447—62.

Livingood WC, Monticalvo D, Bernhardt |M, et al. Engaging adolescents
through participatory and qualitative research methods to develop a
digital communication intervention to reduce adolescent obesity. Health
Educ Behav 2017;44:570—-80.

Facebook Newsroom. Available at: https://newsroom.ib.com/. Accessed
September 30, 2019.

Twitter social networking company. Available at: twitter.com. Accessed
September 30, 2019.

Instagram social networking service. Available at: instagram.com. Accessed
September 30, 2019.

Skype telecommunications application. Available at: skype.com. Accessed
September 30, 2019.

Streetwyze neighbourhood navigator application. Available at: streetwyze.
com. Accessed September 30, 2019.

Wordpress - a content management system. Available at: wordpress.com.
Accessed October 4, 2019.

Google Docs - create and edit documents online. Available at: https://
www.google.com/docs/about/. Accessed October 4, 2019,

Lombardo C, Zakus D, Skinner H. Youth social action: Building a global
latticework through information and communication technologies. Health
Promot Int 2002;17:363—71.

164]

[65]

166]

§23

Kohfeldt DM, Langhout RD. The 5 whys: A tool for developing problem
definitions in collaboration with children. | Community Appl Soc Psychol
2012:22:316—-29.

Cargo M, Grams GD, Ottoson JM, et al. Empowerment as fostering positive
youth development and citizenship: An evaluator’s reflections. Am ] Health
Behav 2004;27:566—79.

Foster-Fishman P, Nowell B, Deacon Z, et al. Using methods that matter:
The impact of reflection, dialoque and voice. Am | Community Psychol
2005;36:275-91.

[67] Jackson S. Young feminists, feminism and digital media. Fem Psychol 2018;

168]
[69]
170]
171]

172]

1731

[74]

1751

176]
177]

178]

240

28:32-49.

Muiiiz C, Téllez NM, Saldierna AR. Political sophistication as a mediator in
the relation between media consumption and citizen participation. Evi-
dence from the 0-5-R-0O-R model. Commun Soc 2017;30:255-74.
Alderson P. Research by children. Int ] Soc Res Meth 2001;4:139-53.
Arnstein SR. A ladder of citizen participation. ] Am Inst Plann 1969:35:
216-24.

Charles C, DeMaio S. Lay participation in health care decision making: A
conceptual framework. | Health Polit Policy Law 1993;18:881-904,
Feingold PC. Toward a paradigm of effective communication: An empirical
study of perceived communicative effectiveness. West Lafayette (IN):
Purdue University; 1976.

Hart RA. Stepping back from ‘the ladder’: Reflections on a model of
participatory work with children. In: Reid A, Jensen BB, Nikel J, Simvoska V,
eds, Participation and learning: perspectives on education and the envi-
ronment, health and sustainability. Netherlands: Springer; 2008:19—31.
Treseder P. Empowering children and young people: Training manual.
London: Save the Children and Children's Rights Office; 1997.

Woodhead M. In: Percy-Smith B, Thomas N, eds. Foreword, in a handbook
of children and young people’s participation: Perspectives from theory and
practice. Milton Park, UK: Routledge; 2010. xix-xxii.

Hawe P. lessons from complex interventions to improve health. Public
Health 2015;36:307.

Ozer EJ, Douglas L. The impact of participatory research on urban teens: An
experimental evaluation. Am ] Community Psychol 2013;51:66—75.

Ozer EJ, Douglas L. Assessing the key processes of youth-led participatory
research: Psychometric analysis and application of an observational rating
scale. Youth Soc 2015:47:29-50,



Appendix 2: Main characteristics of scaled-up participatory studies with child co-researchers

Table 9: Characteristics of scaled participatory studies — conceptual frameworks, demographic characteristics of child co-researchers,
duration and frequency of contact between adult researchers and child co-researchers

Conceptual Demographic
Study/ Reference Scale characteristics of child Duration Frequency of contact
frameworks
co-researchers
Children in Disaster Risk | Multinational Participatory 9 — 28 years old, most Information not | Information not available.
Reduction (DRR) action research | groups between 10-18 available.
(Haynes & Tanner, 2015; (PAR) years old.
Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Child-Centred
Tanner, 2010; Tanner & Risk Reduction
Seballos, 2012)
Dream Teens National Youth 11 - 18 years old. 2 years Adult researchers and child co-
(Branquinho, 2018; Participatory researchers worked remotely using
Branquinho et al., 2018; Action social media tool on a weekly basis.
Frasquilho et al., 2018; Research Child co-researchers met in person
Gaspar de Matos & (YPAR) for the first time 9 months after
Simoes, 2016) Positive Youth entering the project.
Development
Growing Up in New City Multi- 11 - 13 years old. 2 years Information about local action
York City (GUINYC) organizational research projects not available.
(Driskell, 2007; Fuller- Action Meetings between youth and adults
Rowell, 2009) Research representing each one of the study
(MSAC) sites were carried out every two
weeks.
JaxHero (Livingood et County Community- 15 - 19 years old 3 years Child co-researchers had to
Based adolescents from a participate in at least 1 of 2 bi-
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al., 2017)

Participatory

minority community.

monthly meetings.

Research
(CBPR)
National Youth State Participatory 12 - 19 years old. 78 2 years, but Adolescents participated in 3 in-
Leadership Initiative Action females and 49 males. each adolescent | person training sessions with
(NYLI) (Mortensen et al., Research (PAR) | Average age 15 years old. | participated in additional distance learning sessions
2014) 90% white and living in one-year long in between.
rural communities. leadership After training, adolescents
program. participated in blogs in a self-guided
way.
Peer Resources School Youth 14 -18 years old: 50% 6 months. The participatory project was part of
(Kornbluh, 2017; district Participatory juniors, 33% seniors, 9% a school elective that was offered 4
Kornbluh et al., 2016) Action sophomores and 7% out of 5 days a week.
Research freshmen. 46% female, Sessions ranged from 1 hour to 90
(YPAR) 37% Hispanic/Latino(a), minutes.
33% Asian, 13% Special time from class was
Black/African American, scheduled to dedicate to connecting
7% White, 6% Other, 2% to other groups using SNS
Native Hawaiian/Other
Pacific Islander, 2%
American Indian/Alaska
Native.
Reshaping Our World Inter- Participatory 10 - 12 years old. 56% 1lyearand 4 15-week after school program.
(Trott, 2019) municipal Action white, 25% months. Participants met one hour weekly,
Research Hispanic/Latinx, 14.6% attending an average of 11 to 12
Transformative | multiethnic, Asian/Pacific sessions.
Sustainability Islander 4%.
Learning 62% low income.
Theory
Streetwyze (Akom et al., | Area of city YPAR 2.0 16 - 18 years old. 3 years, each Information not available.

cohort of child
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2016)

Racial and
Social Justice

co-researchers
participated for
1 year.

Teens Tackle Tobacco City Community- 15 - 18 years old 3 years An initial training phase followed by
(Ross, 2011) Based weekly meetings for team-building
Participatory and strategic planning.
Research
(CBPR)
You<th are Here County Participatory Information not available. | 3 years, Information not available.
(Walker & Saito, 2011) action research different
Assets-based cohorts
community participated
development eitherin a 10-
week or 10-
month
curriculum.

Youth Creating Disaster

International

Child-Centred

Information not available.

Information not

1 to 4-day workshops were carried

Recovery and Resilience Risk Reduction available. out at each community.

(YCDR?) (Fletcher et al.,

2016)

Youth Action for Health | County level CBPR Information not available. | 7 -8 months Child co-researchers met with a

(Suleiman et al., 2006) Social justice primary adult facilitator minimum
youth once a week for 1-2 hours.

development
(SJYD)

There were bi-weekly or monthly
meetings with other youth program
staff for research training.
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Appendix 3: Ethics Approval for Children’s Araucaria Study, ID
1749790

22 September 2017 MELBOURNE

A/Professor Lisa Gibbs
Melbourne School of Population and Global Health
The University of Melbourne

Dear A/Prof Gibbs
I am pleased to advise that the Health Sciences Human Ethics Sub-Committee approved the following Project:

Project title: Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

Researchers: Miss E Taunt, Msc A Vasquez, Master In Health Psychology S Ramis, A/Prof L F
Gibbs, K Marinkovic Chavez

Ethics ID: 1749790

The Project has been approved for the period: 22-Sep-2017 to 31-Dec-2017

It is your responsibility to ensure that all people associated with the Project are made aware of what has
actually been approved,

Research projects are normally approved to 31 December of the year of approval. Projects may be renewed
yearly for up to a total of five years upon receipt of a satisfactory annual report. If a project is to continue
beyond five years a new application will normally need to be submitted.

Please note that the foliowing conditions apply to vour approval. Failure to abide by these conditions may result
in suspension or discontinuation of approval and/or disciplinary action.

(a) Limit of Approval: Approval is limited strictly to the research as submitted in your Project application.

(b) Variation to Project: Any subsequent variations or modifications you might wish to make to the Project
must be notified formally to the Human Ethics Sub-Committee for further consideration and approval. If the
Sub-Committee considers that the proposed changes are significant, you may be required to submit a new
application for approval of the revised Project.

(c) Incidents or adverse effects: Researchers must report immediately to the Sub-Committee anything
which might affect the ethical acceptance of the protocol including adverse effects on participants or
unforeseen events that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the Project. Failure to do so may result
in suspension or cancellation of approval.

(d) Monitoring: All projects are subject to monitoring at any time by the Human Research Ethics Committee.

(e) Annual Report: Please be aware that the Human Research Ethics Committee requires that researchers
submit an annual report on each of their projects at the end of the year, or at the conclusion of a project if it
continues for less than this time. Failure to submit an annual report will mean that ethics approval will lapse.

(f) Auditing: All projects may be subject to audit by members of the Sub-Committee,

If you have any queries on these matters, or require additional information, please contact me using the details
below.

Please quote the ethics registration number and the title of the Project in any future correspondence.
On behalf of the Sub-Committee I wish you well in your research.

Yours sincerely
C /If
R i soin
\ fi: U‘---‘U‘-L"

Ms Hilar';j- Young™-Secretary
Health Sciences HES
Phone: 03 8344 8535, Email: hilary.young@unimelb.edu.au

RESEARCH, INNOVATION & COMMERCIALISATION

incorporating UoM Commercial Ltd and the School of Melbourne Custom Programs
The University of Melbourne, Victoria 3010, Australia

T: +61 38344 1539 {external} T: 40777 (internal) W: unimelb.edu au/research unimelh,edu.au
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Appendix 4: Ethics approval for Kids Contribute Study, ID 1748691

05 June 2017

A/Prof Lisa Gibbs
Melbourne School of Population and Global Health
The University of Melbourne

Dear A/Prof Gibbs

I am pleased to advise that the Health Sciences Human Ethics Sub-Committee approved the following Project:

Project title: Children as contributors
Researchers: A/Prof L F Gibbs, Miss L M Carpenter, Ms H R Morrice, K Marinkovic Chavez
Ethics ID: 1748691

The Project has been approved for the period: 05-Jun-2017 to 31-Dec-2017
It is your responsibility to ensure that all people associated with the Project are made aware of what has

actually been rove

Research projects are normally approved to 31 December of the year of approval. Projects may be renewed
yearly for up to a total of five years upon receipt of a satisfactory annual report. If a project is to continue
beyond five years a new application will normally need to be submitted.

Please note that the following conditions apply to your approval. Failure to abide by these conditions m
result in suspensi r discontinuation of approval and/or disciplinary action.

(a) Limit of Approval: Approval is limited strictly to the research as submitted in your Project application.
(b) Variation to Project: Any subsequent variations or modifications you might wish to make to the Project
must be notified formally to the Human Ethics Sub-Committee for further consideration and approval. If the
Sub-Committee considers that the proposed changes are significant, you may be required to submit a new
application for approval of the revised Project.

(c) Incidents or adverse effects: Researchers must report immediately to the Sub-Committee anything
which might affect the ethical acceptance of the protocol including adverse effects on participants or

unforeseen events that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the Project. Failure to do so may result
in suspension or cancellation of approval.

(d) Monitoring: All projects are subject to monitoring at any time by the Human Research Ethics Committee.
(e) Annual Report: Please be aware that the Human Research Ethics Committee requires that researchers
submit an annual report on each of their projects at the end of the year, or at the conclusion of a project if it
continues for less than this time. Failure to submit an annual report will mean that ethics approval will lapse.

(f) Auditing: All projects may be subject to audit by members of the Sub-Committee.

If you have any queries on these matters, or require additional information, please contact me using the
details below.

Please quote the ethics registration number and the title of the Project in any future correspondence.
On behalf of the Sub-Committee I wish you well in your research.

Yours sincerely

Health Sciences HESC
Phone: 03 8344 8595, Email: hilary.young@unimeib.edu.au

RESEARCH, INNOVATION & COMMERCIALISATION
Incorporating UoM Commercial Ltd and the School of Melbourne Custorn Programs

The University of Melbourne, Victoria 3010, Australia
T: +61 3 8344 1539 (external) T: 40777 (internal) W: unimelb.edu.au/research unimelb.edu.au
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Appendix 5: Introductory PowerPoint presentation for Chilean
students in the Araucaria study

Todai, I’'m working in Australia, but | lzlland

and | continue working with children in
disaster preparedness.

There are children all over the world interested
in this topic, with many ideas and skills.

We would like to support you to get to know
each other and collaborate.

Hi!
My name is Kati.
Some of you might remember me.

In 2015, I d | were
here to work with some of the
grade 5 students to make a video
about your emergency evacuation
plan.

| worked with team ‘The Voice’'...
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In the meantime, I'd like to show you some
things I've learned from them so far, and some
things that have surprised me.

Welcome to '

_is in Australia, approxiamtely 11.130 km from

We have a 14-hour time difference!

* It’s a beautiful place, surrounded by bush and the sea...

* There are wombats and cangaroos, they even live where
people play sports!

* But this environment can also be dangerous, because
there’s a lot of bushfires.

o @ - Use Google Earth to
P These signs arereal... make a virtual lrii to
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Who are we going to meet?
Children that, just like you, are working to
make their community more resilient.

What do they do?

They are in grades 5 and 6. With the help of i s theie school, [ Jrme schoo
firefighters and teachers, they learn about fire

and how to prevent bushfires.

After this, they teach other children, their
families and community!

What do they know about us?
They know they will meet children from Chile,

who live far away and work on topics related to The program in which they participate is
disasters. W
They are also very interested in the 33 miners.
You can watch a video made by the the e
school and its students. %

What can we
share with the
children from

Questions and
comments via e-
mail

X4

How do we
prepare for
disasters here?

Videos, plays, Where do we live?
cc:-rm]:s, Eames,
al"l'fthing you

want to create

\deas for better
pfeparedne 55,
inventions...

H
Out:w are we transformin
communiw to make jt
More resilients

e
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We want to invite you to get to know each
other, share and learn from each other.

The adults will be here to support you and
suggest some topics, however...

Remember, this is YOUR project, and the
children from Angleasea want to get to know
YOU!

During the next weeks, you and the children from
B il have the opportunity to get to know
each other, share your work and ideas.

Remember, vour

Very important jn
Australia|

VﬂiCES are
Chile and

You work will help us think of better ways
for children to participate in disaster
preparedness

T e~
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Thanks!

Links:

Google Earth: take a virtual tour to -Primary School
https://earth.google.com/web/@-33.8561326,-

data=ClsaWRITCiQ
weDkZNjMzY2QxNWYwZDUxMGYEMHg0YjUyYTelYjY1Y]BhOWIZDAXHwWIXtQ
MAhghciTHawUcAqGUNvbGVnaW8egQWx0YXpvbCBEZWweTWFpcG8YAIABKA
|

VicEmergency's website: check out the news about _ and their
connection with. There are many links you might find interesting, what do you
think?

http://pm.tools.vine.vic.gov.au/prepare/prepare.html#community-

glanning,fmagview,html?goguw_
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Appendix 6: Plain Language Statement (PLS) for children in the
Children’s Araucaria study

Information Sheet for Children

i@ Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

MELBOURNE

Hi,

Our names are Lisa Gibbs and Katitza Marinkovic. We are researchers at the University of

Melbourne School of Population and Global Health and wanted to tell you about our study.

If you're interested, please read this information carefully, and decide if you want to be part

of it. You can ask us questions if you don’t understand or want to know more.

What is this study about?

We want to learn about children’s experiences participating in programs that help prepare for
disasters (also called Disaster Risk Reduction), like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta
Grande programs that you attend. We also want to learn what children think about sharing
their ideas with children from other countries when they are participating in this kind of

programs.

Do | have to participate?

It is up to you if you want to participate. Even if you are part of the Resilient Seaview and Safe
Cuesta Grande programs, you don’t have to be part of this research. If you join in, you can
agree to some parts and not others. You can also stop at any time, and it won’t affect you at

school or the program in any way.

If | decide to participate, what will | do?
We want to invite you to a group discussion that will take place at the time and place of the
Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs. During this discussion, we’ll show you our

observations about the work and ideas that the children in Chile and Australia carried out and
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ask for your opinion.

We may also ask you to have a chat with us on your own about some of these ideas. Both the

group discussion and interview will be recorded, so we remember what was said.

What are the possible benefits?
Your ideas will help us learn how children can contribute to the way we prepare for future
disasters. You can also learn new skills and meet children from another country

(Chile/Australia).

What are the possible risks?
There are no big risks. If something makes you feel sad, angry or uncomfortable, you don’t

have to talk about it. You can also decide what activities you want to do.

Will I hear about the results of this study?
Yes. In the group discussion, we will look at the results of the study together so we can listen
to your opinions. The adult researchers will publish the results at conferences and in journal

articles.

Will the things that | say in the meeting be kept private?

Yes, only the researchers and the other people in the group discussion will know what you
say and do. We would only contact your parents or authorities if you seemed to be in
danger. We will group the results in any reports but as there are only a small number of
people taking part in this study, it is possible that someone who knows you might be able to

guess who you are from what was said.

We will keep recordings and notes from the study for five years at The University of Melbourne

after the last reports are published and then we will destroy them.

Where can | get further information?

You can contact us any time to discuss the study:

Katitza Marinkovic 90358286 or e-mail kmarinkovic@student.unimelb.edu.au

Lisa Gibbs 8344 0920 or e-mail Igibbs@unimelb.edu.au
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This study is supported by | NEEEEEE -~ I

We hope that you enjoy participating in this study!

If you are in Australia and are ever distressed about any problems and you are not sure who
you can talk to, you can call Kids Helpline on 1800 55 1800. This is a free, private telephone

service for young people aged 5 to 25.

If you are in Chile and are ever distressed about any problems and you are not sure who you
can talk to, you can reach out to the school counsellor, or contact the Municipal Mental Health

Centre (COSAM) at Pasaje Araucania, or call +56 2 8221180.

Who can | contact if | have any concerns about the project?

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University of
Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, which you do not
wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human Research Ethics, Office for
Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-

complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated confidentially. In any correspondence please provide

the name of the research team or the name or ethics ID number of the research project.
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Appendix 7: Consent form for children in the Children’s Araucaria
study

Consent Form for Children

il Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

MELBOURNE

Primary Researcher: Associate Professor Lisa Gibbs

Additional Researchers: Katitza Marinkovic
Melbourne School of Global and Population Health, Centre for Health Equity

1. lunderstand that this study seeks to understand children’s views about participating in a
Disaster Risk Reduction program, and to learn about their experience of sharing their
ideas with children from other countries, in this case, Chile/Australia.

2. | understand that this study will analyse the work | have already carried out the in the
Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs consisting of videos, drawings, maps,
photographs, among others, and that is publicly available.

3. lunderstand that | will be invited to a group discussion to give feedback on the research
results, so that they reflect my opinions and experiences. In addition to this, | may also be
invited to participate in an individual interview.

4. 1understand that the group discussion and interview will be audio recorded.

5. lunderstand that it is up to me if | want to be part of the research, that | can stop any
time and it won’t affect me at school or the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs.

6. | understand that the information collected for this research, including this form, will be
kept at the University of Melbourne and will be destroyed 5 years after all the reports
have been published.

7. | understand that only the researchers in this study and other children in the group
discussion will know my name and what | say, but that it may be possible that someone
may guess who | am from what | said.

Please put your details and sign here if you agree to be part of this study:

e Name:

e Address:

e Phone number:
e Date of birth:

e Signature:

e Date:

Thank you!
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Appendix 8: Plain Language Statement (PLS) for parents and
guardians in the Children’s Araucaria study

Information Sheet for Parents and Guardians

BN Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas
MELBOURNE

Dear Parent/Guardian,

This sheet provides information about the Children’s Araucaria study that is part of the PhD
research carried out by student Katitza Marinkovic and supervised by Associate Professor Lisa

Gibbs, from the University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health.

If you would like your child to participate, please read the following information. You can also

contact us for any questions.

What is this study about?

We want to about children’s experiences participating in programs that help reduce the risk
of disasters (Disaster Risk Reduction), like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs. We also want to explore children’s experience of sharing their ideas and opinions
in these programs with children from other countries, in this case, Chile/Australia. In order to
do this, we want to observe the Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs that your

child has been attending at his or her school.

Do the children have to participate?

Participation is voluntary and can also stop at any time during the study.

What will the children be asked to do during this study?

Our study will analyse the materials that children produced as part of their participation in the
Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs and are publicly available (videos, maps,
drawings, photographs, among others). We want to invite your child to a group discussion

where the researchers will present their initial findings and ask for their feedback and
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opinions. If children are interested, some of them could also be invited to an individual
interview. The group discussion and interviews will be carried out at the same place and time

your program, last 30 to 60 minutes and be audio recorded.

What are the possible benefits?

There is evidence that involving children as active participants and listening to their views can
contribute to their self-esteem, sensitivity to the perspective of others, hope for the future,
and active citizenship. Also, their ideas will contribute to the field of Disaster Risk Reduction.
All participating schools will be acknowledged in the study reports and the results will be

shared with families and schools that participated.

What are the possible risks?

There are no likely risks from participating. If, during the group discussion or interview, your
child experiences distress or feels uncomfortable due to the topic of discussion, he or she can
choose to talk about it or not. Your child will also have the choice of what activities he or she

wants to participate.

In Australia, the Kids Helpline is a phone counselling service available to all children at any
time- on 1800 55 1800. If you are in Chile, you can contact the school counsellor, or the

Municipal Mental Health Centre (COSAM) at Pasaje Araucania or call +56 2 8221180.

Will | hear about the results of this study?
Yes. We will summarize the study’s findings and present them to all the people who
participated, their families and schools. We'll also publish the results by presenting them at

conferences and in journal articles.

Will the things that children say be kept private?

Yes, only the researchers and the other people in the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta
Grande programs will know what individual children said during the research group
discussions and interviews. The information and contributions provided by children will be
treated as confidential subject to legal requirements. Identifying information will be

removed when reporting the study findings.

We will keep recordings and notes from the study for five years at The University of Melbourne
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after the last reports are published and then we will destroy them.

Where can | get further information?

You can contact us any time to discuss the study:

Lisa Gibbs 8344 0920 or e-mail Igibbs@unimelb.edu.au

Katitza Marinkovic 90358286 or e-mail kmarinkovic@student.unimelb.edu.au

in chile | IEEG—_
This study is supported by [ INEEEEE - <~

Who can | contact if | have any concerns about the project?

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University of
Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, which you do not
wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human Research Ethics, Office for
Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-

complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated confidentially. In any correspondence please provide

the name of the research team or the name or ethics ID number of the research project.

257


mailto:HumanEthics-complaints@unimelb.edu.au?subject=Complaint%20about%20a%20human%20research%20project&body=Ethics%20ID%20number%20or%20project%20name%3A%0AName%20of%20researcher%2Fs%3A%0ADetails%3A
mailto:HumanEthics-complaints@unimelb.edu.au?subject=Complaint%20about%20a%20human%20research%20project&body=Ethics%20ID%20number%20or%20project%20name%3A%0AName%20of%20researcher%2Fs%3A%0ADetails%3A
mailto:HumanEthics-complaints@unimelb.edu.au?subject=Complaints%20about%20human%20research%20ethics%20project&body=Ethics%20ID%20number%20of%20name%20of%20project%3A%0AName%20of%20researchers%3A

Appendix 9: Consent form for parents and guardians in the
Children’s Araucaria study

Consent Form for Parents and Guardians

spreesel  Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

MELBOURNE

Primary Researcher: Associate Professor Lisa Gibbs

PhD Student: Katitza Marinkovic

Melbourne School of Global and Population Health:

1.

9.

| understand that this study seeks to understand children’s views about participating in a
Disaster Risk Reduction program, and to learn about their experience of sharing their
ideas with children from other countries, in this case, Chile/Australia.

| understand that this study will analyse the work already produced by my child in the
Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande program, consisting of videos, drawings, maps,
photographs, among others, that are publicly available.

| understand that my child will be invited to a group discussion to provide feedback on
the research, so that his or her opinions and experiences are reflected in the results. In
addition to this, my child may also be invited to participate in an individual interview.

| understand that the group discussion and interview will be audio recorded.

| understand that my child’s participation is voluntary and that he or she is free to quit
the study at any time, without explanation and this will not affect him or her at school or
the Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs.

| understand that the data from this research will be stored at the University of Melbourne
and will be destroyed 5 years after publication.

| understand that the information from the discussions and interviews will be grouped
and not linked to any individuals but if my child’s story is familiar to others, they may
recognise his/her contribution.

| understand that after | sign and return this consent form, it will be kept by the
researchers in a locked cabinet at the University of Melbourne.

Please fill with your details if you agree to your child being part of this study:

. Parent/guardian name:
. Parent/guardian e-mail address:
) Parent/guardian phone number:
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Child Name:
Parent/guardian signature:
Date:

Thank you!
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Appendix 10: Plain Language Statement (PLS) for adult program
facilitators in the Children’s Araucaria study

Information for Adult Participants

Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

This sheet provides information about the Children’s Araucaria study that is part of the PhD
research carried out by student Katitza Marinkovic and supervised by Associate Professor Lisa

Gibbs, from the University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health.

If you would like to participate, please read the following information. You can also contact us

for any questions.

What is this study about?

We want to learn about children’s experiences participating in programs that help reduce the
risk of disasters (Disaster Risk Reduction), like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs. We also want to explore children’s experiences of sharing their ideas and opinions
in these programs with children from other countries, in this case, Chile/Australia. To do this,
we want to observe the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs and learn from

your experience of being involved as part of the school staff or facilitator.

Do | have to participate?

Participation is voluntary and can also stop at any time during the study.

What will | be asked to do during this study?

We want to invite you to participate in an individual interview about your views and opinions
of the Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs. The interview will be carried out at
a place and time that is suitable to you, last 30 to 60 minutes and be audio recorded. If you
are in Chile, the interview would be carried out through a videoconference with the PhD

student Katitza Marinkovic. However, if you don’t feel comfortable with a videoconference,

_ can carry out the interview in person instead.

What are the possible benefits?

Your ideas will contribute to the field of Disaster Risk Reduction. Specifically, it will help us to

260



better understand how to carry out programs for children in Disaster Risk Reduction and to
learn about the potential benefits of having children share their ideas with children from other
countries. All participating schools will be acknowledged in the study reports and the results

will be shared with families and schools that participated.

What are the possible risks?
There are no likely risks from participating. If, during the interview, you experience distress or

feel uncomfortable, you can choose to stop the interview at any time.

Will | hear about the results of this study?
Yes. We will summarize the study’s findings and present them to all the people who
participated, their families and schools. We'll also publish the results by presenting them at

conferences and in journal articles.

Will the things | say be kept private?

Yes, only the researchers will know what is said during your interview. The information and
contributions provided by you will be treated as confidential subject to legal requirements.
Identifying information will be removed when reporting the study findings. However, due to
the small number of adult participants, someone may recognize you from what you said

during the interview.

We will keep recordings and notes from the study for five years at The University of Melbourne

after the last reports are published and then we will destroy them.

Where can | get further information?
You can contact us any time to discuss the study:

Lisa Gibbs 8344 0920 or e-mail Igibbs@unimelb.edu.au
Katitza Marinkovic 90358286 or e-mail kmarinkovic@student.unimelb.edu.au
in chile: [

This study is supported by |
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Who can | contact if | have any concerns about the project?

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University of
Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, which you do not
wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human Research Ethics, Office for
Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-

complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated confidentially. In any correspondence please provide

the name of the research team or the name or ethics ID number of the research project.
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Appendix 11: Consent form for adult program facilitators in the
Children’s Araucaria study

Consent Form for Adult Participants

Melbourne School of Global and Population Health/Centre for Health Equity
Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

e R )
THE UNIVERSITY OF

MELBOURNE

Primary Researcher: Associate Professor Lisa Gibbs
PhD Student: Katitza Marinkovic

1.

1,

| understand that this study seeks to understand children’s views about participating in a
Disaster Risk Reduction program and learn about their experience of sharing their ideas
with children from other countries, in this case, Chile/Australia.

| understand that this study is also interested in learning from the perspective of the
adults involved in the programs, such as school staff and facilitators. Therefore, | will be
invited to participate in an individual interview about my views and opinions on the
Resilient Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs.

| understand that if I’'m in Chile, the PhD researcher working in Australia can carry out the
interview via video-conference. However, if | don’t feel comfortable, | can request the

interview to be carried out in person by || || | |} IIIEEEEE. o < the program

facilitators from _ working with the school
| understand that the interview will be audio recorded.

| understand that my participation is voluntary and that I'm free to quit the study anytime,
without explanation and this will not affect me at the school or the Resilient Seaview or
Safe Cuesta Grande programs.

| understand that the data from this research will be stored at the University of Melbourne
and will be destroyed 5 years after publication.

| understand that my information will be kept confidential, but if my answers are familiar
to others, they may recognise my contribution.

| understand that after | sign and return this consent form, it will be kept by the
researchers in a locked cabinet at the University of Melbourne.

agree to participate in this study.

Signature:

Date:

Thank you!
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Appendix 12: Theme guide for focus groups with children in the
Children’s Araucaria study

Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

Group Discussion and Individual Interview Theme Guide for Children

Group discussion and interviews will be minimally structured, in order to allow children to

actively participate and lead the discussion.
Introduction:

First, the researcher will explain the study’s initial results to the children, with support from
the adult facilitator. In the case of Chile, _ will present the study’s findings,

which will have been previously discussed with PhD Student Katitza Marinkovic.
Topics to be explored:

1. What do you think about these results?

2. Arethese results similar to what you experienced while participating in the Resilient
Seaview or Safe Cuesta Grande programs? What would you change?

3. Do you think programs like these are helpful? How and who could they help?

4. How do you think other children will feel about participating in programs like the
Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs?

5. How would you describe to other children the experience of connecting with children
from another country (Chile/Australia)?

6. Do thinkit’s useful for programs like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs to offer children the opportunity to contact children from another country?
Why?

7. What new ideas would you like to include in a program like the Resilient Seaview and
Safe Cuesta Grande programs?

8. Who do you think should know about what the children in the Resilient Seaview and
Safe Cuesta Grande programs have been working on? How would you tell them?

9. Do you have other ideas of how children from different countries can connect and
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

work together?

Is something else you like to say to the researchers or the children in Chile/Australia?
Do you remember what things you sent to the children in Chile?

How did you participate in making the letters and videos?

How did you feel when making the videos and letters?

If we were making the same activity again, how would you like to make the new

materials for the children in Chile?
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Appendix 13: Theme guide for individual interviews with lead adult
program facilitators in the Children’s Araucaria study

Children’s Araucaria: Action, Resilience, Unity, Collaboration and Ideas

Individual Interview Guide for Adults

Interviews will be semi-structured. First, the researcher will introduce the study’s aims.
Interviews will be carried out by PhD student Katitza Marinkovic. In the case an interviewee

from Chile doesn’t want to carry out a videoconference, _ will be in

charge of executing the interview in person.
Themes to be explored:

1. Please tell me about your experience with the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta
Grande programs.

2. Do you think it’s beneficial to involve children as active agents in Disaster Risk
Reduction (DRR)? Who would be the beneficiaries and how would they benefit? Did
you see any examples of this while being involved with the program?

3. What do you think are the main challenges to involve children as agents of change in
DRR?

4. What would be the role of adults and the organizations they work with regarding the
incorporation of children as agents of change in DRR?

5. What characteristics, training or experience do you think adults need to work with
children as agents of change in their communities?

6. Do you think projects like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande programs are
useful? In what ways and for whom?

7. Do you think that it’s beneficial for contact children from different countries when
participating in initiatives like the Resilient Seaview and Safe Cuesta Grande
programs? Who would be the beneficiaries and how would they benefit? Did you see
any examples of this while being involved with the program?

8. Are there any other comments or suggestions you would like to add?
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Appendix 14: Example of pen pal letter in the Children’s Araucaria
study

Hello!

My name is -
| am from _ a small coastal town in Australia.

| would like to know more about you and what it is like to live in your country
and share with you what my life is like. | have written this letter and would love
you someone to reply — we would love students to write to us but also adults

would be wonderful too ©

|l am 11 years old. We are in Grade 5 and 6 at _ Primary School.

My favourite subject Science.

| enjoy cooking, reading, photography and | am good at technology.
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Of Monsters and Men -
Human (Official Lyric...
OfMonstersAndMen...

.5

Of Monsters and Men -
| Of The Storm (Offici...
OfMonstersAndMen...

Of Monsters And Men -
Wolves Without Teeth...
OfMonstersAndMen...

Of Monsters and Men -
Hunger (Official Lyric...
OfMonstersAndMen...

Of Monsters And Men -
Dirty Paws (Official...
OfMonstersAndMen...

My school lunch today includes an apple.

Question - What can you feel, but cannot see, you can hear but doesn’t have a

mouth?

Answer — (at end of letter).

e What is your favourite food?
e What sports do you like to play?

e What is your favourite music?
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e What other hobbies do you have?
e What TV shows and movies do you like?

Our town is surrounded by _ National Park and the

ocean.
Our National Park is home to many plants and animals.

In summer and warmer months the forest can be a bushfire hazard to our

community.

e What is your town like?

On ThinkHazard.org we saw that some of the hazards in your country are

wildfire and earthquakes.
Wildfire

e Do you have a fire brigade?

e Do you have an emergency number that you call to tell someone where a
fire is?

e Are there Australian Eucalyptus trees near you?

e How did your big fire at the beginning of the year start?

e Did any people die? If so how many?

e Did you have other countries or Australians come to help you put out the
fire?

Earthquakes:

e Have you been saved from an earthquake?

e What do you do after an earthquake?

e Can you escape from an earthquake?

e Do you do drills?

e Do cracks appear in the ground, can you fall in them?
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e |sitscaryor cool?
e How big can earthquakes be?
e How do you handle it?

Random:

e How hot is it there?

e What sports and food do you have?
e What cars do you have?

e Are houses really bright coloured?
e What animals do you have?

With our local Country Fire Authority - Fire Brigade and our school,

_ Primary School; we are part of the _ Program

The _ program consists of 3 key parts:

1. anintroduction to the program,
2. bushfire behaviour and resilience sessions and
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3. student led projects and workshops.

We have a tour of our local fire station with our fire brigade and our local

_ elder — Uncle Bryon runs a smoking ceremony, teaching

us the traditional ways of fire and living on country.

Some of our Bushfire Behaviour and Resilience sessions are at our fire station

and others are out in our local forest.
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We also become the teachers of the program; creating and presenting our own

bushfire resilience workshops.

O T

“Live and breathe, survive and thrive-CFA’-

My favourite part of the _ program is the Burn table and making
inventions.
Thank you for reading my letter!

To reply please email us at _ and or post to us at:
_ Victoria, Australia.

Answer — The wind!
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Appendix 15: Kids Contribute Poll (including Child and Youth
Resilience Measure, CYRM)

Hello!
This survey is all about ‘contributing’. That means doing something that helps others.
We want to know how the kids of Australia contribute at home, at school and in their communities.

We want to share that information with adults, to show them how valuable you really are to this
country.

Thank you!

1. How old are you? (under 6,6-18, over 18)

2. Do you identify as...
Male
Female

a. Do you know the postcode of your home?
No
Yes

b. What is the postcode of your home?

OR

c. Canyou tell us what suburb you live in?
‘ {Free text response} ‘

4. What state or territory are you from?

NSW Qld
SA NT

Vic WA
Tas ACT

5. Are you of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin?

Yes

No

Not Sure

6. What is the main language you speak at home?
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English Greek Maltese Turkish
Arabic Hindi Mandarin Vietnamese
Cantonese Indigenous Languages | Polish Other
Croatian Italian Spanish

German Macedonian Tagalog

7. Where were you born?

Australia Ireland Singapore United Kingdom
Afghanistan Japan South Africa USA

China Malaysia South Korea Vietnam

India New Zealand Sri Lanka Other
Indonesia Pakistan Sudan

Iraq Philippines Thailand

8. At home, how often do you contribute in the following ways?

Not at all A little Somewhat | Quite a bit Alot
Cleaning and tidying up 1 2 3 4 5
Looking after brothers and sisters 1 2 3 4 5
Doing other jobs around the house 1 2 3 4 5
(e.g. taking care of pets, cooking,
helping at the garden, shopping)
Helping adults with technology 1 2 3 4 5
Caring for other family members 1 2 3 4 5
Helping other family members that 1 2 3 4 5
don’t speak English
Helping in my parent/guardian’s 1 2 3 4 5
business
Other: {Free text response}

9. Atschool, how often do you contribute in the following ways?

Not at all A little Somewhat | Quite a bit A lot
Helping at school events 1 2 3 4 5
Being a leader 1 2 3 4 5
Helping to stop bullying 1 2 3 4 5
Helping others with their 1 2 3 4 5
schoolwork or homework
Helping other people feel better 1 2 3 4 5
when they are sad or angry
Other: {Free text response}

10. How often do you contribute in clubs (e.g. sports, art, hobbies, other) in the following ways?

Not at all A little Somewhat | Quite a bit Alot
Coaching or teaching other 1 2 3 4 5
children
Umpiring 1 2 3 4 5
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Cleaning, tidying up or doing other 1 2 3 4 5
jobs

Supporting at games or other 1 2 3 4 5
events

Helping raise funds 1 2 3 4 5
Other: {Free text response}

| don’t participate in any clubs Tick box

11. In your community (e.g. your neighbourhood), how often do you contribute in the following

ways?
Not at all A little Somewhat | Quite a bit Alot
Helping during community events 1 2 3 4 5
and celebrations
Helping people | don’t know (e.g. 1 2 3 4 5
giving directions in the street,
giving my seat on the train, tram or
bus)
Making donations or volunteering 1 2 3 4 5
Helping take care of the 1 2 3 4 5
environment (e.g. recycling,
collecting rubbish, helping animals)
Helping others online (e.g. on 1 2 3 4 5
social media)
Other: {Free text response}
12. How much do you like contributing in the following ways?
I don’t like Ilike it a I | like it I like it a
itatall little somewhat | quite a bit lot
like it

Cleaning and tidying up

Doing other jobs at home,
school, clubs or elsewhere

Teaching or coaching
others

Helping others feel better

13. How do you feel when you are contributing? (Tick all that apply to you)

Y

N

Happy

Proud

Appreciated

Feeling like I'm part of something

Responsible

Nervous

Annoyed

Tired
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Pressured into it | |

Other: {Free text response}

14. Why do you usually contribute? Tick all that apply.

Because it’s fun or interesting

Because | don’t have a choice (e.g. you'll get grounded if you don’t do it)

Because | get paid or a reward (e.g. pocket money, permission to do other things, good
grades)

To gain respect and appreciation

To be a role model and a leader

To learn new things

To help others feel better

To make friends

Oooooo o oo

To make the world a better place

15. Do you get pocket money for contributing at home? If so, how much?

| don’t get any

Und

er S5 a week

$5-10

$10-15

$15-20

$20-25

More than $25

16. What age were you when you started doing jobs at home? (Drop down menu)

3 years old or younger

4 to 5 years old

6 to 7 years old

8 to 9 years old

9 to 10 years old

11 to 12 years old

12 to 13 years old

14 to 15 years old

16 to 17 years old

17 to 18 years old

| don’t know

O|OOooooooooonaog

| don’t do chores

17. Do you think girls and boys contribute by doing the same things?

Girls and boys do the same things

Girls and boys do different things

Sometimes boys and girls do the same things and sometimes they do different things

Oononono

| don’t know
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That completes the main part of the survey.
Thanks for getting this far!

But before you finish, we have some quick general questions to ask you about how you feel about
different parts of your life. All of these questions are optional.

How much do the statements below describe you? Circle one answer for each
statement.

Item Not at all A little Somewhat Quite a bit Alot

1. |have people | look up
to

2. Getting an education
is important to me

3. My
parents(s)/caregiver(s)
know a lot about me

4. |tryto finish what |
start

5. lam able to solve
problems without
harming myself or
others (for example,
by being violent)

6. | know wheretogoin
my community to get
help

7. |feell belong at my
school

8. My family stands by
me during difficult
times

9. My friends stand by
me during difficult
times

10. | am treated fairly in
my community

11. | have opportunities
to develop skills that
will be useful later in
life (like jobs skills and
skills to care for
others)

12. | enjoy my
community’s
traditions

Thank you for completing BTN’s Kids Contribute survey!
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Appendix 16: Kids Contribute Plain Language Statement for Children
and Young People

Information Sheet for Children

ey Children as Contributors

MELBOURNE

Hi,

Our names are Lisa Gibbs, Katitza Marinkovic, Hanna Morrice and Lauren Carpenter. We are
researchers at the University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health and wanted to tell
you about our project. If you’re interested, please read this information carefully, and decide if you
want to participate. You can ask us questions if there’s something you don’t understand or want to
know more about.

What is this project about?

We want to learn how children contribute at home and elsewhere as part of their everyday lives. We
also want to know how they feel about being asked to help out or offering to help.

We would like to invite you to be a researcher with us and think of questions that might be important
for other children on this topic. We will give these questions to ABC’s Behind the News television
program to suggest they include it as a poll for their viewers. Then, we’ll explore the answers from
children across Australia and decide with you what we do with that information.

Do | have to participate?

No, it’s up to you. If you join in, you can also stop at any time, and it won’t affect you in any way, or at
school/sporting.

If | decide to participate, what will | do?

We will meet as a group at a place and time that suits you about four times during the year, for about
30 to 60 minutes, to talk about your experiences and the questions for the Behind the News poll.

We will be recording our meetings, so we remember what was said, and Katitza will also take some
pictures and notes. If you don’t want us to take pictures of you, then let us know. You can just tell us
or tick the box in the consent form we’ll give you that says you don’t want us to take your picture. You
can still be part of the project.

By being part of this project, you can help us to find out what children across Australia are doing to
help out at home, in their schools and in their sports clubs. You can also help us to show the results to
other members of your school and community.

What are the possible benefits?
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We think that doing research to help others can be a great way to discover new skills. Also, it can be
fun! Your ideas will also help adults think of better ways to improve children’s lives.

What are the possible risks?

There are no big risks. If there is something that makes you feel sad, angry or uncomfortable, you can
choose if you want to talk about it or not. You can also decide what activities you want to do.

Will I hear about the results of this project?

Yes. We will look at the results together to decide how we can share them with others and whether
things need to change. Our group of adult researchers will also show them at conferences and in
journal articles.

Will the things that | say in the meeting be kept private?

Yes, only the researchers and the other people in the focus group will know what you say. We would
only contact your parents or authorities if you seemed to be in danger. We will group the results in
any reports but as there are only a small number of people taking part in this project, it is possible
that someone might be able to guess who you are from what was said.

You can help us to decide how we share the information with others and whether you would like to be
named as a co-researcher and co-author on reports and presentations. If you don’t want to, we don’t
have to show your name. We will ask you what you prefer, and it is completely up to you, and you can
change your mind right up until the results are presented. We will keep recordings and notes from the
project for five years at The University of Melbourne after the last reports are published and then we
will destroy them.

Where can | get further information?
You can contact us any time to discuss the project:

Katitza Marinkovic 90358286 or e-mail kmarinkovic@student.unimelb.edu.au

Lisa Gibbs 8344 0920 or e-mail Igibbs@unimelb.edu.au

The project is funded by the Myer Foundation.

We hope that you enjoy participating in this project!

If you are ever distressed about any problems and you are not sure who you can talk to, you can call
Kids Helpline on 1800 55 1800. This is a free, private telephone service for young people aged 5 to 25.

Who can | contact if | have any concerns about the project?

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University of
Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, which you do not
wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human Research Ethics, Office for
Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-
complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated confidentially. In any correspondence please provide
the name of the research team or the name or ethics ID number of the research project.
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Appendix 17: Kids Contribute Consent Form for Children and Young
People

MELBOURNE

Consent Form for Children

Children as Contributors

Primary Researcher: Associate Professor Lisa Gibbs
Additional Researchers: Katitza Marinkovic, Hanna Morrice, Lauren Carpenter.

1.

| understand that | will be asked about how children help at home and
school and in sports clubs.

. lunderstand that | will help think up possible questions for an ABC Behind

the News show about Children as contributors.

. lunderstand that | will give feedback on the research results to make sure

they reflect the lives of children.

| understand that there may be opportunities for me to help report on the
research results, if | am interested in doing that.

| understand that the focus groups and interviews will be audio recorded.

| understand that it is up to me if | want to be part of this and | can stop
any time and won’t affect me at school or my sporting club.

| understand that the information collected for this research, including this
form, will be kept at the University of Melbourne and will be destroyed 5
years after all the reports have been published.

| understand that only the researchers in this project and other children in
the focus groups will know my name and what | say, but that it may be
possible that someone may guess who | am from what | said.
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The researchers would like to take pictures during the research — is that okay with you? (You can
still be part of the project either way.)

[ ] Yes, I am happy for you to take photos of me during the research and to use them in reports,
presentations and online material about the project.

[ ] No, I would rather you didn’t take any photos of me.

Please put your details and sign here if you agree to be part of this project:

Name:

e Address:

e Phone number:
e Date of Birth:

e Signature:

e Date:

Thank you!
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MELBOURNE

Appendix 18: Kids Contribute Plain Language Statement for Parents
and Guardians

» M Information Sheet for Parents and Guardians
gl Children as Contributors

Dear Parent/Guardian,

This sheet provides information about the Children as Contributors’ study that | am undertaking with
research colleagues at the University of Melbourne - Katitza Marinkovic, Hanna Morrice and Lauren
Carpenter.

If you would like your child to participate, please read the following information. You can also contact
us for any questions.

What is this project about?

We want to learn how children contribute at home, school and in sporting clubs and elsewhere as part
of their everyday lives. We also want know how they feel about helping out and if it makes a difference
if they are required to help or if they offer to help.

We are conducting this study in partnership with the ABC children’s television program — Behind the
News.

Do the children have to participate?
Participation is voluntary and can also stop at any time during the study.
What will the children be asked to do during this project?

The research team would like to meet with groups of children 3-4 times across the year, at their
home/school/sports club at a time that suits them, their families and the school/club. The focus group
discussions will last for approximately 20 to 40 minutes. Some children may also be invited to do an
additional interview if they have a different point of view that could not be captured in the focus group
discussion. First, children will be asked their thoughts and ideas about children’s roles at home, school
and in the sports club, and the different ways they are able to help out. They will be asked to suggest
potential questions for an online survey to be conducted by Behind the News for children across
Australia. Once the results from the online survey are available, the children will be asked to discuss
their views about them. They will also be invited to propose ideas that can help improve children’s
lives.

The focus groups and interviews will be audio-recorded, so we remember what was said. Pictures and
notes may also be taken. If they are interested, the children will have an opportunity to contribute as
a co-author to the reporting of the study findings in reports and presentations.

What are the possible benefits?
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There is evidence that involving children as co-researchers in health research that is relevant to them
can contribute to self-esteem, awareness of other views, hope for the future, and active citizenship.
Also, their ideas will help adults think of better ways to improve children’s lives. All participating
schools and sports clubs will be acknowledged in the study reports and the results will be shared with
families, school and sports club communities.

What are the possible risks?

There are no likely risks from participating. If, during the focus groups, a child experiences distress or
feels uncomfortable due to the topic of discussion or an activity, they won’t be pressured to
participate, and can choose if they want to talk about it or not.

The Kids Helpline is a phone counselling service available to all children at any time- on 1800 55 1800.
Will I hear about the results of this project?

Yes. We will summarize the project’s findings and present them to all the people who participated,
their families, schools and sporting clubs. We'll also publish the results by presenting them at
conferences and in journal articles. Finally, the children will have the opportunity of presenting their
results to interested groups if they wish to do so.

Will the things that children say be kept private?

Yes, only the researchers and the other people in the focus group will know what is said during the
focus group discussions and interviews. The information provided by children will be treated as
confidential subject to legal requirements. Identifying information will be removed when reporting
the study findings but the children will be acknowledged as co-authors of the research and given the
opportunity to co-present the findings if they wish.

We will keep recordings and notes from the project for five years at The University of Melbourne after
the last reports are published and then we will destroy them.

Where can | get further information?
You can contact us at any time to discuss the project:

Lisa Gibbs 8344 0920 or e-mail Igibbs@unimelb.edu.au

Katitza Marinkovic 90358286 or e-mail kmarinkovic@student.unimelb.edu.au

The project is funded by the Myer Foundation.

Who can | contact if | have any concerns about the project?

This research project has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of The University of
Melbourne. If you have any concerns or complaints about the conduct of this research project, which you do not
wish to discuss with the research team, you should contact the Manager, Human Research Ethics, Office for
Research Ethics and Integrity, University of Melbourne, VIC 3010. Tel: +61 3 8344 2073 or Email: HumanEthics-
complaints@unimelb.edu.au. All complaints will be treated confidentially. In any correspondence please provide
the name of the research team or the name or ethics ID number of the research project.
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Appendix 19: Kids Contribute Consent Form for Parents and
Guardians

e 7

S
* 5

()

MELBOURNE

Consent Form for Parents and Guardians

Children as Contributors

Primary Researcher: Associate Professor Lisa Gibbs

Additional Researchers: Katitza Marinkovic, Hanna Morrice, Lauren Carpenter.

| understand that this study seeks to explore children’s views and experiences of helping at home, at
school and in sporting clubs.

1.

| understand that my child will participate in 3-4 discussions throughout the year to contribute
ideas for the research and help with interpreting the results

| understand that my child will have the option to decide if he or she wants to participate in
presenting the study results in different ways including at school, in the community and
potentially on the ABC children’s television program called Behind the News

| understand that my child will have the opportunity to be named as a co-author on the reports
from this research study

| understand that the focus groups and interviews will be audio recorded.

| understand that some photos will be taken and used in presentations and reports to explain
the research process.

| understand that my child’s participation is voluntary and that he or she is free to quit the
project anytime, without explanation and this will not affect him or her in any way, or at school
or the sporting club.

| understand that the data from this research will be stored at the University of Melbourne and
will be destroyed after 5 years.

| understand that the information from the discussions will be grouped and not linked to any
individuals but if your child’s story is familiar to others, they may recognise his/her
contribution.

| understand that after | sign and return this consent form, it will be kept by the researchers in
a locked cabinet at the University of Melbourne.
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The researchers would like to take pictures of the children during the research — is that okay?
(He/she can still be part of the project either way.)

[ ] Yes, | am happy for you to take photos of my child during the research and to use them in
reports, presentations and online material about the project.

[ ] No, I would rather you didn’t take any photos of my child.

Please put your details and sign here if you agree to your child being part of this project:

Parent/guardian name:

e Parent/guardian address:

e Parent/guardian phone number:
e Child’s Name:

e Parent/guardian signature:

e Date:

Thank you!
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Appendix 20: National Child and Youth Forum Invitation and
Consent Form for Children and Young People

3 July 2018

INVITATION TO THE NATIONAL CHILD AND YOUTH FORUM

Hi [name of child co-researcher],

Our names are Lisa Gibbs, Katitza Marinkovic, Hannah Morrice and Lauren Carpenter. We are
researchers at the University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health and have
been working with you and other child co-researchers on the Kids Contribute project.

First, we want to thank you for hard work creating the poll for Behind the News. We got nearly
11,000 responses from children and young people across Australia!

You have previously given us your permission to meet online to talk about how you contribute,
develop questions for the poll and discuss its results. Now, we have a special event that we
want to tell you about.

What’s the event about?

We're organizing the first National Child and Youth Forum, where children will have the
opportunity to tell the results of their work in the Kids Contribute project to an audience of
adults, children and young people. There will a Panel of adults from different areas affecting
children’s lives, such as government, media, education, sports clubs and organizations for
parents. Their job is to listen to your recommendations and respond with ideas that can
improve children’s lives.

There will be some people from the media taking some pictures and videos, and we also want
to record and live stream this event.

When and where will the Forum take place?

The National Child and Youth Forum will take place on Friday, 7 September 2018, at the
University of Melbourne, in the Forum Theatre (153), Arts West, from 3.00pm — 4.30pm, with
refreshments until 5.30pm. There will be a short rehearsal at 2pm to so everyone feels
comfortable about what to do. We will need you to arrive at the university at 1.30pm so we
can take you to the venue on campus, have a pre-event rehearsal and give you something to
eat and drink before we start.

We understand that the Forum may take place at the same time you’re supposed to be at
school. With your permission, we’ll ask your parents and school to let you leave early so you
can attend this event.
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What will | do?

This is the result of your work, so you get to choose what role you want to have in the Forum.
We can suggest some ideas, but you can also invent how you want to participate. Katitza will
meet with you at least once before the Forum, so you can talk about what you want to do and
practice.

We also want to catch up with you soon after the Forum to ask you about your experience, so
we can find out what worked and what could be improved for future events. Katitza will meet
with you on a day, time and location that suits you best. If you prefer not to do this, it won’t
affect your participation at the Forum.

Do | have to participate?

It’s completely up to you if you want to participate in the Forum, and if you decide not to, it
won’t affect you in any way or at your school. You can also come as part of the audience or
watch it on live stream if you want.

Can |l invite other people to the Forum?

Yes. You will have 3 invitations to give to the people you’d like to be there, like your parents,
friends, or other members of your family. Seating will be very limited so please ask your guests
to register by 27™ August through the following link, so they don’t miss out:

https://www.eventbrite.com.au/e/national-child-and-youth-forum-tickets-47758263251

Password: ChildrensLives123

What about food and transportation?

There will be some food and drinks at the Forum. We can also help you with transport to and
from the University. If someone is driving you, we can provide parking.

What if | can’t attend the Forum but still want to participate?

You can contribute to the Forum even if you are unable to attend by telling Katitza your ideas
for that day. You can also make a video of yourself presenting your recommendations and
we’ll show it during the Forum.

What happens next?
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First, we want to ask for your consent, by signing this form and ticking on the boxes depending
on how you want to be involved (please, don’t forget to respond “yes” or “no” for all the
guestions). Once we have your permission, we will contact your parents to ask for their
permission and notify your school as well.

In case you have any questions or need to let us know of any requirements, you can contact
Katitza for more information on marinkovick@unimelb.edu.au or +61 0415 732 739.

Please answer by ticking on the boxes below:

YES NO
I’m interested in participating in the National Child and Youth Forum and O O
give my permission for the researchers to contact me, my parents and my
school.
| am interested in being interviewed by Behind the News and other mediaif O O
needed.
| can’t attend the Forum, but still want to meet with Katitza to contribute O O

with my ideas.

I’'m happy to meet with Katitza after the Forum, at a day and time that suits [ O
me, to talk about my experience with the Forum and the Kids Contribute
project.

e Full name:

e Date:

e Signature:

Please send this consent form back to Katitza either in person, or via scan or taking a photo
of this consent form on your mobile device and emailing to: marinkovick@unimelb.edu.au
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Appendix 21: National Child and Youth Forum Information Sheet
and Consent Form for Parents and Guardians

3 July 2018

Dear [name of parent],

Our names are Lisa Gibbs, Katitza Marinkovic, Hannah Morrice and Lauren Carpenter. We are
researchers at the University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health and have
been working with [name of child co-researcher] and other child and teenage co-researchers
on the Kids Contribute project (originally called Children/Youth as Contributors).

You previously gave permission for us to meet by phone with [name of child co-researcher] to
talk about how children and young people contribute in their everyday lives and to help us
develop questions for the Kids Contribute survey. We're very happy to tell you that the Kids
Contribute Survey, run by ABC’s Behind the News TV show, got nearly 11,000 responses from
children and young people across Australia!

We would like to ask your permission for Angus to participate in an event that we are
developing to disseminate the survey’s findings.

What’s the event about?

We're organizing the first National Child and Youth Forum, where children and teenagers will
have the opportunity to show the results of their work in the Kids Contribute project, and a
related Kids Rights project, to an audience of adults, children and young people. There will a
panel of adults from different areas affecting children’s lives, such as government, media,
education, sports clubs and organizations for parents. Their job is to listen to the Kids
Contribute findings and recommendations and respond with plans for how they will use the
information. The event will be chaired by the National Children’s Commissioner who plans to
use the Kids Contribute findings in her report to the United Nations on Australia’s performance
under the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.

We are planning to record the event and share it on social media.
When and where will the Forum take place?

The National Child and Youth Forum will take place on Friday, 7 September 2018, at the
University of Melbourne, in the Forum Theatre (153), Arts West, from 3.00pm — 5.00pm.
Children and teenagers participating in the event will need to arrive at the University at
1.30pm. This will allow time to be guided to the venue on campus, to have a pre-event
rehearsal and have something to eat and drink before it begins.

The Forum will take place partly during school hours. With your consent, we will contact the
school to formally notify them your child will need to leave school early to attend this event.

What will my child do?
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The children and teenagers participating in the Forum can choose what role they will have.
They may decide to be on stage to present the Kids Contribute findings or have other jobs like
welcoming the audience as they arrive. Katitza will meet with all of them 1-3 times before the
Forum to prepare and practice. There will be a final rehearsal at 2pm at the venue on the day
of the Forum.

Katitza would also like to catch up with the children and teenagers involved sometime in the
month after the Forum to ask about their experience to find out what could be improved for
future events.

If you or [name of child co-researcher] prefer not to do this, it won’t affect his participation at
the Forum.

Does my child have to participate?

No. Participation in the Forum is voluntary, and it won’t affect [name of child co-researcher]
in any way. If [name of child co-researcher] doesn’t want to participate, he can still come as
part of the audience or watch it on live stream.

Can | also attend the Forum?

Yes. Your child will have 3 invitations to give to parents, friends, or other family members.
Seating will be very limited so if you would like to attend please register as soon as possible
through the following link:

https://www.eventbrite.com.au/e/national-child-and-youth-forum-tickets-47758263251

Password: ChildrensLives123
What about food and transport?

There will be some food and drinks at the Forum. We can help organise transport to and from
the event for [name of child co-researcher] if needed. If you’re driving, we can provide parking
at the University.

What if my child can’t attend the Forum but still wants to participate?

[name of child co-researcher] can contribute to the Forum even if he is unable to attend, by
telling Katitza his ideas for that day. He can also make a video to present his recommendations
and we’ll show it during the Forum.

What happens next?

First, we want to ask for your consent by signing this form - please, don’t forget to respond
“yes” or “no” for all the questions. Once we have your consent, we will contact [name of
child co-researcher]’s school to notify them about the forum.

In case you have any questions, you can contact Katitza for more information on
marinkovick@unimelb.edu.au or +61 0415 732 739.
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Please answer by ticking on the boxes below:

YES NO
| give my permission for my child to participate in the National Child and O O
Youth Forum and for the researchers to contact him, me and the school. |
understand this will include pictures and videos being taken of my child
during the Forum.
| give my permission for my child to be interviewed by Behind the News or O O
other media if needed.
My child can’t attend the Forum, but still wants to meet with Katitza to O O

contribute to the event.

e Full name:

e Name of child:

e Contact number:

e E-mail:

e Child’s school:

e Date:

e Signature

Please send this consent form back to Katitza either in person, or via scan or taking a photo
of this consent form on your mobile device and emailing to: marinkovick@unimelb.edu.au
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Appendix 22: Theme Guide for Initial Focus Groups with Child co-
researchers

Children as Contributors
Focus Group and Interview Theme Guide for Children

All focus groups will be minimally structured, in order to allow children to actively participate
and lead the discussion.

Introduction:

Review of the Plain Language Statement, with emphasis on children’s expectations of this
project’s results and products.

Topics to be explored in initial focus group discussions and interviews:

There will be an initial broad discussion about children’s roles at home/school/sports clubs.
The following prompts will be used, if necessary, to explore children’s views about
opportunities to contribute:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

¢)]
h)
i)

j)

What are the different ways that children help out?

Are children always asked to do those things or do they offer sometimes?

Do children have any choice in what ways they help?

Do children get any payment for helping out?

Do children have any other responsibilities?

Do expectations change as children get older? In what ways?

Do you think children and young people should be asked to help out? Why?
Why do you think young people are asked to help out?

What is good/bad about helping out or contributing?

We would like to find out how children and young people across Australia are helping out
and how they feel about that — what questions do you think we should ask them?
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Appendix 23: Presentation for child co-researchers with the Kids
Contribute Poll preliminary findings

MELBOURNE

btn |
Kidsuj—Li

Contribute
SURVEY

Preliminary Results
Lisa Gibbs, Lauren Carpenter, Hannah Morrice, Katitza Marinkovic
May, 2018

Who responded the poll?

10,817 children and young peoplein
Australia!

6-11yrsold 12-18yrsold

294



86% speak English at home
88% were born in Australia

BBBBBB

75% participate in clubs

WA:12%

NT 1%
QLD 6% -
Australia
SA 13%
NSW 39%
ACT 3%
VIC:21%
TAS21%

99% of respondents contribute
in one way or another
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Children and young people contribute MORE by:

a

Caring for other family other events (65%)

Helping with technology (53%) @ * Supporting at games or
members (59%)

(] :
Helping stop bullying (59%) I‘.‘i * Helping take care of the
Helping others feel better . environment (60%)
when they’re sad/angry (72%)

*Based on the number of children who reported contributing “a lot” or “often”.

In what ways children help with the environment?
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Children and young people contribute LESS by:
A * Helping family members that * Coaching or teaching other
0 don’t speak English (17%) children

'.. * Helping people | don’t know

(=)
ﬂ * Helping at school events (49%) '.“

*Based on the number of children who reported contributing “a lot” or “often”.

Why do you contribute?

MOST FREQUENT ANSWERS LEAST FREQUENT ANSWERS

. To help others feel better To get paid or a reward
‘} To make the world a better place

To be a role model/leader

It's fun/interesting @ Because there’s no
To learn choice
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77% enjoy contributing to help others feel better

63% feel happy
59% feel proud

6% feel pressured
5% feel annoyed

It also seems that almost half of children don’t feel appreciated

while they are contributing....
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a

DOING CHORES...

60% of chidren started doing chores
between 5 - 8 years old

Females start an earlier age than males
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Half of children get pocket money for
doing chores

Who gets paid more for doing chores?

plt

Males Older children
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AGE DIFFERENCES...

Younger children (6 — 11 yrs) contribute more by:

* Doing other jobs around the house
/& « Caring for other family members

* Helping family members that don’t speak English
* Helping in their parent/guardian’s business

A * Helping to stop bullying™*
* Helping others feel better when they’re sad/angry*

Helping at community events/celebrations*

i)

Taking care of the environment*®

*We still don’t know if these differences are significant.
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Older children (12— 18 yrs) contribute more by:

Helping adults with technology (59%
vs 53%)

Being a leader

Helping others online*

*We still don’t know if these differences are significant.

Why contribute?
* To make the world a better place

* To make friends

They feel proud when they contribute

6—-11YRSOLD They enjoy cleaning and doing other jobs at home, school, clubs or
elsewhere*

Why contribute?

* To be a role model/leader

* To get paid or rewards

* Because they don't have a choice

12 — 18 YRS OLD They can feel more annoyed or tired when they contribute
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GENDER DIFFERENCES...

Females contribute more by:

a

Cleaning and tidying up

Looking after brothers and sisters

Doing other jobs around the house

Caring for other family members

Helping family members that don’t speak English

Helping in my parent/guardian’s business

Helping at school events* a9
Being a leader* '.‘
Helping to stop bullying™* -
Helping others with schoolwork/homework*

Helping others feel better when they’re sad/angry*

Helping at community
events/celebrations*

Helping strangers*

Donating or volunteering*
Taking care of the environment*
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Males contribute more by:

/0\{ Helping adults with technology

"ﬁ" Helping others online*

*However, we still don’t know if these differences are significant

Females enjoy more:

* Cleaning and tidying up*

+ Doing other jobs at home, school, clubs, elsewhere*
* Teaching or coaching others*

* Helping others feel better*

Females also reported feeling more happy, proud, like they are a part of
something, responsible and appreciated.

Males reported feeling more nervous, tired, pressured or annoyed*

*However, we still don’t know if these differences are significant
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Why do you contribute?

More females reported:

To make the
world a
better place

To make
friends

Because it's fun
or interesting

To help
others feel
better

To be a role model
and a leader

To learn new
things

More males reported:

Because | get paid A
S or a reward

Because | don't A
— have a choice

CONTRIBUTING AND RESILIENCE
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Contributing can help you be more resilient!

Thank you!
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Appendix 24: Theme guide for interpreting poll findings with child
co-researchers

Children as Contributors
Focus Group and Interview Theme Guide for Children

All focus groups will be minimally structured, in order to allow children to actively participate
and lead the discussion.

Introduction:

Review of the Plain Language Statement, with emphasis on children’s expectations of this
project’s results and products.

Discussing the focus group discussions results and the Behind the News poll results:

a) How do you feel and think about these results? Do you agree?

b) Did you expect other children to answer in the way they did?

c) Why do you think that children gave these answers?

d) What do you think is the most important thing about these results?

e) What do you think should change to help young people, based on what we see in these
results?

f)  What would you tell adults about these results and what should be done about them?

g) Do you have ideas about what you would like to do to make things better for you and
other children and young people?
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Appendix 25: Child co-researchers’ PowerPoint presentations at the
National Child and Youth Forum

Australian FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 7TH 2018 | 3PM-4.30PM | FORUM THEATRE, ARTS WEST
e i THE UNIVERSITY OF MELBOURNE

Children and
Teenagers
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Clip from our Sydney co-researchers:
Most important rights
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Contributing can help you
be more resilient!
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Half of children get pocket money
for doing chores

~
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Parents




10,817 children and young people
responded to our Kids Contribute poll!

6—-11yrsold 12-18yrsold

99% reported contributing in one way or another
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2

60% of children start
doing chores at 5 - 8 years old

But girls start earlier
and get paid less
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Our poll showed that girls and young women
reported they contribute more often than boys at
home, school and the community

B d boys should
. the same for the same jobs.
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Schools

Clip from our Sydney co-researchers:
Role of teachers and parents in helping
ensure kids’ rights are met
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59% of children and young people help to stop
bullying at schools

BULLYING
Safe school
ZONE
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* School programs for all kids

* Early start

* Carried out by teachers and
experts

* Teach how to stop and prevent
bullying

BULLYING

Can you make this happen?
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Sports clubs and
professional sport




Helping younger kids: How can we do it better?

sl Homework club &i‘& Treating kids as equals
@ Coaching - Being a role model

@ Giving time

Community support provides opportunities for everyone

Leadership

E + @ x — Handling Money

_ Social Skills
Lifts Club employing kids .
Resilience
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Inclusiveness

Access to all abilities  All ages included Multicultural

How can this approach be
promoted more widely?
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Our poll showed that girls make less money
than boys from a very early age.

This continues later in life and you can observe
this in sports.
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Some say it’s because
men’s work is harder or
they do it better, but it’s
not true.

lki . PET

What can you do; so boys and girls
have equal ogp_,ortuniﬁes to
contribute through sports?

y - Bl
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Sports and
the Media

AYUEN AKOT Margaret

Awien




GENDER EQUALITY IN THE MEDIA

Why does the media not give
women the same recognition
regards to sports as men?
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How can the media help young
women aim high and follow
their dream-career?

g

Australian
Soclety




Clip from our Sydney co-researchers:
The value of participation
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Our poll found that children from
very different backgrounds
contribute in-Australia

Speak:only when your words are
more beautiful tn the sﬂence..
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What can you do to help protect Muslim
girls and women’s right to help others
through their traditions and religion?

Clip from our Sydney co-researchers:
Why kids need to be heard
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Appendix 26: National Child and Youth Forum Report

FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 7TH 20T8| 3PM-4.30PM | FORUM THEATRE, ARTS WEST
THE UNIVERSITY OF MELBOURNE

Australian <
Human nghts THE UNIVERSITY OF
g Commission MELBOURNE
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For further information contact Hannah Morrice, Research Fellow, Jack Brockhoff
Child Health and Wellbeing Program, University of Melbourne.
hannah.marrice@unimelb.edu.au




Appendix 27: Theme guide for final focus groups with child co-
researchers

Kids Contribute: Theme Guide for Final Focus Group Child co-researchers
All focus groups will be minimally structured, in order to allow children to actively participate
and lead the discussion.

Introduction:

Review of the Plain Language Statement, with emphasis on children’s expectations of this
project’s results and products.

Topics to be explored in initial focus group discussions and interviews:
Impressions about the research process:

e How would you describe your experience in the Kids Contribute Study? Would you
recommend this experience to other children and young people?

e How did you feel as a child co-researcher thinking about questions for the poll and
interpreting the results?

e Did you feel supported by the adult facilitators? How?

e Would you prefer to receive more or less help from adults? When?

e How did you feel working as a child co-researchers in a team/individually?

e What were your favourite and least favourite parts of working in the study?

e Would you like to participate in a study as a child co-researchers again?

e If you participated in another study as a child co-researcher, what topics would you like to
research?

e Would you prefer to choose how we’ll do the research, like interviews, polls, experiments?

Impressions about the forum:

e What were your favourite and least favourite parts of being part of the forum?
e What do you think about the answers that you got from the panel?

Recommendations:

e If we were doing a project like this again, how could we improve it?

e What would you recommend to adults who work with child co-researchers?

e Was there anything that caught your attention from what the people in the panel said?
Impressions about scaling-up PR:

e What do you think about working with child co-researchers from other countries?
e Would you like to communicate with child co-researchers working in other places? How
would you like to communicate?
e Do you think that working with child co-researchers from other places could benefit the
results of the research?
Wrap-up:
337



e Do you think that your reference letter reflects how you contributed during the study and
the forum?
e Isthere something you would like to add about your experience?
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Appendix 28: Examples of vignettes crafted based on transcript

material from the Kids Contribute Study

Vignette 1: To be very honest. What type of questions are we trying to ask?

What kind of questions would you like to ask in the poll about how the children and young people
contribute? — | asked.

| kind of don’t get it. To be very honest. What type of questions are we trying to ask? — said Anita.
For example, seeing this, it could be ‘What life skills do people think that they get from helping
around?’ — | said, looking at our notes from the previous session. — Or, maybe you want to think
about something completely different. Let’s think about what you would like to know, rather than
what you should ask. What kind of things would make you curious?

Like, “‘Why do you help?’ — said Anita.

What would be the alternatives that kids can choose from? — | asked.

It makes you feel good. — said Aliyah.

You might be getting paid. You enjoy it. Um, like, the experience. That’s a new question. — said
Anita.

So, we can say that the experience of things is divided into different things. — | said. — One,

are feelings. The other is motives. We could do one that is more focussed on feelings.

How do you feel when contributing? — said Anita. — Happy, useful, valued.

Could there be a difference between feeling useful and valued? — | asked.

Valued would probably feel like others around you think that you are needed, kind of useful. You
think that you’re contributing, you’re making a difference. — said Anita.

Sometimes there’s negative feelings as well? — | asked.

When you’re being forced. — said Grace.

How do you think that makes them feel? — | asked.
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Probably used. — said Grace.

Wow. That’s a good... oh boy. | hadn’t thought about that one. There’s a difference between feeling

used and useful, right? It’s very interesting. — | said.

| think those are the most important questions. — said Aamira.

Yeah. Those are very, very good questions. Is there anything else you’d like to add, or do you think

we are okay? — | asked.

| think we’ve covered everything. — responded Aamira.

Vignette 2: ‘Wo0-hoo, hey, ladies, come here, look at my six-pack’

Hello. How are you today? | am Piper. —said Piper, talking to the recorder.

| am also another Piper. —said Chloe.

Can this person hear us eating pizza? — said Chloe, referring to the audio recorder. —
Yum, yum, yum, yum, yum, yum.

So, today I'm going to tell you a little bit about the poll results. We have some
differences between boys and girls. What do you think might be the differences that
we found? — | asked.

Probably girls have to do more chores. Men don’t really need to cook, you know, it’s
like in movies, ‘My wife will have to cook the dinner, wash my laundry and | have to
do the work.” — said Chloe. — Girl actors are normally, like, ‘Oh’ and trying to fall for
the boys, and then the boys are, like, these big strong men going, ‘I'm awesome’.
James Bond is a good movie but, why do ladies need to be in love, they can’t be
saving the world and James Bond has to go, like, you know, ‘Woo-hoo, hey, ladies,

come here, look at my six-pack’? It’s a bit strange.
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Vignette 3: ‘That would be me’

- How do you think that you help others by participating in this BtN poll? — | asked.

- They could think about what you’re saying, and if it's a question, they might answer it and that
might help them. — said Adam.

- What did the video make you think? — | asked.

- Just made me feel the same. Just still do what | do, which isn’t X box all the time. | do spend a
little bit in the X box. — said Adam. — | help wash on my mom’s car, feed all my pets, help with
some computer stuff. That’s what | can think. | don’t like doing that much stuff around the
house. Dad sometimes bugs me a lot. There’s getting something back, like a reward. It feels
good when you’re told up.

- The least favourite ways to help were to get paid or because they’re forcing you. We
also found that the least frequent feelings when helping were pressured and annoyed.
-1 said.

- That’s me sometimes. | get forced to clean my room. Last time | cleaned was almost a
few days after new year. — said Adam. It was 24 May.

- Sometimes you feel tired? — | asked.

- That’s me. | don’t get much sleep. | usually stay up a bit... quite late. Tonight, I'll be
probably going to sleep 10:30 because The Front Bar’s on. And, other nights... The
Family Guy, the Simpsons. — said Adam.

- The poll also found that girls tend to start doing chores a little sooner than boys. — |
said.

- They do grow up to become moms and boys... well, | suppose they grow up to be dads.
Most boys go into the sports direction. They might be sitting down watching sports all
the time. That would be me. —said Adam.
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We found that children who contributed the most also were the most resilient. Why
do you think that is? — | asked.

| think because doing stuff for other people can make you happy. If you’re happier then
it’s easier to overcome stuff. — said Adam. — If you do stuff and they say ‘good job,” it
might make you...

Prouder. More encouragement. — said Corey.

| don’t get told because whatever me and my dad did... my mum doesn’t like that
because she’s grumpy all the time... I'm saying that... for good reasons. — said Adam.
So, if you don’t get that feeling of appreciation you might be a little bit less resilient? —
| said.

You’'d be a bit like trying and no one cares. — said Corey.

Story 18: ‘l think we should do racism’

We’'ll talk about media portrayal of gangs. — said Anita. They all laughed. — Somebody say it
first.

We have to say it, so we might as well. This year, there’s been a lot of stuff on the
news about how young African teenagers are portrayed in the news. — said Grace.
People are not like that. You’ve got to understand. — said Aamira.

The phone. When you were walking home from training. — said Anita to Aamira.

Two months before, they got a call that someone got their phone stolen. | had a
jumper and black clothes and walked in the station and they were, like, that could be
the person, so they started asking me questions. That was sad... That wasn’t bad. — said
Aamira.

It was. | would have cried. — said Grace. — We'll just get some data. Some evidence.
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Could we walk around and have interviews? — said Anita. — We start with videos of
police sirens and going, woo, woo, woo. | think we’re trying to go not just for gangs,
but just, like, racism in general.

| think we should do racism. — said Grace. — Talking about gangs...

That can be our personal thing. — said Aamira.

And then we’ll expand on it. — said Grace.

There might be an Asian group as well. And Aboriginal youth. — said Lisa.

This country has done them wrong in so many ways. — said Anita.

| can see police coming to them, like, putting their gloves on, checking on them, you
know what | mean. — said Aliyah. — They feel they have drugs and stuff like that.

This is a topic | would want to cover as well in other countries. — said Gaby. — Just be
aware that you’re going in a controversial space, and there are some horrible people
out there.

I’'m ready for that. | can’t wait to debate. Can’t wait to stand up and take questions. —
said Anita.

| said to you on the day, is it okay if people ask you questions, and you were, like, ‘no
way.” — said Gaby.

We didn’t have enough knowledge of this. — said Anita.

Now you’re completely all over it. You’ve done it the way we suggested the first time,
from now on you decide. — said Gaby.

Yeah. | just didn’t know what was going on. — said Aamira. — This topic... | am
very confident now.

It’s a learning path for all of us. — said Gaby. — | just thought you guys did an amazing

job. And, | just think the next one is going to blow it out of the water.
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Appendix 29: Codebook used during the thematic analysis in the
Kids Contribute study

A. Initial insights about contributing
a. Defining contributing
b. Contributing in everyday life
i. Athome
ii. Atschool
iii. Atclubs
iv. Elsewhere in the community
¢. Motivations to contribute
i. Being asked for help
ii. Rewards
d. Fostering resilience
i. Promoting positive feelings
ii. Promoting a sense of empowerment
iii. Building skills
iv. Promoting social wellbeing
v. Limitations to the benefits of contributing for resilience
B. Accepting different views on getting pocket money for chores
a. Assessing the poll data
i. Observing changes in children’s motivation to help as they age
ii. Questioning the validity of the poll data
b. Believing children shouldn’t get pocket money for chores
c. Believing children should get a fair payment for doing chores
C. Developing Critical Consciousness about Gender Differences
a. Assessing the poll data
i. Firstimpressions about poll results on gender differences in contributing
ii. Questioning the validity of the poll data
b. Problematizing gender differences in contributing
i. Perceiving gender differences as natural
ii. Perceiving gender differences as a problem
c. Questioning the root causes of gender differences in contributing
i. Reflecting on root causes at home
ii. Reflecting on root causes in the wider society
d. Developing key messages about gender equality for the National Child and Youth
Forum
i. Equality in house chores
ii. Better representation of girls and women
iii. Opportunities for girls to contribute through their religion and traditions
iv. Asking adults about the root causes of gender differences in contributing
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Appendix 30: Lists of child co-researchers’ contributions at home,
school, clubs and community

Contributions at home reported by child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study

Helping with chores

Helping family members

Family economy

Hygiene: cleaning in general,
mopping, doing the laundry,
washing dishes, vacuuming,
cleaning up own room, putting
things away, taking out the

Helping adults: helping with
technology (computers,
phones, TV, wi-fi), helping
with the English language,
giving massage, giving water,

Family business: helping
take care of rural property
and animals.

rubbish,

windows.

cleaning
backyard, washing car, wiping

the | lifting or carrying heavy
things, driving people
around, looking for things,

reaching high places.

grocery shopping.

Food: washing and peeling
vegetables, cooking, serving
tea for family, cooking for
siblings, cooking for oneself,

Taking care of
babysitting,
changing diapers.

Supporting
getting a job.

siblings:
feeding,

parents:

Errands: post office

Taking care of pets: walking
the dog, giving food and
water, bringing birds inside,
cleaning after pets, washing
and grooming.

garden, mowing
watering plants.

Outside: taking care of the

lawn,

Source: author’s elaboration.

Contributions at school reported by child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study

Type of

contribution

Specific activities

Good behaviour

collaborating with teachers, helping teachers, attending classes and
paying attention, being organized and prepared.

Promoting positive
relationships

Helping others feel better, welcoming new students, mentoring
younger students, being a leader, helping prevent or stop bullying.

Cleaning and | Putting out bins, taking out compost, cleaning tables and classroom,
setting up pinning tables, picking up rubbish, setting chairs.

Extracurricular Helping at school events, joining a team or club at the school,
activities cooking.

Community service

Community service programs, volunteering in the community,
opportunities to volunteer with the environment.

Source: author’s elaboration.

345




Contributions at different types of clubs, reported by child co-researchers in the Kids

Contribute Study

mentoring younger
kids

Type of | Specific activities

contribution

Cleaning and | setting up (e.g. equipment, tables, chairs), collecting rubbish,
setting up cleaning spaces.

Teaching and | coaching in sports, helping others with homework, organizing games

and activities for younger kids, being a role model, monitoring the
behaviour of younger kids.

Special events and
celebrations

Helping prepare and host celebrations for the members of the club
and wider community.

Source: author’s elaboration.

Contributions at sports clubs reported by child co-researchers in the Kids Contribute Study

Type of

contribution

Specific activities

During games

making announcements, giving water, hosting at the entrance,
keeping scores and statistics, being a referee, cheering the team,
playing, taking care of small children, working at the canteen, filling
in when players were missing for a game.

Good
sportsmanship

teamwork, collaborating with coaches, helping others feel better,
filling, positively representing their club in front of other clubs, being
friendly to people from rival teams, playing by the rules,
acknowledging the rival team’s strengths.

development

Helping organize | preparing for games, organizing lifts for team members, helping

the team manage teams, attending trainings, being on time.

Supporting the | fund raising events, cooking, recruiting new players, planning to help

club the club in the future (i.e. promoting the club, donating money,
becoming a coach).

Community Participating in special programs for social inclusion for people with

migrant background or disabilities.

Source: author’s elaboration.
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Appendix 31: Codebook used during the thematic analysis of the
Kids Contribute Study Story

A. Adult-child relationships
a. Promoting freedom of expression
i. Building positive rapport

1. Promoting a positive relationship
2. Empathizing with child co-researchers’ emotions
3. Building trust

ii. Embracing different ways of communicating
1. During research meetings
2. During the forum
3. Using sense of humour

iii. Addressing increasingly wider audiences
1. Aiming for an attentive and influential audience

2. Child co-researchers wanting to establish a collaborative
dialogue with adults

3. Generating safe spaces for child co-researchers’ self-expression
4. Coresearchers’ impressions of being heard at the forum
b. Promoting agency and empowerment
i. Progressively sharing roles and responsibilities
1. Providing adult support

2. Giving child co-researchers the choice of how to become
involved

ii. Empowering child co-researchers
1. Acknowledging diverse child perspectives

2. Acknowledging child co-researchers’ competences and
expertise

3. Asking child co-researchers for their feedback on the study
c. Obstacles and difficulties

i. Communication
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ii. Gaps between meetings
iii. Sustainability
B. Child-child relationships
a. Child co-researchers supporting each other
b. Progressively making child co-researchers come together as one large group
c. Progressive exposure to other child co-researchers’ perspectives
d. Critical reflection about other child co-researchers’ perspectives
i. Observing differences in perspectives
ii. Observing similarities in perspectives
iii. Questioning one’s prejudices

iv. Developing new and more inclusive views about global social issues
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