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ABSTRACT

The paper is an attempt to use the idea of refitgxim order to organise and set “ready for ansivers
the ethical issues which have arisen at the veginbeng of the field research (on a topic in the
economics area) and have been anticipated for Htgges of the research project. While at the
beginning, the ethical issues were well coveredeutide appearance of “everyday” research practical
problems to be resolved, the interaction with redegarticipants revealed the theoretical depth tha
those same issue can have and the extend to wieghmight affect the research project itself. The
paper as well as the issues are divided for arsafysiposes, into three categories: the first dedls
ethics concerning the terminology, vocabulary aadatives during or after field research; the sdg¢on
discusses the ethical issues connected the intaraaith participants, especially two issues: their
acceptance to participate in the project and tf@rnmation exchange; and the third part, discusies t
cases where the researcher faces petitions fastaisse in constructing something, that according to
the research proposal, belongs to the object ofetbearch.

Keywords: ethics, field research, reflexivity.
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AEONTOAOTITA XTHN EPEYNA ITEAIOY TQN OIKONOMIKON 1
MIKPEX IXTOPIEX EEAPTHXHX

MNEPIAHYH

To keipevo amoteAei mpoomdbela vo ypnoponombel n W6é€a g avravakiaotikomtog (reflexivity)
®ote va, opyovemBodv Kol Vo KOTOGTOUV «ETOL0 TPOG OMOVTNCEIS» To (NTHaTO d€0VTOAOYiNG TOV
EYOVV avokOYeL 6TV Evopén TG Epevvag Tedion (Ue OVTIKEILEVO EVTOC TNG OIKOVOUIKNG EMIGTHUNG) KoL
&xovv TpoPArepOel yio petayevéotepa otddla g Epevvas.. Evd oty apyn ta {ntyuata deovioroyiog
NTOV KPOUUEVO KAT® OO TNV EUEAVION TOV KOONUEPIVOVY» TPAKTIKMOV EPELVNTIKMOV TPOPANUAT®V
oL EMPEnE va. EMAVOOVY, 1 CAANAETIOPOOT UE TOVG GULUUETEYOVIEG OTNV £PELVOS OTOKAALYE TO
Bewpntikd Pdbog mov pmopel avtd o o BEpaTA Vo £xOVV Kot TV €KTOGT GTNV OTOi0. LTOPOVV Vol
ennpedoovy 10 1010 To gpeLVNTIKO TPOYpappa. To apBpo Omwe kol o (ntuaTa, eitvarl dtapepévo yio
OVOALTIKOVG OKOTOVG GE TPELS KATNYOPIEG: 1 TPMTN OCYOAEITAL LE TN OEOVIOAOYIO TOV APOPA GTNV
oporoyia, To AeSINOYI0 Ko TIC aAPNYNOES Kotd 1 HETA TNV €pevva mediov. H devtepn, ocvintd ta
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nmuata deovroroyiag mov oyetiCoval pe TNV SddpacT| LE TOVS GUUUETEXOVTEG, 10iwg 6v0 Bépata:
TNV 00d0YY] TOVG VO CUUUETEXOVY GTO TPAYPOULUO Kol TV ovTaAAayr] TAnpoeopnone. Kar n tpitm,
ou{NTa TI§ TEPIMTAOGELS TOV O EPEVVNTNG AVTILETOMICEL ALTNUOTO Y10, GUVOPOUR TOV GTNV KOTOOKELT
«TVOG», TO OTOI0 GUUP®VA LE TNV TPOTOGN TG EPELVOAC OVIKEL GTO AVTIKEILEVO TNG.

AéEarc-khedrd: deovioloyia, Epguva mediov, aviavakiaotikdtta (reflexivity).
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Part |: Context of ethical questions

1) Introduction: the idea of reflexivity

It is unusual in economics to write with an “I"edause this is not “good manners” in the

academic narrative of the economic field. Howetlaz,choice has been made so,

First, for practical reasons: what worries me muosthis case, is that irrespective to what is
written in books and papers, | have to face resalas in real life concerning real people and not
just a hypothetical case of “what if".

Second, it is that in other social science fitlggrticularly in anthropology, the narration oéth
field researcher’s personal experience as suchrisidered to be not only an acceptable, but
rather a desirable approach, so that the reades iable as possible to detect the stance,
psychology, attitudes, methodology use, even “vakzal” biases of the researcher

Third, again in social sciences and particularly amthropology, the issues of ethics are
frequently tackled with, not as vague theoretigatudssions irrespective of time and place, but
as cases — this is the so-called casuistry appifoacithical matters in research

Fourth, for collegiality reasons. Perhaps, my papeuld seem better fit if it had a more
impersonal structure, but | do not want to presepntcase as impersonal. There is no need to
hide the problems a researcher faces and thisss almore or less frank attitude toward
colleagues, who would better have a clear idea taivwo is doing what within their own
research community. It is me who is responsiblg, @ho chose for methods and solutions,
some of them were already in books, some wereswohe of them seemed to have worked
more or less well, some others seem not to beiaiti@at all. So, let's say that this essay is an

It might be too much of an epistemological risk éwen mistake) to use with such ease methods ppbaches from
other disciplines in economics, especially whileale no research experience that would make tlaaster” effective. On

the other hand, when facing practical problems,esanswers are better than none. Chilungu (197454). would also add
that this scientific “division of labor” is a Westephenomenon of labelling parts of knowledge. Ddsan (2003, p. 366)
proposes a “hybrid” analysis that would bridge datd theory, facts and emotions, normative and ecappropositions.

2 Aull Davis (1999), pp. 178-190, 226. Caplan (2008 10. Josephides ( chapter 3 in Caplan 2008jtpout that the

researcher’s reflexivity of “being there” is “cratito the moral person who is created in the figkatbugh empathy with the
participants — she also uses the autobiographietdhad to present how she tackled this issue (Capl&3, pp. 61-63).
This is also the method used by Silverman (chater Caplan 2003) to present the ethical issuesfated in her own

research in Ireland, but also the other authorCaplan's edited book (Caplan 2003).Chilungu (19i&glso very

autobiographical in order to criticise anthropolagd anthropological research as perfomed by AAgherican scholars.
Goduka (1990) uses autobiography to present thieadtissues faced in field research in South AfriShore (1999) also
uses autobiography for his research in Italy as agelsardner (1999). Horton (2008) also uses theb#graphical method
to discuss the everyday issues that arise in relsedhics. Later on, on p. 369 and p. 371 he prgpasitobiography and
case study [casuistry] as the solutions to thecatlissues of research.

% One can see this method (which helped me at tatpnly in the cases who were similar to thosed tmface, but also
about the logical structure one has to use in aa@enderstand a particular ethical problem inaes®) used by Silverman
(chapter 6 in Caplan 2003) and by Kravva (chaptér &aplan 2003), who did her field research in €8s Moreover,

Horton (2008) uses in-depth casuistry (pp. 371-369) by referring to his research vignettes amdattual problems he
faced during his field research.
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attempt to open a discussion by presenting thescasd the possible options and not a

research report, much less a research resultssialy

Actually, my research project has not gone thaty&ty e.g. to the point to give any
results. But | am at the edge of choosing hypothesggestions to be answered and methods to
be followed. The project is quite peculiar in tsahse, because we have not any other research
projects undertaken before mine on the same tapitheE same geographical area. Moreover,
there are not any theoretical inquiries that woslhtisfactorily provide me with some
framework from which | could start asking questiombe project faces a phenomenon, or a
multiplicity of phenomena connected to parallel reacies, exchange networks, exchange
groups and free bazaars.

The phenomenon could be summarised into the pHtesmgsactions without official
currency” or “economic activity without official ctency”. The initiatives studied in this
project are either organised networks, or just gsoaf people not structured in any “formal”
way. Each initiative seems to facilitate eithernsactions concerning specific goods (f.ex.
traditional varieties of vegetables, trees, frei), or transactions concerning specific aims
(f.ex. recycling, education) or both or to be datkd to transactions of all types. For reasons of
definition, one could add that this “economic aityivdoes not comprise any activity within the
framework of family or relatives’ structure. Thegpée might be related in origin, but family
bonds are not the important point for the actithty project examines.

Fifth, for a reason based in theory that seemstopcise all the previous four: it seemed that
the idea of reflexivity (and reflexive research aredlexive researcher) fitted best to the

situation of field research. It also seemed toradfe analytical tool for understanding the ethical

issues that have arisen so far or that one migrgnghe actual circumstances, anticipate for the
future. By the term “reflexivity” | understand thtie research is an ongoing process of mutual
learning and “teaching/informing/exploring” betweethe researcher and the research
participants, as well as the other humans involweate or less directly with the research

project: academia and public.

The reflexive researcher “returns” at all times aodasions of the research to his/her
self to question terminology, hypotheses, methadsyults, writings, analyses, etc of the
research project as well as to bring the infornmatgained through research process as
knowledge to be studied, examined and questionieid.i$ particularly important, because, not
only concerning the topic of the research, but &lsocerning its ethics, the researcher has to
treat him/herself and participants as what they peesons who, even if the researcher would
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try to avoid it, contribute all together to a sdqiaocess, whether this is a parallel currency

scheme or the research project itself.

The idea of reflexivity has permitted me to orgartise ethical issues of the research project. It
is not clear yet whether it is chosen becausecititi@es the creation of cooperation atmosphertd wi
participants, or because it better covers the ttaat (any) field research cannot be done in another
way?, but only with the voluntary contribution of therticipants within a cooperative framework.
However, the reflexive approach has no rules ofmidior all problems. Nevertheless, it obliges slocia
scientists to “critically and reflexively query thelationship between research ethics and research
practice® and at least permits discussing ethical concesiitfs tve research participants themselves,
either because they have questions, commentsjemt the research or aspects of it, or because the
researcher wants to point out the ethical issuethdoparticipants so that a commonly acceptable
solution is found.

This might be an ethical solution in its own righgcause even if there are no rules of conduct
for economist-researchers, any economist reseaheseto find ethical solutions. Therefore, refléxiv
best satisfies the need that even if the reseaarerot find the absolute truth in his/her fieldlan
ethics, he/she is bound to be truthful in any as®ut the research process and the research outcome
The case where there are not any theoretical ieriter moral action, does not mean there are ngt an
criteria at all, nor does this mean there is ncsiilgty for the research to be morally and resplolys
conducted. The method for this is that the resesairdbscribes “truthfully” the process and his/raer
in it*,

Some might criticise reflexivity as an approachabhtcreates unjustifiable

e inability of decision-making by the researcher afitsuiown project
e extended powers to the participants to influeneeréisearch project more than they should
e mess, because it does not necessarily exclude rtigalcapproaches to field research and

epistemology, much less does it give any hints alethical issues in research, but it rather

1 Aull Davies (1999), pp. 5-10, 17-23. Silvermangpter 6 in Caplan 2003), p.127. Rorty’s view atrefiexive humans as
qguoted by Cherryholmes (1988, p. 449) is also wgresting, because it emphasises that reflexigitiie human approach
to express solidarity, through their story of cdnitting to the community. Gill (2003) also seeksi@thodology “capable of
critical introspection” when she comments on BrersdEconomics and Ethics” (Brennan 2003). See &lsrchheim &
Klein (1994), p. 6, linking self-reflection with l§e¢ransformation. See also Nash & Wintrob (1972) p27-529, Shore
(1999) p. 45 and Gardner (1999), pp. 50-51. AbmaleMijk and Widdershoven (2009), describe in dedailery reflexive
research process with several practical implicatidtowever, they use the term “reflexive” once omdyremind that the
design of the research project not only emergeas fite research process itself, but also, thatishitone to make it link it
to society “reflexive of the social condition”. Refivity is also one of the responsibilities of tresearcher according to
Cannella & Lincoln (2009), p. 279. Shaw (2008)440, asserts that the (qualitative) researcherssesflexivity while
designing and performing the research.

2 See Jorgensen (1971), p. 324, where he assert9thmary data of social anthropology and ethngi@ge culled from
objects who do talk back”.

% Horton (2008) p. 369.

* Brinkman & Kvale (2005), pp. 174-176.

®>Shore (1999) pp. 25-30. Horton (2008), p. 363:-364
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permits a mixture of them, along with the researsheersonal experience, stance and

psychology
e boredom, because instead of “hard facts” or, incdme of ethics, clear solutions, it permits an
endless intellectual wandering and endangers s®areh project into becoming a researcher-

centered narrative

2) Interdependence

The question is of course, whether the above pnoblare ones of reflexivity or of field
research or of research in general; or, whethéexieity is just the recognition of complexity that
research project has. No doubt, the main compléxitige intertwined structure of relationships teda
between the researcher and the research partisipaterdependence of all people involved in the
project (in my case not only the researcher, wha student, but also the supervisor, the supesvisor
committee, the university institutions, etc) isviable, but research participants’ involvemenths
most important in relation to the ethical issuesactly because they are those who, without any
obvious benefit, contribute at least the raw mate the research to be conducted; and they aseth
without which the research could not have been @ble done at all.

Dependency of the researcher on research partisiggonly one side of the cdirThe other
side is that participants depend on the reseambeut getting information on what project they take
part in and how their contribution might be useérein a textual construction. The researcher has in
hand relevant literature, ideas about what theggtag aiming to and what it is probably leadingand
experience of issues that were raised in one cadex@w appear in another, while participants might
have in mind their own case only and in hand tlaily right to refuse contribution (which would
anyway jeopardise the project).

In addition, the participants are not well prepa@dnderstand or feel the power characteristics
of the research, while the researcher knows (@muigposed to know) very well how those power

relations are formed and put into function durihg project. The project might be manipulative to an

! See Silverman (chapter 6 in Caplan 2003), p. H28ton (2008) p. 364, 366.

2 Nash & Wintrob (1972) p. 532. Shore (1999) p. 29.

% liked very much the quotation Silverman offessftom a student of hers in her chapter (no 6 ipl&@a2003) at p. 118.
However, one psychoanalyst would say that my fedrthe other student’s fear and any researcheatsifiegeneral toward
research participants might be also a “projectiof’the researcher’s guilt for its inner indifferento the research
participant’'s experience as a real person in riéal Another explanation of that fear is that thlesearcher, knows by
intuition and perhaps fells guilty of the fact thhe research process in the modern social comegit also express the
commodification of rapport skills, feelings, trustc which happens during research in order thateélsearcher gains the
raw material (contacts, data, etc) of the proj8cinkman & Kvale 2005, p. 165). This commaodificatias also hinted in
Cannella & Lincoln (2009), p. 278.
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extent that the participants might not be aware @b avoid this, they usually depend on the

researcher’s integrity, e.g. on the powerful pe'sonll.
Nevertheless, before examining the specific ethgsales | am facing in this project, it is rather
useful to have a so-called autobiographical pregem of the background story that concerns the

project and affects the ethical issues raised.

3) Background of the research project

As it happens with any PhD student, everythingtstaith the research proposal: after having
studied the related literature and especially dftasing studied and prepared a methodology review,
arrived at the conclusion that there is not anyi@aar method appropriate for the case. So, when |
submitted my proposal, | explained that the methailisbe rather a combination of quantitative and
qualitativé tools’. What had been a riddle for me, was to forecasethical issues that would arise as
the project would start.

Thus, the vagueness of the methods mentioned imehemarch proposal helped me with the
latter, but | could not explain this to the Inteawi Committee, who was anyway kind enough to
understand the peculiarities of the project. WHab &elped me a lot, was the Committee’s and the
University’s open-mindedness to accept the ethars @f the proposal, especially the clause that the
research will be negotiated as being done withrdsearch participants, that their demands about
“writing down” any information they give will be spected, concerning confidentiality or any other
issues they want to keep beyond publicity. Not dhy University accepted the clause, but evenen th
most “harsh” negotiations with scheme participattiss clause gave a “professional” and “scientific”
aura to the research and the University appeared teally in control of what the student is doiSg,
instead of being an obstacle to the project, tleig/ Vweird” clause made the project acceptable to
reluctant research participants and permitted tldusion in the project of very interesting (see:
important) initiatives related to the research ¢opi

One could immediately observe that the project imecdependent on the research participants.
This is true. The question is: why not? This is WhEEY are doing, THEY are working for, THEY
are taking the risk about, why not be THEM to haeatrol over the information they give for the

project? There is also the view that they own tkeimtributions, even have intellectual rights toatvh

! Brinkman & Kvale (2005) pp. 164-167, 169. Shawggpp. 404-405.

2 A point that might be ethical as well, is not jukat language might be as dangerous as numberslsmithat this
distinction between quantitative and qualitativetes might not really hold, as Chilungu explaib876, p. 460), because
from the qualitative data the researcher create®m@ or less quantitative series of categories,vedfiable anymore by
any “quantitative” method. Another really harshigue on qualitative methods and on their takengi@nted progressive
character is found in Brinkman & Kvale (2005), d81-167. Therefore, the present paper does notressuny ethical
superiority of any research method. See also SBa@q), p. 403.

3 Afterwards, | realised that this is also an ethat®ice concerning methodology! See, about thiswgr & Crano (2005)
p. 355 but also Brinkman & Kvale (2005).
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they say or write to respond to the researchersstpns. From a legalistic point of view, this is true.

From an ethical point of view this is more than ewaghip (which is anyway a notion that does not fit
reflexivity at all).

However, the issue of dependency is much more doatptl than this question and, of course,
the idea of dependency did not helped me to féielied in front of the research participants. Besgu
in this project, just like in many others, humams doing research on humans, or among humans or
with humans. What is ethical to do in such casen@ach such case? How far the idea of reflexivity

can take the options for resolving ethical issues?

4) What rules already exist about ethics in econorifield research

There is no code of ethics or code of conductadlyeagreed or just proposed for economic
research in Greece. Nor has the Greek Sociologisgtssociation published anything relevant on their
websité. The curious thing is that no code of ethics oytling similar to that was found on the
American Economic Association’s webs$jtaor even on the International Initiative’s foetRromotion
of Political Economy website So, | turned to the Development Studies Assamiatif Britain, who
again have only a Development Ethics Study Grouprioucode of conduttand of course to the
American Sociological Associatibrand the American Anthropological Associafioln get some
examples of codes of ethics and ideas. The Brifishiological Associatichhad ethical rules or
recommendations in a Statement of Ethical Praetiuiée the Royal Economic Sociétgf Britain had
no special reference to ethics on their website dthics policy of the School of Oriental and Admnc
Studies (SOASY is also very interesting, because, instead ofratecerning situations, creates rules
concerning the stance and attitude of its reseesciitae Association of Social Anthropologists o th
UK and Commonwealtfi has also a set of Ethical Guidelines.

Something which is relevant to social researcksirece, is the RESPECT projéctand the
code adopted within that project’'s framework. THESRECT project is an initiative adopted by the

European Community so that the social researclheosighout the continent have some (not legally

! Oliver (2003), p. 31.

2 www.sociology.gr

3 www.vanderbilt.edu/AEA
4 www.soas.ac.uk/iippe

> www.devstud.org.uk. The study group has not reached any conclusi@is as they informed me via personal
communication.

® www.asanet.org

” www.aaanet.org

8 www.britsoc.co.uk

° www.res.org.uk

10 www.soas.ac.uk

" www.theasa.org.uk

12 www.respectproject.com
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binding) instructions about ethical issues reldtetheir research. It is really a very peculiar ead

conduct in comparison to the rest | managed to, fmetause the priorities of this code are quite
reversed (first comes the compliance with sciemtgtandards, second law compliance with an
emphasis on intellectual property and third theidasace of social and personal harm) contrary to the
theoretical (actually all) approaches to researittice who prioritise the protection of people and
communities to everything else. The other peculiaonsists in that the RESPECT code is, as always
in the European Community, the minimum standar8urope and professional associations are free to
adopt stricter rules for their members. The thioihp of the code is that it is too general and altyu
advises the researchers to “endeavour” to satigfyode clauses — which is already an approacbfout

date: the researchers do not endeavour any madréetsure” that they keep up with ethical rdles

Part Il: Content of ethical questions

| could distinguish, just for analysis purposes, igsues into three categories:

A) Terminology, vocabulary, narratives

B) Dealing with participants: I) how can they goc® participate in the project?
II) how to manage info exchange and ownership

C) Help and intervention.

The solutions or methods adopted so far will besg@néed, as long as the issues that still remain.ope

kkkkk*k*k

1) Terminology, vocabulary, narratives

The ethical issues of what terminology to use wBjpeaking with research participants and
what words to use when writing, are not somethieny.riThere is extended literature on that and it wil
continue to increase in volume, given that any typgocial research is done with words, even iiaoc
scientists may use nowadays visual material, tos. & matter of interpretation, actually of naimgt
things. The problem I really faced is that, du¢ht® theoretical “vacuum” of the project, | havereal
specialised terminology to use. Even the initiagitiee project studies, have not “regular’ names. We
have “alternative”, “complementary”, “secondarypdrallel” currencies, “exchange bazaars”, “free” or
“gift” bazaars fapiotiké malapt in Greek), “exchange networks” or “time banks”rtbg countertrade,

non-monetary transactions, accounting units-monggeacy-monies. Of course, this complaint might

! Otherwise there was not need to write this paplee.researcher could not have said: “Listen, ttfa an ethical research
conduct, it was not easy, | am sorry”. This “resgible” tendency is also obvious in the proposedsiens of the American
Anthropological Association Code of Ethics (fileteld 092208), clause A.2, accessed on 12.06.09 frmmwebsite

www.aaanet.org
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also hide my intention to transfer my responsipilt others, e.g. those who under other conditions

might have established a widely accepted acadeargon about the topic.
If it was for theory only, that would be fine, ing sense that the vocabulary | might use, would

of course have been affected by my own beliefgddaleologies, hopes, study efficiency, etc. bist t
would be just my own narrative of the phenomenout field research is not about the researcher’s
narrative only. It is about the research participamarratives, as well. Particularly in this case

a) where there is not any established terminology

b) nor any previous research on those networks indgree

c) nor any extended research experience in othergisogdroad,
what | “write down” becomes terminology whetherikel it or not, whether the research participants
like it or not, whether the University likes it pot. It is like a “monopoly of interpretatioh’Therefore,
the questions that arise from this situation aesftiiowing:

I) To what extend should the researcher use thearels participants’ vocabulary?

II) How acceptable is it to use the already exgtiarminology intending to fit it into what the

researcher “meets with” in real world?

[Il) What is a real research result? The thing thatparticipants say during free interviews, @& th

thing they respond to the researcher’s questiaesjqusly formulated according to hypotheses?

IV) Who is speaking through research results: tiseipline structure, the researcher, the research

participants, a combination of them?

The methods used so far to tackle the above questiave been:
e free discussion with scheme and group participants,
e use of original material (texts) from their websitnd their leaflets,
o effort to use as “neutral” vocabulary as possible
e there has been mentioned to them that they wileheacess to what has been written
about them, before the text is final.

The reflexive way is to examine the assumptionsrésearcher has about the congruence of
meanings with the research participants. Thenrdbearcher has to be aware of the recording methods
of data/discussions/nofed’o my great relief, many scheme participants rect’ me when | speak or
write to them, when they feel | misunderstand wihaty are doing or what they are saying. Their
corrections not only permitted me to understandebethat they are doing, but also have given me
ideas about theoretical questions or approachesl Inot thought of when | started this project. My

worry is that not all participants will have thisurage or frankness, especially because “a resarch

! Brinkman & Kvale (2005), p. 164.
2 Aull Davis (1999), pp. 112-116.
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coming from the University” is enough a deterremtthe participants not to express themselves in a

free way.

This approach is also in some conformity with théemomenologist approach by
Cherryholme$ concerning the construct validity in research. Bemse-making of the participants
“provides the basis for theoretical constructsteasl of insisting too much on the gquestions coming
from the researcher, who according to this viewgasing questions for him/herself and not about the
participants’ activity. Therefore, the researchas o get closer to life as experienced and cribate
research constructs on that basis. The phenomasbhmiieves that the research participants who als
participate in the [researched] social practicevkiamd understand first hand what is going on —ithis
something | keep saying (and it is not a courtésythe scheme administrators or members | talk with
to show them that | need their help for doing ttesearch and for learning. Therefore, the power
relations existing and created between the researmhd the research participants may become a
process where the participants may interrogatedbearch interpretation [so, they will also be dble
check out the writings that concern them] and thsearcher may interrogate the participants’
subjective understandings.

2) Dealing with participants I. How can they accept tgarticipate in the project?

The reactions | faced from scheme and group ppatnts varied from happy acceptance to
complete indifference and non-response. There weople who were very happy with the research
and they somehow had been waiting for it and thetyadly said that they are looking forward to
receiving the results of the research so that thaye some evaluation of what they are doing.
Therefore, they accepted immediately. There hawen ljgeople who asked for more information,
identification of the researcher, research fundlatails, even if they accepted at first instancevook
for the research. There have been others who deketitails, but have not replied yes or no, due to
the fact that they needed to consult with theiugronembers. There have also been others who were
very reluctant and distrustful at the beginning arhted to clarify every detail about commitmend an
the cooperation procedure before accepting. Threralao some who have never replied to any contact
(we tried several times) that has been done toteid group.

The problems | had to face were the following
I) How to present the research project? | triedtoaise any terminology that might deter peoplenfro
participating or that might give a false image lo¢ research. This, however, was not possible in all
cases, because sometimes people denied that theyeigvorks or any type of organised initiative, in

other cases they did not want to use the “exchategei, not only because this was not in conformity

! Cherryholmes (1988), especially pp. 430, 432, 438,
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with the official presentation of the group, bus@lbecause they saw reciprocal activity dispersed

through time as not exchange but as something(letsgever, they were very happy to participate in
the project, if | clarified that this “somethingsel’ was also of great interest to the Universityjust
also admit that, after discussing with potentiaglesrch participants, | was in many cases unsuretabo
what was included in the project or not, and thatkf this is what supervisors are for. My intemtio
was that all participants or candidate participarats at any case have access to information aheut t
research (so they also have all my contact detarid)that they have something “stable”, e.g. writte
text to refer to when talking with the other schégneup participants. Moreover, they will be able to
contact other schemes and let them know aboutebsearch and all details about it — of my part, |
always ask them to forward the information to whibmay concern.
II) The fact that we depend on the research pperus for the project existence and success cridstes
problem of commitment. What if they accept now aifittr some months they completely deny to
participate? How to agree about the project? Hablstthe negotiations may be? This is important not
only for the essential part, e.g. about the infdromawe need from them, but also about the time
schedule and budget of the project.
[ll) The issue of the consent and actually therimfed consent of participants is also interrelatéth w
the commitment issue. Actually, there are people sipport the idea that the researcher does ndt nee
to give all available information about the projdatit just what is really necessary for the project
take place. On the other hand, there is the viesufathe fully informed consent, e.g. that peopleowh
participate in the research project should haveailable information so that they are really atole
decide whether they want to participate or not. dtheer question is, of course, whether the conisent
given at the beginning and this is fine for theirenproject, or whether the consent of the research
participants is an ongoing process, e.g. a contisunegotiation with the researcher. Personallptéd
for the second view and fortunately this was somgthas already mentioned, that the University had
agreed to. This option of course led me to negotigenly with the research participants and nog onl
this — it permitted me to use the “unequal committhenethod, e.g. the one where the researcher
commits herself orally and in written toward thetgpants, but the participants are free at ametio
change their minds and renegotiate their partimpatn other words, the researcher is committed to
methods and rules of cooperation, the researclcipants are not. They can at any time opt not to
participate, or ask for more details, or ask faslublicity, or ask for different methods of resea
etc.

No doubt, this might create serious problems torésearch project. However, | thought that
using “written consent forms” would be really deiteg participation — it would also create an

atmosphere that something “ambiguous”, “bad”, {ji€ was about to happen during research. In

! Consent is seen as an ongoing process, too. SeBais (1999) p. 46-50. Silverman (chapter 6 ipan 2003), p. 117.
Laws with Harper & Marcus (2003) p. 239-240. God(ka90), p. 334. Also, Jorgensen (1971), pp. 328-33
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some cases, | explained that not even their emal® binding them, although my emails were

totally bounding me and the University about tleseaarch. | can tell that, contrary to my expeatatio
this way of tackling reluctance worked very welkavin difficult “situations”, where the denial die
participants was expressed in plain words. | thhmkt this freedom provided with to the participants
makes them very positive to the project and hopetol a long-term positive attitude toward research
in general.

IVV) The issues of confidentiality were actually thasiest to tackle with. Apart from the fact thegre

is the legislation concerning use and disclosurgetonal data, which in any case applies to the
project, | promised to the participants that thely mave access to the texts that will be relevtartheir
activities and they will know what is going to bebtished about them. They will be able to comment
or maybe ask for non-publication of details or festhat might not want to be widely knofviThis, no
doubt, raises the question, whether this might bimhiesearch. However, | prefer to have all
information available, even if part of it is “offi¢ record” and be able to evaluate the phenomenon |
study, than oblige participants to hide informatfoom me. At least, a group that might want to keep
details not publicised might give me ideas for aesle with other groups that are more open about the
results to be publicised. However, so far, nothimye been flagged as “off the record” and all
information, as the participants tell me, is fosgarch use, which is very relieving for me and very
helpful for the project

V) The issue of not doing harm to the researchigpants and the researched initiatives was also
raised. Some of the participants have expresseil Waries about being targeted by the tax
authorities, after the research is published. ksaeed them that they at least have opportunities t
comment on the dissertation parts related to thetivities and that there is no intention of the
University’s part to create any problems to thaitiatives. Personally, | have not seen anythirgg th
might be considered tax evasion or tax law infrmgat — to the contrary, the initiatives cover
activities that in other countries or under befieancial situations are done and financed by tages
itself. In any case, my concern is that nothingha dissertation or the research process harms the

schemes or groups that accept to participate iprhject.

1In any case, even the written consent forms wat resolve the issue. They usually have also these that the

participant will be able to stop cooperation at &ime without any reason, see f.ex. Boynton (2Qi}5)91-102. Therefore,
the written consent forms exist rather to prothettesearcher from scrutiny (because if the rebeamwants to extend the
research scope beyond what is written on the farean be done without the third parties to be ableetect it) than to
protect the participants from abuse. This is alsgiaus in Denscombe (2003), pp. 62-63, where tlikoapafter admitting

that full information provision to participantsdsficult, requires that the consent is given bytggants in written. Hay &

Israel (2006), pp. 60-76, point out the difficudtief the written consent method. See also Olive032 p. 47 and Horton
(2008) pp. 364-365, 375.

% This is considered to be a right of each partitipSee Brewer & Crano (2002), p. 351. Gardneréhdrd time with data
that was difficult to acquire and much more difftdo publish (Gardner 1999, pp. 63-69).

% Laws with Harper & Marcus (2003), p. 242, consitlés access of the participants to the writingaoeoning them as
their own right and highly ethical issue.

* See for the issue of not doing harm, Hay & 1s¢26D6), pp. 95-111.
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V1) 1 would like to insist a bit more on the diffitt questions | faced so far, because this revealed

different world of research to me. | realised thabple wanted to take part in the research, bué wer
really afraid to do so. They sometimes did notédwail was a student. In other cases, they weiagell
me stories about researchers working for compahigsthey used the information participants gave
them and never again appeared to give any feedBaek:researchers” never published the results of
the research, so participants do not know everytadao they were really talking with, what they wer
looking for and why. This is why in some casesythsked questions about the funding of the project.
also saw people who are scheme administratorsvéakéhrough hints that they try to avoid theirgwo
members being bothered by people, because thivibelfgpamming) is very common for marketing
or for other purposes. The questions also revebdatl behavior by researchers in general, which
means, instead of persuading about what | am doihgye also to persuade people about what | am
not, what the University wants not, what the projemot about All difficult questions were answered
and this at least has been received with positieide (as not something common in research®@ltl f
really responsible not only for the University whérstudy, but also for all researchers that mighto
contact the same schemes later, after me. A baavlmehr of my part will destroy not only my project,
but probably the projects of others. As | am depah@dn my predecessors in research, others are also
dependent on my conduct for their projects tomorrow

To summarise the methods for tackling the probdémow to persuade people to accept to take
part into the project, | can say that | used: imfbrmation about the research, freedom arrangesnent
(unequal commitment), discussion, | pointed outtilienate control the participants they will haa f
their own contributions, | answered all questionsed to me.

Moreover, this researcher’'s self-imposed regulati@s useful to tackle most of the issues,
probably because both the researcher and partisigan get prepared for possible future situatigis.
the same time, this “self-regulation” sets a resgaa precedent for the following part of the resba
project. On the other hand, there is no way to tackleasitns where participants’ or possible
participants’ reaction gets insulting to yoMvhat makes me continue “research as usual” istiiose
reactions are participants’ clumsy efforts to cammplor even struggle for better treatment by

researchers and research institutions or to turrattention to issues | had not thought of . In resse

! Contrary to the researchers’ idea that what they doing is important enough to persuade peopl@anicipate,
Silverman’s point that people started interactinthviher as a researcher only after they managdchdav who she was,
might need further investigation (See Silvermamptar 6 in Caplan 2003, pp. 118-119). In any ci@ske important thing
is “who the researcher is”, then the codes of sthie not enough and the individual quest for nitgrad the research field
is not enough and maybe researchers should atieakston their collective identity and morality aell.

2 Self-regulation is discussed in Dr. John Hortonrsublished research notes (vignette no3), semhéoby personal
correspondence on Octobéf 2009.

® Insults or anything (like f.ex. hints) addressgdphrticipants to the researcher to embarrassatber| is discussed in Dr.
John Horton’s unpublished research notes (vigmet&, sent to me by personal correspondence orb@c¥ 2009
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they express their fears and their determinatiodefiend themselves and finally, they help*rte

conduct a better and more considerate project.

3) Dealing with participants Il. How to manage info exhange and ownership?

This part of ethics is something | consider to kieenely difficult and exists as an issue from
the very start till the end of the final draft dfet research dissertation. The real thing is that th
researcher seeks information and knowledge fromrésearch participants and then the researcher
becomes the one who will transfer the informatiod &nowledge to others, e.g. the people who will
attend conference presentations, or read the cods& papers and texts in general. Unfortunately,
reflexivity describes the situation but does naiotee the issues apart from giving a general ppieci
of mutual respect. Therefore, the questions that an this case are the following:

I) How to present researcher’s personal beliefsidadlogy and hopes that undermine the so-
called objectivity of the research procedure? Itriplied that perfect objectivity is impossible ¢ano
discussion is done in the present paper whethectwity is what really we need from a researcher).
So, how to deal with the fact that the researchermatter how conscientious he or she might be,
affects the position of the project, even by theabulary he or she uses in dealing with the rekearc
participants, in describing what the field reseaagpears to give to the observer, in formulating
hypotheses, in evaluating and analysing data, itingrreports, papers and presenting the research
results?

II) How to avoid making research participants mettnan end, e.g the research results, much
worse means to a PhD degree or means to enhansebetiefs or to answer questions related to one’s
ideology etc. Actually, this is the problem of ttede of research participants — how do they achiwit
the research project? It is not an issue of padtedn only, because, participation does not sjadsakit
ownership, nor about decision-making procedures.itSis also about decision-making, e.g. power
relations, developed between the researcher angatieipants. Fortunately, there are cases where
people from the initiatives | study, try to educate about anything concerning their own projects
which might be misunderstood by me. But, does #wt that others have accepted my “narrative”
without commenting or correcting mean that they pgree or that they do not want to dissent from
“someone from the University"?

[II) How to tackle with the fact that research papants might also have a similar stance, e.g.

they use the researcher and the research projestlass the University’'s authority for their own

' In Advanced Learner;s Oxford Dictionary (Oxfordilrsity Press, edition of 1989" @mpression 1993), “embarrass” is
defined in two ways: a) cause somebody to feel@mikcious, awkward or ashamed, b) cause mentairdisrt or anxiety
to somebody. | think, this is the case with papaeits’ tough reaction: they make the researchapasxashamed and self-
consious...



16
purposes (f.ex. to advertise their schemes, prdpdbair ideas, enhance their personal power within

the schemes, etc)? In principle, this might beanptoblem. But, is it possible that this attitudethe
participants might lead to give other informatidvart what they really know or think, just to turreth
research results to a direction they think it itdyefor their purposes. This is particularly imgzmt if

we consider the case of gatekeepers, e.g. peoméwposition have access to information and/or the
research participants. There are many cases tllwbere this question haunts me, especially when |
face extreme reactions: gatekeepers who consigegribup members as already having accepted to
participate or gatekeepers who want to transmiin&tirmation themselves from the researcher to the
participants and infiltrate the entire researchcpss that concerns their scheme. | try to explaa t
research participants have to be informed firstualibe research before any commitment of the
gatekeeper is done and | also try to involve gapkes more in the project, f.ex. if they deny teegi
me any access to the group, | tell them that iy tvant, they might disseminate questionnairesig th
will be the case where the group does not accepeat communication from me. This is something |
am really concerned about, because in this caserebearcher cannot know whether the group
members have been under pressure to answer oswenm a specific way to give a certain image to
the researcher. Moreover, the principles of comiiidéity and anonymity of the research participants
are at stake. One could suppose that the group erembight feel more comfortable with their
coordinator to collect data instead with a strangat on the other hand, the internal group paiice

got to continue concealed as well as the bias ttfigit imply for the research resdits

IV) How to “write down” discussions, and all oraiformation that is accumulated at this first
stage of field research? This “writing” will affeseriously the formulation not only of hypothedast,
also of theoretical perceptions of the researcheptogiven its peculiarities about the “theory d/oi
mentioned previously. Moreover, this question isple related to later stages of field research; too
hypotheses, questions, interviews, data, resuttsaaalysis will need to have this question answered

No specific methods have been found to tackle bowa issues. However, my study so far has
not been completely fruitless.

Searing (1970) states that value judgments maywene in a research project without creating
biases. This happens because value decisionstaeent in the research process and it is an iskue o
methodology of the inquiry. This approach seemméoas expressing high confidence to the reason of
the researchers who will be able to work in a labway in order to make value choices. Even if this

was possible, however, ethics is not only an isguegic.

1 On the other hand, this “paternalism” propensftthe researcher should also be under question:amhbto decide about
those people, whether they want to talk directlthwne or they prefer to be represented by a patsnalready know and
trust? The fact that if | was at their positionwbuld not like to be represented like that, doesat only my own

preference, not theirs. Those thoughts or doubte heally been raised after my reading Dr John diost unpublished
research notes (vignette no 8), sent to me by patsmrrespondence on Octob&f 2009.
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Another approach is what Aull Davis propdsésr interviews (interaction), but maybe |

should consider it for all possible methods | uSke also proposes this for focus groups. To be
specific, the idea is that the researcher and relsqearticipants are equal within the research ggsc
and this makes their contributions and perceptemsally meaningful. The methodological impass this
might create is “resolved”, at least in theory,ading to Aull Davis, by the idea that the researth
work is to reconcile the different results of difat data gathering methods, because each metlesd do
reveal another aspect of the same social process.

Josephides (chapter 3 in Caplan 2003) proposedhbaiesearcher should see participants as
ends and be modest toward them, because fieldrobseaght be a sort of “hybris” to individuals and
their communities. At the same time, it might be ttcasion the participants sought for themselves t
speak with authority and through authority. Soextflity becomes authorial, in the sense that ong ma
face this intertwining situation using the autolagghical strategy to permit to him/herself andhe t
audience to trace the way the researcher hasdreeearticipants throughout the entire protess

Cherryholmes adopts Foucault's analysis and prapdbat the researcher be aware of “the
political processes and institutions by which trighproduced” and “be prepared everyday to make
ethico-political choices about which constructs stiinte the main danget” | understand this
statement as following: recording, writing and ngpg in field research should be under self-refese
scrutiny along with power-analysis, e.g. the redear as person who receives and exercises power
through research has total responsibility for #mnd the ethical issues that this power use creates.

On the other hand, although it was concerning sbimgtquite different than what the paper is
for, | found the ideas presented by Hirschheim &iKI(1994) quite interesting, because | think they
have been constructed to be practical. They progosee qualities for the emancipatory discourse
[within the work place], that might be useful fackling the issues examined in this unit, if theg a
applied concerning all people involved in the pcgjdut particularly the research participants:aqu
opportunity to raise issues, equal position to galh question the truth or correctness of a view,
express attitudes, feelings, concerns et other words, the researcher is not only aysteller, but
also a person in the story told by research pp#its.

One could also add what Brinkman & Kvajgropose: “Ethical as well as scientific objectjvit
is about letting the objects object to what weesearchers do to them and say about them”. They als

propose as a method the confronting interviewstoRla dialogue; agonistic interviews (derived from

! Aull Daivs (1999), pp. 99-110.

2 Josephides in Caplan (2003), pp. 67-69.

% Cherryholmes (1988), p. 440.

* pp 89-90. The paper is actually for the methodsdu® create through information systems a workéngironment
favourable to the employees and based on ethigadratives. It is curious of course that the mosbthtical part of the
paper in a technology discipline (chapter about renipatory discouse) is one of the most practicah isocial discipline
paper!!

> Shaw (2008), p. 408.

® Brinkman & Kvale (2005), p. 170.
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the Sophists), dissensus research advocacy reSeaative interviews aiming at public argument

and Socratic attitude.

Abma, Molewijk and Widdershoven propose that thepieical work should be organised as
follows: a) Data should be gathered together wittitippants and not by the researcher about
participants, b) The interpretation of data shdadddone with the use of dialogue with participaand
¢) The dialogue focuses on the consequences ofrieaipdata for theory and on the consequences of
theory for empirical data. This holds not only tbe ethical issues, but also for the main core of a
research project. The aim is an “emergent desiftfie project, e.g. the plurality on which the exj
is based implies that the research design methgalitly gradually emerges in conversation with the
participants, and it is spontaneous and reflexi/éhe social condition. The precondition for this
methodological option is that the researcher kéegguk of his/her role in the research process.@n t
other hand, apart from using common qualitativeeaesh tools (like focus groups, brainstorming
sessions, discussion meetings etc), this appraaelies a cyclical way of research work. Insteathef
linear process of hypotheses formulation, dataeyath, data analysis, result discussion, the data i
continuously created and analysed throughout the&eeprocess, because the findings from one
participant(s) or group are used as input to condemearch with the next participant(s) or research
phase, and the experiences gathered through rhseaecintroduced via “stories” as issues for
discussion in the next part of fieldwork. Therefdteory becomes the tool of making crucial poorts
the participants’ stories and connect them fronerzegal perspective

Another idea is that what is written down is as mas possible separated into “information”
and “comment” or “discussion”. The second ideahs} the research texts might provide all available
information about how the ideas were formulatedy tize hypotheses were chosen, how the interviews
were conducted. Even if it will be impossible ftietreader to trace exactly where the researcher’s
attitudes have affected research, at least itheilpossible to point out where the research resutibt
be biased anyhow or which methods were more prorbat or not. Reflexivity and self-questioning

might be useful as an approach, although this niljlop the text with “I’s.

4) Help and intervention.

Actually, | wanted at the beginning to give théetitAid and intervention” to this unit, because
it reminds me of aid provision structures well usedar for developing countries (Majority counsiie
This is, no doubt, the toughest part of all ethisalies, maybe because | was least prepared t@aface

situation like this. Or maybe, because the ideghefresearcher assisting in schemes the researcher

! See also unit 111.11 of the present paper.
2 Abma, Molewijk & Widdershoven (2009), pp. 241-2£25.
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studies in his/her project is something that remiodlonialist practices. The issue has as following

and it already comprises two cases:

Case 1: There has been raised a problem with tiveonkes that are being constructed in a small
city. From the very first communication with thenaidistrator of the schemes, the University has been
asked to assist in the construction of the schehresigh my research project.

At first, | explained that we do not agree to haweactive role in the founding and structuring
of the schemes, but on the other hand, we aretal@daswer questions that the schemes might have, or
to assist with information or academic materiaxf.literature. The reason for this arrangemefit is
also mentioned in my communication with other schgmas well) that we do not want that the
research project arrives to be an experiment withdns.

In an informal meeting with the administrator, wisadissed issues about the schemes and |
answered any questions of his “to the best of mywktedge” and with examples | knew from the
literature studied so far.

During the discussion, the scheme administratontpdi out that the local authorities are
interested in supporting the schemes. So, the astnaitor as well as the people who want the scheme
to be run in that city, think that the involvemeritthe University will show the local community tha
the schemes should not be rejected without disoossi least. Then, the administrator asked that a
conference is given in that city, probably afterrantation to the University by the local authgeg.

Case 2: From a small city on an island, we havahanaequest for assistance to construct a
parallel currency scheme. The request was by tbhastan of a publication done much earlier than the
beginning of the research. | explained to the pemgbo requested my assistance, the same as in Case
1, e.g. that he might have all available informatiwe have collected so far (bibliography, websites,
etc) and/or answers to specific questions, but amat help him more to design and implement the
parallel currency. | explained the ethical issuekted to his request and we agreed that this is

something not negligible and that we need to disdLis detail.

Those particular two cases, as described abovatedrseveral questions:

1) What are the limits of the assistance a researcdrergive to the research participants in their
own projects, without this to be manipulation af gthemes and their members?

2) If the boundaries are not clear, how ethical foisthe researcher to deny any assistance, at the
moment when assistance is (?) the least that diuiien and a researcher can do for the
citizens (who are also paying for the institutientax payers)?

3) In general, when people ask the researcher abdatmation (this is common during
discussions with the representatives of the schesmdar), | tell them about websites, or if the

guestion is concrete, | mention examples, so tiey are able to make their own inquiries on
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the internet and the relevant literature. | nevep €mphasising that | do not know this topic

and therefore, what | tell them is not a checketwew or advice. Is this enough, or is this
much less than what the researcher owes to dachmstuations?

4) About publicity, especially when this is to takeg# in cases when the University (and/or the
Supervising Committee as such) are invited to dt@rconference or public meeting: how is
this coherent with the distance a researcher mag from the “researched communities” at
least as long as the research project is run?

5) On the other hand, if there is any petition fortiggtinformation in that way, to that extent and
touching relevant topics (local politics, local pemstruggle between agents, etc), because this
is the way the local agents want to open a disoosand in any case, this is the way they want
to do it, what should the researcher’s position be?

6) The issue is much more difficult, because in thpEctic case, the schemes do not work yet.
Therefore, even if we go to the conference, eveveitio not go, even if we say ABC or even if
we say DEF, this is a transformation of the schémeadity, because the University has in any
case a de facto authority (which is also the redsothe invitation). In that case, can we say
that the three schemes as object of research aetha&al research object? Or, should we
exempt those schemes from the research projecthemthey finally work or not? Will the
exemption be a “bias” of the research impartialgwen that till now no scheme has been
exempted as long as they accept to participateeiptoject?

At this point, | would like to say that | am totalbpposed to the “action research mettpébr
the same reasons | mentioned above. So, my dilemmhado not want to make my project an
experiment with people (if people want for themsslto experiment with schemes, exchange, etc, this
is something they decide on their own, with theunomethods and procedures), but | do not want to
keep in secret any information or to stand backiftelping those who ask for assistance. In any, case
even if | do not help them, this is also an “expemt” in the sense, that | leave them on their awd
watch them to see how they manage without the nmétion | have.

At the same time, | am aware of the macro-ethidh@ cases presented above, but also of the
macro-ethical issues of the research project adewidacro-ethical issues are all those concerning
communities involved in the project and the ensioeiety, as well. Research can be ethical in micro-

level (when f.ex. | respect the individual parteips’ rights) and unethical in macro-level (whea th

! Action research is as widely accepted method, @ssidered to be very progressive in the senserinits researchers to
“try change”. See, Laws with Harper & Marcus (200%). 338-340, Denscombe (2003), p. 80, Bain (126 Evered &

Susman (1978). Hay &lsrael (2006), p. 7. Boser @Qfkescribes in detail the ethical issues and nasthused in action
research. The question one would raise after rgaBoser (2006) is whether the progressive reseattitude (like, the

“democratic ethos” and the attention to power refef) are enough to justify action research. Theesfapart from the
guestion of the means (action research) justifigthle end (knowledge and/or change), the othertiuresaised would be
whether the end (knowledge and/or change and/tiaracesearch) gets better, when the means getrhgttogressive

research methods).
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research might harm the community, or the initiativstudy or the local society, etc). And, perhaps

“interventions... become unethical within larger stotontexts with opposing interests'Things
might be worse than we imagine, because of thacthter research” attitude, where the individual-
ethics-focused researcher does appear one day iaadpéars another, leaving the communities
vulnerable to any project implicatichs

In that case, maybe the researcher’s role is tthhéetommunities out of the research process to
permit them to find a solution for the conflict trexpresses the balances of the community members
themselves. Or maybe, as Winship statiéss also a reflective researcher’s ethical séato avoid
“experiments” and maybe limit his/her researchttst we know, when something emerges, that “it
has emerged organically and not because it hasdtimemated by research procedure”.

Therefore, the solution that prevails so far iset@mpt those two cases from the research
project, so that it is possible to provide the sissice we are asked for. The counter-argument, of
course, would be, that this is a politically cotreglution, leaving the researcher “free from diteas”
and waiving her responsibilities towards the “desi’s people or community who asked for the

researcher’s involvement.

Part Ill: Theoretical efforts concerning ethical issues

This paper could be categorised into the fieldmdlied ethic which means | already used any
practical idea found in the literature and couldd&levant for the issues | have faced. For questiat
answered yet, however, many would ask: Why didaii yse any of all those theoretical approaches to
ethics to solve the issues?

Because, no matter how difficult an issue might the researcher should bear in mind that
ethics cannot be constructed and reconstructedlleawd that he or she should be able in any case t
face skilfully the ethical reality of each situatiof the project. And, in any case, the researsheuld
be ready to stop thinking about possible rulesasspble situations and look for practical solutions

“for at same point we have to att”

! Brinkman & Kvale (2005), pp. 167-170.

2 Flicker, Guta, Meagher, McDonald & Travers (20GY),479. Same attitude (is it a coincidence tluh lpapers belong to
the health sciences field?) has Glese-Davis, J4@0@8), pp. 149-150 about that.

% Winship (2007), pp. 179-180.

“| completely agree that “ethics are more aboutyalay practice of ethnography” [in my case “of ecmioresearch”] as
Caplan thinks (Caplan, 2003, p. 22). However, Halsi&el (2006, p. 13) define applied ethics aspifwe of ethics which
“involves investigating how normative ethical thgaran be applied to specific issues or to particsituations and
circumstances”. They (Hay & Israel, 2006, p. 12iirdeethics quoting Beauchamp & Childress (1994jaageneric term
for various ways of understanding and examiningntiogal life”.

® Brinkman & Kvale (2005), p. 158 -159.



22
Well, that meant that | had to make an inquiry dbany possible theoretical or practical

approaches. | am not sure | have found any solsitibat | would like to share my effort’s resultdan
my thoughts in relation to my need to take actlmough my project:

1) Consequentalist approach

That means, the ethical choice is judged by itsiltesnd not its intention. Utilitarianism
belongs to this ethical approdcas well as pragmatiSmHowever, to adopt such an approach would
lead to the tough question “utility for whoniZind the tough recognition of the power relatiorsted
between researchers and research participantswhed it comes to situations of conflict of interest
(the researcher’s views and perceptions vs thécppamts’ views and perceptions, or the researsher’
career vs the participants interests), utilitasamiis not that enlightening. And if we accept that

seek utility for the others first, then, how is tiesearcher going to decide about the others?

2) Neo-consequentalist approach
This is the so-called deontological approach wetirected to Immanuel Kant's theory about ethitts
helps with cases who might seem extreme, like noysd® about action research — the Golden Rule
(don’t do to others what you don’t want to be demgou) is enough an argument. But it does not help
at all with the case described in 1.4 (Help antkimention), because in that case we have a reQyest
the research participants and it was not the reBe#s initiative to intervene in the constructiminany
project. What is 8éov” when one asks for assistance and this is songetyon consider to be one’s

own pathway to possible exploitation by you?

3) Virtue ethics

This might seem to be the panacea or doom for &vag; given that it focuses on the moral
character of people rather than their action, ieig.enough that the people involved in a situatie
moral, then they are able to find solutiani might be so, but this leaves us with no piadthints.
Moreover, one could question this approach with plogver structures in a research project: for
example, the researcher knows what he/she is daogt the project, the participants don’t have a
global view of it. Even if all people involved aethical, they cannot change the fact of unequalgoow

(knowledge) and they have to make choices withmuhequal structure. How are they going to do it?

4) Teleological Expressivism

! See, Hay & Israel (2006), pp. 13-14. Loue (209p),61-64. May (1980) pp. 360-363.

2 Loue (2002) pp. 65-66.

%It is a simple question derived from ChristopheiGkegory’s argument (1997, Savage Money) whossudson about the
notion of utility is very interesting (see pp. 18-and its linkage with the notion of efficiency, ¥26), although his book is
not in this paper’s references list.

* See, Hay & Israel (2006), pp. 14-16. Loue (200p),60-61. May (1980) pp. 363-364. Varoufakis (1)996160.

® Hay & Israel (2006) p. 17. Loue (2002), p. 65.
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This theory emanates from the medical/biologydeand tries to combine virtue ethics and

the idea of self-interest. The main conceptionhiat,t during the ethical choices, people use their
emotions to “...evaluate the significance, valuegrnest and meaning of the world and its myriad
contents”, because “moralizing is to insist on @@remotional responses”. However, according t® thi
view, emotions are not irrelevant to real worldt Ithey also engage objects, which creates the
foundations of ethics on empirical primary evaloasf. The issue of this theory is that it relies on
empirical facts in an unclear way, to the poirgxf.to discuss the problem of informed consenthen t
extreme axis of “abandon or further reseafch3 if it was a problem of the researchers onbyweler,

the idea that emotions are inherent to moral deassis crucial and might well adapt to the ided tha

researcher should be reflective to expose histmetiens hidden under the research process.

5) Principlism

This theory states that morality is (or should lb@3ed on four principles: respect for autonomy,
beneficence, non-maleficence and justidesounds simple and practical, but it is not Isecause it
does not define justice. So, we return to theistagoint to ask what is justice in research? Hosd

the researcher make justice to the participaniésitner research?

6) Casuistry

This approach is really simple and practical, beeaitijust makes rules for specific cdsds
has already been mentioned that it is used extelgsby anthropologists to talk about ethical issues
they face in the field. Nevertheless, it is totaliyeless if there is not any previous case quoted o
mentioned anywhere to the one you are facing. 80,are supposed to open up the discussion and
narrate the case for the others in the future tlstis something that will happen after you havieed

the issue.

7) Ethical relativism

Ethical relativismi is easy an approach in the sense it relieves sporesibility: if the
participants claim that the researcher has harimewh,tthen it is because they have a different athic
view that the researcher’'s — same with the thirdigm that will scrutinise the researcher in his/he

! parker (2009), pp. 204-210.

2 parker (2009), p. 210.

% Hay & Isreal (2006), pp. 18. Loue (2002), pp. 58-6

* Hay & Isreal (2006) p. 19. Loue (2002), pp. 45-4Bhe curious thing is that, although many authes it to discuss
ethics in research, they usually do not includesian approach to ethics. The impression thagthés is that “casuistry is
the best approach till we agree on some other elalmrated approach”.

® Hay & Israel (2006), p. 20.
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choices. But | have not adopted this approach lecdseems to me not ethical at all, or, at least,

totally justifying anybody to make unethical chace

8) Ethics of care

This is the feminist approach to ethics. The mdeaiis that justice and the whole conception of
normative ethics is a construction of patriarchyl @hat the context of nurturing relationships and
compassion, where women “dwell” as moral beingbeiser an approach to make ethical chdicée
my great disappointment | cannot adopt this ferhiapgroach, not only for theoretical reasons (women
are not morally superior than men because theywammen) but also for practical reasons: the
researcher is a woman, which means what? If slteansg enough, can she deceive the research
participants? If she is compassionate enough, bannsake them to create a research object as she

wishes for? And, in any case, isn't this a formffmternalism®?

9) Communitarianism

This approach promotes the idea that ethics sheud@rge from a shared philosophical
understanding with respect to communal goals aedctmmunal good, because there is need to
integrate what is now a fragmented ethical thoulght,also to provide a community reference point
instead of focusing on the individual ethickcould not dissent from this view, but | canisee how
this could help with practical ethical issues, sel@n open discussion takes place. That means, the
researcher needs to be(come) or see him/hersalfnrasmber of one or multiple communities where
ethical issues should be discussed and commordypged. One should also have in mind Eikeland’s
view*, who considers the researchers’ ethical dilemrsazhallenges originating in the transition from
non-existent to emerging peer communities of ing@round real intellectual commons, through
openness and exposure. Practically, the actidrettaken within this framework is: first, to dissu
the ethical issues with the research participdreémselves, second, to present the issues to tderaga

colleagues, so that a related discussion is hdgefpened.

10) Contract-based ethics
This ethics theory originates in contract thedtiesost modern of which is that of John Rawls
(and his Theory of Justi®e Therefore, the researcher has a duty in his ualeelation with the

research participants to do anything appropriatéhtar benefit. Of course, apart from not giving

! Hay & Israel (2006), p. 21. Loue (2002), pp. 48-54

2| realised as | was searching for a term to dbecai mother’s “I know better” that there is not amyrd as paternalism is
for the father’s “I know better”.

% Loue (2002), pp. 47-48. Shaw (2008), pp. 401-4089,

* Eikeland (2006), pp. 43-46.

® Loue (2002), p. 64. Shaw (2008), pp. 405-406 reetie House’s theory derived from Rawls’ theoryusttice, in order to
present the theoretical background for the ethdealgn of a research project.

® The reference is: Rawls, John (1978 [1971]): Adtlef justice, Oxford University Press, Oxford-ldon-New York
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practical solutions, it is also too paternalisiitiere is, however, the approach by Abma, Molewijk

and Widdershoven which is based on Rawl’s reflecgquilibrium to support the dialogical approach
they use in a very practical way to tackle ethisslies in medical research

11) Covenantal ethics

This approach should not be confused with contrased ethics, because in this theory the
obligations of the researcher do not originate isoaial contract arrangement, but in arrangements
between the researcher and individuals and theangser and communities (host communities, the
university, colleagues, etc). The covenantal ettaos based on reciprocity and altruism. They
emphasise of course that the “paramount obligatientains to the research participant¥his theory
reminds of the communitarian ethics, not only s1abntent but also in the lack of practical hiats,
least in theory. Nevertheless, discussion and giedo(negotiation) might be the pathway to find

solutions through this approach.

12) Advocacy research

This is a special theory which emphasises the tpesiie” between the researcher and the
participants. In other words, the researcher iacdifator of the researched community’s goals ehil
maintaining a commitment to the truth. On the othand, the research participants have “a right to
expect from the field researcher something morestamtial than bourgeois respect, courtesy and
honesty; they have a right to the social power tuahes from knowledg@” This ethical approach
could be a good justification for action researah for the rejection of it). Nevertheless, its maifit
basis might induce a researcher to intervene name he or she should in a community, under the idea
of the “positive tie”. At the end of the day, tresearcher has his/her own communities to beloagdo

intervene to — why intervene that much in the comityustudied?

13) Structuralist ethics

This approach emerges as opposing to scientisnassetts the possibility of innate knowledge
not derived from direct experience. It uses Chorisskyguistic theory to create the idea of a unsadr
ethical deep structure but it finds a difficultydescribe its moral conténtTherefore, this is a theory

that, just like others, does not provide with picalttips for the ethical issues of everyday resedife.

!Abma, Molewijk and Widdershoven (2009), pp. 245-ZB6eir approach is presented in this paper irsuhi and 111.13.

2 May (1980) pp. 367-369.

® May (1980) pp. 365-367. Advocacy research, althongt mentioned with that term, seems to be a roaircern for
Abma, Molewijk and Widdershoven (2009), pp. 240-2dhere they use the notion of “voice”, to descrthe active
involvement of participants, in the research precas equal partners of the project. Also, advocesgarch (again without
this term used) is the conclusion of Brinkman & Kv&2005), p. 178, where they claim that the ralerof research is to
lend a voice to that which is other than onesetf tuiey also claim that this is at the same time citre of ethics.

* See Stent (1976).
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14) Hermeneutic ethics and responsive evaluation

This is an approach coming from empirical ethrcsniedical research, therefore the question is
how this might apply to economic research. HermBaeathics use (open, respectful, inclusive and
engaging) dialogue as the key term, which forms @rahges the perspectives of the people involved
in a research project (researcher and participamsich is the main learning tool for all partiesda
grounds knowledge on the context that producefatter. Responsive evaluation is the methodological
framework within which conclusions are reached digio interactive processes between researchers
and participants. In that sense, the researcheontex the facilitator of negotiation “between
stakeholders” [e.g. participants]. Moreover, eva@rais not the measurement of a programme’s
effectiveness but the examination of the engagemiethie stakeholders with reference to the issdies o
(their) concerh This approach is at least practical in its owghti although it does not provide with
“ready-to-use” ethical guidelines, because it dpes/ide some instructions on how the process of

“negotiation”, “evaluation” and use of empiricaltdare going to be conducted during research

15) Reflexive ethics

| am not sure | understood it well, but | feehbsild mention this option adopted by Cannella &
Lincoln®. Reflexive ethics is considered to be directly reested with a critical approach not only
toward research and researchers, but also tofjtesgl the reflexive ethics. It also includes arfcern
for transformative egalitarianism, attention to tipeoblems of representation and continued
examination of power orientations”. The aim seemtta be ethics for ethics alone, but an effort to
support through social science the “knowledges theate been discredited by dominant power
orientations...” and “go beyond countering dominatittn construct unthought ways of being”.
Therefore, according to this view, reflexivity ajppe to give the rationale for ethics in researcg, e

positions the researcher in society. How could bkistranslated” into practical options for a pidje

16) Ethics derived from the economic theory

No-one considers economics as a theory of ethioseder, Adam Smith would say that there
are no ethical dilemmas, because every individulilpursue its interest within the market and the
market mechanism will bring harmony. Karl Marx wowlso say that social class structure is the
creator of morals for the people who happen torglm one or the other of the social classes and
therefore, morality is common among those of theesalass and different among those of different
classed Smith’s idea is just like saying we do not needdiscuss ethics, since researchers and

participants will pursue their own interests durihg research project. Marx’s idea seems as saying

! Abma, Molewijk & Widdershoven (2009), pp. 238-241.
2 Abma, Molewijk & Widdershoven (2009), pp. 241-2228.
3 Cannella & Lincoln (2009), p. 279-.

* Varoufakis (1996) pp. 161-162, 167-169.
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that if the class of the researcher and the claisegparticipants is different, then they canresah

an agreement about ethical issues. The questiomf urse, what happens if there is no class
consciousness or no definite class structure, #eigase in Greece? What about the ethics ruteg t

research project?

Instead of concluding remarks

There are four approaches that | have not usedanfilirther studied (yet) in order to examine
any possibilities to find answers in ethical dileasof research:

The first is the psychoanalysis approach and qadaily the idea that field research is a
psychoanalytic treatment for the researth&his might have implications for the rules theearcher
adopts or agrees to about field work.

The other approach is the point by David G. Epste&vho adds to the individual self-
consciousness idea (reflexivity) the idea of cailecself-consciousne$sf the researcher.

The third approach is the idea of Abma, Molewijkdawiddershoven, who attribute to the
ethicist and/or to the researcher in general thesrof a) interpreter and integrator of theory and
practice, b) educator through a process of creatimdgrstanding, c) facilitator for fair and genuine
dialogue and d) Socratic guide, who challengesnd@egranted ideas and searches for tensions and
conflicts, as well as for new meanifgFhis approach emphasises the responsibility ®fréisearcher
who has to reconcile those conflicting roles duriegearch. Perhaps, the ethical issues raised from
research originate in this conflict.

The fourth approach is the conclusion by Hottamho proposes that a) any ethics of research
should be open to surprise, given that the resesitahtions should be considered ongoing, dynamic
and subject to change, b) that both the researa@metgesearch participants should be recognised as
vulnerable, fallible, emotional, moody and embod&ings, c) that the relationality and contingency
are features of research happenings and encouwaridréinally, that d) the research ethics should be
open to possibility of fallibility, disappointmergadness, unpleasantness and mess.

It seems to me that those four ideas will be irstieng to explore through study in the future.

! May (1980) pp. 532. Most interesting points howeware found in the comments of the same papgrbg.Hanifi p. 535,
Henry p. 537 and Panoff p. 538.

2 Comment by D.G. Epstein to May (1980) at the sgumal, p. 533. It seems rather a Marxist apprdadtit is also very
elaborated and includes the epistemology aspedts of

3 Abma, Molewijk and Widdershoven (2009), pp. 248.

* Horton (2008), pp. 375-377.
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