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result in the creation or reinforcement of inequities. One important "'”‘""'(“.LI' (hl";::;st,}f“:",mi
for faimess and equity is vulnerability. Vulnerability is often caused by l||n: o ‘:r‘;‘lup\ i
access to social goods, such as rights, opportunities and power. Individual S those with:mental
circumstances have historically included children, the elderly, women, prisone sy R
health issues and those with diminished capacity for self-determination. Ethnocul l}\xfdl ek
f-thase whe are institutionalized are other examples of groups who have, at times, ’:txln‘w }"cuplc or
unfairly and inequitably in research, or have been excluded from research np,vu\rlvl’d O
8roups whose circumstances cause them to be vulnerable or marginalized may nee
| special attention in order to be treated justly in research ; T,
‘,' The recruitment process, both of participants who may become directly |n\rol\¢fdu\ i ;arcn 45
| those who participate as the source of information or biological materials to be use ";d“bc Tasad o
| important component of the fair and equitable conduct of research. Participation 5"0Uv e
Inclusion criteria that are justified by the research question. Inequity is created when particul al 5are
1 lo receive fair benefits of research or when groups, or their data or their biological materials,
excluded from research arbitrarily or for reasons unrelated to the research question T Racadan
An important threat to Justice is the imbalance of power that may exist in the relationship e
Searcher and participant. Participants will generally not understand the research in the Sa'mh i
/ and in the same depth as does the researcher. Historically, there have been instances in whicl
[
l

Power imbalance has been abused, with resulting harm to participants. (pp. 8-11)

Source: T5-Council Poicy Statement: Ethy
TCPS_2_FiNay
Public Works an

‘onduct for Research inv
Web pdf, Department of Canadiax
d Government Services Canada, 2012

The TCPS 2 addresses a number of issues in
more depth, as well as some that the first edition
did not. Shortly after the implementation of the ini-
tial p re ecognition that the different
Giplines in the social sci-
ttention (SSHWC

s2/
olving Humans, pages 8-10, htp /wwwpre.ethics g el
institutes of Health Research, 2010. Reproduced with the permission of the Mini

that a signed written consent is not always appro-
priate in qualitative research. How consent is
sought and confirmed, however, has to be .dO(.ZU'
mented. The Qualitative Research chapter is Irlch
with information about the variety of siluat@ns
qualitative researchers may face and the ethical
guidelines that apply.

The TCPS 2 also has a new chapter devoted lp
research about the First Nations, Inuit, and Métis
peoples of Canada (Chapter 9) and places greater
emphasis on issues of confidentiality. For
example, it states that when researchers promise
confidentiality, it is their “ethical duty” to main-
tain it. It also states that “institutions shall sup-

port their researchers in maintaining promises of
confidentiality” (p. 58).

These and many other issues are addressed
The TCPS 2 is complex, and it is not without poten-
tial problems (for 3 critique, see Palys and Lowman

statement may be obtained

-Web.pdf (accessed February
highlighling key

ey e e
Chapter 3: Ethical Issyes for Social Resea‘r»c;er:
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changes between the first and Second editions, see Canada has a

http://www. pre.ethics gc ca, pdf/eng/tcps2/ (nmidcmulu.r of (h”)i
Highlights_of_Tcps 2.pdf (accessed February 19, data. It has a large num
2012)

to protect the confidentiality of research

Figure 3-2, below, provides a

” “Guide for Researchers unq
Using Statistics Canada Data

Statistics Canada” (200s)

hich rej
J O about which re
types of disclosure about wi
are ed to the N 2 2
data. F :,u(:;;t,,:;;n”:i,,gmg must be concerned. One major way th;
For e e, Statistics

pO;

Guidelines for ethical use at Stati
collection of new
Figure 3-2
Disclosire

s from the Guide for Researchers under Agreement with Statistics Canada

| 3.1 What s Disclosure?

Disclosure occyrs

When data that ¢
| holds, busine.

n be attributed to individual res;
Sses, other Organizations) are released.

pondents (e.g., persons, house

3.1.7 Types of Disclosure
There are three types of disclosure: Identity, Attribute, and Residual :
Identity disclosure oceurs when an individual can be identified from the released ¢
information being provided about that identified subject.
Attribute disclosure occyrs When confidential information is revealed and can be dt
individual. it is not necessary for a specific individual to be identified or for a specific
for attribute disclosure

to occur. For exampje@ubljg:ing anarrow range for t}
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Canada protects the confidential information of
Individual subjects is to restrict disclosure of
information when there few ¢
helping to ensure against inadvertent identifica.
tion of a research respondent. For instance,
Fikretoglu et al (2006:851) used a Statistics
Canada survey 1o study treatment sought for
POst-traumatic stress disorder by those in the
Canadian military. In reporting their findings, the
'esearchers had to leave some table cells without
data n explanation of this they noted: “To pro-
tect Confidentiality, Statistics Canada prohibits
release of output which, in its unweighted ver-
slon, contains fewer than five participants in a
cell. For Cumulative lifetime trauma, there was at
least one such cell when descriptive statistics
Were Calculated Separately for each gender.”

are oo

Ethical lssixes in Social
Research

owledge, ethical
man subjects are

present
ethical

~ sonal interests of the individual. socj

Webster's New World Dictionary is typical
among dictionaries in defining ethical as “con
forming to the standards of conduct of a 3fW"
profession or group.” Although the idea may frus-
trate those in search of moral absolutes, what we
regard as morality and ethics in day-to-day life is
a matter of agreement among members of a
group. And, not surprisingly, different groups
have agreed on different codes of conduct Pa‘n
of living successfully in a particular society is
knowing what that society considers ethical and
unethical. The same holds true for the social
research community.

Anyone involved in social scientific research
then, needs to be aware of the general agree
ments shared by researchers about what's proper
and improper in the conduct of scientific inquiry.
This section summarizes some of the most
important ethical agreements that prevail in
social research

Voluntary Participation
Social research often, though not always, repre-
Sents an intrusion into people’s lives. The inter-
viewer's knock on the door or the arrival of a
questionnaire in the mail signals the beginning of
an activity that the respondent has not requested
and one that may require a significant portion of
his or her time and energy. Participation in a social
experiment disrupts  the subject's regular
activities

Social research, moreover, often requires that
people reveal personal information about them
selves—information that may be unknown to their
friends and associates. And social research often
requires that such information be vealed to
strangers, Other Professionals, such as physicians
and lawyers, also require such information Their
fequests may

reg be justified, however, because the
information is

fequired for them to serve the per

al researchers

Can seldom make this claim. Like nedical scien
¥ can only argue that the research

tely help all humam!_\‘

. tenet ql' medical research ethics is that

%@l participation must be vy

fion
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Same norm applies to social research, No one should
be forced to participate. This o is far easier to
Acespt in theoty than 1 apply in practice, however.
Again, medical research provides a useful par-
allel. Many experimental drugs have been tested
On prisoners. In the most rigorously ethic 2
the prisoners were told the nature and the possible
dangers of the experiment; they were told that par-
ticipation is completely voluntary; and they were
further instructed that they could expect no special
rewards, such as early parole, for Pparticipation.
Even under these conditions, it's often clear that
volunteers are motivated by the belief that they will

being completed. or students could be asked to
return the questionnaires by mail or to drop them
in a box near the door just before the next course
meeting
This norm of voluntary participation, though,
8oes directly against a number of scientific con-
cems. In the most general terms, the scientific
goal of Seneralizability is threatened if experi-
mental subjects or survey respondents are only
the kinds of people who willingly participate in
such things. Because this orientation probably
reflects more general personality traits, the results

done, for fear that that revelation might signin
cantly affect the social processes being studied
Clearly, the subjects of study in such cases are not
given the opportunity to volunteer or refuse to
participate

Although the norm of voluntary participation is
important, it's often impossible to follow it. in
cases where you feel ultimately justified in vio-
lating it, it's all the more important that you observe
the other ethical norms of scientific research, such
as bringing no harm to the people under study

No Harm to the Participants
Social research should never injure the people
being studied, regardless of whether they volun-
teer for the study. Perhaps the clearest instance of
this norm in practice concerns the revealing of
information that would embarrass them or
endanger their home life, friendships, jobs, and so
forth. This aspect of the norm is discussed more
fully in a moment

Because subjects can be harmed psychologi-
cally in the course of a study, the researcher must
look for the subtlest dangers and guard against
them. Quite often, research subjects are asked to
reveal deviant behaviour, attitudes they feel are
unpopular, or personal characteristics that may
seem demeaning, such as low income, the receipt
of welfare payments, and the like Revealing such
information usually makes them feel at least
uncomfortable

Social research projects may also force
participants to face aspects of themselves they
don't normally consider. This can happen even
when the information is not revealed directly to
the researcher. In retrospect, a certain past behav
iour may appear unjust or immoral. The project,
then, can be the source of 3 continuing, personal
agony for the subject. If the study concems codes
Of ethical conduct, for example, the subject may
questioning his or her own morality, and that
nal concern may last long after the rese
been completed ang reported. For
NG questions can injure 3 fragile
d be apparent from these
@bout any research

ofinjuring other

ou mi

3=
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all these potential

olti £ not possible to insure against
Injurics, however, some study designs make such

Pation ;s ":mnrs more likely than others. If a particular
i Sepoarch procedure scems  likely to_ produce
oy m:’easam effects for subjects—asking survey
i Seponderis. report deviant behaviour, for
. such A &m’,k\_.'m researcher should have the firmest
% fentific grounds for doing it If the research
. P essential and also likely to be unpleasant
e youl find yourself in an ethical neth-

. ke A,ana may go through some personal ago-
s Fees though agonizing has little value in itself
e e o healthy sign that you've become sensi-

® 1o the problem
of creasingly, the ethical norms of voluntary

"a’:;ia:gm and no harm to participants have
P Tr_;!:lahzed in the concept of informed
s .dec:: :;ezrn!s :rt:ar bv:slunraxy participation
S e basis of a full under-
il lf of the possible risks involved. For
e ;:v ‘.lpmspecuve subjects of a medical experi-
o ill be presented with a discussion of the
ment and all the possible risks to them-

selves. They'll be required to sign a statement indi-
cating that they are aware of the risks and choose

to participate anyway. While the value of such a
_Pr_Ocedure is obvious when subjects will be
injected with drugs designed to produce physical
elTe_cL‘s, for example, it’s hardly appropriate when a
Q&rflclpant observer rushes to the scene of urban
rioting to study deviant behaviour. While the
researcher in this latter case is not excused from
the norm of not bringing harm to those observed,
gaining informed consent is not the means to

achieving that end.
s“bAIthough the fact often goes unrecognized,
jects can be harmed by the analysis and
; v then, research

project may be 10 explain why some people A€
prejudiced and others are not

Like voluntary participation. avoiding harm 1O
people is easy in theory but often difficult in prac
Tee, Sensitivity to the issue and experience with its
applications, however. should improve the
researcher’s tact in delicate areas of research

In recent years, social researchers have been

getting greater support for abiding by this norm

& requirement of independent evaluation of
the treatment of human subjects for research

proposals by T mittees, such as the
REBs we just s function
Although sometimes troublesome and inappro-
priately applied, such requirements not only
guard against unethical research but can also
Teveal ethical issues overlooked by the most

scrupulous of researchers.

eview COM
discussed, serves thi

Anonymity and Confidentiality

The clearest concern in the protection of the sub-

jects' interests and well-being is the protection of
their identity. Two techniques, anonymity and con-
Jfidentiality, assist researchers in this regard.
although the two are often confused.

Anonymity
A subject may be guaranteed anonymity only

when both the researcher and the people who read
about the research cannot identify a given response
with a given subject. This means an interview
survey respondent, for example, can never be con-

sidered anonymous, since an interviewer collects
the information from an identifiable individual. (We
assume here that standard sampling methods are

i"f"'mﬂlman A norm in which research
s“’Zfdsbasc their vchmrymeha
study on a full understanding of the potential
risks involved.

anonymity Anmymnty maybegwila
research project when neither the researchers
“_““‘emadusofmeﬁndingsmwa
given response with a given respondent.

Chapter 3: Ethical Issues for Social Researchers _;
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Confidentiality
Are:
£y, i;ptsaen:e:l 'S guaranteed confidentiality when
rcher can identify a given pqe;rsaﬂ's
aily promises not to do so

e "
researcher would be in o e [OF example, the
In a position to make public

the income re

respondent s assred et i e "
e done.
ramerhe:;fa‘f, a research study is confidential
responsibility lznonkymous' sheline i
S iy :; € that fact clear to the subject.
s ; ers should never use the term
Wmous to mean confidential,

With few exceptions (such as surveys of public
ﬁgures who agree to have their responses pub-
lished), the information research participants give
must at least be kept confidential. This is not

always ap easy norm to follow, since the courts (@t
Ic?ast until recently in Canada), have not recog-
nized social research data as constituting the kind
of “privileged communication” accepted in the
case of priests and lawyers.

publicly in an intervi

ogden's S

This unprotected guarantee of confidentiality
was challenged in Canada in 1994 in the case of ceview Of 2
Russel Ogden Ogden was a graduate student at Two SF
Simon Fraser University (SFU) in the early 19905 Steven DA
conducting research for his master's thesis on Sy dect
assisted death among people with HIV/AIDS. is a wel
Investigating underground practices such as these Alnoue!
necessarily involves gaining knowledge of Wegal ey cor
etivities. The ethical rules he followed were 10 wrong

his subjects from harm. in order to do this. sion P
resear

protect
he had to maij
he made to those wh

ntain strict confidentiality, a promise

0 volunteered to participate accey

in his study. He obtained ethical approval of his
proposed research fiom the university’s ethics (see
P orhmittee—a proposal that stated his commit- O
ment to complete confidentiality o
d his thesis in 1994, his pe

X

When Ogden complete
research received a great deal of attention. ThiS

attention brought with it a subpoena issued in a
coroner’s inquest. He was asked to report his
knowledge of practices of assisted death and
vide names. Refusing to comply. he faced con-

ges. He sought support and
n but

pro
tempt of court char
assistance from the university administratio

was denied it.
Ogden chose to maintain his ethical responsi-

bilities and fight for the right of privileged commu-
nication between the researcher and subject,
bearing the risks and the legal costs himself. He
was successful in defending the confidentiality of
his research participants and thus established a
common-law precedent in Canada conceming
academic privilege

This case brought to light not only the respon-
sibilities of and risks to researchers in main-
taining ethical standards, but those of
universities to protect the rights and interests of
research participants and the rights of academic
freedom and research. Although Ogden ulti-
mately succeeded, he was left to defend the eth-
ical principle of confidentiality on his own. The
university gave him $2,000 on “compassionate’
grounds to assist in his legal expenses but
refused to become involved in the case on any
level. Ogden sued the university and lost
Nonetheless, the university’s actions were duly

criticized in the remarks made by the judge in
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Mso expanded fts discussion of confidentiality
emphasizing how fmportant maintaining, contt

sty decision i 8
sentation of

5 a weil-argued
& & foo long to justly SURVATES here.

versity had made “the

announced that they would
dents that 1S
fidentiality

dentiality is 10 research and stating that i 1S &
researcher's duty to maintain it This could prove

\o recognize he
rees and
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attorded

\ came
Jality  guaran
provide the sa

admintstration
of confident

aduate stud
esearch con

ARRough
they conchuded that the Ut
wrong dectsion”—-among other things. the deci
shon puit ot risk the fights and IS of Ogden's
resoarch participants The president of SFU  useful should future researchers face a challens
accepted the recommendations they made. The  to their maintenance of a participant’s ml'\Me\'\i
Teport of their decision review Is worth reading  (Palys and Lowman 201 1). As the TCPS 2 explicitly
(Soe hitp./7www.shi.Ca/ “PRINSS ogden htm) states, “Research that probes sensitive Opics (€8 .
Ogden’s problems n—s-unm";‘lkllhl:npnc with sup illegal activities) generally depends On Stong
port for protecting the n":" : :;5 T’V 1\;' partich promises of confidentiality to establish trust with
Ppants did not end, however . nvd’ﬁ‘ n moved participants® (p. 58). Ted Palys and john Lowman
er in England to pursue his  have written a number of papers on the Ogden
case and on ethics in research more generally (see
s/www st ca/-palys/Ogdenpge hum) The
oncems ot

to the University of EXet
Ph.D., with assurances that the university would
support him and his research subjects. Three years
later, Exeter reneged on its promise, fearing the
university might be liable After retuming to
Canada to continue his research, Ogden had fur-
ther troubles. He was once again subpoenaed by

and the circumstances of
than the time before.

hutp.
C.’sdm case became central to &
confidentiality in research and raises v

that are yet unresolved

washi.nglon State University
participant observation among i
book

any issues

Here is another case illustrating the seriousness
this issue. Rik Scarce was a graduate student &t <
when he undertook

mal fights activ-
on s

the Crown in January 2003,
appeared to be even worse
His previous subpoena came froman inquest—this
one was from a criminal legal proceeding. Fearful ists. In 1990, he published &
ht result, he hid his data,  research: Ecowarriors: Understanding the Radical
Environmental Movement. W 199, Scarce Was
called before a grand jury and asked 10 jdenuty the
\n keeping with the norm

that a search warrant mig
still maintaining his promise o confidentiaily to his
research participants. In February 2003, the sub-
poena was dropped without explanation, but he
was left without guarantees of protection against
future subpoenas. Ogden Was later given the
f backing by Kwantlen Polytechnic
University ~ (previously Kwantlen  University
College) in British Columbia, where he began to
he institution would sup-

teach. He was told that U
maintain research participant con-
of this book, he

promise O

port his right to
fidentiality. As of the writing
continues to teach at Kwantlen, where the promise
pport ] after a two-year break
‘was made to stop
ore details on

activists he had studied.
of confidentiality, the YOuns
answer the grand jury's quests
days in the Spokane county jail. He reports.
Although | answered many of the pmsecumts‘
questions, on 32 occasions 1 refused to answet,
saying, “Your questions call for information that
1 have only by virtue of & confidential disclosute
given to me in the cowrse of my research aciv-
ties. 1 cannot answer the question without

breaching a confidential communication.”™
(Scarce 1999982

*Rik Scarce, Ecowarmons: Understanding the Raical Envronement
Movement. Chicago: Noble Press, 1990
ues for Sodial Researche

ha;;te;iz étﬁka\ Iss
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il d orga.mtzmg your data is an excel-
iz ; K‘?EP in mmd, however, that even
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e d;s to all 9{ your data, however they are
gd ’e , it may still be possible to identify an indi-
Vi ially i i i
& e;h;m especially if the information has been gath-
m a small, defined population of people.

: In. cass where you intended to remove the
identifying information but haven't

he

Ce el

done so yet,

commphes

& United States, for example, suggested the best
respondents with thelr responses ‘:‘:
<o how is this accomplished? QUIE simply by aenti
S0 oy respondent-identifable inlorils ecas
tion available for the court to request. In My v
ol contact with a lawyer-client. | make it pets
{inmistakably clear that, once he survey is com x
pleted and validated, al respondent-identfy
P formation will be removed and destroyed -
immediately. Everything else connected with .
estionnaires, data tapes i
E

rviewers and
ade available.”
(©O'Neill 1992:4)

survey—completed qu
Pethodology, names of inte
supervisors—of cOUrse will be m

E
1

Board chaifman Burms ROPET (O'Neill 1992:5) dis-
agreed, saying that such procedures might raise
questions. about the validity of the research methods.
Instead, Roper said that he felt he must be prepared

to go to jail if necessary. (He noted that vice chair
O'Neill had promised to visit him in that event.)

In the case of some types of surveys, O'Neill's
h to protect confidentiality,

strategy may be enoug!
but it may not suffice for data gathered in field
research or through interviews, where observation
and communication with research participants 1S
face to face. In some instances, Roper's strategy

may be the only way to guarantee participants
confidentiality. As in the cases of! Ogden and Scarce,
there are times when participants have to rely on
the researcher’s silence, on his or her ethical word,
to protect their confidences. An article by Palys and
Lowman (2006) entitled “Protecting Research
Confidentiality” raises a number of important issues
worth consideration and discussion

Deception

We've seen that the handling of subjects’ identities

is an important ethical consideration Handling
your own identity as a researcher can be tricky
Sometimes it's useful and even necessary ©
yourself as a researcher to those you want
. You'd have to be a master con artist to get

NEL
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Even when you must
identity, you need to consider the following

Because deceiving people is unethical, deception
Within social research needs to be justified by com-
Pelling scientific or administrative concems, Even
then, the justification will be arguable.

Sometimes researchers admit that they're
doing research but fudge about why they're doing
it or for whom. Suppose you've been asked by a
public welfare agency to conducta study of living

Standards among aid recipients. Even if the
agency is looking for ways of improving condi-
tions, the recipient-subjects are likely to fear a
witch hunt for “cheaters.” They might be tempted,
therefore, to give answers making themselves
Seem more destitute than they really are Unless
they provide truthful answers, however, the study
will not produce accurate data that will con-
tribute to an effective improvement of living con-

ditions. What do you do?
One solution would be to tell subjects that you're

conducting the study as partofa university research
program, concealing your affiliation with the welfare
agency. Doing that improves the scientific quality of
the study, but it raises a serious ethical issue.

Lying about research purposes is common in
laboratory experiments. Although it's difficult to
conceal the fact that you're conducting research,
it's usually simple, and sometimes appropriate, to

conceal your purpose. Many experiments in social
psychology, for example, test the extent to which
subjects will abandon the evidence of their own
observations in favour of the views expressed by
others. Recall our discussion in Chapter 2 of the
classic Asch experiment (see Figure 2-1 on
 40)—frequently replicated by psychology

2 ch s are shown three lines

ind C) and asked to
(X). Subjects are

three lines is the

reality are all confederates of the researcher, told

10 agree on the wrong answer) agree that A is the

same length as X! The experiment's purpose is 1o

see whether you'd give up your own judgment in

favour of the group agreement. We think you can

see that conformity is a useful phenomenon to

study and understand, and it couldnt be studied
experimentally without deceiving the subjects

We'll examine a similar situation in the discussion

of the Milgram experiment shortly.

If deception is necessary for the experiment 1

work, how do we deal with the ethical issue of
deceit? One solution researchers have found
appropriate is to debrief subjects following the
experiment. Debriefing involves interviewing the
subjects to determine whether the research experi-
ence generated any problems and then attempting

to correct such problems. Even though subjects
can’t be told the true purpose of the study prior to
their participation in it, there’s usually no reason
they can't know afterward. Telling them the truth
afterward may make up for having to lie to them at
the outset. This must be done with care, howevet
making sure the subjects aren't left with bad feel-
ings or doubts about themselves based on theit
performance in the experiment. If this seems com-
plicated, it's simply the price we pay for using other
people’s lives as the subject matter for our research.

Analysis and Reporting

Researchers have ethical obligations 1o theit col-
leagues in the scientific community it addition 0
their ethical obligations 0 their subjects. These

obligations concern the analysis of data and the

way results are reported
In any rigorous study, the researcher should be

more familiar than anyone else with the technical

Mpmﬁwmmmmmmw
learn about their experiences and reactions to
their participation. This is particularly irmpor-
tmmm’sapesﬂiwy\hameym&o‘
damaged by their participation

Chapter 3: Ethical issues for Social Researchers s
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Sexual and physical victimization

respondents
o (19971811 He described the

were minimizedt
thinking that surrounded this chalce i a oot

e POprlation Created a mumbior of
oh

Mhe
cthical ditemmas in designing the res
research of this nature. a number of questions
necessarily tap into delicate s of the respon
dent’s ives. For example, areas of the interview
required detalls conceming physical and sexual
| victimization in childhood histortes. 1t also

| included questions conceming varous types of
| victimization outside the home (sexual assaulty
| as well as probed for participation in ille
activities, including prostitution. These ques
tions are sensitive in character and the fact that
the primary researcher was male would likely
have made them even mare so for female

respondents.*
aserian

Baron concluded, “along with the ethics board
that it wasn't proper for a male researcher to ask
such questions of females. He acknowledged that
Wwhile these questions could have been removed,
Past research indicated such factors o be impor
tantin explaining Street youths' behaviour. Bec ause
the author felt the questions were essential to his
research, he chose to limit his study to males.

Baron further revealed how he obtained contact
and informed consent, his Appearance in the field
and the fact that respondents were given $10 in
food coupons for their Participation. Because such a
Population is likely to have Problems with illiteracy.
Baron offered to help the Participants read the con
sent forms and Questioned them about their under
standing of the forms after they had reviewed them

Shelley Young (1997, addressed the care taken
in her study on the Sexual exploitation of children
She gathered data from case files conceming child
Sexual assault at 3 Victim-witness assistance pro
gram. She reported, for example, that she had “to

alle Street Skinheads
Or Street Temonsts.* Cay 3dkan Review of Sociology and
Anthrapology, Vol 34 Pg. 125-154, 1907

NEL
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owces. swear an oath of confidentiality” conceming. the
t eth Information t which she was given access. In addi-
d at tion, she discussed her Strategy for protecting the
wtion Identitics of those involved in potentially identifiable
the cases.

Although highly unusual or unique cases were
included in the sample, they were not presented
in totality; only elements of these cases which fi
With other scenarios were used in the final pre

sentation. Data were presented as profiles or
aggregate scenarios to prevent the identification

/ of any particular case or individual involved

(1997288

Ethical approval of the project from the
University of windsor Department of Sociology and
Anthropology Ethics Committee was noted as well
Sensitivity to all research participants is
extremely important when planning a study. You
may recall our mention of OuJin Lee and Brotman's
(2011:255) research in Chapter 2 conceming
sexual minority refugees. In their concern for their
study participants when interviewing them about
their Canadian immigration experiences, they
noted that they “did not ask specific questions
related to histories of persecution in participants
country of origin in order to minimize retraumati-
zation” Nonetheless, “some participants did
choose to share some of their experiences of per-
secution during the interview process.”

Two Ethical Eontmversies

Even with the adoption of many professional codes
of conduct and other guidelines, ethical issues in
research have not been resolved. There is some
disagreement on general principles by social

researchers. And those who agree in principle
often debate specifics.

We'll briefly describe two research studies in

: of the controversy they have
es many believe they have
 ethical concerns in social
project studied homo-
restrooms; the second
oratory setting.

Tearoom Trade

The Tearoom Trade (1970) study by Humphreys is
oflen used 1 filustrate some key ethical concerns
Humphreys was interested in the study of
homosexual behaviour. He became particularly
interested in researching casual same-sex acts L
engaged in by male strangers who met in public

restrooms in parks, referred to as “tearcoms” by

participants. He was able to stdy the sexual

encounters between these men because they usu-

ally included a third person. He, therefore, pre-

tended to participate as the voyeur/lookout, known

as the “watchqueen,” whenever possible—a perfect

Opportunity to make field observations as a partici-

pant observer

In order to find out more about these men and
the lives they led (since they probably would not
have been receptive to being interviewed), he
secretly took down their licence plate numbers
When possible and used the police registers to
obtain their names and addresses. In disguise,
Humphreys then went to these men's homes on the
pretence that he was conducting a health survey in
order to gather further information about them.

This controversial study has provoked a great
deal of argument and debate over what is O is not
acceptable, ethical behaviour in social research.

Some of the key issues this study raised concern
invasion of privacy, deceit, lack of consent, and
risk of harm to the research subjects.

There were those Who argued that the study
was valuable and could not have been done a_ny
other way. They argued that not only was observing
the behaviour engaged in publicty within ethical
bounds but that the deceit was essentially harm-
less. They noted that he was careful to protect the
men’s identities, and that his research did not
result in any personal harm to the men, Arguments
in support of the research also noted that the
research revealed previously unknown informa-
tion about men who engaged in these casual,
homosexual encounters. For instance, the tea-
room participants were otherwise living rather
conventional family lives and were accepted com-
munity members.

While some praised his research as worthwhile,

many others disapproved of the deceit and

Chapter 3: Ethical Issues for Social Researchers 77
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the “learner’s” indication of discomfort increased
from noises of pain and discomfort (o screaming,
that the eXperiment be stopped, kicking

in his book
the research

& desite 1o stop administering
esearcher wauld tell him that he

and most did. All of the

shocks, the
continue.
frst 40 men in Milgram's
Sxperment continued to. administer the' shocks
untl the *leamer- began 1o kiek the wall, and the
{najority of the subjects (26 of the 40) continued
T highest level—clearly marked
4s highly dangerous, Nonetheless, many of them
oxpenienced a great deal of stress when doing so
exhiblted by sweating, groaning, and pressing

thelr fingernails into their skin; some had uncon
trollable

The
being

camer” was a confederate, and the >ho\"k\

administered by the "teacher” were not Vru;l‘\.

although he didnt know this, of course, as lht
teacher was the real subject of the expetiment. T l=
©Xperiment was designed to test the subject’s will-
1Ngness to follow orders to the point of presumably
killing someone. Ironically, in trying to determine
the conditions under which people will obey
authority even in situations regarded as immoral.
the study, while praised by many as one of the most
Important pieces of social Ppsychological research
conducted in its time, was also condemned by
others on grounds of unethical practices.

The criticism focused on the effects of the
experiment on the human subjects. Is it right to
(decepuvely) subject research participants to this
degree of psychological stress and pain? In
weighing the human costs and benefits of this
research, many believe that the research was
worthwhile—what was leamed about human ‘
behaviour was important. Others believe the risk
to the human subjects crossed the ethical line

In defence of the research, Milgram wrote that
despite the unexpected degree of stress experi-
enced by many of the subjects during the experi-
ment, they themselves reported overwhelmingly
that they were glad they had participated. After his
Participation, each subject was debriefed They
were immediately informeq that no one was actu-
ally harmed in the experiment. Once the experi-
ment was complete, the subjects received a repont
detailing the Procedures and the results After
receiving the report, they were sent a follow-up
questionnaire conceming  participation.  As

Milgram (1969:195) reported: “In its quantitative

NEI
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cent of the subjects stated they were
it

- in the experiment: 15 perc
ings: and 1.3 percent indicated

ated neutral fect
knowledging the need

gative feclings * While ac
86 interpret such information with caution, he
FWoted that such data should not be ignored cither
e further reported that 80 percent believed that

B Gscied, and nearly three-quarters said “that th
had learned something of personal importance as

a result of being in the study.”
This raises interesting questions as well. The
vast majority of the subjects were not condemning
of the research. Do we protect people from what
they themselyes may want to know more about
and better understand? Perhaps there was a dif:
ferent research design that could have been used

to investigate obedience?

ch 3

\ Social research projects are not only shaped by
technical scientific considerations but are also
often shaped by administrative, political, and
ethical considerations.
What s ethical and unethical in research is ulti-
ately a matter of what a community of people
is right and wrong.
past several decades, codes of ethics

searchers have increasingly been

d by government agencies and profes-
2] associations. While helpful, such codes

ethical questions. Much
€ ly approved by a

The Milgram experiment i
Ruity that surrounds
of the is raised
cenainly warrant much cons

Research ethics, 1
ambiguous topic. The
issues should not be an
To sensitize you further 1o the ethical compo:
social research, the first review question pro
variety of examples to contemy and disc.
With the numerous issues raised kept in mind
can evaluate some of the research
sented in the following chapters
ethical considerations. Ethical considerations 32
prominent in research design from its incept
and they remain prominent throughout
phase of the process, down to the reporting of
research and application of findings.

n, is an important the
y of resok

approve studies involving human subjects

before they may be conducted.

Statistics Canada is very conscientious about
protecting the confidentiality of those from
whom they gather data. Among other tHings.
researchers who are given permission o use
Statistics Canada data must adhere to specific
guidelines when reporting ther findings, taking
great care to avoid various forms “dw

should normally be Volurtary. This nom, Bow-
ever, can conflict with the scientific need for
generalizability. 5
Research should not harm those wha partici-
pate in it, unless they willingly and knowingly
accept the risks of harm, giving their informed
consent.

Anonymity refers to the situation in which

even the researcher cannot identify specific
information with the individuals it describes;
however, confidentiality refers to the situation
in which the researcher prémises to keep
information about subjects private. The most
straightforward way to ensure confidentiality

Mﬂ!zEﬁ\idlsuafquoﬂa\Rsaard’ms 7%
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A university instructor who wants to test
the effect of unfair berating administers an
hour exam to both sections of a specific
course. The overall performance of the
two sections is essentially the same. The
grades of one section are artificially low-
ered, however, and the instructor berates
them for performing so badly. The
instrictor then administers the same final
examm 10 both sections and discovers that
the performance of the unfairly berated
section is worse. The hypothesis is con-
firmed, and the research report is
published %

A researcher studying dorm life on :
campus discovers that 60 percent of the
residents regularly violate restrictions
on alcohol consumption. Publication of
this finding would probably create a
furor in the campus community.
Because no extensive analysis of
alcohol use is planned, the researcher

decides to ignore the finding and keep it
quiet

To test the extent to which people may
try to save face by expressing attitudes
on matters they are wholly uninformed
about, the researcher asks for their atti-
tudes regarding a fictitious issue.

. A research questionnaire is circulated

among students as part of their universit
registration packet. Although students ar
not told they must complete the guestion
naire, the hope is that they will believe
they must, thus ensuring a higher comy
tion rate.

A participant-observer pretends to joir
radical political group in order to stud
and is successfully accepted as a men
of the inner planning circle. What sh
the researcher do if the group makes
for the following
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questionnaire, and participation in research has 1o
be voluntary.” The study wasn' done. In retelling
this story, it is obvious 10 me that requiring
participation would have been inappropriate. You
may have seen that before you read my colleague
comment. 1 still feel a little embarrassed over the
matter. However, there is a specific purpase in the
telling of this story.

All of us consider ourselves ethical—not perfect
perhaps, but more ethical than most of humanity.
The problem in social research, as probably in i
is that ethical ations are not always
apparent to us, As a result, we often plunge into
things without seeing ethical issues that may be
apparent to others and may even be of
when pointed out

Any of us can immediately see that a study that
requires the torturing of small children is uneth
ical. You'd no doubt speak out immediately if we
suggested you interview people about their sex
lives and then publish what they said in the local
newspaper. But, as ethical as you are, you'd totally
miss the ethical issue in some other situations not
because you're bad, but because we all do th:
Concern with ethical standards and guide

conside;

ouS 10 us

lines in research gained momentum in North
America in the second half of the 20th century
Much of the impetus for greater attention tc
research ethics had to do with medical exper
mentation on human subjects
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Canada also has its share of scandalous med
ical research stories. At the Allan Memorial
Institute in Montreal, Dr. Evan Cameron oversaw
LSD experiments (sponsored by the USS. Central
Intelligence Agency) conducted on unwitting psy-
chiatric patients in the 1960s. These patients were
subjected to mind-altering drugs-—for government
experiments conceming such issues as brain
washing—without their knowledge or consent;
and they were not even told that this had been
done to them. Not only did the experiments have
no relationship to their ilinesses—hence devoid of
any potential therapeutic value—but some Sub-
Jects experienced severe, sometimes life-long, psy-
chological impairment as a result of the drugs

administered

_ Experimentation on Canadian prisoners pro-
vides another illustration. Much of this
research—for example, drug testing, tests to
determine the toxicity of food additives, and
sensory deprivation studies—was conducted
between 1955 and 1975 (Osborne 2006). This
research gained attention following allegations
by Dorothy Proctor (a former inmate) in the mid-
1990s and a series of stories in 1998 in the
Ottawa Citizen on the use of prisoners in
experimental research. As a result, the
Correctional Service of Canada commissioned
an ethics report from McGill University and an
independent researcher to review how exten-
sive such inmate research was in Canada (see
Osborne 2006).
X the New York Times
2006) that “an
advisers has

cancer research scandal in the
example. Dr. Roger Poisson, who was part of a

ot

Other cases in Canada have involved lssues

of falsification of data, as well as informed con
sent and potential harm to subjects: The breast

19908 is an

larger study, was conducting clinical trials con

ceming lumpectomies followed by chemo:

therapy and radiation versus mastectomy at

L'HOpital Saint-Luc in Montreal for over a decade

beginning in the 1970, His research contributed

to the conclusion that the outcome of the former

was as effective as a total mastectomy in the

treatment of many instances of breast cancer,

The reporting of these results had a great impact

on the choice of lumpectomies in women's
breast cancer treatments. In the 1990s, it was
determined that Dr. Poisson had falsified the
medical records of a number of patients he
enrolled so that they would fit the trial’s eligi

bility requirements, including reports of lab tests

that were never completed. He maintained two
sets of files for the women, one labelled as true

and the other false. Progress reports were even
submitted on a woman who had died. Although
the fraud was detected in 1990, the case qu\n‘\
gain public attention until 1994 when officials
and scientists finally went public with it
Thankfully, when Poisson's cases were removed,
the results of the study were unchanged and
subsequent studies confirmed the conclusions
although reports of the scandal did cause con
cern for many women who had undergone

lumpectomies (Gorman 2001; Park 2012)

Social scientific research also has the pqlemm\’
to harm research subjects. The possibility of

psychological harm and stress is one major

concern. Milgram's famous obedience

o

authority experiment (discussed later in this
chapter) is often used to illustrate such concerns.
But physical harm, while much more rare, is a
possibility that must be guarded against as well
The Zimbardo prison experiment is a good
illustration of this concern (discussed in Chapter
7). There is the potential of putting subjects into

legal jeopardy, particularly when on

researching underground or deviant activiti

e 1S

(We'll discuss the Ogden case shortly). In addition

Ch;pter 3: Ethical Issues for Social Researchers {3
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Figure 3-1
Tri-Coundil Policy Statement: Ethical Cond

Atticle 1.1 The guidelines in this Policy are based on the following three core principles

* Respect for Persons
* Concem for w Ifare
* Justice
These principles are complementary and
Accorded to each will depend on the nature and conte
APPlications are addressed in the follow:
Respect for persons: t for Persons recognizes the intrinsic
"espect and consideration that they are due. it encompasses the treatment of per: .
research directly as participants and those who are participants because their data or human n.
'al materials, which for the purposes of thi Policy include materials related to humat wochs
are used in research. Respect for Persons incorporates the dual moral obligations to respect !
autonomy and to protect those with developing, impaired or diminished autonomy i
Autonomy includes the ability to deliberate about a decision and to act based on that qe!{be.a °
Respecting autonomy means 8iving due deference to a person’s judgment and ensuring tha 1(1'\: :
person is free to choose without interference. Autonomy is not exercised in isolation but is lr‘m:L"
by a persons various connections to family, to communi y. and to cultural, social, linguisti :
and other groups. Likewise. a person’s decisions can have an impact on any of these <omi€i
An important mechanism for respecting participants’ autonomy in researc he requi
seek their free, informed and ongoing consent. This requirement reflects the commitment that pa
ticipation in research, including participation through the use of one’s data or biological materials,
should be a matter of choice and that. to be meaningful, the choice 1y be inf d. An in ed
choice is one that is based on as complete an understa ing a onably possible of the e
Purpose of the research, what it entails, and its foreseeab ie risks and potential benefits, both to the
i ect for Persons also includes a coy

interdependent. How they apply and the weight

involved in

' e outside
should be addressed prior to any research being ¢
protected
18 autonomy because of youth, cognitive
Onomy may be considered a necessa
fack capacity to make their own decisions to
For those prospective participants, addit
|nd to ensure that their w ishes ¢ t that

will generally include seeking consent from
ISIons on behalf of the prospectiv
'S wishes or, if sud
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| consideration of that person's Welfare. Even when the requirements of freg
consent cannot be met Respect for per
nerability in decision making where pos:
participation and/or for thejr as:

Where it is foreseeabl

Informed and ongoing
ns-requires involving individuals in cireumst
sible. This may include &

ances of vul

sking about their feeli

35 regarding
sent

¢ that a participant may lose capacity during a res

arch project, for example
in studies of cognitive imp:

tirment, it may be appropriate 1o ask participants to express their prefer
ences and ensure that they have

withorized a trusted person to make decisions on their behalf
should they lose the capacity

to provide ongoing consent (see Article 3.11 for guidance on research
directives for individuals who lack capacity)
Concern for Welfare: The welfare of a person is the quality of that person’s experience of life in all it
aspects. Welfare consists of the imp,
spiritual health, as well as their physical, economic and social circumstances. Thus, determinant .vlvx
welfare can include housing, employment, security, family life, community membership, and soc m.
participation, among other aspects of life. Other contributing factors to welfare are privacy and the
control of information about the person, and the treatment of human biological materials according
to the free, informed and ongoing consent of the person who was the source of the information or :
materials. A person'’s or 8roup’s welfare is also affected by the welfare of those who are important \m'
them. Harm includes any negative effects on welfare, broadly construed (for the relatic onship between
risk and harm, see Chapter 2, Section B). Note that, for the purposes of this Policy, “group” and “com

< . »fine: “hapter ¢
munity” are used in their ordinary sense. More detailed types of ¢ ommunity as defined in Chapter 9
are specific to Aboriginal contexts.

act on individuals of factors such as their physical, mental and

Concern for Welfare means that researchers and REBs should aim to protect the welfare of partici
pants, and, in some circumstances, to promote that welfare in view of any foreseeable risks associat
with the research They are to provide participants with enough information to be able to adec Juat
assess risks and potential benefits associated with their participation in the research. To do so,

ice of risks and potential benefits
st for Persons, participants or authorized t
balance to them
. Groups may benefit from the knowledge

igmatization, discrimination or da
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