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The research was approved by the university Ethics Committee and the researcher was aware of the risks involved with the GI and of researching with vulnerable participants. Working with vulnerable individuals has meant ethical research protocols have needed to be continuously reviewed throughout this thesis. Ethics can be a difficult and sensitive topic and issues can develop over the course of the research. Guidelines and a list of principles may be insufficient. To conduct face-to-face research with ‘PGs,’ additional consideration of both Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007) and Flinders Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research (1992) matrix was applied to the GI. It was hoped that by using two sets of ethical standards, an acceptable level of ethics was achieved. Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007) assists with formulating structured, coherent and recoverable/controllable research (Stutchbury and Fox, 2009). 

“The Ethical Grid is a tool and nothing more than that. Like a hammer or screwdriver used competently, it can make certain tasks easier, but it cannot direct the tasks, nor can it help decide which tasks are the most important. The Grid can enhance deliberation- it can throw light into unseen corners and can suggest new avenues of thought – but it is not a substitute for personal judgement.”  (Seedhouse, 2007, p.209)

Seedhouse’s work is based on moral theory which helps determine what actions are right and wrong (Gray, 2010). It consists of layers, which will be discussed shortly and originally whilst designed for healthcare use, can be applied as a research tool in other disciplines (Stutchbury and Fox, 2009).
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Figure 3.2 Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007)
 


The above diagram provided a checklist that was applied to the development of the discussion matrix and processes for the GI.

External considerations

External considerations refer to the laws, wishes of others, codes of practice and available resources; risk, effectiveness and efficiency of action. It also refers to the degree of uncertainty about the evidence on which the action is taken. These considerations were complied with and monitored by the researcher and supervisory process within the university.



Consequential layer

There were consequences of the research for the researcher, the key stakeholders and society. First, the research was aimed at assisting the researcher gain her PhD. Second, there were consequences for the GI participants, who did not wish to be identified, who indicated that they wanted to participate and be heard in a discussion relating to the concept of RG and finally, there were consequences for key stakeholders and society if effective RGFs could be identified. 

An important consideration was if the research was likely to hurt anyone. This was realised in advance and if any interaction in the GI began to upset anybody, the MC would have immediately ceased that line of enquiry. The MC was key to the success of this thesis. There was considerable trust between the researcher and the MC and he managed the session as he thought correct and suitable. A verbal assurance was given by the MC that no participant would find the research unwelcome or a distressing experience. The OQ participants could withdraw at any time without further contact and should any participant feel distressed when completing the OQ, contact details of GamCare were provided.

Duties and motives

The researcher has a moral duty to take positive steps to lessen or prevent harm to the ‘PG.’  Harm can manifest in different forms including an effect on self-respect, looking ‘bad’ in front of others and threatening the interests of the participants. At no time would the researcher profit from the participants and there was an acknowledgement of a duty of care to them. Duties and motives can be summed up as intentions. The intention of the researcher was to tell the truth to the participants, to minimise harm to the participants and to keep assurances to the participants to do the most positive good (Stutchbury, 2009). It was the intention of the researcher to be as competent as possible by taking advice from other researchers, mentors and colleagues who are familiar with research for the findings to not be subject to any research malpractice. The researcher’s conduct was in accordance with the principles of honesty and integrity. 
Regarding reciprocity, the researcher sought to gain an understanding of behaviours and experiences of ‘PGs,’ perceptions of stakeholders and a PhD thesis out of the study. The participants hopefully experienced benefits including being listened to with respect and any insight into their own behaviour, experiences and or perceptions. Ties may have been strengthened in the group and all participants potentially contributed to enabling effective action on RG. There may be some inequity in the benefits to the researcher and participants however, the researcher approached the analysis with a deep sense of its implications and the understanding developed will be considerable and the benefits to the participants will be equitable. 

Concern for individuals 

At all times, there was concern for the participants. In the GI, the researcher let the ‘PGs’ lead the conversation concerning their individual experiences and behaviours. Autonomy was created by allowing participants to be heard individually and as a group and all were respected equally even though some participants were more vocal than others. The ethics of trust requires that relationships are formed and every effort was made during the session to ensure that this continued. Concern for participants extended to anonymity in both the GI and OQ and support details for OQ participants who felt they needed support. Some details have not been included to ensure the high level of anonymity and confidentiality promised by the researcher.
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Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (ibid) is reflected in Flinder’s Ethical Frameworks. Flinder’s Ethical Framework addresses issues of how to behave ethically and   encourages researchers to view each situation from different philosophical perspectives. Flinder’s has been applied to the GI and the OQ to reflect the practical thinking and steps taken to behave ethically.

	
	
Utilitarian
	
Deontological
	
Relational
	
Ecological

	Recruitment
	Informed consent

The researcher received the approval from the MC and the participants.
	Reciprocity

It was anticipated that both researcher and participants would gain from this thesis.
	Collaboration

The participants were already in a group support setting and familiar with each other and working together.

	Cultural sensitivity

The GI is not representative of all ‘PGs’ and there are limitations of a sample.

	Fieldwork
	Avoidance of harm

The potential to inflict harm was recognised before the research was conducted; every effort was made to avoid harm.

	Avoidance of wrong

A moral duty of care to the participants was recognised and valued.
	Avoidance of imposition

The researcher established agreement to conduct the research after extensive discussions with the MC. All participation was voluntary.

	Avoidance of detachment

A dialogue was established with the GI, primarily through the MC.

	Reporting
	Confidentiality

Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed by the researcher.
	Fairness

Reports are honest, accurate, just and fair.
	Confirmation

The researcher received the approval from the MC and the participants.

	Responsive communication

Researcher discussed field notes with MC for participant validation.



Table 5 Table 3.4 Adapted from Flinders’ Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research applied to the GI (Flinders, 1992)






	
	
Utilitarian
	
Deontological
	
Relational
	
Ecological

	Recruitment
	Informed consent

The key stakeholders were provided with full details about the research. The researcher required their approval on the first page of the survey. 
	Reciprocity

It was anticipated that both researcher and participants would gain from this thesis. Involvement in the research would allow all key stakeholders to participate and be heard.

	Collaboration

Key stakeholders were identified and it was anticipated that a constructive relationship would contribute to our understanding of ‘PG.’

	Cultural sensitivity

The OQ is not representative of all key stakeholders and there are limitations of an opportunistic sample. However, the interdependence of all key stakeholders is recognised.

	Fieldwork
	Avoidance of harm

The potential to inflict harm was recognised before the research was conducted; every effort was made to avoid harm. Details of GamCare (with their approval) were provided for any key stakeholders who felt they had experienced distress.

	Avoidance of wrong

A moral duty of care to the key stakeholders was recognised and valued. Researcher was open and honest in the information about the research.
	Avoidance of imposition

The key stakeholders could participate or withdraw at any time without further contact. All participation was voluntary.


	Avoidance of detachment

Benefits of participation were established. No dialogue was established however the participants were provided with information about the study, contact details of the researcher and for the participants to remain anonymous, the findings were posted on a public blog established by the researcher.


	Reporting
	Confidentiality

Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed by the researcher and all data was stored securely.

	Fairness

Reports are honest, accurate, just and fair.
	Confirmation

The research had more emphasis on reflexivity than reliability and validity. 

	Responsive communication

Researcher provided her professional contact details for participant validation.



Table 6 Table 3.5 Adapted from Flinders’ Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research applied to the OQ (Flinders, 1992)
and Aspects of Research applied to the OQ (Flinders 1992)
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The guidance of Flinders (1992) was applied to both the GI and OQ. Utilitarian research guided the recruitment of participants via informed consent and fieldwork minimised harms to others which extended to the protection of confidentiality and anonymity in reports. Deontological research ethics are more absolutist and recruitment emphasises that both researcher and participants will benefit, fieldwork must avoid harming others and reports are honest, fair and accurate. Relational research emphasises equal-status collaboration and stresses the importance of issues of caring, attachment and respect. Fieldwork avoided as much imposition as possible and reports were just, honest and fair. Ecological ethical research stresses the impact of actions on an inter-dependent system. During the recruitment process, the researcher was sensitive to the culture of ‘PGs’ and aware of harm that may be caused to the environment. Reporting was responsible in making the findings public with there was special consideration to the language used and wherever possible identified in the thesis as ‘usual’ or ‘normal.’ 
Ethics

The research was approved by the university Ethics Committee and the researcher was aware of the risks involved with the GI and of researching with vulnerable participants. Working with vulnerable individuals has meant ethical research protocols have needed to be continuously reviewed throughout this thesis. Ethics can be a difficult and sensitive topic and issues can develop over the course of the 
research. Guidelines and a list of principles may be insufficient. To conduct face-to-face research with ‘PGs,’ additional consideration of both Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007) and Flinders Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research (1992) matrix was applied to the GI. It was hoped that by using two sets of ethical standards, an acceptable level of ethics was achieved. Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007) assists with formulating structured, coherent and recoverable/controllable research (Stutchbury and Fox, 2009). 

“The Ethical Grid is a tool and nothing more than that. Like a hammer or screwdriver used competently, it can make certain tasks easier, but it cannot direct the tasks, nor can it help decide which tasks are the most important. The Grid can enhance deliberation- it can throw light into unseen corners and can suggest new avenues of thought – but it is not a substitute for personal judgement.”  (Seedhouse, 2007, p.209)

Seedhouse’s work is based on moral theory which helps determine what actions are right and wrong (Gray, 2010). It consists of layers, which will be discussed shortly and originally whilst designed for healthcare use, can be applied as a research tool in other disciplines (Stutchbury and Fox, 2009).
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Figure 3.2 Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (2007)
 


The above diagram provided a checklist that was applied to the development of the discussion matrix and processes for the GI.

External considerations

External considerations refer to the laws, wishes of others, codes of practice and available resources; risk, effectiveness and efficiency of action. It also refers to the degree of uncertainty about the evidence on which the action is taken. These considerations were complied with and monitored by the researcher and supervisory process within the university.



Consequential layer

There were consequences of the research for the researcher, the key stakeholders and society. First, the research was aimed at assisting the researcher gain her PhD. Second, there were consequences for the GI participants, who did not wish to be identified, who indicated that they wanted to participate and be heard in a discussion relating to the concept of RG and finally, there were consequences for key stakeholders and society if effective RGFs could be identified. 

An important consideration was if the research was likely to hurt anyone. This was realised in advance and if any interaction in the GI began to upset anybody, the MC would have immediately ceased that line of enquiry. The MC was key to the success of this thesis. There was considerable trust between the researcher and the MC and he managed the session as he thought correct and suitable. A verbal assurance was given by the MC that no participant would find the research unwelcome or a distressing experience. The OQ participants could withdraw at any time without further contact and should any participant feel distressed when completing the OQ, contact details of GamCare were provided.

Duties and motives

The researcher has a moral duty to take positive steps to lessen or prevent harm to the ‘PG.’  Harm can manifest in different forms including an effect on self-respect, looking ‘bad’ in front of others and threatening the interests of the participants. At no time would the researcher profit from the participants and there was an acknowledgement of a duty of care to them. Duties and motives can be summed up as intentions. The intention of the researcher was to tell the truth to the participants, to minimise harm to the participants and to keep assurances to the participants to do the most positive good (Stutchbury, 2009). It was the intention of the researcher to be as competent as possible by taking advice from other researchers, mentors and colleagues who are familiar with research for the findings to not be subject to any research malpractice. The researcher’s conduct was in accordance with the principles of honesty and integrity.
 
Regarding reciprocity, the researcher sought to gain an understanding of behaviours and experiences of ‘PGs,’ perceptions of stakeholders and a PhD thesis out of the study. The participants hopefully experienced benefits including being listened to with respect and any insight into their own behaviour, experiences and or perceptions. Ties may have been strengthened in the group and all participants potentially contributed to enabling effective action on RG. There may be some inequity in the benefits to the researcher and participants however, the researcher approached the analysis with a deep sense of its implications and the understanding developed will be considerable and the benefits to the participants will be equitable. 

Concern for individuals 

At all times, there was concern for the participants. In the GI, the researcher let the ‘PGs’ lead the conversation concerning their individual experiences and behaviours. Autonomy was created by allowing participants to be heard individually and as a group and all were respected equally even though some participants were more vocal than others. The ethics of trust requires that relationships are formed and every effort was made during the session to ensure that this continued. Concern for participants extended to anonymity in both the GI and OQ and support details for OQ participants who felt they needed support. Some details have not been included to ensure the high level of anonymity and confidentiality promised by the researcher.
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Seedhouse’s Ethical Grid (ibid) is reflected in Flinder’s Ethical Frameworks. Flinder’s Ethical Framework addresses issues of how to behave ethically and   encourages researchers to view each situation from different philosophical perspectives. Flinder’s has been applied to the GI and the OQ to reflect the practical thinking and steps taken to behave ethically.

	
	
Utilitarian
	
Deontological
	
Relational
	
Ecological

	Recruitment
	Informed consent

The researcher received the approval from the MC and the participants.
	Reciprocity

It was anticipated that both researcher and participants would gain from this thesis.
	Collaboration

The participants were already in a group support setting and familiar with each other and working together.

	Cultural sensitivity

The GI is not representative of all ‘PGs’ and there are limitations of a sample.

	Fieldwork
	Avoidance of harm

The potential to inflict harm was recognised before the research was conducted; every effort was made to avoid harm.

	Avoidance of wrong

A moral duty of care to the participants was recognised and valued.
	Avoidance of imposition

The researcher established agreement to conduct the research after extensive discussions with the MC. All participation was voluntary.

	Avoidance of detachment

A dialogue was established with the GI, primarily through the MC.

	Reporting
	Confidentiality

Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed by the researcher.
	Fairness

Reports are honest, accurate, just and fair.
	Confirmation

The researcher received the approval from the MC and the participants.

	Responsive communication

Researcher discussed field notes with MC for participant validation.



[bookmark: _Toc488691742]Table 5 Table 3.4 Adapted from Flinders’ Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research applied to the GI (Flinders, 1992)






	
	
Utilitarian
	
Deontological
	
Relational
	
Ecological

	Recruitment
	Informed consent

The key stakeholders were provided with full details about the research. The researcher required their approval on the first page of the survey. 
	Reciprocity

It was anticipated that both researcher and participants would gain from this thesis. Involvement in the research would allow all key stakeholders to participate and be heard.

	Collaboration

Key stakeholders were identified and it was anticipated that a constructive relationship would contribute to our understanding of ‘PG.’

	Cultural sensitivity

The OQ is not representative of all key stakeholders and there are limitations of an opportunistic sample. However, the interdependence of all key stakeholders is recognised.

	Fieldwork
	Avoidance of harm

The potential to inflict harm was recognised before the research was conducted; every effort was made to avoid harm. Details of GamCare (with their approval) were provided for any key stakeholders who felt they had experienced distress.

	Avoidance of wrong

A moral duty of care to the key stakeholders was recognised and valued. Researcher was open and honest in the information about the research.
	Avoidance of imposition

The key stakeholders could participate or withdraw at any time without further contact. All participation was voluntary.


	Avoidance of detachment

Benefits of participation were established. No dialogue was established however the participants were provided with information about the study, contact details of the researcher and for the participants to remain anonymous, the findings were posted on a public blog established by the researcher.


	Reporting
	Confidentiality

Confidentiality and anonymity were guaranteed by the researcher and all data was stored securely.

	Fairness

Reports are honest, accurate, just and fair.
	Confirmation

The research had more emphasis on reflexivity than reliability and validity. 

	Responsive communication

Researcher provided her professional contact details for participant validation.



[bookmark: _Toc488691743][bookmark: _Toc488674177]Table 6 Table 3.5 Adapted from Flinders’ Ethical Frameworks and Aspects of Research applied to the OQ (Flinders, 1992)
and Aspects of Research applied to the OQ (Flinders 1992)
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The guidance of Flinders (1992) was applied to both the GI and OQ. Utilitarian research guided the recruitment of participants via informed consent and fieldwork minimised harms to others which extended to the protection of confidentiality and anonymity in reports. Deontological research ethics are more absolutist and recruitment emphasises that both researcher and participants will benefit, fieldwork must avoid harming others and reports are honest, fair and accurate. Relational research emphasises equal-status collaboration and stresses the importance of issues of caring, attachment and respect. Fieldwork avoided as much imposition as possible and reports were just, honest and fair. Ecological ethical research stresses the impact of actions on an inter-dependent system. During the recruitment process, the researcher was sensitive to the culture of ‘PGs’ and aware of harm that may be caused to the environment. Reporting was responsible in making the findings public with there was special consideration to the language used and wherever possible identified in the thesis as ‘usual’ or ‘normal.’ 


Individuals


Consequential Layer


External Considerations


Duties and Motives


Individuals


Consequential Layer


External Considerations


Duties and Motives


