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Why are considerations of values necessary for conducting ethical insider research? 
Before designing a research project, it is advised that researchers examine their own philosophical views because these views are influential to how they approach the creation of new knowledge (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). For this assignment, I aim to demonstrate why examining underlying values is necessary in order to design and carryout ethical insider research. Values permeate research in multiples ways, including through the researcher, the participants, the cultural context of the project, and especially for insider research, the institutions or organizations to which researchers may report. Values are also inherently connected to ethics (Denzin et al., 2024). Through a critical analysis of the underlying philosophical and ethical values of three research paradigms, quantitative and qualitative methodologies, and related research methods, a clear understanding of the importance of developing an awareness of these values, as they relate to ethical research, can be seen.
I write this paper from the position of a white female residing in the US. I was born and educated under a western paradigm. My academic background is in both vocal performance and linguistic anthropology. I currently work as a private voice instructor and my primary focus of this academic journey is on learning about effective vocal pedagogy methods. These experiences affect the values I hold in regard to the natures of knowledge and reality, and truth, and will influence the choices I make as a researcher and a learner, including in the writing of this paper.
Worldviews, values and ethical insider research 
Insider research is research that is conducted within a context, situation or community in which the researcher is a member (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). In order to plan and carry out credible and ethical insider research, it is important for the researcher to examine their own philosophical beliefs and values, also referred to as their worldview (Berger, 2015). 
Guba (1990) defines a worldview as “a basic set of beliefs that guide action” (pg. 17).  A research paradigm is described by Creswell and Creswell (2018) as “a general philosophical orientation about the world and the nature of research that a researcher brings to the study” (pg 44). It develops from the researcher’s life and educational experiences (Creswell and Creswell, 2018), and is generally comprised of three philosophical assumptions known as ontology, epistemology, and axiology (Pretorius, 2024). Ontology explores the nature of reality or existence (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Pretorius, 2024). Epistemology is the study of the nature of knowledge (Brown and Dueñas, 2020; Pretorius, 2024). Axiology is the study of values (Hart, 1971; Mcgregor, 2011). In research, axiology explores the relationship between personal values and their influence on decision making regarding research (Mcgregor, 2011; Pretorius, 2024). It also concerns the values placed on various sources of knowledge (Scott, 2024). 
Ethics also fall under the purview of axiology (Denzin et al., 2024). Ethics develop from our efforts as humans to juggle and balance the value of certain experiences and objects and of what we believe is right or wrong. Values and ethics vary from individual to individual, and from culture to culture (Hart, 1971). In research, ethics refer mostly to the effects of research on participants and researchers, larger communities or societies, and the planet (Resnik and Shamoo, 2011). The Singapore Statement (World Conferences on Research Integrity, 2010), the Belmont Statement (Department of Health, 1979), and the ethical guidelines put forth by academic institutions, such as that of this paper, (University of Wales Trinity Saint David [hereafter UWTSD], 2022), reflect the ethical values of western science. See Appendix 1 for more detail of the principles listed in each statement. 
Considerations of the personal, professional, and institutional values held by researchers and research participants, their community, and those potentially affected by research are essential for conducting ethical insider research (Pretorius, 2024).  This reflection enables researchers to see how their beliefs may affect decisions about which research questions are asked and what methodologies and methods are employed, and to anticipate how their research will affect others (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). An example of this is the value placed on western classical singing over other genres by some researchers, performers and institutions across the field of voice pedagogy. The lack of examination of this value bias has contributed to marginalization of performers of other genres (Kajikawa, 2019). 
Research paradigms
As stated earlier, it is important for a researcher to examine the different research paradigms that influence research so that they may become aware of their own underlying beliefs. Paradigms range from objective ontologies, such as positivism and critical realism, to more subjective ontologies, like constructivism, interpretivism, or critical theory (Pretorius, 2024). I have chosen to include positivism and post positivism because they are the most prevalent and influential paradigms in western science (Trna and Trnova, 2015). Constructivism is presented based on its stark differences from positivism. I include critical realism because of its approach to the acceptance of both objective and subjective ways of knowing.  All three of the following paradigms, though they have differences in epistemology and ontology, share a value of creating credible and valid research (Lim, 2024b, 2024a). While they use different ways in which to judge those characteristics, they all hold the goal of applying them to their work. 
Positivism and post-positivism. Positivism is the paradigm most associated with the scientific method (Creswell and Creswell, 2018) and is infused into traditional views of western science (Phillips and Burbules, 2000). Positivism developed out of an epistemology which argued that knowledge is built upon a ‘foundation’, or what we would today call very strong evidence (Phillips and Burbules, 2000). This school of thought dominated western thinking until the late 19th century (Phillips and Burbules, 2000) . 
Researchers within this paradigm view reality as singularly objective and believe knowledge must be justified by evidence gathered through objective experimentation and observation (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Brown and Dueñas, 2020). Positivists believe that it is possible to separate the data from its context (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Brown and Dueñas, 2020). They value objectivity and evidence based on measurements from experiences that are without human influence. They do not value context or subjectivity (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). 
The rhetoric of positivism, which spread western paradigms through colonization, has had great ethical consequences, with research that resulted in unfair treatment of others. (Smith, 2021). For example, for some indigenous communities, visions, intuitions, and dreams are viewed as valid sources of knowledge (Steinhauer, 2002) yet these forms of knowledge were marginalized because they did not adhere to western scientists’ rules for empirical validity (De Beer and Van Wyk, 2021; Pretorius, 2024). Positivism’s loyalty to seeking “value-free science” (Douglas, 2007) also contributes to an ethical issue because it denies that some level of bias is inherent to all scientific research, simply because it is conducted by humans (Phillips and Burbules, 2000). 
Post positivism (PP) developed as a response to this criticism (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Like positivists, PP’s also value objectivity and efforts to reduce bias. However, unlike positivists, PPs accept that there is always a possibility of new knowledge invalidating earlier understandings (Phillips and Burbules, 2000). PPs view knowledge as conjectural, reframing the goal of scientific research as the effort to investigate theories and work to prove them false  (Phillips and Burbules, 2000; Moon and Blackman, 2014). 
PPs accept the inevitability of a researcher’s influence on their research (Brown and Dueñas, 2020). While still aligning with an objectivist view of reality, there is acknowledgment that humans bring their own experiences and values to their work, and that those experiences influence decisions regarding research focus, design, and interpretation of results (Deane, 2018; Brown and Dueñas, 2020; Pretorius, 2024).  
Positivism is the worldview into which I was born and educated, and its influence on my worldview is clear to me. When looking back at resources used in previous assignments, a strong majority of them were positivist or PP.  However, I have also been exposed to other paradigms, including some from non-western contexts, and this has helped me to become more aware of my deep-rooted leanings and how they influence my attitudes towards knowledge, truth and validity. Examining a paradigm such as constructivism, which differs so greatly from positivism, also helps to uncover assumptions lurking in unexamined corners of my mind.
Constructivism. In contrast to positivism and PP, constructivism holds the ontological view that reality is neither singular nor objective because it is constructed in the minds of individuals (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Pretorius, 2024). Because no two individuals can have the exact same experiences in life, one single reality can never be fully known (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Brown and Dueñas, 2020). The goal of science, from a constructivist standpoint, is to understand the complex ways in which humans make meaning from interactions with others and with the world (Creswell and Creswell, 2018), and to discover if there can be any consensus between social groups or across humanity as to shared meaning or experiences (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Thus, constructivists value context, subjectivity, and human interaction with others and the world. 
Ethical challenges associated with constructivism derive from the close interaction of researchers and participants, which has the potential to blur the boundary between the two (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). It important for researchers to be transparent with objectives throughout the research process (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). Also, just as with PPs, constructivist researchers will be influenced by their personal beliefs (Soobrayan, 2003), and can work to mitigate this through reflexive journaling and using multiple sources of data collection and analysis, referred to as triangulation (Lim, 2024a).
Critical realism. Critical realists (CRs) believe that reality exists separate from human perception (Bhaskar, 1998), yet CRs accept the inevitable influence of human subjectivity on knowledge creation (Pretorius, 2024). CRs draw a distinction between two types of knowledge: intransitive and transitive. Intransitive objects of knowledge are associated with laws of nature and describe knowledge that exists separate from human activity, such as the laws of gravity, electricity or atomic energy (Bhaskar, 1998). Transitive knowledge is socially produced, such as theories of social behavior, the value of human life, or the ways in which language affects worldview (Bhaskar, 1998). This distinction places CRs in between PP and constructivism, when it comes to the ranges of ontological views (Pretorius, 2024). CRs value objectivity, and the subjective nature of human experiences. They value both empirical observations and human thought and abstract thinking as valid evidence (Bhaskar, 1998). 
There is a similarity between what CRs describe as transitive knowledge and what those with a subjectivist or relativist epistemology would describe as the influence of social phenomena on human meaning making. If an objective reality is valued by the researcher, yet they accept the complexity of human interpretations, critical realism may be a map for them. 
Research methodologies for insider research
As with all research, designing insider research involves choosing a methodological approach that best meets the needs of the research question and fits within the researcher’s philosophical paradigm (Brown and Dueñas, 2020). Researchers utilize both qualitative and quantitative methods to organize and structure their research and both are relevant to insider research (Mertens, 2007). It is important to understand the difference between quantitative and qualitative research methodologies because they function in very different ways, and each is more applicable to certain research paradigms than others (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). They also assume different values in considerations of validity of data, which is why it is important that a researcher understand their own underlying values regarding validity of evidence.
Quantitative Research. Quantitative research methodologies are chosen by researchers who value making predictions, testing hypothesis, and determining cause-and-effect relationships as the goal of scientific research (Lim, 2024b). Quantitative research collects data that can be measured or recorded numerically (Lim, 2024b). Quantitative researchers utilize deductive reasoning, bringing a theory or hypothesis to the beginning of the research process, and, through observations, attempting to determine if the theory can be invalidated (Phillips and Burbules, 2000; Creswell and Creswell, 2018). The validity of results of a quantitative study is determined by the extent to which its results can be reproduced, generalized to larger contexts, and removed from subjective influences (Lim, 2024b).  Positivists and PP often choose quantitative methods for their research because of their value of objectivity. It is also sometimes chosen by researchers with subjective values, but who find it useful for collecting large amounts of data relevant for their research (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). It can also be utilized alongside qualitative methods in an effort to gain a fuller understanding of the phenomena being studied (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). The utilization of both types of methodologies is referred to as mixed methodology and is likely what researchers with a critical realist worldview might choose (Pretorius, 2024).
It is not difficult to find quantitative research relevant to voice pedagogy. Hoch (2019) suggests that the publication of Vennard’s Singing: The Mechanism and the Technique and Appleman’s, The Science of Vocal Pedagogy, both published in 1967, marked the beginning of “fact-based” voice pedagogy (pg 51). Shewell and Sansom (2024) credit the books’ influence on the perception that they “debunked myths and validated anecdotally based techniques” (pg 31). Implied in this quote is the notion that anecdotal data, collected subjectively from the experiences of voice teachers, is not a reliable source of knowledge. 
Qualitative research. Qualitative research focuses on collecting data that is difficult to quantify, such as human experiences and their interpretations and perspectives of the world around them (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). It is often chosen by researchers with a constructivist paradigm, and others who value subjectivity and the complex nature of humans and their relationship to knowledge and meaning making (Brown and Dueñas, 2020). Data is typically recorded in words, as opposed to numbers (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Lim, 2024a). Researchers choosing qualitative methods value subjective data and strive to include that which quantitative methods resist, such as explorations of context, relationships, perspectives and interpretations of meaning (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). While it can produce rich, descriptive account of social phenomena, extensive data collection of qualitative research is one of its drawbacks, as it is very time consuming and creates vast amounts of data (Lim, 2024a). 
In general, qualitative research has been criticized for its lack of commitment to objectivity and some consider qualitative research results to lack validity and rigor (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Lim, 2024a). However, qualitative researchers have a commitment to systematic data collection and analysis methods, and also a strong commitment to reflexive practices (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Lim, 2024a) which all contribute to the credibility and validity of their research. Examples of this commitment can be seen in methodologies of both grounded theory and action research.
Grounded theory and action research. Inductive reasoning is a defining element of both grounded theory and action research (Charmaz, 1996; Lim, 2024a). Inductive research begins with observations and data collection, which is then used to support theory development (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Development of a theory is the goal of inductive reasoning, as opposed to the testing of a theory when using deductive reasoning (Creswell and Creswell, 2018).  Challenges in conducting grounded theory and action research include potential for the presence of research bias and conflicts of interest, which are an issue both from an ethical and reliability standpoint (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010; Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018), and can be mitigated through methods of triangulation and reflexivity, as previously discussed in regard to a constructivist paradigm (Lim, 2024a).
For both methodologies, data collection occurs through in a systematic, cyclical pattern, with methods such as interviews, field notes of researcher observations, narrative personal experiences, and journal entries (Charmaz, 1996; Lim, 2024a). See Appendix 1 for more details of each process.
Whereas grounded theory begins from a very broad, observational standpoint (Charmaz, 1996), action research begins by identifying an area for growth, or a problem occurring in practice, and works toward making positive change (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). It is commonly chosen by insider researchers and is even synonymized with ‘practitioner research’ by some (Cain, 2008). The practical application of action research is one of its key strengths. I find this to be a highly relevant methodology for me, as it is commonly chosen by teachers who are looking to solve a challenge they are experiencing in their practice, or just looking to improve their instructional effectiveness, which aligns with the goals of the methodology (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). 
A strength of both methodologies is that they allow participants to provide input when determining what data is important or worthy of follow up or is included or excluded from the data collection (Charmaz, 1996; Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). 
Grounded theory was applied by Bennett (2023) to explore how US music teachers define ‘Culturally Responsible Musical Teaching’ and what key elements were necessary for instruction to fit that definition. This study is a great example of how applying grounded theory allows researchers to determine meaning in a context that is very depended on multiple perspectives. 
Paparo (2016) utilizes action research methodology to explore how using somatic instruction during choral classes impacted student understanding of embodiment and if it affected their singing performance, with a goal of informing his own instructional effectiveness, which is an example of action research being applied as a means to create positive change.
Research methods
After a thorough examination of one’s philosophical worldviews and methodological options, a researcher must then choose the methods for collecting data that best suit the needs of the research question and fit within the chosen methodological design. 
Experiments. If operating out of a positivist paradigm, one is most likely to turn to quantitative methods such as experiments and (close-ended) surveys (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Experiments are especially useful for testing theories and determining causal or correlational relationships (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Lim, 2024b), but are limited in their ability to collect much beyond quantifiable data and are not useful for recording context or various perspectives of a subject (Lim, 2024b). There are many ethical considerations to be made when conducting experiments, but the nature of them will be relative to the focus of research. In general, ethical principles set forth by the Belmont Report (see Appendix 1) are useful in guiding researchers to ensure participants and the public are unharmed by their research (Department of Health, 1979).
Researchers must also take care to examine how their own values and worldviews influence the way in which they interpret their results. While outside the realm of vocal pedagogy, a paper by Phillips et al. (2022) is a great example of how researchers’ unexamined worldviews can create misleading interpretations. The researchers applied data about the English language specifically, as a means to compare how humans and dogs differ in perceptions of various images. The authors failed to realize that the data they used to describe human behavior does not transfer to structures of other, more specifically, non-western languages (Dubois, 2004). Therefore, they falsely assumed that a behavior associated with English speakers was generalizable to all humans, which challenges the credibility of their findings.
Surveys. Surveys are an efficient way to collect data from a lot of participants in a short amount of time (Lim, 2024b). They can be used in cross-sectional and longitudinal studies (Creswell and Creswell, 2018) Objective and reliable survey questions will have close-ended answers that can be counted and analyzed (Nix, 2024).  A limitation of surveys is they are not flexible in nature, and questions cannot be adjusted or omitted based on earlier responses (Lim, 2024b). Their inability to capture relevant contexts or differences in perspectives is another limitation (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). 
For researchers looking to gather subjective, context-rich data, interviews and observations are two methods that are appropriate (Charmaz and Thornberg, 2021). Interviews and observations share several strengths which are enhanced when they are used together. They are also both adaptable and flexible, allowing for applications that are more or less structured, open-ended or focused (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018).  
Interviews. In-depth interviews with an individual participant are very useful for collecting details and individual perspectives of an experience. The flexibility and adaptability of interviews, as opposed to a survey, allow researchers to adjust their questions as they go and to ask for participant clarification or elaboration when necessary (Lim, 2024a).  They are less useful for collecting data from a large number of participants and can also be time consuming (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). They can be difficult for inexperienced researchers because it takes practice to develop the skills required to phrase questions and ask for elaboration in ways that keep conversation flowing (Charmaz, 1996).
Observations. Observations allow the researcher, by placing themselves within the context of the experience or situation being studied, to gather data over various periods and lengths of time, and to witness dynamic social interactions and draw connections (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018).  Observations can be highly structured, with specific goals established beforehand (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018), or unstructured, without preconceived notions or goals for observation (Meyer and Goss, 2024). 
There are ethical considerations to be made for both interviews and observations that are also relevant to insider researchers.  When interviewing participants, it is important for researchers to be sensitive to the emotions of the participant, as questions could cause anxiety or upset. While it may mean pertinent data is not collected in that moment, it is important to be willing to pivot the focus, with the possibility of returning to the topic later.  In regard to observations, a key consideration is the extent and disclosure of the researcher’s role. Overt observation means participants know they are being observed (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). This can be carried out by researchers who are interacting with participants in a social situation, which is highly likely in work-based settings, or a researcher who is viewing from an outside, non-participating perspective. More controversial is the notion of covert observation. A researcher recording observations without participant knowledge, whether by an insider who is observing colleagues in a work situation, or an outsider removed from the situation, perhaps behind a mirrored viewing window, is considered covert observation (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018), and is considered an unethical research practices by some institutions (UWTSD, 2022). 
Ethics and insider research
A major advantage of insider research is that it allows researchers to investigate situations within a context in which they are very knowledgeable and provides them with data that is relevant to their own learning (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010).  The dual role of researcher and insider, while an advantage, also creates several ethical challenges (Costley, Elliot and Gibbs, 2010). Because of their close proximity to the context and participants involved in their research, there are multiple opportunities for personal biases to enter research. As an insider, it is easy for researchers to enter the process with pre-conceived notions or beliefs that will affect data collection and interpretation, creating an easy entry point for bias (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018; Scott, 2024). Also, familiarity with the participants can create obstacles to ensuring anonymity, sticking to protocols for accessing data, and ensuring consent has been given by all participants (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). Challenges of the power dynamics involved in being both a researcher and a colleague or professional within the same context and conflicts of interest when moving between two roles can also arise (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2018). These ethical challenges will need to be considered for all insider research, positivist or constructivist, quantitative or qualitative, objective or subjective. 
Conclusion
A thorough examination of the philosophical assumptions and their associated values underlying researchers’ goals and decision-making is essential when designing credible and ethical research. Insider researchers face unique ethical challenges that can be addressed through reflection on the values and beliefs that influence their research, including their personal values, those of their participants, and the of the institutions and societies in which they conduct their research. 
For researchers using various methodologies, reflexivity practices, such as journaling, will be essential to mitigating ethical challenges of insider research (Berger, 2015). Reflexivity is relevant to all research paradigms. Positivist/PP and critical realist researchers, in their quest for cause-effect theories and laws of their objective reality, will need to reflect on the influences their own beliefs and worldviews have on choices affecting research, and will also be helpful in anticipating any ethical issues that could arise. Constructivist and other researchers utilizing predominately qualitative methods will need to be reflexive in order to foster awareness of underlying values and biases in their data collection and analysis. The subjective nature of knowledge and the complexities of researcher-participant relationships will make this even more imperative. 

APPENDICES
Appendix 1
The Belmont Report (Department of Health, 1979)
Three Ethical Principles for the Protection of Human Subjects of Research
1. Respect for persons (and their autonomy)
2. Beneficence (doing no harm and working to maximize benefits of research)
3. Justice (ensuring benefits and burdens of research are equally shared)
The Singapore Statement (World Conferences on Research Integrity, 2010)
Four Pillars of Research Integrity
1. Honesty
2. Accountability
3. Professional courtesy and fairness
4. Good stewardship
University of Wales Trinity Saint David Summary of Principles for the conduct of Ethical Research (UWTSD, 2022, p. 20, adapted by author)
1. Beneficence (strive to provide maximum benefits of research)
2. Non-maleficence (do no harm)
3. Rights (protect rights of individuals)
4. Risk management (ensure participant safety and anticipate risks)
5. Proportionality (be mindful of and mitigate impact of research on others)
6. Ensure informed consent 
7. Avoid deception (be transparent with goals and actions, conduct overt research)
8. Provide debriefing (ensure support to participants and participation is complete)
9. Allow withdrawal from research (ensure participant awareness of right to withdraw)
10.  Ensure confidentiality
11.  Protect and manage data

Appendix 2
Action Research data collection cycle as described by Lim (2024a):
1. Define the problem or area for improvement
2. Propose and implement a solution
3. Observe and measure the effects of the implemented solution (with qualitative, and also potentially quantitative data)
4. Reflect on the data in terms of the nature and cause of effects
5. Dynamically repeat steps 1-4, making adjustments as necessary, based on data analysis.
Grounded theory systematic procedures (Charmaz, 1996; Lim, 2024a):
1. Collection (through various methods- interviews, observation notes, text analysis, for example)
2. Coding- “logically consistent” (Charmaz, 1996, p. 27) ways of categorizing data in order to see emerging themes or concepts 
3. Comparing- examining data to determine if it fits emerging theories
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