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ETHICS AND THE RESEARCH
PROCESS

Most mass media re
15 of human being

m Wrong
tunately, th

d proper

are no

by most in the
nidelines do not p
ry ethical question that may
- can help make researchers

ng these specific guide-
rpothetical research
ns involving ethics

situati

» A researcher ar a large university dis-
tributes questionnaires to the students
in an introduct: media course
tells the do not com-
forms, they ose points
toward their grade in the course.

» A researcher is conducting a mail
vey about downloading porno,
from Internet. The ques
states that the responses will b
mous. However, unknown to
spondents, each return envelope
marked with a code that enables the

esearcher to identify the send

-

* A researcher creates a false identity
Facebook and uses it t ther inf

hav dozen co
without the students’ knovw

her shows

the children are
vund, where they ar
th the children v
. The researc

lent bet

Subjects in an experiment are
submit a sample of their ne
to an executive of a large newspaper
and are led to believe that whoever
s the best 1 be offered
at the paper. In fact, the “execu-
is a confederate in the experiment
and severely critic s work.
The subjects ther own self-

rate th

mind while y
uidelines to eth

read the followi
mass media r

Ethic
The besr re

T that you have acted in
appropriate manner. In addition,
there are ¢
for ethical behavior. Uneth

ve an adverse effect
ts. Just i

ne experience
e research project may com-
ondent. A persc
ved into
he or she was being evaluated for a job ac
a newspaper when 1t was all j
ment might not be lling to | I
nother study. Since mass communication
search depends on the continued g
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result in an increase in negat
jon. Many readers have probably
about the infamous Tuskegee
in which impoverished !
from syp!

ent and left untreated so

the disease (see Jones, 1981, for a complete
descri| . The distrust and suspicion en-
gendered h\ his L\purm' nt in the African
et to subside

3 i\ ()mn . 1981). It is fortu-
mass commu ion research
had an Ltl ic: f

illustrates the harmful fallout lh.n can result

T,
does ne

from an unethical research pr
Unethical research usually
from some sinister motiv
comes from pre:
) €Ut cormers in an attempt to pqh\m
an .lJ'[I\.h' or gain prestige or other
Jonetheless, it is hu
SEFIE I
ity of mass medi

the commu a scholars.

GENERAL ETHICAL THEORIES

roblem of detern
er has been exa

u\nl\ ed to
based or deontological
or teleological theorie
[|‘L ories. The nown deonto
is the one as ed with
ir1|‘11nuu‘ Kant. Kant
constituted categorical imperatives—
that define

humans. To define a categ
a person should ask whethe
question is something that h

the hl. havi
r she w

ke to see uniy v implemented. In other
2rson should act in a way
or she wants all others to act. Note tf
many ways Kant's thinking parallels w 3
ght call the Golden Rule: Do unto others
¢ them \h:- unto )ml.

o1 example
rnpur ative about
t cm 15 something the
want
cticed by ‘1II nor d
be dece

searcher does not

thing that s 5
matter what hL- benefits and no matter \\hh
the mstances

what philosopher John
arianism. ir this the-
me from a

h.\llll In other words, the ultimate test for
determining tk tness of some be
depends on the outcomes that re: from
this beh: The end may justify the means.
As will be noted, most Institutional Review
Boards at colleges and universities endorse
this principle when they examine
meuulx for et

rcher might decide it is ap-
» deception in an ex

[\‘.u pn\ ts of the knowl
ined outweigh the possible T
of dec g the subjects. One dw'm

is sometimes
nticipate all

with this Jpp:u.uh is th
difficult, if n
of the ha

pending upon which ethical the
as a guide.




Why Be Ethical?

ight thing o

es that there

Wi bel
e determined
ich a researcher is worl

d, ethical decisions ar
the culture within whi
ing. Indeed, behavi
are may be judg
ethical norms of
is through the ¢
avior or good conduct that describe wha
most res ers in the field believe are desir-
able or undesi > beh.
confronted 1 articular ethical
can refer to these codes for guidance.

These three theories help form the basis
for the ethical principles discussed next.

ETHICAL PRINCIPLES
General ethical principles are d
construct in the research
there are at least four re

ifficule to
However,
nt principles.

First is the principle of autonomy, or self-
determination, which has 1

5 roots in the
ving autonom
archer wishes to se
3 this concept i
o1 respects th

at the research
hts, values, and decisions
The reasons for E

is princip
formed consent i

A second ethical principle important to
al science research is nonmaleficence.
In short, it is wrong to intentionally inflict
harm on anoth hird et principle—
beneficence—is usually considered in tandem
with nonmaleficence. Beneficence stipy

&7

positive oblig
and to con

rant respects sho
In the research conte
i be appl
e being eval

uch

g procedure to childre
y ch
than in the g

1 1 principl
d by researchers:

with free choice.
P

ir
m, not harm them

B it

?
3.
4. Treat them with respect

r that mass media researchers
must follow some set of rules to meet their
ethical obligations to t 1bjects and
nts. Cook (1976), discussing the

It is c
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labora
behavio

* Do not inv peopl
out their knowle

or consent

* Do not coerce people to particif
* Do not withhold from the participant
the true

ate.

ature of the research.

* Do not a

about the nature

participant
of the researck

Do not lead the participant to commit
acts that dimir k f-respect.

Are You Being Studied?

A 2008

eastern University secreily tracked the cell

wdy done by researchers at North-

phone use of 100,000 peaple fo study their
travel patierns. The study was done cutside the
United States with the
el e cmmprary o
any ethics review pan
investigated wera not given the op
consent to the study.

ion of a pri

The people who were
tunity to

researchers did foke sfeps fo pratect the

privacy of thase whe were studied. They didn't
know which ind ked,
and all cell phene numbars were Hransformed
into 26-digit alphanumeric codss. In addition

hers reported their findings in the
ate; no single individa

iduals were being fra

= Do not violate the r
determination.

+ Do not expose the participant to physi-
cal or men

oD

al stress

not invade
ticipant

he privacy of the

* Do not withhold ben:
pants in control g

rticipants

» Do not fail to tre: I
fai v them consideration

and secret

¢ examining them risks a vi

personal privacy. Moreover, existing guideli
e th

sent as part of the research pro-

state that research participants must
informed ¢
tocol. Tracking someane’s location b
r her call phene use saams fo vi-

cratly

of confidentialty. Although the ressarchers ook
pains to disguise the ide f
if the date were 1o fall info the wreng hands,

potential harm ta in

answer these

relied on the ufilitarian princi
method. They argued that any
that might have resulied from this shady would
be far cutweighed by its potential benefits. They
pointed out that knowledge of people's fravel
patierns would be useh
transportation experts, and it might aven help

o urban planners and

doctors fight the spread of a disease.

n sum, this example illusirates some of the
ethical issues that can arise thanks fo new tech-
s such as coll phonas and the Infernat
eless, researchers need to be aware

that the iraditional ethical




y this list we add:

* Always treat every respondent or su
ct with uncondirional human regard.
{That is, accept and respect a person for
what he or she is, and do n c
the person

0 academic and private sector reses
d different values or
principles differentl
2 h groups and found that both
dentiality equally while academic

5¢ Core
(2000)

researchers
and benefic
WETE MOTE Sensitiv
isstes.

to conflict-of-interest

SPECIFIC ETHICAL PROBLEMS

The foll g subsections discuss some
the common areas where mass media
t encounter ethical dilemmas.

searchers mig

Veluntary Participation
and Informed Consent

An individual is entitled to decline to par-
ticipate in an
nate participation at time. Participati
in an experiment, survey, or focus
always voluntary, and any form of coerci
is unacceprable. Researchers who a
f authority over subjects (as w
er hands questionna
ersity students) should be espec

es o

ly sen-

cipate will not affect grade
dents may not e this. In such a situa-
tion, it is better to keep the questionnaires
anonymous and for the person in authority
1o b 1 the room while the s
is administered.

Voluntary participation is not a pr
ethical issue i i |

ne » throy
naire. Nonetheless,
attempt to induce subjects to participa
misrepresenting the organization sponsori
the research or by i

ot be instructed to identify
themse resentatives of the “Depart-
ment of Information™ to mislead people into
thinking th is government-sponsored

ewers should

Likewise, mail questionnaires should not
be constructed to census forms, tax
returns, Social Secu nnaires, or
other offi

Closely related to participa-

is th ion of informed consent. For
people to volunteer for a research project,
t the project
archers

to make an int
have the respe
subjects

fluence participation. Respondents should
understand that an int w may take as
long as 45 minutes, that a sec

nt, informed
subjects must be
scomfort

arned
1 unpleasantness
Subjects should bhe

or administer e
unpleasant audio
ny procedure
. Any unusual mea-
ques that may be used must
» described. Researchers have an obligation
to answer candidly and truthful far as
ssible, all the participants’ questions about
@ research.
Experiments that inv

C-

consent. If deception is absolutely nec-
essary to conduct an experiment, is the
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experim
perimental results?

ling
deception will be
pants but not for

Another pro
information about a
must disclose in see
Is it enough to explain
mercials, or Is it neces-
designed

g how much

ject a researcl

[ is

Js? Obviously, in
her cannot rev rthing about
ject for fear of contaminating the re-
sults, or in the cas
tion. For exampl
is to examine the influence of peer pr

Problems might occur in research tha
in nonlite

the implications for
f the s of survey d n
might not

would find part of an experiment or surve
emotionally disturbing.
In 2002, the American Psychologics
Association’s (APA) Council of Rep
tatives adopted a new ethics code that
i s a wide r: of ethical issues ¢
Since mass com-
f the

it seems useful to quote from that document

formed con-

expected

2, The subjects’ r. to decline to
participate and to withdraw from
the research once participation has
begun

3. The foreseeable consequences of de-
clining or withd

4. R ably forese ctors that
may be expected to influence their

i te, such as

awi

. Incentives for partici
Whom to ¢

be told to e

Suedefeld, and Silverstein (1973) found that
subjects wanted a general description of the
experiment and what was expected of them;

I experiment would
the experiment’s purpose. As for
ent and surve
found wide vz
t what te

bal (1984
researchers
in the survey

the research topic. Less frequently men-
< introductions were the sponsor of
nfidential-




71

as

ntaj

participation

Garram

ia resea
usually pr
of resule

been pror a
to participate in
¥ might be suspicic ed to sign a con-
ring organizati sent form after the inter: In these circum-
hat parti stances, the fact that the respondent agreed
disclosed the  to participate is taken as implied consent.
e q The special problems

ne must consider the form of  online res discussed shortly
be obtained. Written consent Asa ater the risks of
Certain governmen potential harm to subjects, the E
rch programs and may alsc need to obtain a consent statem
universit h re- an exampl
ssed later in this
| generally reco

be requir
iew com

2 Concealment and Deception

me sur-  Concealment and deception are encoun-
terviews,and  tered most frequently in experimental re-
ed form itself mig search. Concealment is withholding certain

as impractical
veys, mail surve
cases in which the sig

Figure 3.1 Example of a Typical Consent Form

tionships between watching daytime TV talk
ked questions about your general TV
udes about interpersonal relationships. This

The purpose of this research is to explore possible .
shows and perceptions cial reality. You will b

d your atti

questionnaire will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please answer every question as accurately

as po
pate. Your pa

choose not to partici-
re anticipated.

ble. Participation is vohutary. Your grades will nat be affected if yor
ipation will be anonymous. No discomfort, stress, or risk

arch entitled “Talk Show
Yepartment af M

ate in the rese

7 Viewing and Social Reality ™ conducted by
Commumcation at the University of

I agree to partic

phonenumber _ } Tunder

thdraw without

stand that ntary. [ can +
£ this participation, to the extent that they can be identified a5 mine,

penalty and |

returned te me, removed from the research record, or destroyed.

gnature of Researcher idare nature of Participant

olves human participants is o
garding your rights 1
lephone number

v of th
a2l Review Board. Questions or problems r
dressed 0

sccn

articipant
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information from the sub
is deliberately providin,
Both practices raise ethical p oblems. The
in obtaining consent has already
been mentioned. A second problem deri
¢ general feeling that it is wrong fe
imenters to lie to or otherwise de,

iun Il.'l\l. been deceived, t
again in nm T res
nh studies seem

e deceis

jects. At ium wo

ncidence of suspici
¢ subjects after they h.
More recently, Jamison, K

lp\'ll'('\J to subjects who were
not duwmd Ih se individuals who were
de ed different behaviors in
the subsequent experiment.

On the \\'-hl.. hand, some researche
studies could not be
ducted ithout the use of dece
They use rhe utilitarian approach to
that the harm done to ¢ e whi ) are deceived
i 2 r‘h

[ pII< n. He also argues [Hu n‘u;h of
sentiment against decep
because dec
from the vi
losophy. T
in many experiments did not pe

done to them as deception but vie
it as a necessary element in th rch pro-
cedure. Christensen illustrates the relativistic

2B
LL\L‘[‘II[IH as an ex-

s should

is the propo

tive procedures avail-
de the s

¢ severe is the deception? (It is
one thing to tell subjects th

g was taken from the
it is another to
that the test a subject
has just completed was designed 1-
measure latent suicidal tendencie:

.-\nc)rh(-r set of criteria is put forth by
Elms (1982}, who suggests five necessary
.ﬁd sufficient conditions unde h decep-

considered ethi justified in
social science research
When there is no other feasible way
to obtain the desired informa
2. When the likely benefits substan-
tially outweigh the arm

When subjects are given the option
to withdraw at any time with
penalty

5

re debrie ful about

deception and the




Research Ethics and Facebook

The social nety
popul
200 million people are active members of the
site, and it regularly shows up among the top
ted destinafions on the Infernet. Face-
book has ko bacome @ geld mine of informa-
Social scienfists at sevaral

ing sife Faceback is extreme

r among college students. More than

10 most

topics as selfesteem, pop
sonal afiroction. Mot surpri

ustrate, researchers ot Han
sity studied sacial relafionships by secretly moni-
toring the Facehook profiles of an entir ]
students at a U.5. college. The 1,700
involved in the project did not know they wera
being studied, nor they given th
sion o the Harvard ressarch feam. The s

the privacy of all the parti
study viclate accepsed ethi

ederal human subjects’ guidelines were
era before Facebock
terpretation. As a
s have established their

mainly written for an

exisied and are open
result, man;

nsti-

own, sometimes conflict licies. The

tutional Review Board at Indiana Unive

for example, will not apprave ressarch
data from sociol networking sites
site’s approval or the consent of those bei

ther v

versities seem io rely on the
ciple that ne consent is needed

studie 2
traditional pri

a researcher is observing public behavier.

planning stages of i ions

When an experiment is concluded, espe-
cially one involving concealment or decep-
tion, it is the responsibility of t tor

blic
ivate? One side of this argument maintains
acebock members have no expectations
of privacy when it comes to pasting informo-
tion on their pages. Indeed, it appears that the
prime mofivation of Facebook mambers is to

But is the information on Facebook p

share the information. If users choose nat o

that their profiles would be viewed mai
small in gen-
eral. Sharing information in this limited con-
text is not the same as posfing something
all fo see. Further, even if Facebook memb:

ircle of friends—not the work

infended that the information be made pub

it does not necessa

meon that thay

sented to the information being aggregated

in the aggregate form, it might ba pa
someaone to identify the subjects involved in the

h. (Indeed, once data from the Harvard
released
entified both the colleage where the
research was conducted and the class that was

researchers

examined.)

re-

tor thoroughly
research, explains the u.
it occurred), and encoura
ask guestions about the re

escribes the purpose of the
f n {if
Ct to




nanipulation or
he experiment. Sub-
he answered and the

cited in
, 71% of

Greenberg and Gar
the researchers ref
subjects, 19% debrief sc
rarely or never debri
t is an ethical req
ments, the pract
be & d by
The APA's 2002 ¢
ing provisions conce

a nduct a study
less they have

deceptive

spective scientific,
d value and
e nondeceptive alterna-
tive procedures are not feasible.

is an integral f
sign and conduct of an experiment
to participants as early as is feasible

4 - on of their
ter than at
llection,
cipants to withdraw

eir data.

The American Sociological Assoc
h contai

ts do not use deceptive tech-
niques unless (1) they have determined

not be h
ants; justifi

use
arch partici
study’s prospec

: and that equal
procedures thar do
it use deception are not feas nd
have obtained the ap-

rticipants about s Nt aspects
ch that would affect their
rticipate, such as
ymfort, or unplea

o later than ar tf
2 research.

ble on how of
ception is used in mass med

How ome inft i
other fields. In a study
published in a leading psychology
found thar 66% of

. In field studi )
le in public places without their kne
nple, individuals watchin
wrt lounge). The more
less a person has an expectation of
fewer ethical problems are

However, there are some pu
ns that present ethical concerns.




Is it ethical, for e
to pretend to brows
when in fact the resear Iur,\ observing who
Tents p graphic videos? What about
pping on pe ple’s dinner conversa-
s to determine how often
0 minimize ethi
wuld violate privacy
um degree needed t

y take a surve

rental store

ws topics are
problems, a
only to the
the data.

A ru-r.uulunh

rmmuu n [’m provide. [h(rL are
ee privacy: by assuring

promise of anomy mit rantee that a
given respondent cannot possibly be link
to any particular response. In many research
projects, anor iity is an advantage because
it encourages respondents to be honest and
¢ speaking

personal and te plmnu interviews cannot be
anonymous because "‘IL researcher can Imk

Ih promise con-
that is, respondents should be
den-

ual
ated with

tifi
be publicl

~|-\ n_'uns should be told
information they
r’s responsibi Im for

The research

assurin,
the
5 that identify peo-
be stored in public

confidentiality. It does

planning

to share
tifiable

s are mor
de [\u 1n||n\\|

detailed. In part

tions to protect the confidentiality
rch p ants,
, clients, or others.

research particip
, or others is t
by sociologists even if tf
protection or priv

In these cases, sociologists balance the
importance of guaran
ality with other principles in this t \de
of Fthics, standards of conduct, and ap-
plicable law.
* Confidentiality is not required with re-
spect to observations in public
activities conducted in public, or
settings where no rules of privac
provided by or custom. § 1
confidentiality is not required in the
case of information available from
public records

Federal Regulations
Concerning Research

In 1971, the Department of Health,
n, and Welfare (HEW) drafted rules for
obtaining informed consent from research

B




mment set up a system of
ew boards (IRBs) to

e more than 800 IRBs at
ivarsities, hospit

continuing source of irrita-
chers and
s have

tion for many
some seemingly
be publicized. For exampl
searcher st a
required by the IRE to have respondents
read and sign a ¢ form before being
i swed. Another IRB tried to block an
sh professor’s essay thar used students”
nal accounts of

because the students mig|
they read y. {See A
tio niversity Profess

o

UP/e

example

part of the permanent bureaucracy. The

1 regular meetings and have developed
dardized forms that must accompan
h proposals that involve human sub
r respondents. For a description «
cal IRB operates,

1, the Dep
es (HHS, successo
ulations concerni
earch. The department”
n of Hum

science res
the Pr
exempts studi
research
instruction

use

places, pr
t identified and sens

only a minimal risk of harm to s
olves no procedures for which written
onsent is required outside the research con-
xt. This means that signed consent forms
ary in the interview situ-
ation bec: person does not usually se
written consent before asking a question
I'he Office for Human Hesea Protec-
ns has created a series of intricate deci-
sion charts to help researchers decide if their
rch needs IRB approval. The 11 charts
r questions related to the following

e a per

ity is research that
must be reviewed by an IRB
Whether the review may be perf
by expedited procedures
Whether informed consens
mentation may k i

rmed

or its docu-

e Wi

be found at

ons still review al proposals
that involve human subjects, and some IRBs
still follow the old HEW standards. In fa

e time into the re:
accommodate IRE procedure:
As mass communication researchers
estigate more sensitive topics, such as

phy on the Internet, cover of
and “hate speech,” their research
y scrutinized by IRBs. This
versy in the
ic community, particularly ame
sts who claim IRB review is a pote
ation of the First Amendment. The
Summer 2002 issue of the ism and




Mass Cc
symposium that explores this
sues in detail.

You can read the online version of the
HH5's tm for Human Research Pre
ted F

includes a
d related is-

Ethics in Data Analysis
and Reporting

Researchers are responsible maintain-
ing professional s ds in analyzing and
reporting their data. The eth
in this area are less controver:
clear-cut. In 2000, the U.S. Oft
and Technology Policy identif

n to refrain from tampering w
stionnaire responses and expe
observations ma

.\n\.(h(-.-' un
Id nc
someone else \\‘rlu'

h\ml wrinciple is that
ize. The w

only those individua
\ip,n icantly to a research
be given authorship credit.
addresses the problem of
when a subordin:
meone in authori
ior’s name on a manuscript even the
the superior had little input into the finish
product. The definit ant con-
tribution” might be fuzzy at time:

-ty
of an article

S OCCUR:

or a report. If there are tw
ers m\c-lud who gets listed :

“top billing”)? Ide all thos
.-.Imu dul_'u on the order of authorship at
f a project, subject to later revi-
L(I”[Hb tion she

the work
volved w
dents

(This

roup and the testing of a control
oup, the r should be reported so that
othy

history and n

n on the results. Ev
Id contain a full ar d
thod, particul
departure from standard procedures.
nce is a public activity, research-
ion to share their
h other

ument
ant items should
who wish to ex-

be made available to
ami urhun

Finally,

are under an
nclusions fro

stigators

Inter p"umcm should not be stretched or
distorted to fit a personal point of view
I maintain a uh-

rge samp
achieve starisrical si

icance with anr o f

n
). It wou Id be pe




Ethics Violations Have Consequences

In early 2009, the Executive Council of the n ifs censure statement, AAPOR said that
American Association of Public ¢ cooperate with the
search |AAPOR) censured a Johns Hopk mental L.n_ams
p.-ofa, or for violating the associatio
The profes or, Gilbert Burnham, had  debate on critical isswes and undermines the
p bushad o confroversial study in the British  credibility of oll survey and public opinien

probe “vislates the fund

ic

of sciencs, serisusly undermines open puk

wrnal the Lancet, in which he es! research.
: aqi civilian deaths result The AAPOR stalement makes no judgment
ing qum the U.5. invasion as nearly 50,000 about the accuracy of Burnham's count or about

s higher than  his methodology T censure was based

o figure that was several fimes by
ase ol of the details of his

other estimates. on his refusal to
AAPOR begon investigating the shedy ofter  research.
one of its members questioned the accuracy Johns Hopkins officials responded to the

AAPOR censure by noting that neither Burnham
f AAPCR.
annaunced it was

ol Burnham's estimata. Du
investigation, AA
scription of the methadology that he used in  Nonatheless, the u
the study. Burnham rafusad to provide all of the  conducting its own invest
rmation that AAPOR reques ham's methods.

nor his de,urtnant are r'Er'b

arsil

igation info Burn-

correlation is not larg 5
it explains only f variation. In
r results

'\|l|| candor wml honesty.

Ethics in the Publication Process
Publishing the results of re h in sch
‘numnh Iz a1l Gp yrtant part ¢

SE1s ¢
the same y'\rnh, ms
orted by
It is
wsideration of o

set. The du-
necessary and might

. and puh=
o share research kno
. success in "1{- amuumiu pra

, SUPPOSe a ru\muhu has dara
patterns in
: investigator writes one ar-
ation angle
urnal and a second

p'1h|\; ti [Iw first ethic
nto play w hen the artic

f I a communication je




article with a managemer
ness journal. Both articles dr.
ase and contain co

r. Some journal editors
do not approve iti
pers from the same d

one manuscript has to be fre
considered a separate entity.

On the other hand, jou
i I th oblig

it manuscripts for evalu,

tors and reviewers should not let the decisi
ss take an inordinate amount of tim
a prompt and timely decision is owed to a
contributors. {Mo:

nmu-
bt
months.) Re-
to provide positive and
y should not do “hatchet
jobs™ on articles submitted to them. More-
wer, reviewers should not unjustly squelc
manuscripts that argue against one of their
pet ideas, or contradict or challenge some
their own research. Each contributor to
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