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we can mislead, misquote, and misrepresent. Online fieldwork is an opportunity to
be a goodwill ambassador or an ignorant exploiter. With its mix of participation
and observation, its sometimes uncomfortable emotional and relational closeness, |
and its traditions of distanced description and cultural revelation, traditional eth-
nographic inquiry has a long history of ethical issues in which almost every aspect 1
of the research process has been problematized. Simply because the ethnographic
researcher is physically present in social gatherings does not mean that disclosure
has been full, fair, and accurate. Data gathering in ethnography has the potential to
be intrusive, for example, by taking photographs and video recordings ot by collect-
ing artifacts that community members may not wish to subject to public or scientific
scrutiny. Many of ethnography’s cthical concerns arise from the manner in which
cultures, communities, and the individuals who compose them are represented in
scientific works. As parker (2007: 2248) notes, ethical concepts such as respect,
recognition, and dignity are often invoked in relation 10 ethnographic portrayals,
and researchers’ customary concept of ‘negotiating’ these concerns with research
participants is obtuse and requires further ethical inquiry.

When we add the scale and anonymity of online experience and data to ethnog--
raphy’s particular thorny bramble bush, these already-difficult ethical issues become
even more formidable. Online research works with the massive amounts of perso
data that are inadvertently and often without their producers’ volition or permis=
sion being created by people’s interactions with various online platforms using thei
cell phones, laptops, desktops, tablets, set-top boxes, wearables, and other comp
ing devices. These public digital signals are of great interest not only to academi
researchers across the sciences, but also to technology companies such as Goo
and Facebook whose business models are based on advertising, and to govern
agencies who find in this wave of data major opportunities t0 enact public poli
for the common good, including using them for public surveillance in the na
security. In recent years, with travesties such as the Cambridge Analytica ab
Facebook data and social media users’ goodwill, social media research and its ethic
conundrums have been cast into the limelight. Data security, privacy, and conll
tiality have become important matters of public concern, subject to jmportan
Jegislation in the European Union.

Figure 6.2 reveals that netnography’s key concerns Jie squarely in betw
complex ethical 1ssues of traditional ethnography and those of social media
At the current time, there are enough general resources available about online
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The Need for Ethical Standards in Netnography

een available for over two decades to help online ethno-
graphic researchers navigate the ethical standards of their work. Yet many authors,
reviewers, and editors of peer-reviewed journals seem 10 be ignorant or dismissive
of these important resOurces. Costello et al. (2017: 5) 1ooked at how other research-
ers had adapted the established ‘netnography process’, and found that a number of
research studies omitted the ‘ethical standards’ portion. They found confusion about
whether the ethical guidelines were ‘inappropriately rigorous’ to use as ‘general
guidelines’ for what some researchers considered a form of ‘content analysis’. They
concluded that ‘this logic [equating content analysis with ethnography|] may explain
why practitioners of passive netnography, who research nonrestricted communication
within online communities, rarely discuss the applicability of Kozinets” ethical guide-
lines to their research’.
Tuikka and colleagues (2017) investigated 52 online ethnographies that were pub-
lished in peer-reviewed journals relevant to the 1S field and described their ethical
practices. Although Tuikka et al. (2017: 3) found that the studies ‘use research it
ods which resemble netnography’, the authors of these research studies describe them
with a variety of different names, including online ethnography, virtual elhnugmph '
cyber—ethnography, and digital ethnography. A significant number did not name the

type of research they were do
the standards of ethical researc

Excellent resources have b

h practice they followed were highly variable. Tui
et al. describe a number of journal articles that exhibited questionable ethical p
tices, such as violating norms of confidentiality or including direct quotes ofa
tive nature that could be traced back to original sources. Extrapolating from the st
the variety of methodological approach names may be connected to the variety of, and

use of, questionable ethical research practices.
Tuikka et al.’s conclusion paints a rather dire portrait of the ethical awaren

peer-reviewed and published netnographies:

This review has led us 10 find out that not many researchers seem to be all thil
interested in — at least disclosing their — ethical practices relating to netnog
phy. Most (38 papers) do not seem to concern themselves with the topic
and we are left with only 16 papers in which the ethicality of the researeiias
deemed of such importance that it is worth mentioning. (2017:9)

A full 70% of the published online ethnographies examined did not offer &

ical practices! The authors resolved that ‘The field Of I_S T
guidelines which do not rely only on trad'“"“?*d X
lines, as the environment, especially whe
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environments often studied in traditional ethnography.’

de with th

ing at all. Most surprising of all was the finding that
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« How do we deal with information published on corporate news sites
or websites, general blogs, blogs by famous people, and other online

forums?

e« Should we use conversations that we participate in or ‘overhear’ during

group chats?
Are there different ethical rules for different types and sites of online media?

« Do ageand vulnerability matter online? in media in which identity is diffi-
cult to verify, how can we be sure about the age of vulnerability of research
participants?

e Do international boundaries influence the way a netnographer coliects
data and publishes research? Do new international rules like the EU’s
GDPR legislation apply to netnographies conducted outside this geo-

graphical area?

These are vital questions. The answers will help you formulate guidelines for

eep it ethical while maintaining its accuracy and rigour. In

your research to k
ns and formulate research

this chapter, wé will offer answers to these questio
tactics based on the latest information. However, these matters are constantly

changing. Thus, you should also stay current with the latest readings on
research ethics that can affect your netnography. The information and guide-
lines in this chapter are an excellent place to start.

Moral Roots I Deontological Ethics

Morality is a choice of right behavior over wrong. Moral
make those choices rationally. Ethics 1 both the brand of knowledge that studies &1
principles and those moral principles themselves. Ethics as a scientific field

al, and calculative frame onto human behaviors. Religious
teachings tend t0 e

d objects that m
s are sacrilé

humanist, procedur
tell us which are right behaviors and which are wrong: those
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cultural perspective, W |
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) . ~ ile
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reasoning is how we € m
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cs, regardless of the reasons why such an

media is a clear violation of research ethi

action is being performed.

There are still many open questions, however, regarding whether violating some-

one’s privacy, or going against their personal wishes about what to do with their
online data, is unequivocally and always absolutely wrong. As we will see in the
section following, research related to the consent gap makes it very clear that a signif-
jcant number of people — very likely a majority — would prefer that researchers should

not use their social media data and information in their investigations. This would
ut people’s privacy when they interact online might

eral sense, as more of the public become aware of
data through adjusting their (often rather

suggest some moral absolutes abo
be in effect. And in a very neolib
and exercise more control over their own
hidden and complicated) privacy settings, people do take charge of their own privacy
and make absolute choices which we /ust honor. Are these changes enough? Deonto-
logical ethics are not really our concern here, although they might become important
and worth debating soon (see Box 6.3). The major concern of anyone practicing nel-
nography today in academia is consequentialist ethics, the root and foundation of our

university and legal system.

DEBATING DEONTOLOGICAL ETHICS
u think of any moral absolutes which are
beyond question? What would they be? Are there no conditions under which:
your moral absolutes can be questioned? Are there any contingencies under
which it is acceptable or even appropriate that your moral rule could be bt
or broken? Please discuss with a classmate or colleague. Then report back ta
the class or to an ethics group (you will find more on the founding and condl_;l_ '

of ethics groups later in this chapter).

Ethics is a matter of beliefs. Can yo

Moral Roots Il Consequentialist Ethics

hics are about moral absolutes: ‘Thuu_'Sﬁ '
tingent. U nlike deontologlé
r wrong in themsel¥

We have seen how deontological et
Gteal’. Consequentialist ethics are far more con
which hold that actions such as stealing can be right 0
quentialist ethics judge the morality of an action based upon estimates and arg
about likely consequences. Rooted in the notion that the end justifies “_1_&-
consequentialist view of ethics mi Jht say that stealing is okay, if it is 10 SAVERE
who would otherwise die, or even yourself if you are gtarving. The same lev&:
mentation can be applied to conclude that some genocides o major pollu

are ethical if they can be shown 1o result in some greater good (€8 %
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ene pool, maj ;
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B oo ol also t:nd to be assomat'ed more with religions that con-
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definitely not settled. At so
more control over their personal information may come

in the way social media data is treated by institutiona

researchers.

IDENTIFYING CONSEQUENTIALIST AND
DEONTOLOGlCAL THINKING

Which of the following seven statem
deontological? Mark each one withaCoraD.

1. Deceiving research participants is sometimes necessary for a

study to work.
2. Informed consent forms must always be used when interviewing
participants.

3. Data should always be
researcher and her team have the key.

kept in a locked box, where only the

4, Some embarrassment of community members may follow the
public exposure of these crazy events that happened on their web
forum; however, wé can gaina lot of knowledge from them.

5. Ensure than no minors under the age of 16 are included in your

research.

6. Naturalistic interactions should always be open, honest, and
truthful.

7. Having a complet
that need not stop you from doing net

e set of permissions is not always possible, but

nographic research.

0l ‘0e'as ov ‘ag ‘ae Ot siamsuy

THE CONSENT GAP IN SOCIAL MEDI
RESEARCH

Over the years, it has become apparent to m

social media research that uses publicly available data, st
this problem the consent gap. ft goes like this. In written and Pr¢
sist that, when people post

uses social media data, academics often in

e that there i

me point in the future, the populist desire of the public for
to play a much greater role

1 actors, including social science

ents are consequentialist, and which are
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| f??;fs::eb ‘applti)cations like Instagram or Twitter, they already kn
a ng is public. > rea o
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ry important ethical question of consent - And

e History and Present of Major Platform User
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o In 3 rough announcements on online newsgroups ritlon s i
! ] i , a i
eWsgroup membersnc;zlg;;lJohns et al. (2003: 159) stated that ‘mzmy lisicct)lvf/ -
i groups’ . y resent the presence of Vers

. ps’. And in an article pithily ti e of researchers and journali
Telated that | aricie pithily titled ‘Go Away’ e ‘
o y’, Hudson

tudied b}'preszzcl}r11 chatrooms reacted with hostility when thir)]/d =i |

Become ers, and that when tho weTe Syvate
¥C0me part of the rese se people were given the o |
980, Granted, th; arch, only four out of 766 i - pportu- |
) - t(,) t.hIS was 2004, and ancient history in tI;(l)';[an? e |
- ignore th : s of social ia ti |
at the research opt-in rate they found was onl;n ed‘itlll;e-
one half of

‘hcr earl .
Y studies confirm .
the suspici .
t ) icio -
P o of Virnual Community, sndievemouinghthoshiliyefisocial
s We€ now have )
helpfy review of ‘I;lore .recent data to examine. In an extraordinari
Older et al, (2017 studies that examined the ethical concern f] narl'ly
1, th ) found a range of different views exp ZODSOCIal
ressed. Despite

eir findin
gs clearly sho
w that social medi
ia users expected privacy 1
cy in
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private communications. Three studies were most salient,

technique and result, in all of these studies, large per-

ed concerns about usIng their social media posts
giving was conducted

{heir ostensibly personal and
Although there is some variance in
centages of social media users express
as research data. The study in which participants were most for
among adolescent student Facebook users in a university setting using a face-to-face
interview method. In {hat study, Moreno €t al. (2012:5) revealed that 29% said they had
a neutral attitude towards the practice of being recruited using their public Facebook
profile, 9% were ‘uneasy’, and 6% were ‘concerned’. Thus, in a situation with poten-
tially stronger demand effects, the researchers still found 44% of the students expressing
various degrees of concern OVer {he research use of {heir social media data.

Other studies among more general samples revealed even higher proportions of
concern. In an online Survey of 554 people, Williams (2015: 10) found that 46% of
respondents were sslightly concerned’ with the idea of university researc
their social media information for research purposes, 11% were ‘quile concerned'
and 5% were “very concerned’. That 18 62% expressing varying levels of concems
The percentage of ‘very concerned’ responses rose 10 22% when the researcher wa
described as ‘commercial” (p. 12) and 24% when the researcher was described
‘government’ (p. 11). A full 55% agreed that they ‘expected to be asked for info
consent’ if their social media data was included in an academic publication (p. 1
Similarly, in their survey of 268 Twitter users, Fiedler and Proferes (2018) found th

67% expressed some degree of discomfort with the idea that their post was used
(with 35% saying it made them

research study without them being informed at all

‘very uncomfortable’).

Platform Users Think in Contingent, Consequentiali st
Ways as Well
econdary and primary research, Eva

In comprehensive and wide-ranging S
(2015: 5) found clear evidence ‘that public perceptions of how their data shi
used do not align with the [then-current, pre-GDPR] regulatory and lega
works’. From on ‘an online quantitative survey of 1,250 adults aged 16-75 &
asking about people’s attitudes towards possible uses of their social medi ;
researchers found that only 38% of the people surveyed thought that ‘shgr_l_
media data with third parties for the purposes of researc
the terms and conditions they sign up to o1 social media sites’
full 60% of the survey respondents believed that their social me
shared for research purposes. )
There is a rather startling alignment between the three studies indiniU
numbers of social media users are apprehensive about the idea of their ®

; {

data being used for research purposes. In all of them, petween abou y

. . : . a ks
express various levels of concern and unease with this notion- (gotr 4
'r ala,

the same sort of consent gap in mobile phone users and thel

ETHICS

(S::;;‘)lr;izt?;séi-i jxsl thes.e ﬁndir}gs already indicate, there are many conti i
e (()2\(/)61(; ;nfthe 51Fuation_ y contingencies and
F rore RS ABIe the?:l;j;n tll:e'lr ONEER of 17 studies that social media u
; good cause, and if the beneﬁets emg l}sed in research if they are being put tow Seés
L - S (t))ut‘wellghed.the risks. Users were generall a\::r s
© fouls, and taking verbal quot as being identifiable in the research, being su}{)'e tare
F s sueh as children teeng Zres out of co'ntext. They thought that vulnerable pi) . 1‘[0
 itive topics, and t’he decge S,;eop]e with mental health issues, those talkin zﬁ? "
university researchers over thase all needed extra levels of protection. The fg o
also expressed a level of e research of students, government, or indust Y vored
. al.pathy, a feeling that they could ’ stry. But they
outcome of the social media research process ’ e doMnuctRoraliceit e
Apathy is a fri i : ’
el apsoli)(/i o f;tf;;lenfn ?n}ll(;tlon, becz.iuse it is the lack of enough commitment
g ot thei rights to th 8 relat‘e this sense of apathy to these people’s en to
. .- 5o becomin §1r own mf(.)rmation and privacy are being violatt(fednet:al
W . is < powerful Confz’ lntlr;d to this new reality. If this is the case, then the’ N
P -id comper ep. that we may need to measure more pre(;is 1 -
I paring online researcher attitudes to the same social mZ(i);;e-gl-D,]}’y
publics

{hiey research). The conse i

, . nt gap might help u i

ethical formation p us appreciate the way that co fali

( s are favored over deontological ones in contempora e
ry research eth-

1() 11 ]l]a(l“ 1S. Chal’lges m the consent ga[) Inlght Slgnal Cr1ses 1n the legltlmacy ()f

A Cﬁ!‘(‘:h or SCience lnStltut y [+ W
. lonall ora prOb] 1 0de;
s m lth the mOI‘al C
d S Of researche
TS.

01 t]lese llllportant eleIIleIltS Of the consent gap Sh()uld pI‘()bably be monitor Cd =

a Way fOI scientists to p p
kee theu ﬁIlgeI on the ulSC ()f the Illally SOCla] ]eallt]es

pres i i
ssed through social media, and thus through netnography

: 1l gap is an important ¢ i
ncuons: Fom Geguing Pl goed pogIEh el vat
g, | sized people’s gen i-
10t necessarily 1.:teelrrl (;nformatlon: The consumers who oripginallgy c:;ievc;/?;l
€15,20025: 65 1. Sta(:; rr\J:/elcome the data’s use in research representationse’
Wenty years ago The o nian]t seems to be just as true today as when 1 wrote
their data o bo & p fe fact.that many of the people posting on social
phic rescaran e fﬁt Itol?vate is not, of course, the determinative fact(z)ir
s g B cing aca.des : 1s chapter will explain, under the current ethical
Bhied ingo et oo, y G research, there are many other considerati
d the . ecmgns and protocols, such as the i lor'ls
I e i potential for public
. of bhe sbove, 1 bt scientific knowledge.
€0 gap and oo researﬁ;}: at th‘e dlsc.repancies between the public opin-
practice will come back to haunt us. The more
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n and consent from those of the peo-
ate in order to study, the
rrection. That is why T try

misaligned our assumptions are about permissio
ple whose conversations, comments, and posts W€ appropri

more due we are for some kind of regulatory or legislative €O
to keep the consent gap in mind when making ethical discussions in my netnographic
research projects. 1 ry to exr on the side of consideration by building in exira infor-

mation for social media users, and extra opportunities ]

to gather their permission and
consent wherever possible. I try to think like the person whose data 1 am interpreting
hic organ, activating th

1 try to use my empat ¢ mnirror neurons in my head and heart
As you encounter ethical decisions in your own research, 1 recommend that you also

keep the implications of the consent gap in mind.

AN ETHICAL PROCESS FOR DATA
COLLECTION IN NETNOGRAPHIC

RESEARCH
Is Netnography Human

In most institutions, ethics reviews are triggered ba
is considered human subjects research, or not. Much of the debate about Tntern

research ethics is concerned with whether we should treat cnmlmlcr-mediated in
lions as if they ook place in cither a public or 2 privat
is commonly applied to the Internet and seems, in fact, to be a fundamental hu
cognition (Munt, 2001). According to the pProtection of Human Subjects, US
of Federal Regulations Title 45, Part 46 (2009), which governs Institutiond /
Boards in the United States, the following definition pertains:

Subjects Research?

search is research in which there is an intervention or in
son for the purpose of gathering information
ded by a researcher in such a way thata person

indirectly. (US Department of Health 8

Human subjects 1e
action with another per
which information is recor
be identified through it directly or
Human Services, 2009)

nvironment and the method 18 such
search and should
Although SoCifilj__

The complexity of both the online €
raphy should be treated as if it were human subjects 1€
for ethical reviews as if it were. Here is the reasoning.
as they have been captured in social media archives, such 2
Tube videos thal stretch back for years,

¢, they would become human qubjects e
a real persor

{he online 1
blic data an h

¢ historicd

or comments on You

subjects research per s
Title 45, Part 46s (2009) definition, the moment that

fied through it ‘directly or indirectly’. The modality of
people can use search engines 1o query verbata from pu

period of gighteen m
fers: onths to complete, included the following practi
i 1CES, among

sed upon whether the research

¢ space. This spatial metaphis

ETHICS |

people’s identities, ¢
e fm:ga;;svzt f:nore;1 .deman(.iing environment than one i i
. el i researcherar; 1val or interview documents whose 1: e
will expand into interaction wit}; oulr'thermo're', e e researccchess CF)Uld
R o ommEn Dt e cnt ine participants. Netnographers do this i
research, request or conduct ;m int message B o thonce -
B tors ey sinnls t enant erv1ev§/, or through a variety of online ¢ rough'the
B e hone's raram Loy pusty cb (e.g., .Just a mouse click, or a few typedO\IJ\T/1 i
B i qucein thumar,l su; .WhICh have major implications when coor('iS o
After considering the questi e rescuteh o
A iy 1ron,hK:.1ntanen and Manninen (2016: 90) al
e o of onine ethnograﬁha;: yhxs humap subjects research. In. ave a S}? con-
O netnographicyrs azy ethu‘:al boundaries’, the author:y d elp.fm
e el tesearch project on a LinkedIn group de S
B e These othiod steps they took to ensure that it was v FO
procedures, which took them the inor(;i(;lr::ulcwld N
ely long

s applying to their universi
n ; :
. iversity’s Committee on Research Ethics fo h
’ r an ethics

seekin
g moderator approval for studying the Linkedl
n group;

seeking approval fr
' om the Linkedl )
Board (which is very unusual); edIn group’s own Institutional Review

discussin i

g their study’s 1

administ udy’s informed consent procedures wi

: rators, and group moderators; es with forum founders

using a ‘light disguise’
guise’ (Bruckm
poster nam o an, 2002) cloakin :
es and identifiers (see Chapter 14 of thisgb(}))(r)ic;3 duée s
or details).

ry, if we are doi
oing any interviewi
questions in ; 1ewing or online interacti 3
and then replyina Cthat), the inquiry is immediately hun? . (e.gb‘, e some- i
g 1o co an subje
B2 comment or lik.mments on the posts? This is human subJ' CttS e
2 passive g a comment or post : Jects research.
. and observati nt or post conceivably moves
MMents — this is o gra10nal to being interactive. Working onl yo.ltl}: research It
: . w i
HYES might be used y area. It is made less gray by the factyth h arehies
Another | » even indirectly, to identi i aeion
ey consideration is impy ify the people wh
ration 1s impact. Publi o posted the
' ished and publicized research

mpact y )

pon individ

ublic: ual pe .

B blicized research Ao persons, online groups, and upon society. The

A Y l] e 11][

i : I’esearcher con
mi ]l

: g t be COntaCting

1

fthenb
ecomes a source of i X
: interac i
cting the research. tion with peo-

+ We and conversi PRSI
fieed to utilize the hum ersing with individual persons in netno
an subjects m B
oral reasonin
g framework
&
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and pay even closer attention to whether the population is vulnerable, the data is con-
fidential or sensitive, Of whether the research reveals potcmially personally identifi-
able information — and then take appropriate steps. The remainder of this chapter will '
present and explaina framework of the appropriate steps (o take in order to effectively
handle the ethical challenges of netnography as a form of human subjects research,

An Ethics Process for Netnography

Ethics need to follow your research project from the beginning right through to the
very end. Not only do ethical concerns follow you around as you gather data from
public sites and contact and interview people, they are also ever-present, involving the;
presentation of your data and even the way thatyou disclose and interpret things about.
the people who have posted the online comments you are citing.
In the last chapter you Jearned about the six stages of netnography: initiation of
the project, investigation of the online sites, immersion in the data sites, interaction
with conversants, integration of the analysis and interpretation of the results, and
incarnation of the research presentation. Initiation and incarnation are the beginnings
and ending of the process, and integration works with the data. But investigati
immersion, and interaction create the dataset in 2 netnography, through archiy
downloading, immersion journal noting, and computer—mediated communic
respectively. There are three distinct kinds of netnographic data-collection proced
1) archival search and save, (2) the capture of your own personal notes, observal
and screen captures, and (3) direct communications with people either on @
platform or through a more private medium like direct messaging of email.
three categories of data — which 1 call investigative,

immersive, and interd
shape the exact ethical procedures that you would follow if you were utiliz
flowchart in Figure 6.3.

Applying the Ethics Process Flowchart

The figure’s flowchart will guide your general decision making in 1181{1‘0
each general step in the ethics procedure is overviewed in an upcgmll‘-
lowing the figure’s directions carefully will help you answer the m‘-p?
questions raised in Box 6.1. Some of the aspects of these decisions W
complete sense until you have completed working your way through }hls' b0C .
ever, (his chapter is provided at the outset of your investigation becall§e- .
tance of keeping these matters in mind throughout the process. Ust_l’l_ )
such as this one is never a linear or simple process because every od
different. There will undoubtedly be ad hoc decisions that will be &
course of doing your netnographic research. But a8 much as posS b_-' :

s - : , L i advances and !
{o anticipate and prepare for the issues you can handle in advantes S
ad const!

for the ones that you cannot. Gaining familiarity with @

| <-/ User rights ™

b

< Sensitive topics? 3

Vulnerable . By -
_population? S~

s

ETHICS

Start ® i

/ s

- R o S —
- What kinds ™
““jl ofdata? - > Immersive

{ 2 1

~— ~
Investigative

Private Site
N /T“x —’l Interactive

Public Site 4 i e
" Reasonable -
[ _compli >
I N

Netnography
Project

e
.

Revealing

—Yes™X . Private >
interaction
\\ S?/

— -

Naturalistic
or interview?

¥

( No

Interview

Y

__respected? /-;’—“J
~ &

. b et T Yes
~ L —Yes _ J\r
- -

/ 2
" Moderator -~ Naturalistic

“._permission? -~
Yes \\ _,_-/'/ =
l—— No
i l\

Researcher
| disclosure

JF

r/ L

R

: R N\
— '—" Yes " Revealing "
No . Ssensitive 7

Yes ¥ "»k_c.iata?, P

N
Informed
e R consent

" Benefits outweig;;“'a__
risks? et

T

No

- -
o

Consent given

Yes N
— Yes

=]

Yes

E:—_ I

g _——No Ensure proper
= data security Bl

_'} A fesea
rch ethi
ethics process flowchart for netnography

Appropriately
anonymize
data

Ethics audit —
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such as this one all

proactive and deliberate manner. In

at many institutions around the world prom

ows ethical questions Lo be dealt with,
deed, the review processes for academic research

whenever possible, in a

ote an anticipatory perspective.

INITIAL ETHICAL STEPS IN YOU

Using your research question
Figure 6.3: A research ethics pr
issues can you anticipate from
going to be relevant to your project?
impressions. As we progress thro
self returning to this flowchart in order
the procedural decisions you must ma
and their likely ethical consequences.

as an ini
ocess flowchart for netnography. What ethical
this flowchart? Which ones are probably not
Write down and keep track of these initial
ugh this book, you will likely often find your-

R NETNOGRAPHY

tial guide, work your way through

to help you structure and understand
ke in the course of your netnography,

Ethics in the Process of Netnography

The doing part of research ethi
practices. That is how they will be presen
An ethical stance a
choices (and therefore analysis) a
Therefore, the various elements 0

worked into the remainder of the text as part 0
Once you begin your netnographic projec

three distinet kinds of netnographic data-collec
apters of this book. The first is investigative, which

the results. The second is interact

depth in the next four ch
archival search and saving or storing
direct communications, such as commen
direct message. The third is immersive,
notes that include such things as observa
practice, all three kinds of data collection
collect investigative data,
phy’ (e.g., Brown et
data, Many will combine data collecti
interaction, thus using investigative and
might only refle

These categories of data —
exact ethical procedures you need to

cs happens in context, as pa
{ed throughout the remainder of this book;

lters data collection most of all, b

ling conversationa
and involves the researcher g creation @

conduicting what has been calle

al., 2003) without apparent immersion
on from archives with some

¢t upon their online experiences i
as Kozinets and Kedzior (2009) did with their Sec
investigative, interactive,
follow depending on W

ut it also transforms samp

f their respective procedures.
1, you will start collecting data. Ther€

ive, whichin
lly ina thread or §

tions. budding ideas, and screen ¢apit
le. Some researchers ¥
d the ‘nbsemuiunal_
journal notes on i
interview!
roced!

often interming

interactive data-collection P
1 detailed fieldnotes and
ond Life ncmogmphy.‘

and iminersive =
hich of thet

r of the enacting of research

il
2Ll

s well as changing the way that data 1s present
{ the ethics flowchart depicted in Figure 6.3 ar

stion procedure, which will be coyeredd

ETHICS

collecting at the time. However, the ethic ideli i
e e ‘ i S gl.ndelmes in the flowchart are i
SANies S;ionvirﬁ ;fe i};e nflnog.raphy 1s'mainly investigative with orﬁtyezdsig tl(;
s neeé . ;c; routines for investigative as well as interactive dat
B e e (; 9wed. They would be followed as data is co]lecta 3
presema[ion‘ e 1.s ¢ interpreted. Later on, you will prepare that dat fe
s tla ion mnvemmﬂl of a netnography, data is anonymized =
Table 6.1 is pres‘cn(ed l’-[‘:’;:;b;’e‘j;a:\:};ig_ ethicsdaudit e -
L o closonts of . 1ew and greater understandi
e e namet}:)? ?;;nrc;i:riphy eth'lcs flowchart depicted in Figure 2.%.0’?:11’;1:8?)1—
Rt s Ld.rch .CthICS concepl, its definition, some brief sum ,
St ,mips)i:j:mnhm netnngrgphy. and then a page reference‘ to gmu?(]jz
' e \;’ ere the ethical principle is explained in context a
B and ,1bil)ut hearc proces.s. As you encounter the research o i X
1M 4 ow to enact it, you will also learn th i perat'lon
procedure to perform at that stage. B pspate citical
Combining Figure 6.3 and Table 6.1 will 1
oo . provide a structure to methodi i
i,hem, yougmaiaﬁs(})lft(t)h:(s); dziltta-(.:ollectlon procedures. Before implem(;i]t?:::yaimd?
e e sult with the more detailed developments in the text 4
¢ fourth column of Table 6.1. In the following sections ?tv:/?lel

make some more general ¢
. omments about the im i
research practices in netnography. portance of following good ethical

:THICS, EMPATHY, AND MORALITY

ell as invoking th ;
850 drawn on a fe wgref humamsm often found in contemporary social science, 1 h
B chice i . Se;gIOUfS mfttaphors and examples in this chapter in order to’ T avde
ey means e rsrf ° 'helghteneid significance. To approach research e‘[higcsO}ln
- Workammg reﬂectljve throughout all the stages of our investi at;n )
B thingas an thensmn of our attempt to live a moral life, It %ne -,
) s we do in th . i . ans i
v and wi e world, including and i |
* ith rules { . o g and especially our caree
other fiving beings wul Elude us so that we avoid causing through it [h)(; sufferi :Lrs;- | |
L S wi :
idance of deonl'oiuw-;-],f];11 weitteract, Throughout all religions, it seems ﬁ:;t
esSary! (1t’! conse g“-_“- ‘v;mely 1S necessary in order to avoid Cﬂusing Getens: It
é'deﬂl‘:lologﬁ;a;. c:]}u’enllallst', and usually inflicted on others) pain and sufferi . [
the oy 1ies continue to guide my approach : ng. il
Nse rrent research milieu favors — o 1o online ethnography,
equentialist position based s — or perhaps more accurately requires —a
ful costs 1 o sed on economic-style trade-offs
er oy StS 1o individuals and benefits t i ¢-offs between the pro-
. e certainly not the only appr .h § to society. The guidelines I offer in
pproach to online ethnographic research ethics

Nisefu 1.
or readers t
Fheir owy. be exposed to other opinions and to make informed
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extra effort to envision the perspectives of the human beings who stand behind the ‘
mments we will collect and hoard as data. We want to try t0 see (

ETHICS

various posts and €0

across the consent gap 10 those who mistrust us, our cryptic language,
den motives. We want to ensure as much as we possibly can that we are not doing

things that might bring harm of embarrassment to them, and disgrace upon ourselves,

our work, and our institutions. We want to handle their identities with the utmost of ‘
concern, never carelessly. We must try to always respect their rights and use good

practices of data security. When we speak to them Of interact with them, we need to i
disclose ourselves, and gain their informed consent about the project they are contrib-
uting towards, and where it will go. We have a moral, legal, and ethical obligation to.
treat the persons behind the data with dignity and to handle their data with respegl,
Keeping accuracy and truth always in mind, we also want to publish and present:
works that beneficently portray our participants in as positive and pseudonymous &

and our hid- not want their soci ; '\
chapter then psrzz;arl]tm;dla Fiata to be used in any research i )

oresentation prosed €d an integrated flowchart to guide d Itnvestlgatlon. The

ures. Following the flowchart presenteda‘a :iollection and

in Figure 6.3 will
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and ethnographic research. Finall rent ethical standards
. y’

the underlyin i t
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r human empath
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”
(05

tion and presentatio
Y e— ﬂ process that sets the stage for th
opics in the chapters which follow € more detailed treat-
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light as possible.
Beyond and throughout all of this, we should seek empathy in the conduct of

our research, empathy in our interpretations, and empathy in the presentation of olf
research results. Empathy is ultimately what powers 2 good netnography. As we |'
Jearn in this book’s closing chapters, what separates petnographies from other forms of
social media research is the outcome of empathy. Following ethical research prt
thus is not just good hygiene, not merely some time-consuming bureaucratic pro
that must be dutifully followed. It is an assurance and set of structured ways to eng
age us to think about the others whose worlds our research intersects and affect
cal practice, In itself, can also be 2 methodology. Rigorously following research

procedures then becomes a very deliberate way to initiate, systematize, and mainiaif
practice of empathy throughout the entire netnographic research project.
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CHAPTER SUMMARY

Ethical decisions are central to netnography. In this chapter, you iear_-
fundamental principles behind research ethics, and in particular ho!
nography follows standards that are adjusted for the current realities-f-?
ethnographic and online research. The chapter discussed the fact thes
study found approximately 70% of recent online ethnographies
did not offer any ethical guidelines or standards. Then, the chal-"te_r
the two main moral philosophy stances: deontological an :
it applied these moral stances to the question of online ethnograg_ .
It also related the consent gap in which as many as 0% of the PHES
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