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Abstract
Purpose – Qualitative research that involves the use of human participants calls for the need to protect
those participants to give their honest view during data collection. This is an important part of every primary
data collection in qualitative studies using interviews. This paper aims to investigate all available ethical
considerations that need to be observed by the researcher when conducting primary data collection through
interview and to explore the theories that underpin the ethics in qualitative studies.
Design/methodology/approach – This paper systemically reviewed existing qualitative data on ethics
and gathered information that were analysed and presented on the topic area.
Findings – The findings show that ethical considerations deal with the various approaches adopted by the
researcher to make the participants feel safe to participate in any given researcher. During an interview
process in qualitative research, the findings show that anonymity, voluntary participation, privacy,
confidentiality, option to opt out and avoiding misuse of findings are ethical considerations that must be
observed by the researcher. The outcome of the investigation also shows that deontology and utilitarianism,
rights and virtue are themain theories that underpin ethical considerations in research.
Originality/value – The rights of the research participants need to be respected in qualitative research to
assist in gathering accurate information to achieve the objectives of study. This and other ethical principles
such as anonymity, privacy, confidentiality, voluntary participation and option to opt out guide the researcher
to systematically adhere to data collection approaches that yield valid results in qualitative data collection
using interviews.

Keywords Primary data, Ethics, Qualitative research, Ethical theory, Anonymity, Informed consent,
Interviews, Data collection, Ethical approval

Paper type Literature review

1. Introduction
Qualitative research that involves human subjects should focus on using the best form of
interaction to gather accurate information. The researcher is vested with the main ideas and the
approach to interact with the participants during data collection. However, these human subjects
have the choice of what kinds of information they provide to researchers based on the treatment
that are shown to them by the researchers. Researchers such as Collis and Hussey (2014) and
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Smith et al. (2009) proposed that researchers must have a policy of respecting the rights and
privileges given to human participants in any given qualitative studies to allow the freedom of
expression and the option to opt out at any point during the data collection.

These and other privileges given to the human participants in a research aid in gathering
information without fear or pressure from the participants. Saunders et al. (2016) also
affirmed by saying that the accuracy of information gathered using interviews largely
depends on the honesty of the participants, and this is caused by outlining the ethical
considerations that needs to be observed by the researcher. Ethical considerations are
fundamental in any kind of research, this provides the opportunity for the researcher to
gather the most important information without causing any harm to the participants in the
research (Orb et al., 2000). The aim of this paper is to present a systematic and
comprehensive literature review on ethical considerations in qualitative data collection
using interviews and highlighting the various theories that underpin the ethical issues in
qualitative research.

2. Literature review
Research ethics considers the act of doing good and protecting the rights of participants in
research, as well as avoiding any possible harm to any participants (Kara and Pickering,
2017; UK Statistics Authority, 2022). Kara and Pickering (2017) further noted in their
research study that research ethics often considers the elements which concerns primary
data collection than secondary data. For example, in their research that analysed 29
published articles between 2000 and 2015, majority of the article (22) addressed ethical
consideration such as anonymity, privacy, confidentiality, informed consent and formal
ethical regulations that concerns primary data collection, and the rest consisted of other
topics such as ethics and secondary data, ethics and data analysis, theory and life-writing.
This became evident that though ethical considerations are associated with other kinds of
data, it particularly concerns primary data collection than secondary data. This was also
confirmed by Colnerud (2015) who also expressed that ethical considerations help in
preventing or reducing any harm that could happen to the human participants during
primary data collection. Thus, it becomes very important for the protection of human rights
in any kind of research (Cilliers and Viljieon, 2021). In the current trend of research
investigation, it is illegal to violate human right under the pretence of research studies. The
nature of ethical issues in qualitative research is so delicate as compared to quantitative
research (Drolet et al., 2022). Researchers have the highest accountability to ensure that they
notice or identify and foreseeable harm and safeguard the wellbeing of the participants
(Williams-Jones et al., 2013). As such, the actions of researchers, especially those that engage
in qualitative studies, have been under high scrutiny due to the likelihood of mistreating the
human participants, to gain deeper findings and clarity of information generated.

As noted by Van Burg et al. (2022), qualitative research has been vital in the development
of theories on emerging techniques that helped the existence of men in recent times, such as
crowdfunding (Short et al., 2017), digital technologies (Nambisan et al., 2019) and lean start-
up approach (Shepherd and Gruber, 2020). The relevance of qualitative research has called
for the need to ensure internal coherence as noted by Howard-Grenville et al. (2021) where
they pointed out that a perfect fit must exist in qualitative studies which helps to link the
research question to data collection, data analysis, as well as findings and development of
theory.

However, researchers that engage in qualitative studies are faced with three major
challenges that raises the issue of ethics in data collection: the researcher–participants
relationship, the subjective interpretation of data and findings by the researcher and the
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research design adopted (Beauchemin et al., 2021). There is the possibility of disclosing some
damaging information under deception. The literature provides an example of researcher’s
deception through Humphrey’s study of homosexuals (Punch, 1994). Humphrey used
participants’ observation as his data collection technique through the act of deception, and
this raised major concerns and shocked American scholars who wanted to have his
doctorate degree revoked. Humphrey engaged in controversial research where he observed
homosexuals in a public bathroom, and under the disguise of working under a different
investigation follows same homosexuals to their various homes. Though this contradicts the
ethical principle, Clark (1996) expressed that deception allows the researcher to gather
“uncontaminated” data. This approach of “deception” was adopted by Clark (1996) in her
forensic unit research. While conducting research over a period of sixweeks, Clarke
pretended to be working as a nursing auxiliary to observe participants and later take notes.
In other words, Clarke did not disclose her identify as a researcher, rather pretended to be a
worker at the facility. Clark (1996, p. 38) justified her approach by expressing that when
“dealing with sensitive aspect of subject’s behaviour”, some degree of deception should be
permitted. However, Kang and Hwang (2021) pointed out that the act of deception violates
human right and exposes the participants to harm and danger.

Misconduct in research studies deeply affects the results of any investigation. While
Bruhn et al. (2002) believed that the authenticity of research findings depends on data
collection techniques, Davison (2004) also expressed that human participants can give their
honest opinion on an investigation when they are given “convenient” environment to
operate. Participants should not be manipulated under no circumstance to give any to be
involved in a research data collection. Throughout the research life cycle, it is very
important for researchers to consider any possible ethical challenges that could occur
(Giorgini et al., 2016). Due to the difficulties associated with identifying any possible ethical
issues, ethical committee acts as experts who access the research documents prior to the
investigation to make sure all ethical “checklists” are met by the researcher (Lynöe et al.,
1999).

3. Historical background to research ethics
There has been different school of thoughts when a historical account of the birth of ethics in
research is being narrated. This approach to rightfully engage human participants in
research started when people started to reflect on the best way to interact and live. To recall,
history has it that the birth of research ethics in modern studies started when investigators
had to protect the human participants in any kind of investigation. To this school of
thought, the Doctors Trial of 1946–1947 gave way for a starting point to document
regulations that should have been followed by investigators for the Nuremberg Trials for
war criminals by the Nazis (Annas and Grodin, 1992). To further expand on the scenario,
there were a total of 23 physicians from Germany who wanted to conduct research with
human subjects as the main participants in view of uncovering a scientific knowledge
regarding limits of the human body as a result exposed those human participants involved
in the research to high temperatures and altitudes (Grodin, 1992).

The accused 23 German physicians ended up brutalising and torturing the human
subjects involved, as well crippling most of them which led to the death of thousands of the
research victims. During the Nazi racial purification policies, these physicians were also
exploring ways to racially kill innocent people in a relatively painless manner for reasons of
mercy. This was to relieve the foreigners of the racial discrimination met out to them by the
Nazis, without their consent. These acts were the most destructive and gruesome
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experiments that led to the murder of thousands of victims in Germany by the Nazi party in
1942 (Nuremberg Code, 1947).

After the SecondWorld War, there were several trials conducted by the USA, Great Britain
and the then Soviet Union to legally hold the Nazi party accountable and responsible for
murder of thousands of victims which was labelled as crime against humanity. These trials
started in Nuremberg, Germany on 20 November 1945 and became known as the “Nuremberg
Trials”. For fair trials of the 23 physicians, the court developed lists of ethical guidelines that
the physicians did not follow to conduct such research investigations, and these became known
as the “Nuremberg Code”. The Nuremberg code of conduct consisted of 10 main ethical
principles that were violated by the Nazi physicians, and these are as follows:

(1) Research participants must voluntarily consent to research participation.
(2) Research aims should contribute to the good of society.
(3) Research must be based on sound theory and prior animal testing.
(4) Research must avoid unnecessary physical and mental suffering.
(5) No research projects can go forward where serious injury and/or death are

potential outcomes.
(6) The degree of risk taken with research participants cannot exceed anticipated

benefits of results.
(7) Proper environment and protection for participants is necessary.
(8) Experiments can be conducted only by scientifically qualified persons.
(9) Human subjects must be allowed to discontinue their participation at any time.
(10) Scientists must be prepared to terminate the experiment if there is cause to

believe that continuation will be harmful or result in injury or death.

The Nuremberg code paved the way for the development of “Declaration of Helsinki” (DoH) in
1964 by the World Medical Association in their efforts to lay down basic ethical principles that
should be followed in conducting biomedical research. The DoH has all the key ethical guidelines
as detailed by the Nuremberg code and further advanced on specific guidelines to solve unique
vulnerabilities of human participants involved in clinical research investigations. As published
by theWorldMedical Assembly in 1964, the initial ethical principles are as follows:

� Clinical research must conform to the moral and scientific principles that justify
medical research and should be based on laboratory and animal experiments or
other scientifically established facts.

� Clinical research should be conducted only by scientifically qualified persons and
under the supervision of a qualified medical man.

� Clinical research cannot legitimately be carried out unless the importance of the
objective is in proportion to the inherent risk to the subject.

� Every clinical research project should be preceded by careful assessment of inherent
risks in comparison to foreseeable benefits to the subject or to others.

� Special caution should be exercised by the doctor in performing clinical research in
which the personality of the subject is liable to be altered by drugs or experimental
procedure.

Following the DoH in 1964, the development of the “Belmont Report” in 1979 became the
next set of ethical guidelines that was proposed by the National Commission for the
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maximum protection of human participants on Biomedical and Behavioural Research. The
Belmont Report reviewed and reaffirmed three key ethical guidelines that researchers must
follow when dealing with human participants in research, and these are respect for persons,
beneficence and justice. The Nuremberg code, DoH and Belmont Report paved way for
modern approaches to research ethics in research.

4. Ethical theories
There have been several attempts by scholars in the field of ethics to provide justifications
for the need to oblige to some form of principles when engaging human participants in
research (Koski, 2009). In essence, it is common and appropriate to consider different ethical
theories that underpin the principles of a researcher to clarify what is wrong or right during
data collection that involves human participants. The following are four key ethical theories
that form the philosophical position of researchers during data collection.

4.1 Deontology
This ethical theory is often associated with the works of Immanuel Kant who expressed that
the rightness or wrongness of an action should not be dependent on the consequences of that
action, rather on whether that action is right under a series of rules (Beauchamp, 1991). This
is mostly regarded as obligation or duty and thus referred to as the rule-based ethics. Under
this theory, people must follow their rules and do their duty. Salzman (1995) also pointed out
that deontology ethical theory exists within the domain of morality which helps to guide our
choice of what is right and wrong. For example, when a computer scientist who has much
knowledge in hacking systems learn that there is going to be a nuclear weapon launch that
could kill lots of people. Under this circumstance, the computer scientist can hack and cancel
the launch of the nuclear weapon, to avoid killing of people (Olson, 1967). However, the
deontic view is that it is unprofessional to break into the system of the nuclear weapon
without consent or permission. Deontologist advises not to breach the professional code of
conduct as a computer scientist (Waller, 2005).

4.2 Utilitarianism
Unlike deontology, this theory mainly focusses on the rightness or wrongness of an action
based on the outcome of that action. This is born out of consequentialism which holds that
utilitarianism deals with taking actions that produces the greatest benefits to the greatest
number of related people (Shaw, 1998). This is a moral principle that holds that the best
ethical choice is the actions that produces the best benefits to the greatest number. For
example, a healthy person has a good liver, kidney, heart and lungs. Imagine there are four
people at the hospital who needs organ transplant each. In this instance, a healthy person
can save four people with his/her organs. Utilitarianism theory suggests that the life of one
healthy person can save four people at the hospital (greatest number) and that is arguably
the best choice to make (McCloskey, 1957). The consequence of taking the life of just one
person is saving the lives of four people, though other scholars suggest that taking the life of
any person is unethical.

4.3 Rights
This is a duty-based ethical theory which explains the rights of every person, and it is the
duty of another person to respect those rights, thus owing up the duty to respect the rights
of another. As Traer (2009 p. 103) explains:
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[. . .] the most widely accepted justification for moral rights relies on Kant’s deontological
argument that we have a duty to treat every person as an end, and not to our ends, because every
person is autonomous and rational, and thus has intrinsic worth.

4.4 Virtue
This theory highly judges a person based on his or her character, rather than the action or
outcome of event. This deals with the moral reputation of a person that determines any
ethical behaviour (Annas, 1993). As the name suggest, virtue can be expressed as a morally
good tendency to act well in some aspects of life (Hursthouse and Pettigrove, 2018). This
mainly portrays the character traits and become central to the personality of a person.

When researchers are faced with decision-making situation or data collection when there
is the need to adhere to ethical considerations, there are several ethical theories that gives the
guidelines to reach a decision that is ethically correct. To reach the right decision when
dealing with human participants, each ethical theory helps to adhere to the best practices
that lead to taking the best decision.

5. Qualitative research
The choice of this type of research largely depends on the philosophical position of the
researcher. This type of research relies on the information supplied by the human subjects in
the research. They hold the idea that human subjects under any given piece of research
should be given the chance to bring out their views about the topic area in the research. This
should be devoid of any predetermined set of questions that gives participants less chance to
express themselves. As expressed by Merriam (2009), qualitative researchers are interested
in understanding the meaning people have constructed, that is, how people make sense of
their world and the experiences they have in the world. This was affirmed by Parkinson and
Drislane (2011) who also expressed that qualitative research use research techniques such as
case studies and participants which helps in narrative and descriptive nature of practice.
The most common idea from both authors concludes that qualitative research investigates
events in their natural settings and successfully attempts to make meaning to the research
based on the meanings the human subjects attach to them. Simply put, qualitative research
deals with the gathering and analysing of non-numerical data to explore views, experiences
or opinions of others.

6. Current and emerging trends in qualitative research
The community of research in qualitative studies has gone through several changes from
where the human participants are harmed to the stage where the rights of participants are
highly respected and protected (Roth and von Unger, 2018). Qualitative researchers tend to
treat ethics as the main characteristics between the researcher and what is researched. To
move further, the advancement in technology has led to the transformation of many fields of
research and qualitative research is no exception. As a result, qualitative research is going
through tremendous and rapid changes and any researcher interested in such investigation
should know the state of development in qualitative research (Costa and Moreira, 2019).
These changes and other emerging trends could be seen in three main areas (ESOMAR,
2010): sources of data, data collection and analysis of data.

The traditional data sources under qualitative research were mainly through interviews,
observation, focus groups and recordings (Gill et al., 2008). Currently, these methods have
been heavily complemented by virtual, textual, visual and other data that is gathered from
social media. The introduction of Web 2.0 technologies (interactive contents) has led to the
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development of social media platforms that enables people all over the world to share their
lives and other private information online which is accessed by people all over the world
(Sykora, 2017). With creativity and innovation, qualitative researchers have found ways to
leverage on this trend to conduct high quality research. As such, as many people around the
world creates accounts on Instagram, Facebook, Twitter and other social media platforms,
there are vast amount of qualitative data streams that could be accessed by the qualitative
researcher. In a nutshell, social media platforms have become an additional source of data
for researchers.

The consequence of data available on social media platforms has brought about other
emerging data collection tools such as data mining and web crawling techniques used in
recent times. For example, software programmes such as Ncapture have been integrated
into NVivo which helps to capture social media contents for fast qualitative data analysis.
Ncapture is a free web-browser extension created for internet explorer and Google chrome
which helps the researcher to collect contents from the web to effectively import into NVivo
for qualitative data analysis (Tom and Richards, 2003; Zamawe, 2015). This has led to the
introduction of “netnography” (the combination of network and ethnography) as a new form
of qualitative social media research. Netnography is a specific type of qualitative social
media research that relates to data collection, analysis, representation and research ethics
that is deeply rooted in research participant’s observation (Kozinets, 2017). Kozinets (2002)
further explained that netnography uses an interpretative research philosophy which helps
to adapt participants’ observation approach of anthropology to the detail investigation of
involvement and experiences whichmanifest through digital communications.

The traditional qualitative data analysis consists of using humans to code texts
manually (Saunders et al., 2016); however, the introduction of social media research has
turned efforts to using automated content analysis (ACA). This consists of techniques that
are used to automatically analyse social media contents. Scholars such as Stockwell et al.
(2009) and Sievert and Shirley (2014) added that ACA helps qualitative researchers to
engage in large-scale data analysis and helps to produce efficient results.

7. Qualitative data collection methods and procedure
7.1 Methods
Data collection is one of the most important parts of every research investigation. It is the
systematic process of gathering and collecting information on the interested variables in
research to answer the research question and evaluate the outcome of a research (Collis and
Hussey, 2016; Saunders et al., 2016). In a qualitative research where human participants are
involved, data collection translates into the various processes of gathering and collection
data from the targeted participants about the topic area, through, for example, interviews.
There are several methods of qualitative data collection, and it is up to the researcher to
justify the methods used. The choice of data collection methods for qualitative research is
highly influenced by the research philosophical positioning of the researcher (Saunders
et al., 2016). The most common method of collecting qualitative data is through, interviews,
group discussions or focus group, observations, surveys and note taking. It is worth
mentioning that the interview could take place via telephone, online (through Skype, Zoom
and Teams) or face-to-face, and be recorded for analysis. The focus of the research
investigation is interviews as the main qualitative data collection methods.

7.2 Interviews
This is the most common form of data collection for qualitative research investigation (Collis
and Hussey, 2016). This presents the great opportunity for researchers to fully interact with

JEET
3,2

100



the participants to solicit for data about a topic area. There are several forms of interviews
that are available to the researcher such as unstructured, semi-structured and structured
interviews (Oats, 2016). Researchers can choose any form of interviews for the data
collection based on the depth of data to be collected to answer the research questions.

7.3 Procedures
A long-standing process of conducting interviews to solicit for information from
participants suggests that the researcher must have four main documents ready and to be
sent to the participants (interviewee) before conducting the interview (Denzin and Lincoln,
2011). These documents are as follows: consent form, information sheet, interview guide and
introduction letter (when the researcher is seeking to involve organisations or institutions).

7.4 Information sheet
It is mostly called participant’s information sheet (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007). This is a
written document that gives the summary of the research project and detailed out how the
participants will be affected by their involvement in the data collection for the study
(Saunders et al., 2016). Areas that are clearly detailed out in the information sheet are:
(1) What is the study about? (2) How do I join? (3) What happens to the information? (4) Do I
have to take part in the research? (5) Will I benefit from the research? and (6) What if I
change my mind. These and many other information are provided on the information sheet
to give the interviewee an awareness of the research investigation and how he or she will be
protected.

7.5 Consent form
Having read the information sheet and become aware of the project, interviewees are given
the consent form to sign to show their willingness to take part in the research. This is
therefore a signed document that outlines the informed consent of an individual to partake
in a research study (Collis and Hussey, 2016). In most cases, the consent form has some
information with a tick box against it, asking individual to tick to agree to some key
information that will take place in the research before finally signing the document. Some
key information that requires a “tick” by the individual (interviewee) are (1) I confirm that I
have read and understand the information sheet dated for the above study, (2) I understand
that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without
giving any reason and (3) I understand that my name will not appear in any reports, articles
or presentations.

7.6 Interview guide
Usually limited to a one-page document (Menzies et al., 2016), the interview guide simply
lists the high-level topics that the researcher plans to cover in the interview with the high-
level questions that the researcher wants the interviewee to answer under each topic. The
topics and questions written on this document is guided by the research questions (Lazar
et al., 2017) that is necessary and sufficient to achieve the aim of the research.

7.7 Introduction letter
This is a letter that is written to an organisation to allow members of its staff members to be
involved in data collection (Saunders et al., 2016) or to seek permission to retrieve data from
archives of the organisation, thus often called organisational letter.
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All these documents mentioned above must be made ready to commence an interview by
the researcher. The researcher through a sampling technique, selects and sends an invitation
to the participants and records the number who has agreed to be interviewed. The interview
is then recorded and transcribed for analysis.

8. Ethical considerations in conducting interviews
When the information sheet, consent form and interview guide has been designed by the
researcher, it now time for the researcher to commence the interview process. This is the time
where ethical considerations become very relevant. The following are some of the ethical
considerations that must be observed by the researcher during the interview process.

8.1 Anonymity
Providing anonymity to the interviewees means that all the information collected is devoid
of personal details of the interviewee such as address, email, name and other key
information that could lead to the identification of the interviewee (Crow and Wiles, 2008).
Ensuring anonymity of information collected gives protection to the interviewees and allows
them to give out key information which ensures reliability of findings (Saunders et al., 2015).
This helps to protect the privacy of voluntary participants in the research investigation.

8.2 Privacy and confidentiality
The interviewer must ensure that any information collected from the interviewee must
remain private and confidential; thus, ensuring that no third party has access to the raw
data unless otherwise stated by the interviewee for exposure.

8.3 Voluntary participation
To gain reliable information from the interviewee, none must be forced or induced to
participate in the research investigation. Forcing participant will mean that they are not
willing to give out any information but for material compensation, they will take part which
could lead to the collection of false information. Allowing for voluntary participation will
ensure that participants understand the research area and accept to engage in the data
collection (Mumford et al., 2021).

8.4 Option to opt out
The researcher must respect the rights of interviews at any point during the data collection
to opt out. When this happens any already collected data about the participants must be
discarded. This ensures that no interviewee is forced to engage in the research if some
questions go against their virtues (Mumford et al., 2021). The researcher owes it a
responsibility to respect the rights of the interviewees.

8.5 Non-maleficence/Beneficence
The ethical principle of non-maleficence and beneficence describes the researcher’s
obligation to fully avoid causing any harm to the participant intentionally or be able to
identify and eliminate any source of harm to the participant (Guillemin and Gillam, 2004).
The researcher in this instance should not over-burden the participant with more questions
or create a situation where the participant feels uncomfortable. Any deliberate attempt by
the researcher to cause an unwelcome environment will impact negatively to the responses
that will be gathered (Wilson et al., 2008). This was initially a concern in the nursing
research where a patient places full trust in the hands of a nurse or health officer, and
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therefore suffers a deliberate harm by the health officer which could be avoided
(Alderson, 2000). For example, where patients handle sensitive and private information to
the health officer due to trust. Table 1 below gives a typology of ethical concerns faced by
interviewers.

9. Key ethical concerns in entrepreneurship and technology
Technology and entrepreneurship are constantly developing fields that provide numerous
benefits to society. However, they also bring up a few ethical concerns. The following are
some of themost important ethical issues in technology and entrepreneurship:

Privacy: Personal data collection, storage and use are now easier than ever thanks to
technology (Reynolds, 2019). This raises concerns regarding who has access to that data and
how it is being used. Technologists and entrepreneurs must respect the privacy of
individuals and be open about their data practices.

Security: Cyberattacks and data breaches are becoming increasingly common as
technology usage rises (Reynolds, 2019). Business owners and technologists should do
whatever it takes to safeguard client information.

Table 1.
A typology of ethical
issues in an interview

Type of ethical issues Specific examples

Informed consent � Not explaining the purpose of the research to interviewee
� Not confirming interviewee to agree to participate

Anonymity � Failure to delete details such as names, staff ID number, race, date of
birth, religion, and office position

Confidentiality and Privacy � Forgetting to agree with interviewee to keep the responses they give
from third party

� Failure to store the information in folder encrypted
� Allowing supervisor to see the raw data (response)

Cultural sensitivity � Failure to allow interviewee to skip some questions that are very
sensitive to their beliefs

� Wearing forbidden dress to meet an interviewee based on their
background

Deception � Pretending to be someone else when dealing with interviewee
No letting identity be known during data collection

Coercion/inducement � Giving money to interviewee to be interviewed
� Forcing interviewee to be interviewed
� Not allowing interviewee to cancel participation at any time

Power dynamics � Not respect interviewees during the interview
� Not allowing for clarifications from the interviewee
� Not treating the interviewee as yourself
� Declining the interviewee’s wish to listening to the recorded response

Preventing harm

Source:Authors’ own work
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Intellectual property: New concepts and inventions are frequently developed through
technology. Intellectual property rights must be respected by technologists and
entrepreneurs alike, and they must avoid violating the rights of others (Reynolds, 2019).

Bias and discrimination: If technology is not designed and implemented in a way that is
fair and inclusive, bias and discrimination can continue (Van Burg et al., 2022).
Technologists and entrepreneurs need to be aware of the possibility of bias and
discrimination and take steps to reduce it.

Social obligation: Technologists and entrepreneurs have a responsibility to think about
how their products and services will affect society (Van Burg et al., 2022). They should
guarantee that their developments are not unsafe to society and that they are adding to
everyone’s benefit.

Labour issues: Entrepreneurs and technologists must consider the effects on workers as
technology alters the nature of work. They should guarantee that their advancements do not
prompt work dislodging or double-dealing (Van Burg et al., 2022).

Business and innovation present numerous moral difficulties that should be tended to. It
is essential for technologists and entrepreneurs to be aware of these issues and to take steps
to guarantee that their innovations are socially responsible and beneficial.

10. Gaining ethical approval
Research that involves the use of human participants needs to seek for ethical approval from
an ethics committee. Saunders et al. (2016) further expressed that all research that involves
human tissues requires that ethical approval must be sought by the university’s research
ethics committee. Obtaining ethical approval means that the researcher has adhered to the
acceptable ethical standards of a reliable and genuine research study (Bickman and Rog,
2009).

For the application process, the researcher must make available the research proposal,
together with the data collection instrument, participants’ information sheet, consent form
and then apply for ethics from the university’s ethics committee by filling the ethics form
online and attaching the proposal for submission. The ethics committee has been named
differently by many universities based on the country or university of application, for
example, it is called the “Institutional Review Board” (IRB) in the USA. Section 9 below gives
a detail overview of IRB and its composition. The ethics committee (or IRS) reviews the
application and examines the proposal to meet all requirements per the ethics standards.
Once all requirements are met by the applicant (researcher), ethical approval is granted for
the research to commence.

11. Institutional review board
The IRB is also referred to as an independent ethics committee (Mohamadi et al., 2014) with
the sole mandate of reviewing the proposed research methods by researchers to ensure
that the methodological pathway is ethical. This is an officially constituted group under the
FDA in the USA. This committee is called “Research Ethics Committees” in Spain. This
committee assumes the central role in research by approving (or rejecting), monitoring,
reviewing social science research involving human participants. The primary aim of the IRB
is to conduct a high-level risk-benefit analysis to determine whether research involving
humans should be allowed and thus brings no harm and other related risk to the human
participants involved (McNeil, 2014).

The purpose of the IRB is to ensure that various steps are taken by the committee to
assist in protecting the rights and welfare of the human elements in the research. This
means that by the review of the research protocols and other related materials by the IRB,
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any psychological or physical harm are eliminated (Alicia, 2009). The review process takes
the form of assessing the research methods and fully promoting informed consent and
voluntary participation by all participants who can make such decisions. The composition
of IRB varies among countries; however, it consists of academic scholars and other non-
academic scholars which helps to bring a greater scope of understanding and helps to
ensure sense of ethics in human-related research. It important to note that the IRB is often
applied in health and other social science research which includes sociology, psychology and
anthropology. This research often relates to social behaviour, attitude or opinions, as well as
research on the quality of health care provided and means of improving the health-care
practices.

The growth of research in ethical considerations and debates among qualitative
researchers to adapt the IRB reviews to social science research necessitated the
formation of specialised ethics committees (as called in the UK) to exclusively oversee
social science research investigations. For a better review by the IRB, the specialised
ethics committee tries to adequately understand research conducted by social
scientists.

It is a usual practice that universities around the world publish all ethical concerns that
must be addressed in respective research on their official websites. Students are expected to
carefully review such principles and apply to their research. Due to differences or constant
changes in culture, all ethical committee members must be subjected to constant training
programme to be able to incorporate new and updated cultural changes into the ethical
principles for students to be aware. This will help to improve the ethical committee
processes. In addition, these ethicists must train teachers or supervisors who oversee the
work of research students so that they can acquire the updated and most relevant ethical
issues in qualitative research. These supervisors will also teach and explain to students how
to apply all needed concerns in ethics. Because ethical concerns are mostly general in most
qualitative research, through training programme organised for the students, they become
aware to a more narrowed and focused ethical concerns regarding the specific human
participants in research. In a cycle of approach, well knowledgeable students on specific
ethical issues in qualitative research are more likely to address all ethical concerns before
applying for ethical approval. This situation improves the process of the ethics committee
and makes their role more effective by responding to students’ applications promptly,
because of rightfully responding to all specific ethical concerns. This is illustrated in the
framework below (Figure 1).

12. Conclusion
Human beings are at the centre of qualitative research, and the rights of these human
participants need to be respected to give out valid information. Researchers conducting
a qualitative research investigation must adhere to ethical considerations such as
anonymity, voluntary participation, privacy and confidentiality and freedom to walk
out in a researcher. Researchers must also make sure consent forms and information
sheet are given to the participants to read and agree to take part in a research
investigation before conducting interviews. Adhering to ethical considerations in
research demonstrate that the research investigation meets the standard of ensuring
reliability and validity of findings.

13. Limitations and suggestions for future research
One limitation of this research is it focused on ensuring that the research participants
are safe and can give out the right information through tape-recorded interviews.
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The security nature of the recording device (technology used) can however, exposed the
interviewee through device hacking and other cyber-attacks. Further research is
therefore recommended to examine the kinds of recording device to use during
interview recording to provide data protection from the public and other cyber
criminals. The study was also limited to giving a general consent form to the
interviewee to sign before the researcher commences the interview. Further research is
therefore suggested to explore the content of the consent form to clearly state the most
relevant parts that seeks to protect the interviewee. There should also be further
research to fully examine the retention and use of recording by the researcher for future
studies. This will help to give a measure on how long any interview data recorded
should be kept by the researcher before been discarded. In addition, the researcher
relied heavily on secondary data that has been collated by other past researchers, and
due to the current trends in qualitative research, it is highly suggested that future
researcher should adopt the interpretative philosophy using semi-structured interview
to fully interact with scholars in qualitative research to uncover any new knowledge
about ethics in qualitative research. Research in qualitative studies often overlooks the
cultural diversity among participants that helps to understand the worldview of
participants. Future research studies should be directed towards exploring how
research design in qualitative research should focus on addressing cultural issues in
data recoding. This is because there are some tribes or cultures that frowns on
recordings and the taking and retention of information after the person’s death. In
addition, future research should focus on the effect of training programmes that are
organised for the ethics committee and its effects on ethical approval process. In the
words, are there any given forums or developmental programmes that are made
available to the ethics committee in view of improving knowledge on current ethical
concerns and how it has made their role more effective.

Figure 1.
Source: Author
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