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Executive Summary 
The ethical principles underpinning the current research ethics system were developed 
based on a bio-medical ethical model where the assumption is that these principles are valid 
and applicable in all research situations (Msoroka, & Amundsen, 2018). However, with the 
growth of social research and particularly practitioner research, increasingly the ethics 
system is seen as inappropriate for research that sits outside of a bio-medical context (Brown 
et al. 2020; Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). The tensions created by a process considered ill-fitting 
for practitioner research appears to have led to a mindset that ethics is an add on, thus a 
process to circumvent (Brown et al., 2020). Despite a plethora of literature espousing this, 
the voices of practitioner researchers and those who support them appear to be missing. 
Hence, the purpose of my research was to gain understanding of where research ethics 
practice rests in the thinking of practitioner-researchers, and those who support these 
practitioners through their practice inquiry process.  
 
There were two phases to my research project. Phase one was an on-line survey and phase 
two was an interview. Participants were drawn from those who had / were completing a 
professional practice qualification (learner) and those who supported them through this 
process (mentor).  Following an initial on-line survey, respondents indicated their willingness 
to be interviewed by the researcher. In total, six learner and three mentor interviews were 
completed. Grounded Theory methodology was used for the interviews and for the analysis 
process. Five key themes emerged. These were the scope of ethics, ethical self, researcher 
responsibility, institutional ethics, and mentor guidance. Following much deliberation with 
the literature, and re-reading transcripts I developed the research ethics as practice model. 
This is a model that will help guide practitioners as they come to understand and work 
through the complexity of ethics related to their work-based learning project.  
 
As a professional practitioner I have gained enormously from completing my Master of 
Professional Practice. My development has spanned the many roles I hold within Otago 
Polytechnic, including a learning facilitator, Capable NZ’s ethicist, and a researcher. My new 
learning was nuanced, bringing subtle changes to my practice.  I have added to my kete of 
knowledge which I will take into my future roles as a tertiary educator.   
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 
In this section I introduce myself as a person and a professional practitioner.  I outline my 
professional practice context in which I carried out my Master of Professional Practice 
(hereafter MProfPrac). Furthermore, I provide the background from which my research 
question emerged.  

 
This is me 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

You can take the girl out of Southland but you cannot take Southland out of the girl 
 
I am a born and bred Southlander, and proud of it. I am the youngest and only girl of four. 
Having three older brothers was not without its sibling disagreements. Nevertheless, I 
navigated my childhood and teenager years with determination, resilience, and grit. At that 
time, I thought life was unfair as I tended to focus on my ‘failures’, yet on reflection I noted 
that my early life was filled with fun, laughter, love, and peppered with my multitude of 
successes. I make a point of reflecting and being reflexive as it helps me to remember and 
to focus on what matters. 
 
I gained no fulfilment in attending school so I left at the end of the 6th form and from their 
meandered through a range of jobs that spanned diverse sectors. In my early career, I 
worked in sectors such as, the NZ Defence Force, Government departments, the private 
sector and as a board member, for several organisations, in the not for profit sector. I have 
also been self-employed. Furthermore, for 25+ years, I was my husband’s primary caregiver 
due to his chronic degenerative neurological health condition. My experiences throughout 
my career are as diverse as the sectors I have worked within. The emotions I have 
experienced span concepts such as impostor syndrome, low self-worth, loss of identity, 

Tēnā koutou. 
Ko Waihōpai te tūrakawaewae. 
I tipu ake au ki Waihōpai 
I raro i te maru o te mauka o Tākitimu 
I te taha o te awa o Waihōpai 
Kei te noho au ki Waimate 
Ko Murihiku te iwi 
Ko Coldicott rātou ko Craighead ko Trotter ko Raffills kā whānau. 
Ko Ron rāua ko Val kā mātua. 
Ko au tēnei. 
Ko Glenys Forsyth tōku ikoa. 
Nō reira, tēnā koutou katoa. 
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anger, hopelessness, joy, and vulnerability.  Through this roller coaster ride called life, I have 
been guided by my core values of integrity, caring, and fairness. I consider this my personal 
ethical framework (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1 
Ethical framework of Glenys Forsyth  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Professional Practitioner  
In 1999 I made a pivotal decision by heading to university in my late 30s to complete an 
undergraduate degree in Physical Education. That was the start of my career in the tertiary 
sector. I joined Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. (OP) in June 2015 as a learning facilitator. 
While I have held other roles during my time at Capable NZ, my core role has always been 
that of a facilitator. This is who I am as a professional practitioner and the context in which 
my MProfPrac has been carried out.  
 
Capable NZ is a school within OP (a subsidiary of Te Pūkenga), renowned for its innovative 
approach to learning and teaching (Day et al., 2020). According to Day et al. (2020), the 
philosophy underpinning the work of the school is “…learning at, for, and through work” (p. 
11). We do this by using work-based learning (WBL) and professional practice methodology 
(Costley et al., 2010). Capable NZ delivers undergraduate programmes via an independent 
learning pathway (ILP) approach and postgraduate professional practice qualifications via a 
WBL approach. ILP is an intensive reflective learner-led process, which is focused on their 
strengths and capabilities. Learners identify gaps in their knowledge which they fill with new 
learning (Day et al., 2020). The WBL approach of the professional practice qualifications 
allows practitioners to take a personalised approach to a work-place project as per Table 1 
(Capable NZ, 2022).  Capable NZ currently has approximately 700 learners and 50 staff, 
spread over both New Zealand and internationally (personal communication, Capable NZ 
Operations Coordinator, September 2022).   
 
As a facilitator in the ILP, I work alongside individuals, (professionals within their work 
context) guiding and supporting them as they undertake a deeply reflective exploration of 
their professional practice. The culmination of this work is the learner gaining a degree in 
their chosen field, for example, a Bachelor of Applied Management. As a facilitator or 
academic mentor on the MProfPrac and the Doctor of Professional Practice (hereafter 

Glenys 
Forsyth

Fairness

Integrity

Caring
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DProfPrac) I provide academic guidance and support to learners as they navigate their 
professional practice journey and completion of their WBL project.   
 
Table 1 
Key components of the Professional Practice Qualifications (adapted from MProfPrac 
learner guide) 
 

Professional Practice Qualifications 
Those undertaking a professional practice qualification will do so within the organisation 
they work for, play a leadership role within, or they have a key functional relationship 
with. Learners may also be self-employed, or they may use multiple work and 
community contexts to complete their learning. The purpose for those undertaking 
study is for them to transform their practice. They identify a work based project  that 
not only provides new learning but learning that has direct application to their 
professional life, and the professional life of others for the purpose of bringing about 
effective change. There are three components that make up the professional practice 
qualifications.  

Review of Learning (RoL) The RoL enables learners to review, critically analyse 
and reflect on their past and current learning 
experiences. The reflective process can also help 
recognition of, and make explicit, the professional 
practice pathway; it invites consideration of the 
learner’s professional identity and changes and 
growth within it.   

Learning Agreement (LA) The focus of the LA is for the learner to design their 
work-based learning project which must address real 
life practice issue / s with the capacity to impact on 
and enhance their professional development and 
organisational development. A project is intended to 
transform, innovate, or challenge existing practice in 
their workplace or wider industry.   

Throughout this phase the learner will develop their 
learning outcomes for their project, begin to read the 
relevant literature, and design an appropriate 
research process. Māori consultation through OP’s 
Kaitohutohu office is required. Ethics approval may 
also be needed, dependant on the project.  

Work-based project This is the doing phase of the work-based project 
designed in the LA phase. Included in this phase is 
also the writing of the thesis and oral presentation.  
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The typical timeframe for completing the MProfPrac is 18 months as a full-time learner (36 
months part-time) and for the DProfPrac, three years as a full-time learner (six years part-
time). Table 1 outlines the key components of the professional practice qualifications.  
 
Ethicist 
Each school, at OP, that is engaged in research has an ethicist.  I have held the role of Capable 
NZ’s ethicist since January 2016. As defined by the College of Work Based Learning ethics 
accreditation document (2022, attached Appendix A) the ethicist is a “senior academic staff, 
with suitable qualifications and expertise, who has experience in undertaking research 
projects” (p. 1). It would be fair to say, that I ‘fell’ into the role, when I first started working 
for Capable NZ in 2015, due to me being one of less than a handful of people within Capable 
NZ who had research experience thus I had experienced the ethics approval process. My key 
task at this time was as Capable NZ’s representative on the Otago Polytechnic Research 
Ethics Committee (OPREC), which involved monthly meetings and reviewing applications as 
and when required. However, near the end of 2016 Capable NZ was accredited with 
Category B status which meant low-risk research ethics applications could be processed 
within the school rather than having to go to OPREC who over saw Category A applications, 
or high risk projects. Thus, I found myself coordinating the applications to be sent for review, 
reviewing applications, collating feedback, and sending out approval letters. During 2017 
there was a steady growth of ethics applications. However, from 2018, there was an 
exponential growth in ethics applications due to the delivery of new programmes (e.g., 
DProfPrac), and increased enrolments in existing programmes (e.g., MProfPrac) as well as 
increasing ethics applications from staff undertaking research.  
 
In my time as ethicist, I have reviewed over 150 ethics applications. These applications have 
related to a diversity of research projects, research designs and research contexts all which 
indicate a complexity of the ethical concerns that need to be considered. Within Capable NZ, 
most applications are received from practitioner-researchers, or learners undertaking a 
professional practice qualification through Capable NZ.  Practitioner-researchers are experts 
within their professional practice context yet predominantly novices in a research context 
(Costley et al., 2010). As such, there appeared to be confusion and resistance to the necessity 
of applying for ethical approval when they perceived all they were doing was ‘business as 
usual’. I observed this from my learners to some degree, which made me reflect on how well 
I was conveying the why of ethics in the context of their practice project.   
 
As an ethics reviewer, for both Capable NZ and OPREC, I have experienced the frustrations 
of the ethical review process from both perspectives.   I felt that I was giving the same 
feedback to the same people time and time again. I used to think, “why can’t they get this?” 
On the other hand, applicants were feeling frustrated with the feedback from the reviewers 
suggestive that the reviewers were not conversant in the range of methodologies used in 
practice-inquiry. The process was perceived to be taking too long, the ethics application 
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template was inappropriate for practice-based research, and the review process  was 
compliance driven thus a hurdle to jump through.  Increasingly, the ethics system was seen 
as inappropriate for practitioner research.  
 
Consideration was given to developing a more appropriate ethics application form one that 
encompassed the unique elements of practice-inquiry. At the time I thought this was a 
possible solution to the frustrations. However, would this address a wider emergent issue 
that I was seeing? How well were practitioner-researchers versed in the understanding of 
research ethics and the need for this? Reflecting on my own practice as a facilitator I knew 
that I was not having in-depth conversations, with my learners,  about ethics. This piqued 
my curiosity of how can we enhance the ethical review process? How can we embed ethical 
thinking into practitioner-researchers’ mindset? Despite a plethora of literature espousing 
this, the voices of the practitioner-researcher and those who support them appeared to be 
missing. Hence, this research aimed to gain understanding of where research ethics practice 
rests in the thinking of the practitioner researcher and those who support these 
practitioners through their practice inquiry process, including the complexity of ethics. The 
focus of my MProfPrac was conducted in the professional practice space within Capable NZ, 
OP. 
 
Summary 
In this chapter I have shown how I am guided through life by my personal ethical framework 
of integrity, caring, and fairness. I have outlined my development as a professional 
practitioner within the tertiary sector. Added to this is my role as ethicist, and how, within 
this role, curiosity led to my MProfPrac on research ethics as practice.  
 
My thesis is structured as follows. In Chapter 2 I review relevant literature associated with 
research ethics. This leads into chapter 3 where I discuss my methodology and methods 
including my rationale for the choices I made, on both, throughout my research process.  In 
Chapter 4 I focus on my analysis process and my research findings. These are discussed in 
Chapter 5, followed by recommendations and opportunities for improvement in Chapter 6. 
My final chapter, Chapter 7, is focused on my critical reflective commentary which outlines 
my learning from completing my MProfPrac and the impact these have had on my 
professional practice. 
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Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
My previous chapter provided the impetus for my research inquiry. In this chapter I will 
discuss the literature I consider pertinent to my research. First, I will touch lightly on the 
broader view of ethics. From there I will discuss the main research ethical frameworks that 
have emerged over the past 80 years. This will lead to a discussion on the context in which 
practitioner research is conducted and the implication this has on what is called ‘universal 
ethics’. I complete my literature review with a discussion on the ethical review process and 
the need for ethical mindfulness.  
 
Ethics 
Ethics is derived from the Greek word ‘ethos’ meaning ‘way of living’ (Rich, 2016). It is 
considered a branch of philosophy that focuses on ideal human behaviour and ways of being, 
that is, what is morally good and bad and what is morally right and wrong (Rich, 2016). Our 
moral development begins in adolescence and continues throughout life (Gillibrand et al., 
2016). As our moral reasoning develops, we acquire values (something of worth or highly 
valued by us), emotions and thinking that guide our sense of right and wrong, in other words, 
our ethical norms (Coon et al., 2018).  There are a range of ethical theories that help us to 
explain what is important. For example, 

• Deontology which is derived from the Greek word, ‘deon’, meaning duty. This stance 
is duty and rule bound, that is, the rules we give ourselves, where the consequences 
of our actions are irrelevant. Rather we make decisions on right duty rather than right 
consequences (Rich, 2016). 

• Utilitarian refers to promoting the greatest good. Ethical decisions are judged by the 
usefulness of their consequences (Pettersen, 2011).  

• Ethics of care refers to the traditional feminist traits of aroha, compassion, sympathy, 
and concern about well-being of others. This is about relationships and collaboration 
(Pettersen, 2011).  

• Virtue ethics focuses on the innate characteristics and virtues of people who are 
more likely to do the right thing when challenged by others (Carpenter, 2018; 
Chenoweth & McAuliffe, 2015). 

 
It is beyond the scope of my MProfPrac to explore these ethical theories in depth. What is 
important is that in practice it is suggested that we employ a mixture of these theoretical 
stances to find solutions to challenging ethical dilemmas (Chenoweth & McAuliffe, 2015). 
Furthermore, it has been suggested that the philosophy underpinning various ethical 
theories are represented within the International Codes of research ethics as discussed in 
the next section.    
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Research ethics 
Research ethical guidelines were developed to ensure responsible and ethically appropriate 
research is carried out. It was only from a global growing awareness of adverse outcomes 
for people and communities from the questionable medical research practice on human 
subjects, that International ethical codes of practice guidelines for medical research were 
developed (Helsinki Declaration, 1964; The Belmont Report, 1979; The Nuremberg Code, 
1947). Collectively, these international documents outlined the expected ethical behaviour 
of those undertaking medical research involving human subjects. These principles were 
autonomy, beneficence, justice, and non-maleficence (Fulton & Costley, 2019).  
 

• Autonomy:   Voluntary informed consent. Right to withdraw. 
• Beneficence:  Benefiting or promoting the goodness of others.  
• Justice:   Risks/benefits are equally shared by all.  
• Non-maleficence:  Do no harm. 

 
These principles are the cornerstone of medical research and have been adopted universally 
which has been termed ‘universal ethics’ (Msoroka, & Amundsen, 2018). 
 
Since the implementation of the international codes of ethics, social research, which usually 
adopts a qualitative approach, has become more prevalent. Social scientists have contended 
the inappropriateness of applying a bio-medical ethics research process onto a social 
research context. They argue it is incorrect to assume ethical principles based on a bio-
medical ethical model are valid and applicable in all research contexts. Consequently, this 
saw the emergence of a plethora of ethical codes and principles for ethical behaviour during 
research covering a diverse range of social contexts including the volunteer / not for profit, 
social science, practice-based, and education (e.g., British Educational Research Association 
[BERA], 2018; Fox et al., 2007; Gorman, 2007; McMahon & Milligan, 2021; Scotland’s Third 
Sector Research Forum, 2021; Vanclay et al., 2013). Whilst these documents include context 
specific ethics review processes, the underlying principles appear to be common across all 
contexts.  They include transparency, volunteerism, respect, professional integrity, and good 
vs risk.  In Table 2 I have noted the key descriptors associated with each principle based on 
my reading of the literature. 
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Table 2   
Common ethical principles in social research and key descriptors (Author’s own) 
 

Principle Key descriptor 
Transparency • Fully informed consent process. 

• Risks and benefits identified and explained. 
• The purpose of the research has been explained with honesty. 
• Participants are fully aware of what participation involves. 
• Keeping of confidentiality has been explained and determined 

appropriate by the participant.  
Voluntary • Participant is free from coercion. 

• Have the right to withdraw from the research without any 
disadvantage. 

Respect • All participants should have respect for their privacy, 
confidentiality, anonymity, diversity, values and dignity of 
individuals, groups, and communities. 

• Respect cultural differences. 
• Care – duty of care by researcher. 

Professional 
Integrity 

• Researchers’ social responsibility and acceptance of this to use 
appropriate research methods to conduct research, to ensure 
dissemination.  

• Responsibility to research participants.  
• Safeguarding individuals – this should be put ahead of academic 

objectives. 
• Reporting the findings accurately. 

Good vs risk • Maximise benefits / minimise harm. 
• Ethics of trust – relationships. 

 
Despite these advancements on universal ethics, questions remain as to their cultural 
sensitivity (Gray et al., 2017; McMahon & Milligan, 2021; National Ethics Advisory 
Committee – Kahui Matatika o te Motu, 2012). It is argued that the universal ethics approach 
has been construed through a Western ethical lens. Furthermore, despite acknowledging 
the need to consider cultural differences, how we do this is still determined through a 
Western lens. From my reading of the literature and evaluation of this, I have identified four 
common ethical principles underpinning Indigenous research (e.g., Anae, 2019; Flavell & 
Cunningham, 2022; Massey University, n.d.; National Health and Medical Research Council, 
2018; Sherwood & Anthony, 2020; University of Otago, 2011) which are presented in Table 
3.  
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Table 3 
Common ethical principles in Indigenous research and key descriptors (Author’s own). 
 

Principle Key descriptor 
Respect • Relationship: Behaviour appropriate to cultural setting, taking time 

to develop relationship, build trust as the depth of the relationship 
determines the depth of information shared. 

• Knowledge holder: respecting what is accepted as knowledge and 
what is considered as process of consent. 

Reciprocity  • All benefit from research, partners, and community. 
• Accessible dissemination of findings – at all points of the research 

process. 
• What can you give back to the community?  
• Maintain relationship after the research. 

Holism • Understanding the interconnective nature of self – connected to all 
parts of the universe. This needs to be understood by the researcher. 

• Not compromising core values of the culture. 
Doing 
good 

• There must be good from the research. This is about the community 
benefit rather than the agenda of the researcher and their 
institution. 

• Value of the research to the community. 
 
Added to this, “New Zealand’s system of ethical review has also been challenged for not 
adequately considering Māori interests and ethical perspectives, including the rights of the 
collective, principles of tikanga and mātauranga Māori, and culturally significant ethical 
boundaries” (National Ethics Advisory Committee – Kahui Matatika o te Motu, 2012, p. 3). 
Te Ara Tika: Guidelines for Māori Research Ethics (see figure 2) was developed in response 
to this critique (Hudson et al., 2010) from the cultural perspective of mana whenua of 
Aotearoa (National Ethics Advisory Committee – Kahui Matatika o te Motu, 2012). Alignment 
with Te Tiriti O Waitangi principles of Protection, Participation, and Participation are 
integrated within Te Ara Tika, thus acknowledging the biculturalism of Aotearoa, New 
Zealand.  
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Figure 2  
Te Ara Tika: Māori Ethical Framework (Hudson et al., 2010, p. 4) 
 
 
https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-
%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following discussion has been synthesised from my reading of several resources (e.g., 
Came, 2013; Gray et al., 2017; Hudson et al., 2010; Hudson & Russell, 2009; National Ethics 
Advisory Committee – Kahui Matatika o te Motu, 2012; Sherwood & Anthony, 2020). Te Ara 
Tika is divided into four quadrants each representing the four pillars underpinning Te Ara 
Tika. These are Whakapapa (relationships), Tika (research design), Manaakitanga (cultural 
and social responsibility), and Mana (justice and equity).  
 

• Whakapapa refers to relationships. It indicates, that during the research planning 
phase, an element of aroha must be part of the research design. This means giving 
thought to the quality of the relationships between researcher, participants, 
communities, and other stakeholders involved in the research.  Transparency is 
paramount, in that, participants and communities are aware of the potential risks 
and benefits to them through their engagement in the research.  
   

• Tika refers to the design of the research process.  Consideration must be given to the 
impact of research outcomes on Māori. This is vital as it determines the degree to 
which Māori participants and communities are involved in the design of the research 
process.  

 
• Manaakitanga is associated with cultural and social responsibility and respect for all 

persons. Essential to Manaakitanga are the concepts of aroha, generosity, nurturing 

https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf
https://www.hrc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2019-06/Resource%20Library%20PDF%20-%20Te%20Ara%20Tika%20Guidelines%20for%20Maori%20Research%20Ethics_0.pdf
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relationships, upholding mana, the importance of collective participation in the 
design of the research including goals and benefits, and empowering partnerships. 

 
• Mana refers to equity and distributive justice. This equates to equitable sharing of 

risks and outcomes. Furthermore, ensuring appropriate aspects of tikanga Māori are 
upheld within the research process, and that local protocols are respected 
demonstrates mana (Hudson et al., 2010). 

 
The model is further divided into concentric rings which represent expected ethical 
behaviour, minimum (outer ring), good practice (middle ring), and best practice (inner ring), 
in research involving Māori. Furthermore, the addition of the axes, provide opportunity for 
ethical considerations to be aligned with Te Tiriti O Waitangi, the Māori values of whakapono 
(faith), tūmanako (aspirations), aroha (awareness), and a continuum of risk / benefit / 
outcome.  
 

In reviewing and evaluating the literature associated with both the bio-medical and Te Ara 
Tika ethical frameworks, I identified the key concepts between the two ethical frameworks 
(see Figure 3). 
 
Figure 3  
Comparison of key concepts of Te Ara Tika and the bio-medical ethical frameworks. (Author’s 
own) 

 
The presence of a multitude of ethical frameworks across a diverse range of contexts, 
demonstrate the context specificity of ethical dilemmas that can arise during research. It 
also demonstrates the changing research environment from one of medical research to one 
encompassing more social sciences and the unique ethical challenges arising from this 
diversity (Iphofen, 2017).  The increasing popularity of professional practice qualifications, 
for example, MProfPrac and DProfPrac, and hence practitioner-led research has further 
highlighted the potential inappropriateness of the universal ethics mindset within non-
medical focused research. Whilst the principles of ethics underpin all research, the context 
and researcher / researched relationships within practitioner-research add a complexity of 

Te Ara Tika      Bio-medical  
Culturally appropriate   over  Western Focus 
Collective     over   Individual 
Oral      over  Written 
Meaningful relationships   over   Compliance 
Trustworthiness    over  Rules and regulations 
Equitable Benefit / outcomes  over  Unilateral benefits / outcomes 
Inclusive of Difference    over  One size fits all  
Empowerment     over   Power 
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ethical issues not encountered within medical-based research or some social science 
research contexts.  
 
Practitioner-research context 
According to Cochran-Smith and Donnell (2006) practitioner-research “is where the 
practitioner is the researcher, the professional context is the research site, and practice itself 
is the focus of study” (p. 503). This creates a blurring of boundaries, between ‘practitioner 
as researcher’ and ‘practitioner as practitioner’ (Fox et al., 2007), a blurring of boundaries 
that is not something experienced within medical-based research. Rather in that context, 
“the researcher, researched, and context are regarded discreetly” (Fox et al., 2007, p. 79). 
Hence, the researcher maintains a degree of separation from those being researched thus 
objectivity is possible (Brown et al., 2020) though the outcomes are not necessarily 
integrated into real world practice (Cochran-Smith & Donnell, 2006; Fox et al., 2007). For 
practitioner-research, the need to seek new knowledge or create new practices is to solve a 
practical problem within the practitioner’s professional context. The practitioner-researcher 
becomes an insider-researcher, thus the knowledge they hold, their relationships to those 
being researched is integral to bring about workplace change (Costley et al., 2010). Action 
research and autoethnography are commonly applied methodologies as the subjective 
nature of these approaches lends itself to practitioner research. 
 
Due to the subjective nature of practice inquiry, practitioner-researchers typically are not 
able to detach themselves from, not only the research context (as this is also their 
workplace) but also their research participants who are often their colleagues. During the 
process of their practice inquiry, their colleagues, temporarily become their research 
participants, then return to colleagues. Similarly, the practitioner goes from colleague to 
researcher and then back to colleague (Costley & Gibbs, 2006). Furthermore, there can be 
asymmetry in these relationships, where unequal power may be present (Pettersen, 2011). 
Safeguarding these relationships becomes an integral ethical issue to consider (Fulton & 
Costley, 2019). Whilst safeguarding research participants is essential, ethical consideration 
must also look at all relationships of stakeholders likely to be connected to the research. For 
example, not all people located within the researcher’s workplace may choose to be part of 
the research, yet they cannot opt out of the research environment. This could place them in 
a vulnerable position. Even though the practitioner’s research deviates little from their daily 
practice, they must also consider the academic institution and their ethics research 
requirements which are not always clearly understood by the practitioner.  This can create 
tension due to potential conflict between practitioners’ culture / practice and institutional 
research ethics guidelines (Iphofen, 2016).  
 

Ethical review boards and the review process 
Ethical review boards / institution ethics review committees developed to ensure proposed 
research was carried out in an ethical manner. Ultimately review committees hold the power 
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to approve or not approve research. However, there has been much criticism directed at 
ethics review committees of social research and practitioner inquiry. This has included their 
over-regulation almost bureaucratic approach to reviews, over-scrutinisation of research 
aspects arguably outside of their mandate, such as research design and methodologies 
(known as ethics drift), holding on to the world view associated with medical research ethics, 
and having a poor understanding of practitioner research methodologies (Brown et al., 2020; 
Gorman, 2007; Holland, 2016; Iphofen, 2016). However, institutional ethic review panels, 
also have pressures placed on them from a higher level. They are having to consider the 
liability and legal implications of all research carried out under the auspices of their 
institution. Over time, this has seen review panels take a risk averse approach to ethics, a 
‘what if’ or ‘just in case’ mindset, over a risk awareness approach (Holland, 2016; Iphofen, 
2016). This creates tensions and the perception that practitioner-researchers are being 
asked to fit into an ethics framework that was developed for the more traditional, medical 
approach to research.  
 
Ethics is presumed to be perceived as an add-on process (Brown et al., 2020; Fox et al., 2007; 
Guillemin & Gillam, 2004).  Thus, a procedural process for researchers to demonstrate their 
competence at being able to carry out ‘ethical’ research and being able to comply to the 
regulatory institutional processes.    With this mindset, along with the tools provided (e.g., 
participant information sheet and consent form templates), researchers are becoming adept 
at speaking the language of the ethics reviewers. Anecdotally, it seems the ethics process is 
becoming less enabling, disempowering, and creating frustration for practitioner-
researchers, their supporters, and ethics reviewers. This suggests that increasingly the ethic 
review process is becoming less important to researchers. Furthermore, practitioners 
suggest that ethic reviewers are not conversant in the range of methodologies now used in 
practice-inquiry (Brown et al., 2020).  Overall, practitioner-researchers feel the process is 
becoming more obstructive as opposed to constructive (Iphofen, 2016). Alternatively, a lack 
of clarity on ethics applications makes it difficult for reviewers to determine the ethical 
issues related to the proposed research thus resulting in more feedback to the applicants, 
asking for clarification on their methodology and methods. This creates tension between 
ethics committees, researchers, and their supporters. However, Fox et al. (2006) stated that 
“doing ethical research and obtaining ethical approval to do research are not synonymous” 
(p.95). Thus, regardless of the preparedness of practitioner researchers, it is highly likely 
they will have to negotiate a range of unanticipated ethically important moments in the form 
of dilemmas and concerns such is the fluidity of practice inquiry (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; 
Rossman & Rallis, 2012). Ethics in practice goes beyond the proceduralised approach to 
ethics concerns, it is about relational ethics in the real world of professional practice 
(Holland, 2016). 
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Ethical mindfulness 
Relational ethics means that, at the planning phase of the research, it is unlikely that every 
ethical issue can be pre-empted and thus mitigation processes put in place (Brown et al., 
2020; Fox et al., 2007; Gorman, 2007; Iphofen, 2017).  At the outset we do not know, for 
example, how participants will react to the questions being asked, what information they 
will reveal, if indeed the question is sensitive, and whether the revelation of information 
may place them in a vulnerable position (Carpenter, 2018; Iphofen, 2017). This means 
practitioner researchers need to engage in ethical mindfulness throughout their entire 
research process by remaining vigilant of the day-to-day ethical concerns (microethics) of 
doing research (Fulton & Costley, 2019; Rossman & Rallis, 2012; Truog et al., 2015). Truog et 
al. (2015) state “the microethical view, is unique to each situation, arises spontaneously at 
a particular moment in time, and is created in the relational space between the participants” 
(p.12). Navigating these moments requires the practitioner researcher to be ethically 
informed, as well has adopting a reflexive approach.  
 
Being ethically mindful throughout the research process can heighten the practitioner’s 
awareness of ethically charged moments (Rossman & Rallis, 2012). There are no universal 
rules or principles that tell you what to do in ethically charged situations (Tracy, 2010).  When 
unexpected dilemmas occur then the researcher must find the solution in the moment 
within their ethical self.  Hence, all researchers need to have awareness of their moral codes, 
and what drives their behaviour. Tolich and Tumilty (2021) suggest that “our ethical 
intuitions, imagination, reasoning, and agency are the ways that we can address situations 
to the best of our abilities as they occur” (p. 64). Thus, within a practitioner research context, 
practitioner ethical research is dependent on the practitioner and their underlying ethical 
framework (Tolich, & Tumilty, 2021; Tracy, 2010). Ultimately, ethically appropriate research 
comes back to the researcher who either practices ethically or they do not (Hamilton, 2016).  
 
Summary 
This literature review places research ethics within the full context of ethics as a subject. We 
can see the developing argument of why the bio-medical ethical framework is considered 
inappropriate for practitioner research.  For example, the context in which practitioner 
research occurs does not allow for the objectivity required of medical research. 
Furthermore, as practitioner researchers are researching within their work place then the 
relationship space in which their research is carried out adds a layer of complexity not seen 
in medical research. The inclusion of various ethical frameworks indicates the need for 
practitioner-researchers to consider cultural sensitivity when conducting research. 
Furthermore, it does appear that integral to carrying out research in an ethical manner is 
the individual’s ethical behaviour outside of a research environment.  In my next chapter, I 
discuss my methodology and methods.  
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY AND METHODS 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I discuss the methodology and methods associated with my practice inquiry. 
The structure of this chapter is as follows. 

• Positioning myself in the research 
• Ethical issues associated with insider-research 
• Methodology - Grounded Theory 
• Methods – mixed methods 
• Phase 1: Online survey 
• Phase 2: Semi-structured interview 

 
Positioning myself 
Prior to establishing the most appropriate methodological approach and methods for my 
research inquiry, I first needed to consider my positionality within my research inquiry.  
Positionality was where I saw myself situated in relation to 1) the context in which I carried 
out my research, 2) the subject area, and 3) my participants, prior to and throughout my 
research (Holmes, 2020; Merriam et al., 2001). 
  

1) My experiences as a facilitator and the roles I hold / have held in OP, mean I have 
institutional knowledge, ethics knowledge, and longstanding networks and 
relationships across both the institution and within my area of work. At the time of 
carrying out my research I did not hold a leadership role where people reported to 
me thus, I believed that I came to this research on a level playing field with my 
potential participants.  

2) In my role as ethicist, I have also reviewed more than 150 ethics applications which 
gives me inside knowledge of the collated ethical concerns raised through the review 
process. As the ethicist I have in-depth knowledge and understanding of research 
ethics, but I do not have in-depth knowledge and understanding of colleagues or 
learners’ research ethics practice.  

3) I identified two participant groups, a) learners who have completed or in the process 
of completing their WBL project and b) facilitators / mentors who work with learners 
in the professional practice qualification as described in chapter one. Following are 
factors I reflected on when considering my positionality to potential participants.  

a. There is a possibility that I have worked with some potential participants as 
their facilitator / academic mentor and thus held a reasonably close 
relationship with them throughout their research inquiry. However, 
dependent on time factors, this relationship may be more distant now.  

b. As the ethicist I may have reviewed the applications of potential participants 
though, I have had no interaction with them personally.  
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c. For many potential participants I would have had no interaction with them / 
or reviewed their applications due to them going through a different review 
process. 

d. In terms of facilitators / mentors, broadly speaking, these people are my 
colleagues. However, the type of relationship I have with them is dependent 
on, for example, who they are, the departments they work for in OP, and the 
degree to which we have interacted.  

Reflecting on my discussion above I position myself as an insider-researcher. Understanding 
this ensured I followed a robust research process that enabled trustworthiness, and 
credibility of my research ensuring integrity of my findings and recommendations. 

An insider-researcher is conducting research with the social group, organisation, or culture 
to which they also belong (Costley et al., 2010; Greene, 2014). Thus, someone researching 
from the inside has prior knowledge of the group, prior experiences related to the research 
inquiry area, experiences a closeness to the area under inquiry and the community in which 
it is being carried out (Chavez-Reyes, 2008; Costley et al., 2010; Merriam et al., 2001). This 
is opposite to someone who is considered researching from the outside and thus does not 
have a close relationship with the group / context under inquiry. Rather they experience a 
high degree of detachment or objectivity to the study area and community (Chavez-Reyes, 
2008; Holmes, 2020; Merriam et al., 2001). Acknowledging that I am an insider-researcher 
belies the complexity of the insider / outsider researcher context. What ‘type’ of researcher 
I am should not be considered as a dichotomy of either being an insider or an outsider. 
Rather, I also need to consider the degree of my ‘insiderness’ (Chavez-Reyes, 2008; Holmes, 
2020) through the entirety of my research process, that is, from the start of my research 
idea, through the development of and implementing the research process, through to the 
dissemination of my findings and beyond. To do this I viewed insider / outsider along a 
continuum. 

There has been much support for holding the view that insiderness should not be seen as is 
a fixed value (Trowler, 2011) as it is dependent on the closeness of the researcher to the 
research area and / or the group being researched and /or other factors such as ethnicity, 
gender, or age, and research experience (Chammas, 2020). The positioning is researcher and 
context specific (Fleming, 2018; Holmes, 2020) thus creating a fluidity across time and 
participants blurring the boundaries of insiderness / outsiderness (Chammas, 2020; Trowler, 
2011). Determining where I sit along this continuum at any one time throughout my research 
inquiry cannot be easily resolved due to my constantly shifting positionality.  

There is a plethora of research focused on the advantages and disadvantages of being an 
insider researcher (e.g., Bercovici et al., 2020; Chavez-Reyes, 2008; Costley et al., 2010; 
Greene, 2014). In Table 4 I have outlined what I see as being the advantages and challenges 
(I have deliberately chosen challenges as opposed to disadvantages as these are challenges 
to mitigate rather than being limitations to my inquiry) of being an insider-researcher. 
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Furthermore, this is not an exhaustive list, but reflecting on my positionality within my 
research, this list was developed from my reading (e.g., Berkovic et al., 2020; Bourke, 2014; 
Chamma, 2020; Chavez-Reyes, 2008; Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Fleming, 2018; Greene, 2014; 
Holmes, 2020; Merriam et al., 2001; Trowler, 2011) and reflective activities prior to 
undertaking my practice inquiry.  

Table 4  
Opportunities and challenges associated with my research inquiry as an insider researcher 
(Author’s own) 
 

Grouping Opportunities Challenges 

Access to participants Ease of access to participants. Potential perceived coercion 
in relation to voluntary 
consent for participation.  

Participant - researcher 
relationship  

Familiarity with participants – 
already have a relationship. 

• Power relationships. 
• Confidentiality and 

anonymity concerns.  
• Potential compromise of 

professionalism. 
• Too close so unable to ask 

provocative questions. 

Research area Nuanced understanding of 
research area / culture   

• Ask more meaningful 
questions. 

• Read non-verbal cues. 
• Allows for true voice of the 

participant to be heard. 

• Lack of detachment to 
research area thus 
compromises validity. 

• Too subjective so threat to 
objectivity. 

• Researcher bias. 
• Assumption from 

participants that knowledge 
is already known by 
researcher so they may 
unintentionally withhold 
information -lack of in-
depth detail. 

• Detailed knowledge could 
mean bigger picture not 
seen by researcher. 

 

Table 4 shows that for every opportunity there are corresponding challenges to mitigate 
during the development of my research inquiry. It also demonstrates the complexity of the 
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insider-researcher relationship with their own research. The key here is the mitigation 
strategies I focused on to ensure the robustness of my research inquiry. These 
considerations focused from the development of my idea, to alleviate any possible concerns 
about my choice of methodology and methods. Mitigation strategies are discussed at the 
relevant steps of the research process, as detailed in the sections to follow (Berkovic, 2020; 
Fleming, 2018; Greene, 2014).  
 

Methodology 
I evaluated several types of methodology to determine the most appropriate for my practice 
inquiry. These methodologies included Action Research (Burns, 2015; Coleman, 2019; 
Ivankova, 2015), Phenomenology (Neubauer et al., 2019; Patton, 2015; van Manen, 2017a; 
van Manen, 2017b), and Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Patton, 2015; Pulla, 
2016; Seale, 2018, Tie et al., 2019). From my review I believed Grounded Theory was the 
most appropriate for my practice inquiry.  
 
Grounded Theory  
Grounded theory (GT) was first introduced in 1967 by Glaser and Strauss who were looking 
for an alternative social research approach to the more dominant positivist approach of the 
time (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Pulla, 2016; Seale, 2018). This approach was, and continues to 
be, considered a full systematic research method. Subsequently, it has been termed as 
‘classical’ grounded theory or the Glaser approach to GT (Simmons, 2011; Urquhart, 2013) 
due to the variant GT approaches that have evolved over time (e.g., Charmaz, 2006; Strauss, 
1987). It is argued that these variants have deviated from the idea of GT being a full 
systematic research method to one that places greater emphasis on the analysis process 
where data is structured to reveal theory (deductive) rather than for theory to emerge 
(inductive) as is the emphasis of classic GT (Engward, 2013; Simmons, 2011). I have adopted 
‘classic’ GT in my practice inquiry and from herein will refer to it as GT.  
 
GT comes into its own when little is known about the topic under inquiry which could 
indicate a need for theory (Bluff, 2005). Furthermore, grounding the theory in the data 
avoids speculative ideas of the researcher (Strauss, 1987). Those using this approach, do so 
free from a theoretical standpoint thus they have no predetermination of what will be found 
in the data (Engward, 2013; Glaser, 1967; Urquhart, 2013). This approach encourages 
creativity in the analysis process thus allowing theory, unfiltered, to emerge from the data 
(Glaser, 1978).  In doing so the researcher stays true to the voices of participants, that is, 
looking for what the data is saying rather than putting their own interpretation on the data 
and / or forcing the data to fit preconceived categories. In this sense GT is emergent, 
relevant, fits the data, and is modifiable (Glaser, 1978). Another advantage of GT is that it 
deals with complexity of any topic under enquiry, for example, the complexity of ethics for 
practitioner researchers (Strauss, 1987). Furthermore, GT does not pigeon-hole to a 
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particular discipline rather it is a suitable approach for use across disciplines which fits with 
the transdisciplinary nature of practitioner research.  
 
The key component to grounded theory is the data analysis process which includes 
guidelines, such as 1) theoretical sampling, 2) constant comparison of data, and 3) coding 
paradigm, which ensures the generation of theory is grounded in the data (Glaser, 1978; 
Strauss, 1987). These guidelines are discussed in-depth further in this chapter.  
 
GT theory allows for induction, deduction, and verification. Induction in the sense that the 
researcher does have previous knowledge / experience of the inquiry plus they have a 
working knowledge of research / research processes. Deductive in the sense through 
experience, constant comparison can be carried out, and comparisons made with extant 
theories and how these categories could be / are relevant to the emerging theory. 
Verification in the sense of knowledge of the context and those practicing within that 
context (Strauss, 1987). Overall, this says that adopting the GT approach is ideal for me, as 
a practitioner-researcher, as I fit all three aspects of this approach. My knowledge and 
experience in the field of practitioner ethics appears to be paramount to my research 
inquiry.  
 

Methods 
Mixed methods approach  
Having established my methodology, I then considered the most appropriate method / s for 
my data collection. In determining the best fit methods, I gave thought to the information I 
was seeking. My inquiry was focused on gaining an in-depth understanding of people’s 
knowledge on ethics in the context of practitioner research and from there developing a 
theory. I took a pragmatic approach when I considered my methods. Due to my limited 
understanding of this, I decided a mixed-methods approach was appropriate.  
 
I chose an online survey for phase 1 of my inquiry as this approach provided me with a 
quantitative description of the attitudes and opinions practitioners and mentors held 
regarding ethics practice (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). At that stage, this was not an 
understanding I held. I was also able to develop questions to which I wanted answers to. The 
knowledge I gained from the surveys, provided me with the foundational understanding 
from which I could explore ethics as practice in more depth with the purpose of developing 
a theory (Spicer, 2018). For phase two of my inquiry, I chose the qualitative tool of semi-
structured interviews as this is a proven technique to find out about things, for example, 
people’s attitude, opinions, and values, that cannot be directly observed (Byrne, 2018). 
Interviews allowed me to delve into more depth on what is a complex topic. Surveys did not 
allow me to do this (Patton, 2015).   
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Participants 
I adopted a purposive sampling by deliberately targeting a specific group who had 
information / insight into the core ideas driving my research inquiry on ethics in practice 
(Seale, 2018). Two groups were determined to have meaningful knowledge of my area of 
inquiry and thus worthy of exploration. 

One group were practitioner-researchers who had completed their ethics application 
process through Capable NZ’s Category B process or through OPREC. This included learners 
who were currently carrying out their WBL project or they had completed their MProfPrac 
or DProfPrac. The second group were facilitators / academic mentors working with 
practitioner-researchers doing their MProfPrac or DProfPrac. Arguably, this group first 
support practitioners to consider the ethical concerns of their practice inquiry. Thus, to be 
eligible, participants had to be either current / past learners or mentors in a professional 
practice qualification delivered via Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd.   

Ethical considerations 
Throughout my practice inquiry, I was constantly vigilant of potential ethical issues arising 
throughout my research that I had not foreseen during the planning phase of my research 
(Carpenter, 2018; Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; Kara, 2018). Hence, despite having obtained 
Category A ethics approval (see appendix C), I went into my project with the mindset of 
‘expect the unexpected’ and through reflexivity I remained constantly vigilant for any 
ethically important moments that might arise and require immediate action. No additional 
ethical issues arose throughout my research.  
 
Mana Whenua Consultation  
Prior to starting my research, I underwent mana whenua consultation through OP’s 
Kaitohutohu Office (see Appendix B). Throughout my research I was cognisant of ensuring 
my interactions with participants aligned with Te Ara Tika (Hudson et al., 2010). For example, 

• Where appropriate I started and ended my interviews with a karakia. 
• I acknowledged my appreciation of their time, and the knowledge they shared with 

me about their ethical journey. They were aware how much I valued their 
contribution. 

• I maintained their true voice through my analysis and dissemination of my research.  
• I maintained their confidentiality throughout my MProfPrac journey and beyond. To 

this day I am the only person who knows the identity of my interview participants.  
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Phase 1: On-line survey 
I used the online platform Qualtrics for the survey. This is considered a secure platform that 
does not track participants, as the information is collated at the time of submission thus 
maintaining participant’s anonymity and confidentiality (qualtricsXM, 2022). My survey was 
designed to gain the perspectives from each group regarding research ethics practice. For 
example, from learners I wanted to gain a broad overview of their general attitudes and 
opinions towards research ethics practice. For example, how important did they consider 
research ethics, what did they know about ethics at the start of their course, what resources 
did they access, at what point in their study did they start to think about ethics (Appendix D 
for the full on-line survey).  From mentors I wanted to gain a broad overview of their 
experiences in supporting learners to establish a research ethics practice. For example, what 
resources did they provide to their learners, at what point did they introduce ethics thinking 
to their learners’ work, what was their experience of the ethics review process (Appendix E 
for the full on-line survey). As a final note the literature did not inform my questions for the 
survey as a grounded theory approach suggests the literature is read following data analysis 
(Simmons, 2011; Urquhart, 2013). 
 

Participants  
Participant recruitment 
The College of Work Based Learning administrator acted as gatekeeper by sending email 
invitations to both participant groups simultaneously (Appendices F & G). This approach was 
taken to negate any perception of coercion to participate due to pre-existing relationships 
potential participants had with me, the researcher. The participant information sheet was 
attached to the email (appendices H & I). The information provided specified the voluntary 
nature of participation, what their involvement would include, and assurance of anonymity 
and confidentiality. All potential participants were given the option of contacting me if they 
required further information about my practice inquiry. Due to the online nature of the 
survey, it was not feasible to obtain written consent. Instead, submission of the survey was 
considered consent. The link to the online survey was included in the email invitation.  
 
Participant demographics 
A total of 93 learner and 43 mentor invitations were sent out. The response rate was 31 
learners (36%) and 20 mentors (47%). This response rate indicated to me that people were 
engaged with the topic of ethics.   
 
Of the 31 learners who responded, 18 (58.1%) identified as European / New Zealander, five 
(16.1%) as Māori, one (3.2%) as Pacifica and seven (22.6%) as other. Participants were not 
asked to expand on the ‘other’ category (see figure 4). 
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Figure 4      Figure 5 
Learner Ethnicity      Learner Programme of Study 

 
The demographics show that six (17.1%) had completed their DProfPrac, 15 (42.9%) had 
completed their MProfPrac, and 14 (40%) were still studying (see figure 5). Of these 14, six 
were doing their DProfPrac and eight were doing their MProfPrac. Please note that the 
learner programme of study numbers is different to the numbers who responded due to 
some participants having completed both programmes, or they have completed one 
programme and currently studying in a second programme.  The demographics show that 
there was a diversity of ethnicities, and programmes being studied. The data was not broken 
into ethic groups due to the low numbers thus potential to identify participants because of 
this.  
 

Of the 20 mentors who responded, 17 (85%) identified as European / New Zealander, ten 
(10%) as Māori, and one (5%) as other (see figure 6). Participants were not asked to expand 
on the ‘other’ category. Responses showed that six (20%) mentored on the DProfPrac only, 
seven (35%) on the MProfPrac only, and seven (35%) on both programmes (see figure 7). 
The data was not broken into ethic groups due to the low numbers and the potential to 
identify participants because of this. 
 
Figure 6       Figure 7 
Mentor Ethnicity     Mentoring programme 

 

Mentor Ethnicity

European / NZer Māori Pacifica Other

Learner Ethnicity

European / NZer Māori Pacifica Other

Learner Programme of Study

DProfPrac MProfPrac Still Studying

Programme

DProfPrac MProfPrac Both
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Phase 2: Interviews 
To develop a deeper understanding of my practice inquiry, I carried out interviews to gain 
insight into participants’ attitudes, understanding, and experiences of research ethics in 
practice (Patton, 2015; Seale, 2018).  Furthermore, interviews allowed me to focus on 
exploring the complexity of ethics in practice that could not be achieved via other research 
methods such as on-line surveys (Seale, 2018). However, there was a degree of intimacy 
associated with interviews, even more so due to the pre-existing relationship between 
myself and my participants. Most participants knew me through my many roles, e.g., 
colleague, facilitator, ethicist, yet few knew me as a researcher. Such familiarity had the 
potential for role confusion to occur (Dwyer & Buckle, 2009). Hence, I kept an awareness of 
my boundaries throughout the research process ensuring I always responded as the 
researcher rather than one of my other roles. I also needed to ensure that my participants 
only saw me as a researcher. This was important as the participant voices needed to be 
heard, the interview needed to be shaped and guided by their experiences (Dwyer & Buckle, 
2009). To address the potential issue of role confusion, I clearly explained my role as the 
researcher in the context of the interview. I iterated that I was not there to judge them in 
any way, that my purpose was for them to be open and honest with their responses, allowing 
me to understand their experiences, from their perspective.  
 
The interview process for my GT research was characterised by a circular iterative process 
of data collection and data analysis. To remain true to GT, the interviews, initially, were 
unstructured.  This allowed participants to respond as they saw appropriate, discussing what 
was relevant to them and doing this on their terms. I wanted to hear their stories, not simply 
have them answer my questions (Glaser, 2001). Thus, I became a passive listener, to 
minimize any bias I may bring to the interview (Simmons, 2011). 
 
Participant recruitment 
Participants who completed the on-line survey were asked if they would be happy to 
participate in an interview with me to further explore research ethics practice. Those 
interested in being part of an interview gave their email contact address. In providing their 
name and contact details, they lost their anonymity however, in no way could the 
information they provided in the survey be linked to a specific person. This meant their 
confidentially was maintained. I followed up with all interested parties, thanking them for 
considering being interviewed, and attached the information sheet for the interviews 
(Appendices J & K). Everyone was given the option to let me know if they wished to withdraw 
at this time. In my emails (to both groups) I indicated the process for the interviews. Ethnicity 
data was not recorded as it had the potential for participants to be identified.  
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Interviews 
Taking what I had learnt from the online surveys, and my tacit knowledge, I developed a 
broad, open-ended statement as the interview starter. This format  

• allowed participants to be fully focused, 
• gave participants space, thus empowering them to convey accounts of their 

experiences unencumbered by a more formal structured interview format, and 
• provided the most opportunities for participants to tell their stories, using their 

voices (Bourke, 2014; Chammas, 2020; Glaser, 2001). 

Of note, the interviews could not be replicable due to the changing nature of the questions 
as the theory began to emerge from the data (Glaser, 2001).  In other words, each interview 
subsequently informed the next interview. I found that the initial interview was relatively 
unstructured but as the interviewing progressed, they became more semi-structured as I 
focused on aspects of the emerging theory (Bluff, 2005; Patton, 2015; Pulla, 2015). However, 
there was enough openness in these interviews for new concepts to emerge. The duration 
of the interviews varied from 20 minutes to 50 minutes. This variation was due in part to 
participants knowledge of ethics. All interviews were carried out on-line using the Microsoft 
Teams platform. The Microsoft Teams recording function was used, with myself as the 
researcher checking this transcription for accuracy with the actual interview.  
 
Summary 
In this chapter I have discussed my positionality as an insider researcher with a focus on 
understanding my degree of insiderness in relation to my participants. This knowledge 
meant I was able to consider all potential ethical aspects to my research and have mitigation 
strategies ready if the need arose.  I have provided a justification for my use of Grounded 
Theory and mixed methods in my research. Finally, I discussed the recruitment process for 
both my online survey and semi structured interviews. This also included the eligibility 
criteria for both forms of data collection. In the next chapter I will outline my analysis 
process, along with my findings.  

  



31 
 

Chapter 4 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
In this chapter I will discuss the analysis process for both phase 1 and then present my 
findings. Following this I will detail my analysis process for phase 2 followed by the 
presentation of my findings.   
 

Phase 1: 
Analysis 
The survey data was a mixture of quantitative and qualitative responses. Quantitative data 
is presented as recorded and thematic analysis was carried out on the qualitative data 
(Clarke & Braun, 2021; Seale, 2018). Thematic analysis is an inductive, systematic process, 
used to identify patterns and meanings across data sources. Adopting this approach allowed 
me to group data with similar ideas together to form lower-level themes. This inductive 
process continued upwards until no core similarities between themes could be established. 
Furthermore, each question was analysed separately.  Participant group data was kept 
separate.  
 

Importance of research ethics 
Participants were asked to rate the importance of research ethics to them, then qualitatively 
expand on their ratings. The results were positive across both groups with 78% of learners 
and 85% of mentors indicating ethics was very important. In the learner group a further 12.5 
% thought ethics was moderately important with 9.4 indicating it was slightly important. 
Alternatively, 10% of mentors thought ethics was moderately important with 5% indicating 
it was slightly important.   
 
I used thematic analysis to analyse the qualitative aspects of the surveys (Clarke & Braun, 
2021). I read the comments several times then looked for common themes across all 
comments. These have been included in Table 5 as subthemes. I then grouped the 
subthemes into a higher order theme as per Table 5. Following thematic analysis, the 
emergent themes were, integrity, mana, and relationships. Table 5 provides an overview of 
the main emerging themes and sub-themes for each participant group.  
 
These results provided me with evidence that ethics was predominantly considered 
important in the minds of both learners and mentors. It also showed reasons why ethics was 
considered important, reasons which align with the principles underpinning ethics of 
autonomy, beneficence, justice, and non-maleficence. 
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Table 5  
Themes associated with the importance of ethics in research 
 

Theme Subthemes 
 Learner Mentor 

Integrity • Doing the right thing 
• Authenticity of researcher 
• Credibility of research 

• Enhances research practice 
• Mitigating bias 
• Doing the right thing 

Mana • Justice 
• Respect 
• Beneficence 
• Transparency 

• Justice 
• Respect 
• Dissipating power 
• Transparency 

Relationships • Safety of all stakeholders 
• Trust 
• Being true to participants’ voice 

• Safety of all stakeholders 
• Doing no harm 
 

 
 
A set of questions focused on learners’ knowledge of ethics at the start of their study, and 
what resources they accessed to improve their knowledge. Mentors were also asked what 
resources they provided to their learners associated with research ethics. A final question 
focused on unexpected ethical issues that arose during the doing of their research project.  
 
Learners were asked to indicate the level of their ethics knowledge at the start of their study. 
The results showed that 9.4% indicated their knowledge was excellent, 40.6% rated their 
knowledge as limited, 37.5% as good and 9.4% as very limited. These results show that 91% 
of learners’ knowledge on ethics could be enhanced. 
 
Figure 8 
Learners’ ethics knowledge at the start of their study 
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Learners were asked at what stage of their programme did they first consider the ethical 
issues of their proposed project and mentors were asked at what stage of their learners’ 
research did they first mention ethics.  
 
Figure 9 
Initial consideration of ethics 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For learners, the results showed that 43.8% first considered ethics at the formation of their 
idea, 43.8% at the start of their learning agreement, 9.38% at the point of completing their 
ethics application, and 3.1% at another point in the process (during the decision process). In 
comparison, 50% of mentors first considered ethics for their learners work at the formation 
of the idea, 35% at the start of the learning agreement, 10% at the point of completing the 
ethics application, and 5% at another point in the process (throughout).  

The results show that ethical considerations are discussed at varying times along the journey 
of the qualification. While the results indicate that ethical thinking and conversations started 
early in the process what is not known is the depth or breadth of these conversations. For 
example, did these conversations focus on the concept of ethics regarding self and research, 
or were the initial conversations focused on, ‘you will need to submit an ethics application 
at some point’? This area needs further exploration.  

Ethics resources  
Learners were asked what resources they accessed for their ethics knowledge and mentors 
were asked what resources they provided to their learners to enhance their ethics 
knowledge. The resources used by both groups were collated and can been seen in Table 6. 
These resources show similarity in the resources accessed by learners to enhance their ethics 
knowledge and those resources supplied by mentors to their learners.  A key finding from 
this question is learners’ source of truth, which includes academic literature, mentors, and 
the OP Moodle sites. Whilst not all resources are within my control, there are areas that 
could be focused on to ensure robust ethics knowledge is available. This indicates ongoing 
professional development for all mentors and upgrading of websites, to ensure they keep 
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pace with the changing methodologies associated with practitioner research and therefore 
ethics.  
 
Table 6  
Learner and mentor ethics resources  
 

Theme Learners Mentors 
Literature 
 

• Kaupapa Māori Research papers/videos 
• Research ethics specific to my research 

methodology 
• Academic articles / books 
• Institution’s ethics guidelines 
• Other research proposals 
• Existing works of peers and academics. 

• Dependent on learner’s area of 
study 

• Moodle site – Capable NZ 
• Kaupapa Māori Research 

papers/videos 
• Professional code of ethics 
• Academic articles / books 
 

Ethics specific 
resource 
 

• OP Ethical approval process 
• Ethics committee members 
• Ethics workshop 
• School ethicist 

• OP research ethics Moodle site 
• Ethicist 

 
 

Support  
 

• Mentors 
• Peers 

• Mentors’ library of ethics 
resources – dependent on 
learner’s area of study 

• Mentor discussions 
 
 

Experiences of the ethics approval review process 
Both participant groups were asked to rate, on a scale of 1 -10 (with 1 being the worst, and 
10 being the best) their experience of the ethics review process. However, the lens was 
slightly different for each group. Learners rated this on their direct experience and mentors 
rated this on their experience of supporting their learners through the process. Figure 10 
shows the rating for each group. 
 
Figure 10 
Learner and mentor ratings of their experience with the ethics approval process 
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Most learners rated their experiences as either 9 or 10 whereas most mentors rated their 
experience as 7 or 8. Overall, we can see that the majority for both groups scored a rating of 
7 and above.  However, overall learners’ experience appears to be generally more positive 
than that of their mentors. Reflecting on these results, and considering potential experience 
of practitioner-researchers’ knowledge and experience with research ethics, how do they 
know what is a good ethics process? Furthermore, as their support, it may be that mentors 
are shielding them from aspects of the review process which could be indicated by the low 
rating for some mentors. Two key themes of process and reviewers emerged from the 
analysis process which could provide insight into the ratings. Table 7 provides an overview 
of the themes and their subthemes.  
 
Table 7 
Themes associated with the ethics approval review process 
 

Theme Subthemes 
 Learner Mentor 

Process • Template not fit for purpose 
• Positive - easy, useful, valuable 
• Negative – tick boxing, added extra 

• Template not fit for purpose 
• Untidy 
• Thinking is not integrated 

Reviewers • Understanding 
• Helpful 

• Overstepping boundaries 
• Changing process 
• Lack of understanding of 

professional practice 
 
Learners were asked if any unexpected ethical issues had arisen during the ‘doing’ of their 
research and mentors were asked the same question in relation to their learners’ research.  
 
Figure 11  
Unexpected ethical issues during the project  
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For learners, the results showed that 22.6% indicated that unexpected ethical issues did 
arise, 16.1% indicated maybe and 61.3% indicated that no unexpected ethical issues arose 
during the ‘doing’ of their research. In comparison, 30% of mentors indicated yes to 
unexpected ethical issues, 10% said maybe and 60% indicated that no unexpected ethical 
issues arose during the ‘doing’ of their learner’s research (Figure 11). 
 
When asked how they navigated these unexpected ethical issues, learners indicated that it 
depended on the issue/ s that arose. For some it provided an increased awareness of ethical 
research practice where they paid attention to the dissemination of their findings especially 
if their research was being shared with stakeholders.  Others used their mentor and/ or the 
Capable NZ ethicist to help them through the complexity of research ethics. One learner 
commented that their increasing awareness of ethics throughout their research showed 
them the complexity in keeping the self, safe as the following comment indicates. 
  

As my understanding of the complexity of the ethical considerations of 
autoethnography grew, I saw more ethical issues especially around how I protected 
myself and issues of reflecting on practice which means including stories that are not 
entirely my own but linked to my own. 

 
In rare cases, an unexpected ethical issue did mean the learner had to pivot their research, 
resulting in an addendum to their original ethics application. Those that indicated ‘maybe’ 
suggests an uncertainty on what constitutes unexpected ethical issues. It could also point to 
the blurring of ongoing ethics.  
 
Summary 
From this survey I gained a general sense of where research ethics practice rests in both 
learners’ and mentors’ thinking.  This thinking is summarised as follows. 

• Ethics is seen as important to the integrity of the research, upholding the mana of 
the research, and ensuring trusting and safe relationships with all stakeholders 
involved in the research. 

• There appears to be gaps in practitioners’ ethics knowledge pre-study indicating a 
need for development in this area. 

• Ethics conversations appear to start early in the research process though it is unclear 
what these conversations focus on. 

• Mentors, resources supplied by the mentor ethicist are learners’ source of truth. 
• Learners appeared to have a positive experience with the ethical review process.  

 
Overall, I was able to carry this knowledge into my interviews, which are discussed next.  
  



37 
 

Phase 2: 
Analysis 
Constant comparative method was employed when analysing the interviews as it allowed 
me to gain a deeper understanding of the nuances of the emerging theory (Urquhart, 2013). 
I used the following analysis features associated with Grounded Theory (Noble & Mitchell, 
2016).  

• Interview – analysis of the interview – key ideas taken into the next interview. 
• Interview - analysis of the interview, key findings identified, compared with the 

findings from previous interviews, ideas merged in one framework. 
This approach continued for all interviews, six learners and three mentors. For example, 
figure 13 shows the emerging ideas for participant 1 (P1). Figure 14 shows the emerging 
ideas for participant 2 (P2). The ideas from P1 and P2 were then merged as shown in figure 
15. Figure 16 shows the emerging ideas for participant 3 (P3) which were subsequently 
merged with the ideas shown in figure 15. This approach continued through to participant 
9. Learners and mentors were not kept separate as both groups were focused on the same 
topic albeit from a different perspective. These differing perspectives were important for me 
to capture as my theory developed. Throughout the analysis process I constantly reviewed 
the findings from each interview and compared these to the emerging model. This allowed 
for the refinement of my thinking, as my model started to take shape. Figures 12 to 22 just 
provide a snapshot of my developing Research ethics as practice model.  All figures 
associated with the analysis process can be viewed in Appendix L. 
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Figure 12 

Emerging ideas of P1 

Review Process

•One size does not fit all
•Making template fit for purpose
•Dispersing ethics review panel control
•Compliance process

Learner Agency •Taking responsibility

Ethics Mindset •Quality check
•Developmental and learning process

Managing Risk

•Safety of 
•Researcher
•Par�cipants
•Stakeholders
•Ins�tu�on

Par�cipant 1 (P1) discussed various aspects of the review process . P1 discussed topics
such as the power held by ethics commi�ees, changes that could be made to the
current ethics review template, the idea that ethics could be viewed as a check for
quality and rigour of the research process . There was also an emphasis placed on
viewing ethics through a different mindset, that of a developmental and learning
process as opposed to a compliance ac�vity . Learner agency and risk management
were further key points for P1.

Review process

• “…the one size fits all, I'm kind of looking at. It doesn't fit me. You know, I have to 
have mul�ple applica�ons actually across the mul�ple threads of what I'm doing”.

• “…it doesn’t suit the mul�disciplinary project…”
• “the ethic commi�ee mindset … is a commi�ee with power that decides whether 

things proceed or not”.
• “it feels its got a real compliance feel at the moment…”

Learner Agency
• “I think agencies are really important thing around ethics for learners … the Bucks 

go�a sit with them. It's almost like if you defer to an authority to approve an 
ethics dilemma then, in some ways, you're bypassing the responsibility that a 
learner will take in their own…” 

Ethics Mindset

• “…more developmental than compliance … “
• “It's a vehicle for cri�cal reflec�on in ways that people don't expect”. 
• “…it’s an opportunity. It’s a rigour moment … make a call whether you’re taking 

too much risk or not”.

Managing Risk
• “…there is much, much risk to manage and, it's not just risk to the learner of 

course it's risk to the reputa�on of the ins�tu�on and its risk to the staff who were 
involved”.

• “…one of the ethical dilemmas I've faced instantly was how much am I gonna
share of my prac�ce…” 

• “…how are you managing risk or engaging with stakeholders…” 
• “…that’s all about safety as far as I’m concerned. Ethics, I don’t even use the E 

word”.

P1
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Figure 13 Emerging ideas of P2 

 

Four key themes emerged from Par�cipant 2’s (P2) interview. Understanding
the why of the ethics process was considered important especially as
prac��oners may be unfamiliar with the academic language of ethics. Hence,
there is a need to keep it simple . P2 also focused on the learner’s agency or
their responsibility of conduc�ng research . The key here was valuing people’s
contribu�on and understanding ownership of the data. There were no in-
betweens for P2 when it came to a person’s ethical self. Furthermore, they felt
that approaching ethics with a different mindset and being mindful of ethically
important moments throughout the research were important considera�ons .

Review process

• “should be prac��oner friendly …we need to keep things really simple … we 
complicate things”.

• “if [ethics] comes back with something for you to think about … you might 
have missed out … that is a good thing”

Learner Agency
• “…learner responsibility that goes within ethics, make sure that we’re 

respec�ul of other people and their informa�on”.
• “having control over the informa�on … if you’re willing to share it, then you 

should also have some control over how it’s used … it really is a data 
sovereignty issue”. 

• “protec�ng people and keeping them safe”.
• “if you keep going down that track, we’re going to have to put in a new 

ethics applica�on …”
• “Tell true stories … but not in a way that would make anybody feel 

vulnerable or exposed.”

Ethical self
• “… you either prac�ce in an ethical way, or you do not”.

Ethics Mindset
• “…do no harm … if you approach ethics with that mindset … that’s where 

you keep yourself safe”
• It’s being able to approach things with a cri�cal thinking lens”

Review Process •Prac��oner friendly
•Iden�fying gaps

Learner Agency

•Research Ethical responsibility 
•Valuing people’s contribu�on
•Sovereignty of Data
•Keeping people safe

•Ethical Mindfulness
•Dissemina�on
•Being cognisant of vulnerability

Ethical Self
•You are ethical or you are not

Ethics Mindset •Do no harm
•Cri�cal thinking

P2
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Figure 14 

Emerging framework P1-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Review 
Process

•Procedural
•Development and Learning Process

Learner 
Agency

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical Mindfulness

Managing 
Risk

•Safety of all stakeholders

Ethical Self •Personal ethics

P1 
& 
P2

The findings from P1 and P2 were compared and merged in the following way . Subthemes 
under review process were iden�fied as procedural and that the process should be 
viewed as a developmental and learning process. The points under the subthemes are 
examples of what falls into this category. 

Review process
Ethical mindsets were merged into the review process as both aligned ethics associated 
with the ins�tu�on 
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process 
• Prac��oner friendly

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Iden�fying gaps
• Understanding the role of the ethics review panel

Learner Agency
This covered research aspects that were considered the responsibility of the learner as a 
researcher. Two themes emerged
Ethical research responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on
• Being cognisant of vulnerability 

Managing risk
Ethics was seen about managing risk of the stakeholders
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant ,, and the Ins�tu�on

Ethical self
• Personal ethics – you either prac�ce ethically or you do not
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Figure 15 

Emerging ideas of P3 

 

 

Review Process

•Understanding the why of research 
ethics

•What is ethics
•Seen through different lenses. 
•Add on process

Learner Agency •Being true to par�cipants' voice
•Honouring and strengthening 

mana

Ethical Self
•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics

Par�cipant 3’s (P3) interview focused on the why and what of the ethics review process . The ethics process
was introduced late in the planning of their research project thus P3 did not have a sense of what this was
and why it was needed . It felt like an add on process . By the end of the research process, P3 had gained a
be�er understanding of the need for ethics review process . P3 talked a lot about learner agency during
the process of doing the research and dissemina�ng the findings . Cultural responsiveness and upholding
the mana of par�cipants was a strong focal point for P3. This extended to the dissemina�on of findings,
ensuring maintaining the truth of par�cipants’ voices . The integra�on of personal ethics and professional
ethics was also a factor for P3.

Review Process
• “ …an addi�on to the work that I’m doing … policing of my work … to ensure the safety of the

interviewee”.
• “I am consciously aware …these are level of ethics and professionalism that you followed . But for

someone that’s gone into a masters, who doesn’t necessarily understand the concept of what ethics
really, truly does mean … I would have loved an open conversa�on around it”.

• “… a different lens … it’s a specific world lens versus an academic world lens”.
• “it felt like an add on … it was important, but it wasn't important the. But now when I look at it, it’s an

important element to be weaved in throughout the process” .

Learner Agency
Researcher responsibility
• “Did I do this truthfully? Is it exactly what it is?”
• “ … to know that I’ve kept someone’s voice truthfully”.
• “I’m honouring the people that I’m actually researching” .
• “The par�cipants of the research … it’s mana strengthening to honour those” .
• “It’s the mana … for me ethics is you’ve been given this opportunity to express something that you’re

interested in, but you know that you are a part of the collec�ve …”
• “the cultural responsiveness of it all”
• “It’s about protec�ng the spirituality of mana of the process .”
• “Tika, pono , aroha. That’s truth, honesty and love … ethically the truth, was it done with honesty, and

was it done with love?”

Ethical self
• Juxtaposing my [cultural self] next to the western ways of ensuring safety … binding those together …

… helped my prac�ce in the sense that it gave me mana in terms of my own culture, but it also
validated me because of what is required of me in my industry” .

• “… opportunity to express myself from my own unique lens, combining the two”.

P3
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Figure 16  

Emerging framework P1-3

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Agency

•Ethical research responsibility
•Ethical Mindfulness

Ethical Self
•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics

The findings from P3 were merged with the framework developed from P1 & P2. Upon
reflec�on the review process was considered an aspect of ins�tu�onal ethics thus the name
change for this theme . Ethical mindsets were merged into the review process as both aligned
ethics associated with the ins�tu�on . Managing risk was also considered an important aspect of
ins�tu�onal ethics, thus included in this theme . This covered research aspects that were
considered the responsibility of the learner as a researcher . Changing the theme to researcher
agency ensured clarity that this framework was focused on research ethics .

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Iden�fying gaps

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking

Managing risk
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders, and the Ins�tu�on

Researcher Agency
Ethical research responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building rela�onships

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability

Ethical self
• Personal ethics – you either prac�ce ethically or you do not
• Professional ethics

P1/P2
&
P3
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Figure 17 

Emerging ideas of P5 

  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Tensions between ins�tu�onal 
ethics and prac�ce ethics
•Power
•Nuanced understanding of 

prac�ce context
•Iden�fy gaps 
•Cri�cal thinking
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher 
Agency

•Building / maintaining 
rela�onships

•Valuing peoples' Mana
•Integrity
•Doing no harm
•Agency to whenua, environment, 

prac�ce as a whole

Ethical Self

•Ethics situated in self and 
professional self

•Ethical wayfinding
•Ethics of your prac�ce
•Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
•Understanding of the nuances of 

prac�ce

P5

Par�cipant 5 (P5) talked about the tension between ins�tu�onal; ethics and the ethics of a 
person’s prac�ce. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
• “I think there's something about the tension between how the ins�tu�ons view what is

ethical and their dimensions around ethical behaviour, and then actually what is actually
meaningful ethics in the prac�ce .”

• “It feels removed from the wider world … In the world of the academic bubble and that's
fine, I get it. But that's why most people, when the space will treat it like a �ck box,
move on … it’s just not part of the ethical way finding that happens in the prac�ce .

• “Ul�mately, this always comes back to power …you've got an outsider making a
judgment about the ethical situa�on and highligh�ng something and saying yes or no or
whatever it is, without actually being having their insider .”

• “The system probably struggles to deal with nuance”
• “…helps you be aware of any li�le blind spots or other considera�ons, some very useful,

but some�mes they will enforce certain things under situa�ons which because that's
their lens and it's like, well, actually in this context you don’t … understand the nuances
of this context . You're taking a much more generalized view on things”.

• “Ins�tu�onal stuff is just looking for big gaping wounds”
• “…ethics process as useful because it's designed to make you reflect on things and

cri�que your thinking … I hadn't considered that and that's super useful” .

Researcher responsibility
• “It's about rela�onships and maintaining rela�onships and mana and integrity”.
• “When you're in prac�ce, it's about rela�onships and connec�ons”
• “Ethics is also about our ac�vi�es and the ethics of our responsibility to the whenua or the

environment and the ethics of responsibility to our prac�ce as a whole” .

Ethical self
• “…ethics us actually something situated within self, within the professional self”.
• Ethical wayfinding … it's part of the professional wayfinding, how we navigate through the 

complexi�es of situa�on. We have our own ethical framework and it's probably 
constructed from no�ons of self and self values.”

• “… it’s about the ethics of your prac�ce not the research methodology”
• “… all interac�ons, all drivers of thinking, everything comes from this ethical posi�on”
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Figure 18  

Emerging framework P1-5  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Agency

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps

Managing risk
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders,

and the Ins�tu�on
• Mi�gate harm

Researcher Agency
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
•Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce as a whole

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethical wayfinding

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional
ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional 

self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process

The findings from P5 were merged with the framework developed from P1, P2, P3, & P4. There were no new themes,
however more examples of the subthemes were added . All other aspects of the emerging framework remain constant .

P1/P2/P3/P4
& 
P5
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Figure 19 

Emerging ideas of P8 

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics

•Ethics review panel to 
trust applicants

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Research ethical 
boundaries

Ethical Self •Connec�ons to prac�ce

Mentor 
Guidance

•Knowledge, applica�on 
and integra�on of ethics

•Making connec�ons

Par�cipant 8 (P8 ) commented on the need for prac��oner researcher to make the 
connec�ons between their personal values and prac�ce -based ethics to the ethics associated 
with research. In a sense this was about joining the dots. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
• “…high level of trust … that lead people to evolve their own ques�ons…”
• “…trust that a researcher understands principles [of ethics]”.

Researcher responsibility
• “… the ethical side of … like boundary work”.
• “…recruitment, … invite them in and how we communicate with them … should be thinking

about those sorts of things and how we interact and respond …”

Ethical self
• “…make connects to their own prac�ce …”
• “…but looking at … our personal values, And then you've got your professional values and

then you've got your organiza�onal values. And then there's some�mes real tensions
between those three”.

• “…integrate ethics a bit more with other aspects of prac�ce without pu�ng the label ethics
on it”.

Mentor Guidance
• “… understand those ethical principles that … pull into their ethical ac�ons” .
• “And so, they �cking those boxes . But they're making no connec�ons to their own values

and how they expect to be treated. And the way they actually prac�ce ”.
• “… it's knowledge, but the applica�on and the integra�on of that knowledge is always a bit

of a grey area”.

P8
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Figure 20  

Emerging framework P1-8 
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•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

P1 – P7
& 
P8

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

•Working within ethical boundaries
•Following the rules regarding research
•Separate piece of work 
•Requirement for trust

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• What is ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps
• Making connec�ons between personal / professional self

and ins�tu�onal values

Managing risk
• Safety of researcher , par�cipant , stakeholders ,

and the ins�tu�on
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher Responsibility
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Researcher Responsibility cont .
Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants'

voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
• Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce as 

a whole
• Cognisant of following ethics applica�on

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self
• Ethical wayfinding
• High moral / ethical compass

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process
• Helping to connect personal, professional and

ins�tu�onal values
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Figure 21  

Emerging ideas of P9 

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics •End of a process

•Growth opportuni�es

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Reflexivity
•Being true to the data

Mentor 
Guidance •Ethics as a field

•Mentor ethical behaviour

Scope of 
ethics

•Development of ethical 
understanding

P9

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• The ethics applica�on is more an end of a process that the 

start of a process .. building to the ethics applica�on rather 
than have the ethical applica�on star�ng the process”.

• “… if you use the ethics applica�on … start the process you run 
the risk that it is a bolt on.”

• “Yes, it's an academic requirement, but it's not just an 
academic requirement, right?” 

Development and learning process

• “There are some growth opportuni�es within the process for 
sure…”.

Researcher responsibility
Ethical mindfulness
• “…reflec�ng on the process they have been through at end of

stud
• “…to reinforce that contribu�on that ethics made to your

discoveries” .
• “…ethical cliff-hanger for the researcher when they find

something that they were not expec�ng or doesn’t align with
their views. The responsibility is to s�ll report that or keep it in
some sort of form, but for emerging researcher that can be a
challenge .”

• “Ethical responsibility of the researcher to present rather than
just the ethics process” .

Mentor Guidance

• “Ethical behaviour by the mentors as well as the researcher
themselves”

Mentor Guidance cont.

Mentor ethical beliefs
• “The mentor has to have a solid understanding and belief

about ethics …”.
• “The ethics as a process and the mentor, add a lot of

complexity as well. In rela�onship to the organiza�onal
responsibility . Have an impact on how they talk about
ethics with the learner … If the mentor thinks that ethics is
just a bolt on that's the story that the learners going to get
and that can be that then that's a disservice to probably
everyone involved, the organiza�on and mentoring the
learner”.

The Scope of Ethics

• “Ethics encompasses a whole philosophical range and a
belief system … disconnec�ng the ethics process and then
talking about ethics as a subject in its own right”.

• “Ethics is not an opt out box” .
• “understanding the scope of ethics . You know that its not

just about the form …” .
• “Ge�ng them to understand that ethics is a field in

itself…not just a bolt on or a process .”
• “…the most common percep�on of ethics, right, It's

something that you do because you have to and because
it's a requirement of the ins�tu�on rather than it's part of
research prac�ce itself.”

Par�cipant 9 (P9) talked about the scope of ethics in prac��oner -research. There was also a strong emphasis on mentor guidanc e. The
theme scope of ethics was added to the emerging theory.
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Figure 22  

Emerging framework P1-9  
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Summary 
My initial thinking was how do we embed the institutional ethics (review process) into 
learners thinking so that it becomes a seamless process rather than a compliance process. 
My thinking changed as I listened to my participants talk about their ethical journey as 
practitioner researchers. I realised that I needed to approach my research with a broader 
lens that just focusing on institutional ethics.  This was a profound moment for me. However, 
due to the GT methodology I was using, I was able to encompass my new thinking into 
subsequent interviews.  This meant that I was able to follow up on aspects of ethics that sat 
outside of the ethics review process. For example, I was able to explore people’s thoughts 
around professional ethics and what makes up the ethical self.  
 
I stopped my interviews following the 9th participant. I did this because no new themes were 
developing thus, I determined I had reached saturation (Seale, 2018). On completion of my 
analysis, I then read the literature. Including the literature at this point meant that I 
compared what I was reading to what I had found through my surveys and interviews. This 
further refined my thinking allowing me to see the final emerging model and how these 
themes interacted, and /or where that sat in relation to each other. From this, my Research 
Ethics as Practice Model emerged (see Figure 23).  
 
Figure 23  
Research Ethics as Practice Model (Author’s own) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Mentor Guidance
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 
Research Ethics as Practice  
My research ethics as practice model (figure 23) was developed from the words of 
practitioner-researchers undergoing a professional practice qualification (MProfPrac or 
DProfPrac) and academic mentors involved in those programmes.  
 
The bold outer circle of arrows represents the various stages of the professional practice 
qualification (see Table 1 in Chapter 1). Dissemination is included here as it is an important 
aspect of the research process as typically researchers begin to fin disseminate their findings 
during the programme. This dissemination then continues beyond the end of the 
programme. In this sense this aspect of research is ongoing, thus it is infinite.  
 
The space within the circle represents the scope of ethics. This portrays that ethics, in this 
context, covers more than just carrying out research. The focus here is for learners to 
understand that ethics is a subject. Three dimensions were identified as being important to 
developing an understanding of the scope of ethics. These are ethical self, researcher 
responsibility, and institutional ethics. The numbers associated with each dimension in the 
model is deliberate, as there appeared to be a particular order in which each dimension 
came into play. Understanding your ethical self provides a sound foundation to then layer 
on the researcher responsibility which includes positioning oneself as a researcher. 
Institutional ethics was considered the third dimension to be included. This focuses on the 
procedural aspects of ethics including appreciating the role of the ethics review panel. While 
the numbering suggests each dimension is introduced in a linear fashion, the dimensions 
operate as an integrated framework. 
 
Practitioners undergoing a professional practice qualification, are allocated a mentor/ s who 
guide then through their qualification. I have placed mentor guidance outside of the model, 
as their guidance is considered important across all ethical dimensions and components of 
the programme. To provide greater clarity on the model, each dimension will be discussed 
and its relationship to relevant literature.  
 
Ethical Self 
Ethical self is about understanding your personal and professional ethical framework of 
practice. In this context, personal ethics relates to our personal values and our thinking that 
ultimately guides our sense of right and wrong (Coon et al., 2018). Professional ethics 
reflects our behaviours within our professional world (Menbarrow, 2021). Findings of my 
research suggested that establishing an ethical thinking mindset should occur early in the 
research process. Practitioner researchers enter the research environment with ethical 
know how related to their profession (McNeill et al., 2021; Tolich & Tumilty, 2021). As 
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researchers need to have awareness of their moral codes and what drives their behaviour, 
understanding themselves in terms of their personal values, professional values, and the 
values of the organisation for which they work and the tensions between these is vital.  The 
purpose of these discussions, early on, is for the researcher to be thinking critically about 
ethics from the outset (McNeill et al., 2020; Tolich & Tumilty, 2020). Adopting this approach 
brings to the forefront of their minds, ethical dilemmas encountered in their workplace, 
thinking about their professional ethics around concepts such as (but not limited to), 
confidentiality, privacy, respect, workplace relationships, workplace power, and their ethical 
responsibility within their personal and professional workplace. Having a solid foundational 
understanding of the ethical self is important when ‘doing’ research. 
 
The assumption in developing this model is that the practitioner’s personal ethics and 
professional ethics are fully integrated. This development could be viewed along a 
continuum as depicted in figure 24. As a practitioner new to a profession, they may not have 
complete integration. As they develop their professional practice their personal ethics and 
professional ethics become more integrated until full integration occurs.  
 
Figure 24 
 Ethical self development continuum 
 
 

 
 
 
It is highly likely that a formal ethical review process (institutional ethics) will need to be 
completed.  This process is asking researchers to pre-empt what ethical issues may arise and 
come with hypothetical solutions of how these moments will be mitigated. While this is an 
important part of ethics as practice no one knows until they are ‘doing’ the research what 
ethically important moments will arise in situ (Tracy, 2010). Thus, due to the volatile nature 
of practitioner research, the likelihood of the researcher experiencing a changing ethical 
landscape is high (Kara, 2018).  The key is that the practitioner researcher understands their 
ethical self, what meaningful ethics in practice is, as this places them in a state of heightened 
awareness that allows them to recognise these moments. It is in these moments that the 
practitioner researcher will most likely need to draw on their personal ethical know how to 
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make the just in time ethical decisions. Afterall, there is no time to go back to the ethics 
review panel for solutions to these moments in time, nor are there any universal answers to 
these moments in time.   
 
Institutional ethics does not produce ethical behaviour as you either practice ethically or you 
do not and this is reflected by those ethically important moments (Hamilton, 2016). Thus, 
when unexpected dilemmas occur then the researcher must find the solution, in the 
moment, within their ethical self (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; Tolich & Tumilty, 2020). This 
means that developing a sense of ethics within their professional practice context should 
come before conservations about their responsibilities as a researcher.  
 
Researcher responsibility 
Practitioners are familiar with their ethical practice within their professional practice context 
and industry (MacNeill et al., 2021). What they are less likely to be familiar with is their 
responsibility as a researcher especially from a research ethics perspective. A common 
conversational thread with practitioner researchers is, “why do I need to think about 
research ethics, it is business as usual for me, I do this every day”? This comment suggests 
their unfamiliarity with research, thus indicating the need for wrapping a research ethics 
framework around their everyday practice. In reflecting on their position as a researcher, 
participants in my study talked about their responsibilities as a researcher and the 
significance this has on the robustness and overall integrity of their research. Whakapapa 
was considered a priority (Hudson et al., 2010). 
 
Whakapapa is about relationships, and it became apparent that building, nurturing, and 
maintaining trusting relationships was the researcher’s responsibility. As previously 
indicated, there are many unknowns regarding how participants will react within a research 
context, whether information they share could put them, and / or the researcher into a 
vulnerable position (Carpenter, 2018). Furthermore, we know it is highly likely that 
practitioner researchers will find themselves navigating a changing ethical landscape (Kara, 
2018; Truog et al., 2015). This changing landscape occurs in the relational space between 
the researcher and the participant, a situation that participants in my research were acutely 
aware of. To ensure relational ethics, my research participants commented that they 
maintained their vigilance of the day-to-day ethical concerns of doing research (Rossman & 
Rallis, 2015). In keeping people safe participants followed the principles underpinning 
manaakitanga (Hudson et al., 2010). 
 
Manaakitanga was applied by researchers by valuing the contributions of others to their 
research, acknowledging the sovereignty of the data they were collecting, maintaining the 
mana of people, and ensuring the research process was empowering to those partaking in it 
(Fulton & Costley, 2019). My participants used terminology such as ‘safety’, ‘respect’, 
‘trusting relationships’, ‘care’ which also indicates they were innately applying an ethics of 
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care framework (Costley & Gibbs, 2006; Rallis & Rossman, 2015; Tracy, 2010). Adopting this 
thinking was acknowledgement of the interdependent relationship between the researcher 
and their participants, a relationship that is represented by reciprocity, dependency, 
connectiveness and asymmetry (Costley & Gibbs, 2006; Pettersen, 2011). The link was made 
to this ethics of care extending beyond the ‘data collection’ phase of the research. 
 
Participants in my research were cognisant of the privileged position their participants had 
placed them in by sharing their knowledge and placing their trust in the researcher to 
disseminate this knowledge in a way that holds the authenticity of the participants’ voices 
and the meaning behind their words. From conducting my research, I knew the significance 
of being true to the voices of my participants, a view also held by Van den Honaard and Van 
den Hoonard (2013). Similarly, it is also important that dissemination of research findings 
cannot lead to the identification of participants unless they have given permission for their 
names to be released. In the formal ethical review process, common wording says that data 
could be used in publications, seminars, yet participant confidentiality will be maintained. In 
practice, how is this achieved? How do we maintain internal confidentiality? What impact 
could the dissemination of research findings have on the researcher’s colleagues who may 
have been a participant in their research? What impact could the dissemination of research 
findings have on a person’s profession and / or industry?  The answers to these questions 
may be as unique as the evolving nature of the practitioner’s research, yet it is the 
researcher’s responsibility to give careful thought to their dissemination plan as the lifespan 
of their work in the public forum is unknown. Maintaining the confidentiality of participants 
goes a long way to maintaining the integrity of the researcher, and of research in general 
(Tolich & Tumilty, 2021; Tracy, 2010). My research supports the idea that dissemination 
made without much forethought can create vulnerability for the participant, researcher, and 
institution (Tolich & Tumilty, 2020).  
 
There were participants in my study who identified as Māori or Pacifica. Their ideas on ethics 
as practice was integrated throughout the development of my model as depicted in figures 
13 to 29. The significance of Whakapapa and Manaakitanga for most participants 
demonstrates their cultural awareness. This suggests that in meeting our responsibilities as 
researchers, we need to consider our cultural competencies, especially if we are researching 
into a different culture to that of our own (Anae, 2019; Flavell & Cunningham, 2022; Hudson 
et al., 2010; Hudson & Russell, 2009). It has been argued that the universal ethics approach 
is construed through a Western ethical lens. Hence, despite acknowledging the need to 
consider cultural differences, this is still determined through a Western lens. It is paramount 
that researchers acquaint themselves with the paradigms of other cultures, for example, the 
Pacifica concept of teu le vā (Anae, 2019; Flavell & Cunningham, 2022), the Māori ethical 
framework of Te Ara Tika (Hudson et al., 2010), and Te Tiriti o Waitangi (Hudson & Russell, 
2009). Acknowledgement of the cross-cultural nature of ethics is an important aspect of 
institutional ethics.  
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Institutional ethics 
Institutional ethics refers to the formal ethical review process.  As previously indicated, there 
is a plethora of literature espousing what is ‘wrong’ with institutional ethics and ethics 
review boards (e.g., Brown et al., 2020; Holland, 2016; Gorman, 2007; Iphofen, 2016) and 
that the ethical review process appears to be more obstructive than constructive (Iphofen, 
2016). There is also the perception that the formal ethical review process is considered an 
add-on, a compliance procedural requirement of the institution (Brown et al., 2020; Fox et 
al., 2007; Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). These tensions aside, it is important that practitioner 
researchers understand the why of institutional ethics and the role of the review panel. 
 
While some of my participants did view institutional ethics as an add on process, the reason 
for this was the late introduction of the ethics review process into their programme of study. 
The planning of their research was well advanced when they were alerted to the need to 
complete institutional ethics. With a lack of understanding to the why of this process, they 
viewed it as a task that had to be done, a hoop to jump through. My participants’ responses 
to the late introduction of the ethics review process to their thinking underlines the 
importance of institutional ethics not being a person’s first introduction to ethics. In fact, 
this process should be seen as a stop along their ethical journey rather than a starting point 
for ethical thinking. Despite my participants not situating institutional ethics in context, they 
carried out their research following their personal and professional ethics, in a sense they 
went to their default ethical self. Understanding the why of institutional ethics can take time, 
and as practitioners mature as researchers, institutional ethics came to be viewed as a 
learning and developmental process. 
 
As a learning and developmental process, my participants viewed institutional ethics 
positively which goes against the predominant trend noted in the literature (e.g., Brown et 
al., 2020; Gorman, 2007; Holland, 2016; Iphofen, 2016). The usefulness in the process was 
helping them to identify gaps and / or blind spots in their research ethical thinking. In 
completing the review, researchers found clarity in the finer aspects of their research 
projects, thus providing them with clear boundaries in which to work (MacNeill et al., 2021), 
boundaries that can often be blurred when it comes to researching within your workplace 
(Fox et al., 2007). Furthermore, it heightened their awareness of their responsibilities to 
their research participants particularly around managing risk and mitigating risk, that is do 
no harm or non-maleficence.  
 
Non-maleficence is one of four ethical principles (Fulton & Costley, 2019) underpinning the 
bio-medical ethics model, a model that has been adopted universally (Msoroka & 
Amundsen, 2018) despite much criticism to its applicability within a social research context. 
The ethical premise underpinning institutional ethics is based on the four ethical principles 
of autonomy, beneficence, justice, and non-maleficence. While my research did not 
specifically focus on the appropriateness of the use of the bio-medical model for institutional 
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ethics, there was mention of ensuring the tools for the ethical review process were fit for 
practitioner research. There was also mention of a degree of compliance to the process and 
being bound by rules and regulations. This ethical thinking aligns with the core concepts 
related to bio-medical model as indicated in figure 3 (see Chapter 2). However, when my 
participants talked about ‘doing’ their research their conversations focused on cultural 
appropriateness, meaningful relationships, trustworthiness, and empowerment. This ethical 
thinking aligns naturally with the Te Ara Tika ethical framework. Despite this thinking not 
necessarily being part of the institutional ethics review process, it was very much part of 
their ethical self.  
 
The ethical self can come into question, when researchers comment that they try to avoid 
ethics, or they deliberately change their research process to negate the need for ethics 
(MacNeill et al., 2021). Findings from my survey demonstrated reference to avoiding ethics 
if one could. While I was unable to pursue this comment due to the anonymity of the 
participant, findings from my research make me wonder if we can take this as meaning ethics 
in its entirety. My findings show that ethics as practice is seen as important, yet as I have 
shown there are many facets to this such as the ethical self, researcher responsibility, and 
institutional ethics. Understanding which of these aspects might be avoided is an important 
consideration especially as opting out of ethics is non-negotiable. 
 
Scope of Ethics 
As discussed in the literature review, ethics relates to our ways of behaviour and ways of 
being, that make the distinction between good and bad and what is morally right and wrong 
(Rich, 2016). Ethics relates to our values and virtues; thus, it is considered a core dimension 
of our professional and personal lives. Participants in my research acknowledged that 
carrying out research was not just reliant on their behaviour as a researcher, but also that 
their personal and professional selves played a key part in their research decision making 
processes.   
 
As with the ethical self, awareness of the scope of ethics is developed over time (see figure 
25). A novice practitioner-researcher will likely have very limited understanding of their 
positionality as a researcher and thus their responsibilities within a research context. At this 
point they are likely to have no awareness of institutional ethics.  This can be seen in figure 
25 by no overlap between ethical self and institutional ethics at the start of their research 
journey. As time progresses the three dimensions become more integrated to a point that 
they sit alongside each other.  
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Figure 25  
Increasing awareness of the scope of ethics  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mentor Guidance 
The previous three sections outlined the emergent dimensions associated with ethics as 
practice. However, my survey respondents indicated their mentors are one source of truth 
when it comes to navigating research ethics. This highlights the guidance of the mentor in 
the ethics space. For someone new to research, as are many of our practitioner researchers, 
mentors’ views on ethics have the potential to influence their learner’s perception of the 
place of ethical thinking. For example, if a mentor uses language such as, “we will try to avoid 
ethics” or “do not worry about that now”, this can lead to a novice researcher thinking that 
ethics is unimportant. The results from my survey of learners and mentors show that ethics 
is considered important which sets a good foundation from which to build a deeper 
understanding of ethics as practice and the application of this to the practitioner’s research 
environment.  Hence, the mentor plays an important role to ensure their learners engage 
fully in ethics as practice.  
 
Initially conversations need to focus on the scope of ethics within practitioner research and 
that ethics is an integral element of research practice.   The need for this understanding was 
highlighted in the section on researcher responsibility where it was noted that while the 
practitioner will have familiarity in their professional practice context, they may be less 
familiar with ethics in the research environment (MacNeill et al., 2021). An experienced 
mentor is likely to see the disconnect between a person’s understanding of their ethical self 
and their ethical responsibilities as a researcher. Mentors have a role in helping learners 
connect those dots as a risk mitigation strategy, ensuring learners will not be exposed to 
future risk as well as seeing this not as a compliance issue but rather as research ethics as 
practice. Ethical engagement needs to be seen as a developmental and educative process.  
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Understanding ethics as practice provides a growth opportunity. My research ethics as 
practice model, figure 24, provides a framework that mentors can use to develop their 
learner’s understanding of ethics. As discussed in previous sections, by bringing to their 
learner’s awareness understanding of their ethical self, of understanding their responsibility 
as a researcher is an approach to ensure they are fully grounded in ethics prior to applying 
for institutional ethics, if this is required. However, this model shows that engaging with 
ethics is an iterative process, so there needs to be ongoing touchpoints along the ethical 
journey that go beyond institutional ethics. This links to the concept of recognising 
important ethical moments (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; Tolich & Tumilty, 2020). Learners 
need to be aware, that engagement with ethics is ongoing.  Furthermore, while my research 
did not look at the ethical capability of mentors, my findings indicate that mentors would 
likely need to have solid understanding of ethics.  
 
Summary 
The findings of my research show that practitioner researchers are having to walk a tightrope 
between understanding and awareness of professional ethics, business as usual, researcher 
responsibility, and institutional ethics. The complexity of this suggests that the pathway to 
full ethical engagement is not linear, nor are the ethical concerns, that may arise, standard 
across all research projects. My model shows that research ethics does not reside in 
isolation, rather ethics as practice is multi-factorial and multi-dimensional (Kara, 2018).  
 
My model provides three broad focus areas for discussions on ethics. I also recommend that 
each area is introduced in a successive manner. The degree to which discussions occur in 
each area, is likely to be dependent on the practitioner researcher’s experience. Those less 
experienced in research may need deeper discussions on their responsibilities as a 
researcher. Understanding the why of institutional ethics may also be an area requiring deep 
learning. More time may be needed to ensure the connections between the ethical self, 
researcher responsibility, and institutional ethics are made and fully understood. My 
findings indicated that getting to this point is the responsibility of the practitioner researcher 
supported by their mentor. However, this is not an end point, rather it is an integrated, 
iterative, and reflexive process. Furthermore, this model is not prescriptive in a sense that 
A, B and C must be discussed, and this is what must be covered. The model is deliberately 
kept at a high level, thus allowing the ethical nuances of individual’s research to be critically 
discussed for understanding.  Overall, this model is designed so that researchers can see past 
ethics as a compliance task, and that they engage in ethics as practice. In essence it allows 
practitioner-researchers to connect the dots of their personal values, professional 
behaviours, their organisations values and, the institutional values to their research context.  
 
My research ethics as practice model has been developed within the context of the 
professional practice programmes of study, MProfPrac and DProfPrac. Those undertaking 
these programmes of study could be described as novice researchers through to expert 
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researcher (see figure 26). For example, I not only hold a doctorate, but I also have a diversity 
of research experience outside of this, thus I see myself as an expert practitioner-researcher. 
Practitioners undergoing their MProfPrac, with no previous research experience would be 
classified as a novice researcher. However, continuing with their education to Doctorate 
level, enables the practitioner to not only refine their existing research skills but they would 
acquire further research skills and deepen their understanding of research. This would see 
them move along the continuum. 
 
Figure 26 
Practitioner-researcher development (adapted from Dreyfus, 2004) 
 

 
 
Participants in my research did have varying degrees of previous research experience, thus 
they spanned all dimensions of experience. Thus, my model has been developed in such a 
way that it is adaptable to accommodate all practitioner-researchers regardless of where 
they sit in terms of research expertise. The less experience the greater the discussions 
around the scope of ethics, whereas those more experienced would be depicted by a greater 
integration of the dimensions making up the scope of ethics. 
 
Conclusion 
The purpose of my research aimed to gain understanding of where research ethics practice 
rests in the thinking of the practitioner researcher and those who support these 
practitioners through their practice inquiry process, including the complexity of ethics. My 
vision is to change the culture surrounding ethics in research from one of compliance to one 
of a culture of research ethics as practice. I believe my research to date, is a step toward my 
vision.  
  

Novice Competent Proficient Expert

Prac��oner-Researcher Experience
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Chapter 6 
In this chapter I will discuss my recommendations relating to my research ethics as practice 
model. This will cover my plan relating to the dissemination of my research, so what I have 
done to date and what I intend to do. The second part of this chapter will focus on 
opportunities for improvement (often termed limitations).  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
My initial dissemination of my model, at the 5th Professional Practice Symposium in 
September 2022, was met with positivity. For example, feedback from a current doctoral 
learner commented that if they had had my model at the very start of their doctoral journey, 
then ethics would have not only made more sense to them but it would have been more 
integrated into their thinking as they designed their research. Other discussions have 
focused on the integration of the three dimensions of the scope of ethics, and what this 
would look like for practitioner-researchers along their developmental timeline. This 
thinking has been included into my thesis. What this tells me is that the people, for whom 
the model was developed, see its value.  
 
I have also presented my model to the OPREC. Once again this was met with interest. A 
conversation following this presentation led me to slightly adapt the way that I visually 
presented the scope of ethics dimension of my model. I will continue to disseminate my 
model to wider audiences to enhance its further development. 
 
My model demonstrates the role mentors have in supporting practitioner-researchers 
during their research and in their developing ethics as practice. This research did not cover 
the ethical competency of mentors, that is, the depth of their understanding of ethics as 
practice. I perceived the focus was on seeing the dimensions that make up the scope of 
ethics as discreet independent units rather than seeing the integration of these dimensions 
A next step would be to present my ethics as practice model as a professional development 
opportunity. My aim is to develop a training module to encourage mentors to develop their 
ethics proficiency.  
 
My research ethics as practice model is not a teaching model. By this I mean, mentors do 
not sit with their practitioners to teach them the philosophy that underpins each dimension 
and provide the detail on what sits under each dimension. This model provides a framework 
which can be customised to the practitioner’s workplace problem and their subsequent 
research design. To sit along the model, will be a canvas framework which researchers can 
use to identify the ethical concerns of their research at the time they are designing their 
research.  
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There is an indication that practitioner-researchers do carry a degree of cultural 
understanding when conducting their research. The depth of their cultural competency and 
the application of this to their research was not pursued in my research. Nevertheless, the 
model has the flexibility for development of cultural competency to be included across one, 
two or all dimensions related to the scope of ethics. The reason for this is that the discussions 
and learning that occurs within each dimension is dependent on the needs / nuances of their 
research. However, looking at this model through a cultural lens, other than my own 
(western world), would be a next step in its development.  
 
As I progressed with my MProfPrac, I constantly reflected on what I was learning about 
ethics, about myself, and about my practice as a facilitator and the ethicist. Where feasible 
I implemented changes to my practice where appropriate rather than waiting to the end of 
my MProfPrac. For example, early on I had the aha moment that conversations on ethics 
ideally needed to occur at the outset of the research (review of learning) rather than waiting 
until learners were well through their learning agreement, which appeared to be typical 
practice. It was at this point of my thinking that I set up and co-facilitated (with a colleague) 
a professional development workshop for colleagues, titled “Ethics as practice: The 
beginning”. The focus of the workshop was on ethical thinking as it relates to professional 
practice and research, including the importance of being mindful of this from the outset of 
postgraduate study.  This session was well attended. Another change I made was to the 
Category B ethics application form. I have made the form easier to navigate as well as 
including more user friendly instructions on what type of information is required for each 
section.  
 
I believe others can gain a lot of value from my research ethics as practice model. Therefore, 
my intention is to disseminate this to an international audience through publications such 
as the SAGE journal of Research Ethics. This is currently underway with an aim of having a 
first draft completed by the end of 2022.  
 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 
 
I adopted ‘classic’ Grounded Theory for my practice inquiry. My rationale for this is included 
in chapter 3. As I progressed with my interviews, I reflected that the recruitment of my 
participants did not necessarily align with the ‘classic’ approach. My sample group from 
which I drew interview participants, were those who had voluntarily completed the online 
survey and were keen to be interviewed. I chose my participants from this group. While I 
had an indication who they were, and the programme they were or had studied, I did not 
have any indication of what they could contribute to my research other than they had 
undergone an ethics process. If I had recruited participants, as per classic grounded theory 
methodology, I would not have chosen from a predetermined group of people, rather I 
would have purposedly approached people who I knew would have knowledge regarding 
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the direction of my developing model. However, this is now a technique that I could use as I 
continue to disseminate and refine my model.  
 
For convenience, and time constraints, my participant pool was limited. My intention is to 
take to take this to a wider and more diverse audience.  As I have mentioned above, I need 
to explore the thoughts of different cultural groups. I would also like to explore, research 
ethics as practice with those who have taken a more traditional pathway to their 
postgraduate studies, that is, not a professional practice approach.  
 

Summary 
In this chapter I have demonstrated my initial dissemination of my research. Furthermore, I 
have outlined my next steps and opportunities for improvement to my original research. I 
know as I continue the dissemination of my work more ideas of next steps will emerge.  
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Chapter 7 

CRITICAL REFLECTIVE COMMENTARY 
In this chapter I will reflect on the learning I gained through the process of completing my 
MProfPrac. I will pay attention to being a reflective practitioner, my ‘why’ for doing my 
MProfPrac, changes to my practice, and what is next for me.   

Reflective Practitioner 
Reflection is a core element of learning from work and experience. According to Helyer 
(2015) reflective practice allows us to learn from others, is a key for improving our 
professional practice, and is ongoing throughout our career.  At the start of my study, I 
explored many reflective frameworks to see which one I resonated with the most to use as 
a method for my reflective practice.  I looked at Kolb’s learning cycle (McLeod, 2017; 
Physiotherapy New Zealand, 2017), Gibbs’ reflective cycle (Physiotherapy New Zealand, 
2017; University of Cumbria, 2020), John’s model of structured reflection (Physiotherapy 
New Zealand, 2017).  I found the structure of the frameworks linear and too restrictive so I 
decided not to use a particular framework for my reflections. What I found, and was 
surprised by, was the organic nature of my thinking about and reflecting on my MProfPrac 
project, my ethicist role, and my role as a facilitator. These thoughts consumed me both day 
and night. I liken this to ‘percolating coffee’ thus the longer it sits the stronger it becomes. 
Subconsciously I was percolating my ideas, synthesising what I had read, what I had heard, 
and what I had learned which led to my ‘aha’ moments. The longer this process took, the 
greater the clarity of my learnings, until these became part of who I am, thus making me 
stronger, and more confident in my capabilities. Furthermore, I understood the importance 
of ongoing reflective practice (Helyer, 2015; Moon, 2004) so I did keep a learning journal 
throughout my MProfPrac journey.  
 
A learning journal is a method for continuing professional development (Moon, 2006). It is 
thought that the act of writing ideas on paper clears our mind thus making room for new 
thoughts and / or new problems to solve. In other words, clearing our minds can foster 
creativity in our thinking and problem solving (Moon, 2006).  However, I found that writing 
my thoughts on paper then reflecting on them to identify new learning did not work for me.  
The reason for this was that I could not reflect on demand; it did not work for me to sit down 
and deliberately write in my learning journal. When I tried to do this all I was doing was 
describing what I had done. I discovered, early in the process of my MProfPrac, that my ‘aha’ 
learning moments came at any time, for example when I was out running. Going for a run 
allowed me to clear my mind of work issues leaving it open for other thoughts to enter. 
Other learning moments occurred when I was relaxing at my local café in the sun, once again 
allowing my thoughts to flow freely. These moments were sporadic. However, it was these 
aha moments that I noted in my learning journal.  
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My Why  
At the outset of my MProfPrac I was asked, “why are you doing a Masters?” Feeling under 
no obligation to provide a detailed answer to the question, I simply said, “for personal 
reasons”.  I believed the question was asked of me because I have a doctorate with an 
assumption made that if someone already holds a doctorate, then why would they want to 
do a lower level qualification? I achieved my first qualification in 1998 and since then I have 
gained a further four qualifications ranging from a diploma through to a doctorate. The 
MProfPrac (if achieved) will be my 6th qualification thus a better question would be “why am 
I so obsessed with gathering qualifications?”  
 
My why extends back to my childhood. I was a very introverted child, preferring to remain 
in the corner hidden from view as being brought into the spotlight was not something I 
enjoyed, in fact, it scared me. I would tremble with fear and with that, I became paralysed 
which rendered me speechless. School reports were peppered with phrases such as ‘could 
do better’; ‘careless, needs to watch grammar; ‘writes too fast can do better but is careless’; 
‘needs to contribute more in class’. Consequently, I was a below average student, as 
indicated by my marks. During my intermediate years a teacher likened me to a ‘cabbage’ 
which, nearly 50 years on, still haunts me.  Overall, school was a source of trauma for me 
where I always felt I was not good enough; that I did not have what it took. This perception 
of myself has led me to want to convince myself, and maybe others, that I am academically 
capable; that I do have what it takes. To do that, I have gathered qualifications over my adult 
years. However, in doing my MProfPrac, I have noticed a significant shift within myself. I 
would like to take the time to reflect on this in more depth.  
 
I have noted that extrinsic motivation has been the predominant driver for me in gathering 
my qualifications (Ryan & Deci, 2020). In this context, extrinsic motivation refers to things 
being done for reasons outside of ourselves, for example, a tangible reward, or 
acknowledgement from others (Guardia, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2020). Looking back, I became 
a perennial student for strategic reasons (future career options), proof that I had what it 
took (self-endorsement), and professional development (compliance). While I attained a 
high level of achievement in completing my many qualifications, I always felt I was missing 
out on something, yet I did not know what. One day I just decided I was going to do my 
Master of Professional Practice. There was no reason for me to do this; I did not need a 
masters; nobody was making me do it.  I just wanted to do it. The process has been the most 
enjoyable of all my qualifications. It has reminded me of my love of research, it has shown 
me that I have what it takes, in fact, I have always had what it takes. In this instance the only 
thing motivating me was a desire of doing something for its own sake and the deep sense of 
satisfaction I gained from doing this. In other words, I was internally motivated (Ryan & Deci, 
2020). It was this that was missing in my previous studies.  

I must admit that I find it hard to put into words what I have personally achieved through 
completing my MProfPrac. The nuanced changes are inherently linked to my experiences 
from childhood through to today. It is not possible to put this onto paper yet I know that 
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doing my masters was the best thing that I could have done at this stage of my life and 
career.   

Research Process 
Te Ara Tika 
During the interview process, a participant commented that learners do not reflect on their 
research through an ethical lens. They felt this form of self-reflection would be useful for 
continued learning. I remembered this comment as I sat down to write my critical reflective 
commentary. When I underwent the mana whenua consultation through OP’s office of the 
Kaitohutohu, I read literature that I had not explored before (e.g., Came, 2013; Gray et al., 
2017; Hudson et al., 2010; Hudson & Russell, 2009) which heightened my awareness to the 
need for cultural sensitivity throughout the research process. I was also introduced to the 
Te Ara Tika ethical framework (Hudson et al., 2010). I remember thinking that it made so 
much sense. For some reason I felt that I aligned to the principles underpinning Te Ara Tika. 
I believe this was in part, due to my personal ethical framework of caring, integrity, and 
fairness. 
 
In 2019, I completed my Bachelor of Applied Management via Capble NZ’s ILP pathway. 
During that process I reflected on my responsiveness to Te Tiriti o Waitangi. I was brought 
up in the 1960s and 1970s in Invercargill, where only 1% of the total urban population was 
Māori. Historically, much of this population was concentrated around Bluff (Grant, 2015).  
Looking back at my childhood, I realised any reference to Māori culture was from a tokenistic 
perspective. I also identified that I held deep-seated unconscious biases. As my career has 
progressed, I have continued to work through these biases. Thus, reflecting on my 
participant’s comment and acknowledging my continued growth in my responsiveness to Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi I decided to complete a self-evaluation against Te Ara Tika for the following 
reasons. 
 

1. Identifying my alignment with Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 
2. Relating theory to my practice. 
3. Continued growth as a professional practitioner.  

 
I have found my self-evaluation (Table 9) to be immensely helpful in my professional 
development. When I completed the mana whenua consultation, I commented how I would 
incorporate Te Ara Tika into my research (Appendix N). My self-evaluation has shown that I 
did not fully understand the principles of Whakapapa, Tika, Manaakitanga, and Mana at the 
time of completing my learning agreement. I now have a greater awareness of these 
principles, an awareness that can only come from doing.  
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Table 9 
Self-evaluation against Te Ara Tika ethical framework 

Whakapapa 
(Relationships) 

Tika  
(Research Design) 

Manaakitanga 
(Cultural and social responsibility) 

Mana 
(Justice and equity) 

• I built a trusting relationship with my 
participants, especially those who I 
interviewed. We had a reciprocal 
relationship where we engaged in AKO. I 
had not appreciated at the outset of my 
project, just how much I would gain from 
my participants. This was not only insight 
into their thoughts on ethics, but on their 
worldview as well.  

• As an insider researcher I interviewed 
people I knew, some who were my 
colleagues. Maintaining our relationship 
with the research space and within our 
work space, was integral to my integrity as 
a researcher.  

• I upheld our relationship by maintaining 
their confidentiality. I was the only person 
who could identify my participants.  I did 
not share their identity with my academic 
support team.  

I have been cognisant of how I disseminate 
my information due to the context of my 
research and the potential for identification. 
I have deliberately kept my presentations at 
a high level by not drilling down into the 
individual comments made by participants. 
Part of my reasoning is that some people 
may identify the person through the 
language they use.  

My project did not specifically focus on 
Māori. However, I knew there was a high 
probability that I would have Māori respond 
to my call for participation as 20% of those 
who undertake Capable NZ programmes 
identify as Māori. An integral part of my 
ethical planning was to include Māori in my 
research design. For example,   
• I took care to ensure the recruitment 

process was inclusive (see Mana section 
below). 

• I was open and transparent about my 
research process throughout all stages of 
my research. 

• I ensured all participants were aware of 
the potential benefits and risks associated 
with my research process.  

• They were aware of my purpose for the 
research and how I would use the 
information they gave me. 

• I provided clarity on the withdrawal 
process. 

• All participants had the opportunity to ask 
questions prior to and beyond their 
consent to participate.  

• Overall, the informed consent process 
allowed autonomy for participants.  

• I acted with cultural sensitivity throughout 
my interviews. Where appropriate I 
opened and closed my interviews with a 
Karakia. I know my participants 
appreciated this. I also felt it was the 
‘right’ thing to do. 

• I understood the potential need for 
interviews to be kanohi-ki-te-kanohi. 
However, the opportunity to do this did 
not arise due to the geographical location 
of my participants to myself. I recorded 
the interviews after gaining permission 
from my participants. If they did not want 
the interviews recorded then I would have 
respected their wishes.  

• I valued my participants and the 
information they shared with me. In 
essence they were sharing an aspect of 
their life, to support me with my research. 
As some commented, people had helped 
them with their research so they were 
giving back by helping another with their 
research. I found that humbling.  

All those who met the eligibility criteria of 
my study, were invited. This was inclusive of, 
e.g., all ethnicities, age, gender, and work-
place positions. If someone was eligible for 
participation then they were included in my 
call for participants.  
• My participants identified with three main 

ethnicities, Māori, Pacifica, and European 
/Pākeha. As a culturally aware 
practitioner, I ensured I did not ‘push’ my 
western values and / or views onto my 
indigenous participants.  

• All data from participants was analysed 
and treated in the same way. I did not 
discriminate on the information I was 
provided, nor did I make judgements.  I 
maintained my impartiality throughout 
the research process and subsequent 
dissemination of my findings.  

• From my perspective, I felt humbled that 
my participants took time out of their busy 
lives, to help me with my research. I felt 
honoured and in a position of privilege. I 
treated all participants the same, from a 
position of care.  

• I maintained my participants’ voices 
throughout all aspects of my research. My 
discussion was predominantly based on 
participants’ quotes. In a sense they told 
my story.  
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Research fluidity 
I have come to appreciate the fluidity of research, that regardless of your research plan, things 
change. As I progressed with my research, I experienced a shift in my thinking where I went 
from a narrow focus of only thinking about the ethical review process to a broad view of ethics 
as a subject. This was unexpected. It was an ‘aha’ moment for me. I felt like “why had I not 
considered this (broader view of ethics) before now?” The mind shift I experienced resulted 
in me pivoting the direction of my research. It was a subtle shift however, it did mean that 
identified outputs, as per my learning agreement, now sat outside of the scope of my 
research, e.g., the online tutorial on the ethics review process. With this change in thinking 
and thus direction of my research, I chose not to interview reviewers of ethics applications as 
I believed their input, at this stage of my research, was outside of my new research purpose.  
 
Changes to my Practice 
In this section I will discuss the changes I have experienced to my practice because of 
completing my MProfPrac. I have focused on three areas of my practice.  They are facilitator, 
researcher, and ethicist. 
 
Facilitator  
Facilitation is my professional practice context. My learning from my MProfPrac will enhance 
my facilitative service to my learners, in both the ILP and postgraduate space.   
 
ILP 
As a facilitator I have a heightened awareness of the information ILP learners include in their 
portfolios such as names of workplaces, employers, and employees. Learners convey deep 
personal information to me, information that I cannot unknow. At times this has included 
‘borderline’ information, as well as breaking of privacy and confidentiality. I have now placed 
a greater emphasis, to my current and future learners, about the ethical aspects of placing 
this information into their portfolios. In essence this is about keeping everybody safe, the 
learner and myself as their facilitator. 
 
Postgraduate 
I have gained a greater understanding of what my learners must go through when completing 
their masters and in particular the writing of their thesis. Through the process of writing my 
thesis, I thought “how the heck do learners manage this? this is not easy”.  Even though I have 
a higher qualification, my world is within academia and I have mentored many MProfPrac 
learners to successful completion, I had forgotten the intricacies of writing a thesis. I did not 
appreciate how foreign this must be to our practitioner-researchers who do not speak the 
language of academia. Having now walked in the shoes of the learner, I will be able to provide 
them with strategies (e.g., refined communication on what is required, using lay person 
language) that will enable and empower them to approach their writing with a greater sense 
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of capability. This has been a huge ‘aha’ moment for me, one which I will continue to reflect 
on long past the completion of my MProfPrac. This new enlightenment has already changed 
my practice as I now include conversations on ethics from the review of learning stage.  
 
I have recently started with two new MProfPrac learners, one is starting the review of learning 
and the other is at the first stages of their learning agreement. I have indicated the need for 
them to think about ethics with a focus, at this stage of their studies, on their own ethical 
framework. My aim is for them to start reflecting on their ethical self to identify the 
integration of their personal ethics and their professional ethics. I will be cognisant of 
continuing these conversations through our meetings.  

 
Researcher 
My learning as a researcher has been empowering. Through this process I have become a 
knowledge maker rather than a user of knowledge. I have re-affirmed to myself the key 
elements of carrying out a robust practice inquiry. In my following discussion I will focus on 
three key learning areas which are 1) being an insider researcher, 2) methodology, and 3) 
knowledge gathering through the literature. 

1. I knew that practitioner research was insider research. However, I tended to view the 
researcher as a dichotomy of either being an insider or an outsider researcher. I had 
never considered that there were degrees of ‘insiderness’ (Chavez-Reyes, 2008; 
Holmes, 2020), that the positioning of this is researcher and context specific (Fleming, 
2018; Holmes, 2020). This has been huge learning for me. I have already had the 
opportunity to discuss with my own learners the intricacies of insider research.  

2. I spent a lot of time reading up on various methodologies and chose Grounded Theory 
as the most appropriate for me. It took me a while and a lot of reading to gain a true 
understanding of this approach. In fact, at one point I thought, “this is too hard” which 
left me considering taking an approach I was familiar with. I soon told myself off for 
thinking this way, as I was not going to grow and develop if I stayed within my comfort 
zone. Learning about and carrying out Grounded Theory has added to my kete of 
knowledge which has allowed me, even now, to have in-depth conversations with my 
learners who are considering this approach. I am now more informed as a researcher 
and facilitator to my learners.  

3. I have known for a long time that I tend to skim read, telling myself I do not have the 
time to dedicate to serious reading. I tended to read to find a point of information I 
could use rather than read for understanding. Throughout my masters I took the time 
to read for understanding, sometimes reading an article three or four times. I have 
been astounded at what I have remembered and how much reading I did. I have 
recently noticed that one of my learners, also tends to read for the ‘perfect’ sentence 
that explains everything rather than reading for understanding. With my new found 
understanding of how I now read, I was able to pass some useful tips onto my learner. 
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Being able to recognise this and provide advice, from experience, in how to enhance 
their reading has been satisfying for me.  

 
Ethicist 
I do not recall the moment when I went from leading in the ethics space to being referred to 
as the ethicist. Was this some sort of promotion I had received? What is an ethicist?  I did not 
know what I had done to earn the title or if I even deserved such a title. I remember feeling 
uncomfortable with the title. In the beginning I would introduce myself by saying “I am 
Capable NZ’s ethicist whatever that means”. I perceived people considered I was an expert in 
the field which made me feel like an impostor. I did not identify with being an ethicist.  
 
As the ethicist I am required to maintain my knowledge of ethical principles and their 
application in research projects, manage the review process within the CWBL, and attend 
OPREC meetings. Throughout my time as ethicist, I have conducted workshops for both 
learners and colleagues, I have encouraged people to seek my advice when they are designing 
their research project, and I have trained reviewers. This demonstrates that I made the role 
my own, as there was not a requirement to make the ethicist role an educative role. However, 
I did enter my MProfPrac with a narrow mindset, focused purely on the review process. I exit 
my MProfPrac with a new sense of self and a new sense of who I am as an ethicist. Not only 
have I gained a deeper understanding of research ethics as practice but I have also extended 
and strengthened my identity as a skilled ethicist. I now own this space with pride. My 
introduction to others is now “I am the ethicist for Capable NZ”. My vision is to change the 
thinking around ethics from that of a compliance activity to a culture of ‘research ethics as 
practice’. 
 
Prior to undergoing my MProfPrac I had the vision of becoming the chair of the OPREC. I felt 
I could make changes to the review process. However, another ‘aha’ moment for me was 
realising that I would not have the power to change something that, in a sense, was steeped 
in tradition. This thought occurred at the same time as I made my pivot in the direction of my 
research. This realisation showed me the direction of where I could take my ethicist role.  I 
now see this as an educative role, a role that extends beyond research ethics. This has already 
been demonstrated as people come to me for ethics advice outside of research.  
 
Leader 
I have always been and continue to be an authentic leader both personally and professionally. 
Completing my MProfPrac has not suddenly transformed me into a ‘new’ type of leader. What 
I have gained through this process is a greater sense of who I am at both a personal level and 
a professional level.  In recent years I had lost confidence in my leadership ability resulting in 
a loss of identity and not knowing where I belonged. The changes are nuanced and have 
occurred deep within me. However, they have brought me a sense of identity. I now have a 
place where I belong.  
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Next steps 
I have not experienced earth shattering changes through completing my MProfPrac. To a 
degree I feel slightly disappointed. However, when I peeled back the layers, I understood that 
my changes were nuanced. The changes to my practice were subtle, and not necessarily 
discerning to those looking in from the outside. To use the iceberg theory, my nuanced 
changes occurred beneath the surface. In other words, the effort and learning through my 
MProfPrac occurred beneath the surface yet the outcome of this effort is what people see in 
terms of my behaviour change, through the language I use or the actions I take. These 
learnings have added to my kete of knowledge which enhances and grows my practice.  
 
From here I will continue to disseminate my research ethics as practice model (figure 28). I 
believe there is still much to learn about research ethics as practice. There is still much for me 
to do through educating others on research ethics. As we transition fully into Te Pūkenga, 
what the ethics space will look like is still unknown. However, I am a believer that change 
brings opportunities so I will continue to keep an open mind and an open door to new and 
exciting opportunities, whatever that may be.   
 
Figure 27 
Research Ethics as Practice Model (Author’s own) 
 

  

Mentor Guidance
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Appendix A 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

College of Work Based Learning Category B Ethics Accreditation 
 
Responsible Academic Staff member 
The CWBL Ethicist will be responsible for reviewing the College’s ethics applications. 
 
This role will only be allocated to a senior academic staff, with suitable qualifications and expertise, 
who has experience in undertaking research projects. Should there be no senior academic staff either 
eligible or able to perform this role, the role will return to the Head of College or nominated delegate. 
If no person can perform this role, the CWBL will identify this to the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics 
Committee, and Category B approvals will no longer be reviewed within the CWBL. 
 
The College of Work Based Learning Ethicist will be responsible for oversight of the 
following: 

a) Maintaining knowledge of ethical principles and their application in research projects. 
b) Developing a process for recording the details of projects, which will be reviewed 

annually with academic staff in CWBL. 
c) Consulting with the Chair, OPREC on any proposals where it is not clear whether the 

decision should be for Category A/B/C approval. 
d) Completing an annual report for submission to the OPREC summarising the number 

and type of proposals reviewed, approvals and declines, and any adverse events or 
complaints. This report will be completed by end March the year following the 
reporting period. Due diligence for reporting requires keeping an archive of 
applications and records of the review process and decisions, including sign off by 
responsible staff.  

e) Preparing any information required for an audit of the processes used. 
 
College of Work Based Learning Ethics Committee 
There will be a College Ethics Committee, comprising the following members:  
 

- The CWBL Ethicist who will be the chair.  
- Up to a further four academic staff within the CWBL who are suitably qualified and 

who have a background in or knowledge of ethics in research from both an 
institutional and professional practice context. 
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- One external member appointed by the OPREC to act as lay member.  
 
Full committee meetings will be held on an as needed basis. All application reviews will be 
done via email. Applications will be reviewed by three reviewers, one of who must be the 
OPREC representative. The CWBL Ethicist will collate the reviewers’ feedback and send to the 
learner’s Academic Mentor / staff member for their responses (see Appendix 1 for the review 
process). The records for the application reviews will be held in a shared folder – CWBL Ethics 
Committee - located on Capable NZ’s Microsoft Teams platform. This folder will only be 
accessible by the CWBL Ethicist, committee members, and the CWBL Head of College.  
 
Review process: 
Processes used will depend on whether the project is undertaken by academic staff as part of 
their role or undertaken by learners in the undergraduate or postgraduate programmes in the 
CWBL under supervision of an academic team. 
 
Academic staff process:  
All staff who plan to undertake Research considered Category B will complete the CWBL 
Category B Application Form (Appendix 4) and submit this to the CWBL Ethicist. Each 
submitted application will be reviewed as per the process outlined in Appendix 1, and the 
record of the decision recorded in the CWBL Ethics Research Project Tracking Form (Appendix 
2). 
 
Undergraduate and Postgraduate students 
For the purposes of ethical oversight, every Capable NZ learner research project will have an 
academic mentor, that is, someone who is suitably qualified to carry out the function of 
ethical advisor (NB: If the academic mentor is a member of the CWBL Ethics committee, then 
they cannot act as an ethics reviewer for their learner’s project). The learner, with the 
guidance of their academic mentor, will take responsibility for carrying out research in an 
ethical manner. The Category B process within the CWBL is intended to create a culture where 
the researcher themself considers whether Category A or B or C approval is required.  This is 
then confirmed by the ethical advisor with oversight from the CWBL Ethicist.  
 
The ethical advisor submits the learner’s completed Category B Application Form to the CWBL 
Ethicist. Each submitted application will be reviewed as per the process outlined in Appendix 
1, and the record of the decision recorded in the CWBL Ethics Research Project Tracking Form 
(Appendix 2). 
 
Consultation with Kaitohutohu 
As part of the research process learners will engage with the Kaitohutohu Office (KTO). The 
consultation process with the KTO will be initiated by the learners. The requirements of the 
consultation process can be found on this link.  
https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=2808 

https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=2808
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The KTO consultation process must be completed and KTO approval given before learners or 
staff can start their project.  

 
The College Ethicist will be responsible for ensuring the following: 

a) Reporting of any matters of concern to the OPREC (and the CWBL Head of College if 
appropriate). 

b) For each staff or learner project, a copy of CWBL Ethics B Application Form will be filed 
(Appendix 4), together with recruitment information, and consent documentation. 
Where projects do not pass initial ethical review, feedback from the CWBL ethics 
reviewers will be provided (Appendix 3). Applicants will have the opportunity to 
amend and update their application to address any concerns or they can withdraw the 
application. 

c) Information about each project is entered into the tracking form (see Appendix 2). 
d) Review records will be held in a secure shared folder, CWBL Ethics Committee, located 

on Capable NZ’s Microsoft Teams platform.  
e) Letters of approval (signed by the CWBL Ethicist) are issued for each learner or staff 

project that has been awarded ethics approval (Appendix 5). 
 
Data Storage 
The following data storage process will be set in place until a formal process has been 
implemented through Te Pūkenga. 
The following process will be followed within the CWBL.  
Staff Research 

a. CWBL staff conducting research, will secure all research data on their OP One Drive. 
They will ensure only they will have access to this data.  

 
Otago Polytechnic provides a central location for safe and secure storage and deletion of 
research data.  All raw data from a project must be stored on the OP research data repository. 
It will be disposed of after seven (7) years using secure and safe processes.  The supervising 
staff member, or staff researcher, can complete the form on this link: 
 
https://online.op.ac.nz/industry-and-research/research/research-data-repository/ 
 
Digital and other research data can/should be stored on this site.  Data will be deleted by the 
organisational management system according to Institutional policy and the relevant storage 
acts.  
 
CWBL learners 
Learner projects occur within the Professional Practice programmes only. Their projects relate 
to work-place problems, thus are carried out within their workplace (e.g., NZ Police, 
Corrections, NZ Defence Force) with support from their employers. Their research data is 
typically workplace / industry sensitive. Furthermore, many workplaces require learners to 
undergo their organisation’s ethics approval process (e.g., NZ Police, Corrections, NZ Defence 

https://online.op.ac.nz/industry-and-research/research/research-data-repository/
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Force). These factors must be considered when discussing the most appropriate process for 
data storage.  

b. In situations where the learner must undergo a workplace ethics approval process, the 
storage of data will be in line with their workplace policies. Disposal of data will be as 
per their workplace policies. 

c. At the end of the project, all personal information, and / or any raw data on which the 
results are based will be destroyed. 

d. All other data will be retained in secure storage for a period of seven years. For 
learners, this will be their workplace devices behind security walls. Due to the 
sensitivity of the learner’s project and thus data collected, anything different to this 
will be by negotiation between the learner, the learner’s workplace, and OP.  

 
Research output 
Learners may request Redaction, Embargo or Exemption due to commercial or 
organisational sensitivity when they submit their thesis after final assessment to OPRES via 
this link: 
 
https://online.op.ac.nz/industry-and-research/research/postgraduate-studies/thesis-and-
dissertation-submission-form-v1/ 
 
Complaints process 
Complaints or appeals by learners / staff on the ethics review process will be evaluated by 
CWBL Head of College and the CWBL Ethicist. If a resolution is not forthcoming, then the 
appeal is escalated to the chair of OPREC or their delegate.  Complaints / concerns by a 
participant arising from Otago Polytechnic learner’s and / or staff research will be directed to 
the Te Kaihāpai as per the Resolution of Learner Complaints Policy.  
 
https://online.op.ac.nz/about-us/governance-and-management/policy-library/resolution-
of-learner-complaints/  

https://online.op.ac.nz/industry-and-research/research/postgraduate-studies/thesis-and-dissertation-submission-form-v1/
https://online.op.ac.nz/industry-and-research/research/postgraduate-studies/thesis-and-dissertation-submission-form-v1/
https://online.op.ac.nz/about-us/governance-and-management/policy-library/resolution-of-learner-complaints/
https://online.op.ac.nz/about-us/governance-and-management/policy-library/resolution-of-learner-complaints/
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Appendix 1: College of Work Based Learning (CWBL) Category B ethics review process 
1. Category B application is sent, via email, to the CWBL Ethicist. 
2. Ethicist records the details of the application on the Project Tracking Form (Appendix 

2). 
3. Ethicist checks that all required documentation for the ethics application review is 

present. 
4. Application and feedback form (Appendix 3) is sent to three reviewers, one of whom 

is the OPREC representative. The reviewers have five working days to return their 
feedback to the ethicist. 

5. The ethicist collates the feedback into one document and emails this to the applicant 
or if the applicant is a learner, then to the learner’s academic mentor. 

6. The applicant responds to the ethics panel’s feedback and returns the form along with 
the amended application (if required) to the ethicist. 

7. Ethicist sends the response and updated ethics application to the original review panel 
for their consideration. 

8. Each review panel member responds with the outcome of their consideration. 
9. If the original feedback has not been addressed adequately, the ethicist will follow up 

direct with the applicant (if staff), and the academic team (if learner). 
10. Approval letter is sent to the applicant (Appendix 5).  

 
 
 
Appendix 2: College of Work Based Learning (CWBL) Research Project Tracking Form  
This form is set up in an ongoing Excel file to record the process and outcome of applications 
submitted and approved. 
 

Ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

nu
m

be
r 

Pr
og

ra
m

m
e 

of
 s

tu
dy

 if
 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
 

Re
se

ar
ch

er
 n

am
e 

D
at

e 
re

ce
iv

ed
 

Fa
ci

lit
at

or
 / 

Ac
ad

em
ic

 
m

en
to

r n
am

es
 

Pr
oj

ec
t T

itl
e 

D
at

e 
se

nt
 fo

r r
ev

ie
w

 

Re
vi

ew
er

s’
 n

am
es

 

D
at

e 
re

vi
ew

er
 fe

ed
ba

ck
 

re
ce

iv
ed

 

D
at

e 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 s

en
t t

o 
le

ar
ne

r 

D
at

e 
re

ce
iv

ed
 re

sp
on

se
 

fr
om

 le
ar

ne
r 

D
at

e 
se

nt
 to

 re
vi

ew
er

s 

Ap
pr

ov
al

 g
iv

en
 

Ap
pr

ov
al

 le
tt

er
 se

nt
 to

 
le

ar
ne

r 

              
              

 
 



84 

College of Work Based Learning: Category B Ethics Application Review/Collation form for Staff and Learner applications 
 
 

Date:  Application No:   
Application Title:  

 

Applicant/s:   

 

Item Issue Recommendation Requirement Applicant Response 
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College of Work Based Learning (CWBL) Category B Ethics Application Form 
 

 
College of Work Based Learning (CWBL)  
 
Category B Ethics Application Form 

 
 

Part 1: Project information (describe the section for which ethics approval is requested)  
 

Title:     
Date (start):   
Date (finish):    
Researcher(s):    
Academic Ethical Advisor 
(if applicable) 

 

Brief description of 
project: 
(300 words) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Researcher Signature 
 

 
 
 

Academic Ethical Advisor 
Signature (if applicable) 
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Part 2: Pathway Categories  

Select the category that best describes your project 
 

 CATEGORY A: Research or practice that involves: 

 
• Participation of minors or vulnerable individuals. 
• Identifiable personal information.  
• Taking / handling of any form of tissue / fluid sample from humans / cadavers. 
• Any form of physical / psychological stress. 
• Situations which might place safety of participants / researchers at high risk. 
• Administration / restriction of food, fluid, or drug to a participant. 
• Potential conflict between applicant’s activities as researcher, clinician or teacher and 

their interests as professional / private individuals (inc. students, clients, patients).  
• Any form of deception. 

 
 
 

 CATEGORY B: Research or practice that involves:     
        

• Situations that may place the researcher or participant at low risk. 
• Minor physical or psychological stress. 
• Collection of personal data. 
• Repeat of a previous Category B study with minor changes. 

• Involvement of a third party or external organisation(s). 
 
 

 CATEGORY C: Research or practice that involves:  

 
• Use of secondary data in the public domain e.g., Statistics NZ figures. 
• Retrospective use of data previously collected (completed under a previous ethics 

approval. 
• Repeat of a previous approved study with no changes within three years. 
• NB: A research project of this kind would not normally require ethics approval but it 

might require Category C approval for publication purposes (Otago Polytechnic, 
2020). 

 

 

  

 
Submit to Otago 
Polytechnic Research 
Ethics Committee – 
OPREC application form 

 
Submit to CWBL Ethicist 
(on form below). 
 
glenysforsyth@op.ac.nz 

 
Submit to CWBL Ethicist 
(on form below). 
 
glenysforsyth@op.ac.nz 

mailto:glenysforsyth@op.ac.nz
mailto:glenysforsyth@op.ac.nz


87 

Part 3: Details of research process 
Briefly provide an outline of your research method/ s for the stage of your research for which 
you require ethical approval.  The reason for this information is to ensure the reviewers of your 
application have all the information required for them to consider any ethical concerns with 
your intended research.  

 

 

Part 4: Details of ethical issues and actions taken to mitigate issues 
ISSUES AREA This column contains standardised descriptors for projects completed in CWBL 

under Category B – These must be customised by applicants.  

What human subjects are involved? Provide 
an overview of each group of participants 
you will be working with  

• Describe potential participants 
• Provide an indicative number of participants 
• How will the participants be recruited – if there is a perceived power relationship 

between the researcher and participants, then consider using a gate keeper to 
initially approach participants. 

• Vulnerable participants are of concern. Those considered vulnerable include 
people 17 years and under, people who are not able to make an informed 
consent, e.g., some mental health conditions. NB: If your participants fit into this 
category, then you will need to complete a Category A application through the 
Otago Polytechnic Research and Ethics committee. 

(Note for all these sections, if the answer is too long and complex to fit in this box, 
then it should be detailed in your research protocols). 

How have you ensured potential participants 
clearly have a choice about participation 
(i.e., no coercion)? 

Recruitment via invitation, poster, email, or fb, by a third party where appropriate 
 
Attach invite documentation.  
 
See consent form (attached) 

How will participants know about the 
purpose of the study and possible 
consequences to themselves or others of 
their participation? (Evidence they 
understand) 

See participant information sheet (attached) 

Data collection 

Provide an overview of your data collection method/s 
 
Include survey, interview questions/topics and focus group questions/topics.  
 
And /or provide indicative areas for questioning if actual questions have yet to be 
determined.  

How will anonymity and/or confidentiality be 
maintained? Explain the processes you have 
put in place to ensure this. 

Whilst complete anonymity is not possible, stress that confidentiality will be 
maintained. For example, 

• Say that information that could identify a person will be removed 
• Pseudonyms will be used rather than participant’s real names 

How are potential threats to physical, 
emotional, cultural wellbeing being 
managed? (Particularly to participants, but 
also to researchers and others). 

Taking part in this research is no riskier than participants typical daily activity. None 
of these projects will deal with sensitive or risky topics. All participants will be 18 
years of age or over.  
 
Reiterate that 

• Participation is voluntary 
• Participants can refuse to answer any question if it is making them feel 

uncomfortable 
• Participants can withdraw from the project 

If needed, provide contact details of where they could go if they need to talk over 
issues, for example 1737 help line 

Is there any conflict of interest or role? 
How will this be managed? 

Pay close attention to power relationships. If the researcher is in a position of 
authority, then it could be perceived an element of coercion is present – people say 
yes because they feel to say no might be detrimental to them.  Remember this is about 
perception. Indicate in this section 

• the researcher’s relationship with the participants 
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• how you will mitigate any perceived conflict e.g., remind participants they 
do not have to answer a question if they do not want to, they can withdraw 
from the study without any detriment to them at all. 

 
The key here is that you have considered this issue in depth and you have a plan to 
mitigate any issue that may arise.  
 

How is the research methodology justified, 
and how will you ensure it is properly carried 
out? 

For example, surveys, interviews, and / or focus groups are used frequently in 
practitioner-led research. Completing a methodology / methods section as part of my 
learning agreement ensures I am using the most appropriate method for my data 
collection.  

How will confidentiality of potentially 
sensitive information be maintained? 
(Information already in the public arena is 
not an issue) 

• Explain where you will keep the information 
• Who will have access to this data? 
• Make note that it will be kept for seven years 

How will the data be managed? What will 
they be used for? How will they be stored 
and for how long? 

• What will you use the data for? E.g., final report for qualification, journal 
article and/ or conference presentation 

• Say it will be kept for seven years after which time it will be destroyed 
 

Who will receive a copy of the completed 
report? How will it be made available to 
participants? 

 

Potential threats to Otago Polytechnic 
Sustainability policy Consideration around any sustainability issues that could impact on the research 

 
TREATY CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Otago Polytechnic researchers have an obligation to consult with Kaitohutohu (KTO) as part of developing their research projects, to keep Kāi 
Tahu informed about research at Otago Polytechnic and to identify research of significance to Māori. The Kaitohutohu offers assistance, where 
appropriate, in regard to consultation with Māori, ethics, and the Treaty of Waitangi. 
 
Before consulting with KTO, it is essential to give careful thought to these questions. 
Include your responses in your submission.  
• Is the research conducted by Māori?  
• Will the research include Māori participants or Māori knowledge? How is inclusion respectful and appropriate?  
• In what way are the results likely to be of specific interest or relevance to Māori? 
• How might the research benefit Māori?  
• How does the research demonstrate Treaty of Waitangi partnership? (The following questions are a guide to support thinking about Treaty 

of Waitangi partnership in your research): 
− Has your research included Māori participants?  
− What differences might Māori representation bring to your research? 
− What potential effects on Māori well-being could your research have? 
− What potential effects on encouraging the flourishing of tikaka me te Reo Māori (Māori culture and language) might your research 

have?  
− What connections might your research nurture with iwi and hapū? 
− What mātauraka Māori (Māori or indigenous knowledges) might your research explore, connect to, or incorporate? 

See the Kaitohutohu Moodle page for further information and resources. 
If you have questions, please email kaitohutohu@op.ac.nz 
 
 
Have you met the KTO consultation obligation? 
 
Indicate where you are at in the consultation process: 
 

Not yet started     ☐ 
 
In progress (preparing submission or awaiting feedback) ☐ 
 
Completed     ☐ 
(Include a copy of the feedback in your Ethics application) 
 
If not started, when will you do so? 

https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=2808
mailto:kaitohutohu@op.ac.nz
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Sample Headings to Structure a Participant Information Sheet (Researcher to customise for 
project) 

Participant Information Sheet 
 
Title of project 
 
General introduction 
Introduce yourself 

• If you are a learner, then include the programme you are undertaking is through Capable NZ, 
Otago Polytechnic 

Provide a brief overview of your project. 
 
Aim of research project 
 
PARTICIPATION 
What type of participants are being sought? 

• This is your inclusion criteria. 
 
How will potential participants be identified and accessed?  

• Explain how you identified potential participants.    
 
What will participation involve?  
Should you agree to take part in this project you will be asked to: … (add details). 

• Include in here an indicative time frame, e.g., interviews will be 45 minutes, or it will take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete this online survey.  

• For interviews include they will be carried out at a time and place convenient to both 
interviewee and interviewer.  

 
How will confidentiality and/or anonymity be protected? 

• Stress that confidentiality will be maintained. For example, say that information that could identify a 
person will be removed. 

• Pseudonyms will be used rather than participant’s real names.  
 
You may request a copy of the results of the project. This will be available at ……. 
 
Can participants change their minds and withdraw from the project? 
You can decline to participate without any disadvantage to yourself.  
 
If you choose to participate, you can stop participating in the project at any time, before the 
data is anonymised and analysed, without giving reasons for your withdrawal. The date for 
this is …….. (e.g., include a specific date or say something along the lines of ‘2 weeks following the interview 
/ focus group’. If you are doing surveys, then specify that they cannot withdraw information once they have 
submitted their answers due to data being anonymised on submission). 
 
You can also withdraw any information that has already been supplied until the stage agreed 
on the consent form. You can refuse to answer any particular question and ask for any 
recording, audio or video to be turned off at any stage.  
 
DATA COLLECTION 
What data or information will be collected and how will it be used?  

• Include a couple of sentences giving an overview of what type of information you are after. 
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Results of this project may be published but any data included will in no way be linked to 
any specific participant without prior consent. 
 
You may request a copy of the results of the project and it will be available at: … (add details). 
 
Data storage 
The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only (include people, e.g., researcher, 
academic supervisor – do not use names) will have access to it. The data will be (e.g., stored on 
researcher’s password protected laptop to which only they have access to, or stored in a locked cupboard, in 
a locked room, which only the researcher has access to). At the end of the project any personal 
information or any raw data on which the results are based will be destroyed. All other data 
will be stored on the Otago Polytechnic research data repository. It will be disposed of after 
seven (7) years, by the organisational management system according to Institutional policy 
and the relevant storage acts. 
 
CONTACT 
What if participants have questions? 
If you have any questions about the project, either now or in the future, please feel free to 
contact  

• Include the researcher’s contact details – if a learner then use your student email not your 
personal email address. Avoid including phone numbers 

• If you are a Capable NZ learner then also include your facilitator or academic mentor’s contact 
details 

 

This project is carried out under the auspices of the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee Category B 
Delegated Authority: Please contact the College of Work Based Learning Ethicist for further information 

glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz 

 

 

 

  

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
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Sample Consent Form – Researcher to customise for project 
 

Project Title 

I have read the information sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  
All my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to 
request further information at any stage during this research. 

I know that: 

• My participation in the project is entirely voluntary and I am free to refuse to answer 
any particular question. 

• I am free to stop participating at any time.  

• I can choose to withdraw information provided without giving reasons and without 
any disadvantage. 

• I cannot withdraw any information I have supplied (include a specific date or say two 
weeks following the interview).  

• At the end of the project any personal information or any raw data on which the results 
are based will be destroyed. At the end of the project any personal information or any 
raw data on which the results are based will be destroyed. All other data will be stored 
on the Otago Polytechnic research data repository. It will be disposed of after seven 
(7) years, by the organisational management system according to Institutional policy 
and the relevant storage acts. 

• The results of the project may be published or used at a presentation in an academic 
conference, but my anonymity / confidentiality will be preserved. 

• I can request a copy of the research findings. 
 
Additional information given or conditions agreed to 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
I agree to take part in this project under the conditions set out in the Information Sheet. 
 
……………………………………………    (Signature of participant) 

……………………………………………    (Date) 

……………………………………………    (Signature of researcher) 

…………………………………………… (Date) 

 
This project is carried out under the auspices of the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics 
Committee Category B Delegated Authority: Please contact the College of Work Based 

Learning Ethicist for further information (glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz) 

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
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Sample Survey/questionnaire/focus group questions/topics/other details 

 

NOTE: you must include your questions if planning a survey or interview, and if you are recruiting through a 

business or community group you need to include a letter that you have requested and been granted 

permission to approach their workers/customers/communities.  
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Final Checklist 

Application is appropriately signed 
• For learners by the academic ethical advisor  
• For staff by Research Coordinator/School Ethicist (or delegate) 

 

I have filled out the application form and: 
• Explained the rationale for this research (i.e., why is it necessary?) 
• Explained my design/methodology 
• Explained my participant inclusion/exclusion criteria 
• Explained my recruitment method (how are you accessing the group?) 
• Explained the researcher and recruiter’s relationships to potential participants 
• Identified any potential health and safety issues, and my management thereof 
• Identified any vulnerability participants may have, and my management thereof 
• Explained how I will collect, identify, manage, and provide options for withdrawal of data 
• Explained why any deception of participants is necessary and justified 
• Makes clear any remuneration that may be provided 
• Provided information on where the results will be available 

I have included an Information Sheet, which: 
• Is in clear lay language, and is written directly to the participant 
• Explains what the research is for 
• Explains what participants will be asked to do, including the expected duration 
• Explains how their data will be managed, and who will have access to data at the various stages of the 

project 
• Explains any confidentiality or anonymity, and any limits on these 
• Explains they can withdraw from participation at any time without loss of remuneration or 

other negative effects 
• Explains any time limitations on withdrawing their data from the research 
• Explains how results of the research will be used and how they will be reported 
• Provides details for two separate contacts (i.e., for questions to researcher and for supervisor or other 

authority in case of a complaint) 
I have included the Consent Form, which clearly states 

• That participation is fully voluntary 
• They can withdraw from participation at any time 
• Any time limitations on withdrawing their data from the research 
• How data will be used 
• Any potential risks participants may face 
• Where and how the research will be disseminated 

I have included the following supporting documentation 
• Survey, question schedule or topic guide, etc. if one is being used 
• Letter of Support/Access where an external person or organization is helping with any aspect of the 

project including recruitment 
I have included the following recruitment material, such as: 

• Written invitations to participant 
• Other material, e.g., posters, draft text for social media, etc. 

Anything that is not ticked needs to be explained in your application why it is not appropriate to your 
research (or the application will be referred back to you for clarification). 
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Appendix 5 
Ethics Approval  
 

 
 
Date 
 
 
Address 
c/- College of Work Based Learning 
Otago Polytechnic 
Private Bag 1910 
Dunedin 9054 
 
 
Tēnā koe {insert name} 
 
Re: Application for Ethics Consent from College of Work Based Learning (Capable NZ) 
Reference Number: 
Title of Application: 
 
Thank you for your application for ethics approval for this research project and your careful 
responses to our recommendations. The review panel has considered your revised 
application and your responses to questions and issues raised. We are pleased to inform you 
that we are satisfied with the revisions made and confirm ethics approval for the project. 
 
We wish you well with your research. 
 
All correspondence regarding this application should include the reference number assigned. 
 
This protocol covers the following researchers: [researcher and co-researchers if applicable]. 
Project approval is valid for three (3) years from date of letter, and only while the researcher is 
undertaking their programme of study at Otago Polytechnic, if applicable. 
 
Nāku noa, nā, 
 
 
{Signature in script font} 
 
 
 
Name 
College of Work Based Learning Ethicist 
College of Work Based Learning / Capable NZ 
Otago Polytechnic 
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Appendix 6: Links to OP Research Ethics Information 
 
(Please follow the links or alternatively information can be accessed via Moodle under 
‘Research Ethics’) 
 
 
Otago Polytechnic (2020). Ethical Practice Guidelines for Researchers and OPREC Members. 
Retrieved from  https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=3161&section=2 

 
Sample Forms and Resources 
 
https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=3161&section=4 
 
 
Master of Professional Practice Moodle Page 
 
https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=9168&sectionid=155055 
  

https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=3161&section=2
https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=3161&section=4
https://moodle.op.ac.nz/course/view.php?id=9168&sectionid=155055
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Appendix B  

KTO Consultation 
 
 

Whāia te pae tawhiti kia tata. Whāia to pae kiā maua. 

Pursue the distant horizons so that they may become your reality. 
 
 

Office of the Kaitohutohu Māori Research Consultation Feedback 

Date: 9 August, 2021 

Researcher name: Glenys Forsyth 

Department: Capable NZ 

Project title: Ethics in practice 
 
 

TAIAO: 

Achieving 

environmental 

sustainability 

through Iwi & 

Hapū 

relationships 

with the 

whenua & 

moana 

 

Mātauraka  

Māori: Your research aims to examine how ethics processes can 

Exploring become a more meaningful part of practitioner research 

Indigenous practice. You intend to use mixed methods - survey and 

knowledge interview to examine learner’s thinking towards ethics. You 

 indicate you will use semi-structured interviews that begin 

 with a series of questions but include follow-up inquiry 

 responsive to the direction of the interview. You are 

 employing Grounded Theory which operates inductively to 
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 derive theory from analysing data – in this case interview 

and survey data. 

 
You have engaged with Hudson et al’s (2010) Te Ara Tika 

and considered important Māori ethical considerations that 

they suggest. Your understanding of this centres around an 

ethics of care and respect, which are important aspects of 

concepts such as tika, mana and manaakitaka. We suggest 

in light of your working to incorporate tikaka Māori, which 

we applaud, that you consider including in your methods an 

opportunity for your participants to consider your 

interpretations of the interview data – i.e. the themes you 

elicit from the interview. Allowing participants to engage 

with your interpretations and provide clarification etc. 

constructs reciprocity (utu) in the research process and is an 

acknowledgement of the mana motuhake (agency) of the 

participants (see e.g. Russell Bishop on collaborative 

storytelling – he has a lot on this, here’s one e.g. Bishop, R., 

& Glynn, T. (1999). Researching in Maori contexts: An 

interpretation of participatory consciousness. Journal of 

Intercultural Studies, 20(2), 167-182; some other literature 

considering the idea of taking interpretations back to participants - 

Goulding, C. (2005). Grounded theory, ethnography and 

phenomenology: A comparative analysis of three qualitative 

strategies for marketing research. European journal of Marketing. 

Karnieli-Miller, O., Strier, R., & Pessach, L. (2009). Power 

relations in qualitative research. Qualitative health 

research, 19(2), 279-289.). Focus group or follow up 

interviews can be a way to present themes from the 

interviews back to participants. 

 
You mention that there is a high likelihood of participants 

who identify as Māori being involved and you will gather 
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 ethnicity data. You acknowledge having this data may 

provide opportunities for analysing important cultural 

differences –this is an important point in light of OP’s 

direction and relationship with mana whenua and the 

Treaty of Waitangi. Having this data will also indicate how 

representative your responses are of the population you are 

working with and enable you to note limitations or 

otherwise as the numbers may suggest. 

 
A final suggestion would be to consider a small koha, if 

possible, for your interview participants in recognition of 

the time and thought they committed to the research. 

Hauora: 

Improving 

health & 

wellbeing 

 

To Live as 

Māori: 

Kaitiakitaka to 

ensure Māori 

culture and 

language 

flourish 

 

 

Unlocking the innovation potential of Māori knowledge, resources and people. 
 
 

Name: Scott Klenner 

Position: Tumuaki: Rakahau Māori | Director: Māori Research, Otago Polytechnic 
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Appendix C  

Ethics Approval 
 

16 September 2021 
 

Dr Glenys Forsyth 
Capable New Zealand 
College of Work Based Learning 
Otago Polytechnic 
Private Bag 1910 
Dunedin 9054 

 
Dear Glenys 

 
Ethics approval for project 
Reference Number: 919 
Application Title: Ethics in Practice–Part A 

 
Thank you for your application for ethics approval for this research project. 

 
This letter is to advise that the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee review panel has 
approved your application, following the amendments made in response to feedback. 

 
We wish you well with your work and remind you that at the conclusion of your research to send a 
brief report with findings and/or conclusions to the Ethics Committee. 

 
All correspondence regarding this application should include the project title and reference number 
assigned to it. 

 
This protocol covers the following researchers: Glenys Forsyth. 
Project approval is valid for three (3) years from date of letter. 

 
Regards 

 

Liz Ditzel 
Dr. Liz Ditzel 
Chair, Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee 

 
 

Otago Polytechnic Forth Street Freephone 0800 762 786 Email: info@op.ac.nz 
 Private Bag 1910 Phone +64 3 477 3014 www.op.ac.nz 
 Dunedin 9054   

 
  

 
 

mailto:info@op.ac.nz
http://www.op.ac.nz/
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Appendix D 
 

Learner Survey questions 
 

1. What ethnic group do you identify with? 
a. Māori 
b. Pacifica 
c. Pakeha 
d. Other – please state 

 
2. What programme of study are you currently undergoing or have completed? 

a. Master of Professional Practice 
b. Doctor of Professional Practice 

 
3. At what stage of the programme are you currently in? 

a. Learning Agreement 
b. Practice inquiry 
c. Completed 

 
4. How important is research ethics to you? 

a. Not important 
b. Somewhat important 
c. Very important 

 
Comment on your answer: 
 

5. What was your understanding of research ethics at the start of your programme? 
a. I knew nothing 
b. Limited 
c. Expert 

 
6. What was your understanding of research ethics following the completion of your programme 

of study? 
a. I knew nothing 
b. Limited 
c. Expert 
d. NA 

 
7. At what stage in your programme did you start to consider the ethical issues associated with 

your practice inquiry? 
a. During the review of learning 
b. From the outset of my learning agreement 
c. At the point of undertaking my ethics application 
d. Other – please state 

 
8. Did unplanned / unexpected ethical issues arise after you had gained ethics approval?  

a. Yes 
b. No 
c. NA 
d. Please comment if you answered yes 
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9. On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being the worst and 10 being the best, what was your experience of 
completing the ethical approval process? 
 

10. Would you be interested in undergoing an interview, on research ethics in practice? (At this 
point there will be a link to the information sheet for the interviews) 

If yes, then please provide your name and contact email  

Name 

Contact Email 

 

Thank you for your time in completing this survey. 
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Appendix E 

Mentor Survey questions 
1. What ethnic group do you identify with? 

a. Māori 
b. Pacifica 
c. Pākehā 
d. Other – please state 

 
2. What programme of study are you currently mentoring on? 

a. Master of Professional Practice 
b. Doctor of Professional Practice 
c. Both 

 
3. How important is research ethics to you? 

a. Not important 
b. Somewhat important 
c. Very important 

 
Comment on your answer: 
 

4. At what stage in the programme do you encourage learners to consider ethical issues 
associated with their practice inquiry? 

a. During the review of learning 
b. From the outset of their learning agreement 
c. At the point of undertaking their ethics application 
d. Other – please state 

 
5. Did unplanned / unexpected ethical issues arise after your learner/ s had gained ethics 

approval?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. N/A 
d. Please comment if you answered yes 

 
6. On a scale of 1-10, with 1 being the worst and 10 being the best, what was your experience of 

supporting your learner/s in completing the ethical approval process? 
 

7. What resources did you access to support your learner through the ethics process? 
a. Please list 

 
8. Would you be interested in participating an interview, with the researcher, on research ethics 

in practice? (At this point there will be a link to the information sheet for the interviews) 
If yes, then please provide your name and contact email  

Name 

Contact Email 

 

Thank you for your time in completing this survey. 
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Appendix F 

 

 

Email Invitation Learner 
 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 
My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my Master of 
Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional practitioner I hold 
the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialist role as Capable NZ’s ethicist.  
 
My practice inquiry is looking at research ethics in practice. My aim is to gain an understanding of 
people’s current thinking towards research ethics related to practitioner-research. As someone who is 
currently undergoing or has completed either the Master of Professional Practice or Doctor of 
Professional Practice, you have valuable knowledge related to my practice inquiry. 
 
I am cordially inviting you to participate in my research which will include completing an on-line survey. 
Please see the attached information sheet which provides further details on my research and what your 
participation would involve.  
 
If you have questions, then please contact me on glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz 
 
If you are happy to proceed with the survey, then please this link to complete the survey. 
 
Kind Regards 
Glenys Forsyth 
  

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
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Appendix G 

 

Email Invitation Mentor 
 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 
My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my Master of 
Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional practitioner I hold 
the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialised role as Capable NZ’s ethicist.  
 
My practice inquiry is looking at research ethics in practice. My aim is to gain an understanding of 
people’s current thinking towards research ethics related to practitioner-research. As someone who 
mentors learners undertaking the Master of Professional Practice and / or Doctor of Professional 
Practice, you have valuable knowledge related to my practice inquiry. 
 
I am cordially inviting you to participate in my research which will include competing an on-line survey. 
Please see the attached information sheet which provides further details on my research and what your 
participation would involve. 
 
If you have questions, then please contact me on glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz 
 
If you are happy to proceed with the survey, then please this link to complete the survey. 
 
With thanks 
Glenys Forsyth 
  

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
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Appendix H 

 

Learner Online Survey Participant Information Sheet 
 
Inquiry title: Ethics in Practice 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 
My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my Master of 
Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional practitioner I hold 
the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialised role as Capable NZ’s ethicist.  
 
The nature of practice-inquiry, where the aim is to create change within one’s own workplace, challenges 
the universal ethics model. With the ethical complexities experienced in practitioner inquiry, 
increasingly, the current ethics system is seen as inappropriate for practitioner inquiry research. As such, 
ethics conversations are perceived as an inconvenient part of the practice inquiry process, an add on. 
With this mindset, ways are found to circumvent the ethics process. I believe, as a practitioner-
researcher, we need to be constantly vigilant of potential ethical issues that may arise throughout the 
whole practice-inquiry process. We need to embed ethics in the whole of the research process.  Thus, 
the aim of my practice inquiry is to investigate how to embed ethics as an integral part of practitioner 
research practice. To do this, I need to have an insight into practitioner-researchers’ views on ethics in 
practice.  Hence, the reason for this inquiry.  
 
Participants and Participation 
You have been identified as a past or current learner of the Master of Professional Practice or the Doctor 
of Professional Practice. As part of undertaking this programme you have completed, or you are in the 
process of considering or have considered any ethical concerns related to your practice inquiry. This 
means you will have valuable knowledge on ethics in research practice. 
 
Should you agree to take part in this practice inquiry, you will be asked to complete a survey via the 
online platform Qualtrics. This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  
 
Information 
You will be asked your thoughts on research ethics as you have experienced it. You will not be asked to 
provide your name. Your information will be analysed and collated with all participants’ responses. Thus, 
your confidentiality will be always maintained.   
 
Whilst the results of my practice inquiry may be published, please be assured that any information 
included will not be linked to you in any way.  
 
You may request a copy of the results of my practice inquiry by contacting me, via my email as noted 
below.  
 
Withdrawal from practice inquiry 
You can decline to participate without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind.  If you choose to 
participate, you can stop participating in the survey at any time, without having to give any reasons.   
Furthermore, you do not have to answer any question if you choose not to.  

You can also withdraw any information that you have supplied up until you have submitted your survey. 
At this point individual information will not be identifiable thus non-retrievable by the researcher.  
 
 
Information Storage 
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The information collected will be securely stored in OneDrive on my Otago Polytechnic laptop which is 
password protected. I will be the only person who will have access to the information obtained from 
you. The raw information on which I base my results will be retained in secure storage for a period of 
seven years at which time it will be destroyed.  

 
Questions 

If you have any questions about this inquiry or require further information, either now or in the future, 
please feel free to contact either: 
 
Researcher:   Glenys Forsyth  glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz 
             or          
Academic Mentor:  Jo Kirkwood  jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz 
 
 
This project has carried out under the auspices of the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee 
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Appendix I 

 

Mentor On-line survey Participant Information Sheet  
 
Inquiry title: Ethics in Practice 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 
My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my Master of 
Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional practitioner I hold 
the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialised role as Capable NZ’s ethicist. It is my 
role as ethicist that has been the impetus for my practice inquiry.  
 
The nature of practice-inquiry, where the aim is to create change within one’s own workplace, challenges 
the universal ethics model. With the ethical complexities experienced in practitioner inquiry, 
increasingly, the current ethics system is seen as inappropriate for practitioner inquiry research. As such, 
ethics conversations are perceived as an inconvenient part of the practice inquiry process, an add on. 
With this mindset, ways are found to circumvent the ethics process. I believe, as a practitioner-
researcher, we need to be constantly vigilant of potential ethical issues that may arise throughout the 
whole practice-inquiry process. We need to embed ethics in the whole of the research process.  Thus, 
the aim of my practice inquiry is to investigate how to embed ethics as an integral part of practitioner 
research practice. To do this, I need to have an insight into practitioner-researchers’ views on ethics in 
practice.  Hence, the reason for this inquiry.  
 
Participants and Participation 
You have been identified as someone who mentors practitioner researchers with their practice inquiry 
which potentially would include conversations on research ethics. This means you will have valuable 
knowledge on ethics in research practice. 
 
Should you agree to take part in this practice inquiry, you will be asked to complete a survey via the 
online platform Qualtrics. This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  
 
Information  
You will be asked your thoughts on research ethics as you have experienced it. You will not be asked to 
provide your name. Your information will be analysed and collated with all participants’ responses. Thus, 
your confidentiality will be always maintained.   
 
Whilst the results of my practice inquiry may be published, please be assured that any information 
included will not be linked to you in any way.  
 
You may request a copy of the results of my practice inquiry by contacting me, via my email as noted 
below.  
 
Withdrawal from practice inquiry 
You can decline to participate without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind.  If you choose to 
participate, you can stop participating in the survey at any time, without having to give any reasons.   
Furthermore, you do not have to answer any question if you choose not to.  

You can also withdraw any information that you have supplied up until you have submitted your survey. 
At this point individual information will not be identifiable thus non-retrievable by the researcher.  
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Information Storage 
Your information will be securely stored in OneDrive on my Otago Polytechnic laptop which is password 
protected. I will be the only person who has access to your information which I will retain, in secure 
storage, for a period of seven years at which time it will be destroyed.  

 
What if participants have any questions? 
If you have any questions about my practice inquiry, either now or in the future, please feel free to 
contact either: 
 
Researcher:   Glenys Forsyth  glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz 
             or          
Academic Mentor:  Jo Kirkwood  jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz 
  

mailto:jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz
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Appendix J 
 

Learner Interview Information Sheet 
 
 
Inquiry title: Ethics in Practice 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 

My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my 
Master of Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional 
practitioner I hold the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialist role as 
Capable NZ’s ethicist. It is my role as ethicist that has been the impetus for my practice inquiry. 
 
The nature of practice-inquiry, where the aim is to create change within one’s own workplace, 
challenges the universal ethics model. With the ethical complexities experienced in practitioner 
inquiry, increasingly, the current ethics system is seen as inappropriate for practitioner inquiry 
research. As such, ethics conversations are perceived as an inconvenient part of the practice 
inquiry process, an add on. With this mindset, ways are found to circumvent the ethics process. 
I believe, as a practitioner-researcher, we need to be constantly vigilant of potential ethical 
issues that may arise throughout the whole practice-inquiry process. We need to embed ethics 
in the whole of the research process. Thus, the aim of my practice inquiry is to investigate how 
to embed ethics as an integral part of practitioner research practice. To do this, I need to have 
an insight into practitioner-researchers’ views on ethics in practice. Hence, the reason for this 
inquiry. 
 
Participants and Participation 
You have been identified as a past or current learner of the Master of Professional Practice or 
the Doctor of Professional Practice. As part of undertaking this programme you have completed, 
or you are in the process of completing an ethics application. This means you will have valuable 
knowledge on ethics in research practice. 
 
Should you agree to take part in my practice inquiry, you will be asked to participate in a one-
to-one interview, of approximately 60 minutes, with me. This will be done at a time and place 
(in person, Zoom, Teams) that is convenient for both of us. With your permission, I will audio 
record our conversation. 
 
Information 
I will be asking you to share your knowledge and experiences of ethics in research practice. This 
information will be analysed and collated in such a way that all potentially identifying 
information will be removed, and you will be assigned a pseudonym to ensure confidentiality. 
Your conversation with me, will be transcribed by the Otter App. 
 
Whilst the results of my practice inquiry may be published, please be assured that any 
information included will not be linked to you in any way. 
 
You may request a copy of the results of my practice inquiry by contacting me, via my email as 
noted below. 
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Withdrawal from practice inquiry 
You can decline to participate without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind. If you choose 
to participate, you can stop participating in the interview at any time, without having to give any 
reasons. Furthermore, you do not have to answer any question if you choose not to, and you 
can ask for the audio recorder to be turned off at any stage. 
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You can also withdraw any information that you have supplied up until two weeks following the 
interview. 
 
Information Storage 
Your information will be securely stored in OneDrive on my Otago Polytechnic laptop which is 
password protected. I will be the only person who has access to your information which I will 
retain, in secure storage, for a period of seven years at which time it will be destroyed. 
 
What if participants have any questions? 
If you have any questions about my practice inquiry, either now or in the future, please feel free 
to contact either: 
 
Researcher: Glenys Forsyth glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz or 
Academic Mentor:    Jo Kirkwood jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz 
 
 
 
 
 

This project has carried out under the auspices of the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee 
  

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
mailto:jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz
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Appendix K 

Mentor Interview Participant Information Sheet 
 
Inquiry title: Ethics in Practice 
 
Tēnā koutou katoa 
 
My name is Glenys Forsyth, and I am currently undertaking a practice inquiry as part of my 
Master of Professional Practice, through Capable NZ, Otago Polytechnic Ltd. As a professional 
practitioner I hold the role of learning facilitator within Capable NZ, with a specialised role as 
Capable NZ’s ethicist. It is my role as ethicist that has been the impetus for my practice inquiry. 
 
The nature of practice-inquiry, where the aim is to create change within one’s own workplace, 
challenges the universal ethics model. With the ethical complexities experienced in practitioner 
inquiry, increasingly, the current ethics system is seen as inappropriate for practitioner inquiry 
research. As such, ethics conversations are perceived as an inconvenient part of the practice 
inquiry process, an add on. With this mindset, ways are found to circumvent the ethics process. 
I believe, as a practitioner-researcher, we need to be constantly vigilant of potential ethical 
issues that may arise throughout the whole practice-inquiry process. We need to embed ethics 
in the whole of the research process. Thus, the aim of my practice inquiry is to investigate how 
to embed ethics as an integral part of practitioner research practice. To do this, I need to have 
an insight into the thoughts of those who mentor practitioner-researchers’ views on ethics in 
practice. Hence, the reason for this inquiry. 
 
Participants and Participation 
You have been identified as someone who mentors practitioner researchers with their practice 
inquiry which potentially would include conversations on research ethics. This means you will 
have valuable knowledge on ethics in research practice. 
 
Should you agree to take part in my practice inquiry, you will be asked to participate in a one-
to-one interview, of approximately 60 minutes, with me. This will be done at a time and place 
(in person, Zoom, Microsoft Teams) that is convenient for both of us. With your permission, I 
will audio record our conversation. 
 
Information 
I will be asking you to share your knowledge and experiences of ethics in research practice. This 
information will be analysed and collated in such a way that all potentially identifying 
information will be removed. Furthermore, you will be assigned a pseudonym to ensure 
confidentiality. Your conversation with me will be transcribed using the Otter App. 
 
Whilst the results of my practice inquiry may be published, please be assured that any 
information included will not be linked to you in any way. 
 
You may request a copy of the results of my practice inquiry by contacting me, via my email as 
noted below. 
 
Withdrawal from practice inquiry 
You can decline to participate without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind. If you choose 
to participate, you can stop participating in the interview at any time, without having to give any 
reasons. Furthermore, you do not have to answer any question if you choose not to, and you 
can ask for the audio recorder to be turned off at any stage. 
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You can also withdraw any information that you have supplied up until two weeks following 
the interview. 
 
Information Storage 
Your information will be securely stored in OneDrive on my Otago Polytechnic laptop which 
is password protected. I will be the only person who has access to your information which I 
will retain, in secure storage, for a period of seven years at which time it will be destroyed. 
 
What if participants have any questions? 
If you have any questions about my practice inquiry, either now or in the future, please feel 
free to contact either: 
 

Researcher: Glenys Forsyth 
 glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz or 

 
Academic Mentor:    Jo Kirkwood jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz 

 

This project has carried out under the auspices of the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee 

mailto:glenys.forsyth@op.ac.nz
mailto:jo.kirkwood@op.ac.nz
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Appendix L  

Analysis 
Figure L1. Emerging ideas of P1 

Review Process

•One size does not fit all
•Making template fit for purpose
•Dispersing ethics review panel control
•Compliance process

Learner Agency •Taking responsibility

Ethics Mindset •Quality check
•Developmental and learning process

Managing Risk

•Safety of 
•Researcher
•Par�cipants
•Stakeholders
•Ins�tu�on

Par�cipant 1 (P1) discussed various aspects of the review process . P1 discussed topics
such as the power held by ethics commi�ees, changes that could be made to the
current ethics review template, the idea that ethics could be viewed as a check for
quality and rigour of the research process . There was also an emphasis placed on
viewing ethics through a different mindset, that of a developmental and learning
process as opposed to a compliance ac�vity . Learner agency and risk management
were further key points for P1.

Review process

• “…the one size fits all, I'm kind of looking at. It doesn't fit me. You know, I have to 
have mul�ple applica�ons actually across the mul�ple threads of what I'm doing”.

• “…it doesn’t suit the mul�disciplinary project…”
• “the ethic commi�ee mindset … is a commi�ee with power that decides whether 

things proceed or not”.
• “it feels its got a real compliance feel at the moment…”

Learner Agency
• “I think agencies are really important thing around ethics for learners … the Bucks 

go�a sit with them. It's almost like if you defer to an authority to approve an 
ethics dilemma then, in some ways, you're bypassing the responsibility that a 
learner will take in their own…” 

Ethics Mindset

• “…more developmental than compliance … “
• “It's a vehicle for cri�cal reflec�on in ways that people don't expect”. 
• “…it’s an opportunity. It’s a rigour moment … make a call whether you’re taking 

too much risk or not”.

Managing Risk
• “…there is much, much risk to manage and, it's not just risk to the learner of 

course it's risk to the reputa�on of the ins�tu�on and its risk to the staff who were 
involved”.

• “…one of the ethical dilemmas I've faced instantly was how much am I gonna
share of my prac�ce…” 

• “…how are you managing risk or engaging with stakeholders…” 
• “…that’s all about safety as far as I’m concerned. Ethics, I don’t even use the E 

word”.

P1
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Figure L2. Emerging ideas of P2 

Four key themes emerged from Par�cipant 2’s (P2) interview. Understanding
the why of the ethics process was considered important especially as
prac��oners may be unfamiliar with the academic language of ethics. Hence,
there is a need to keep it simple . P2 also focused on the learner’s agency or
their responsibility of conduc�ng research . The key here was valuing people’s
contribu�on and understanding ownership of the data. There were no in-
betweens for P2 when it came to a person’s ethical self. Furthermore, they felt
that approaching ethics with a different mindset and being mindful of ethically
important moments throughout the research were important considera�ons .

Review process

• “should be prac��oner friendly …we need to keep things really simple … we 
complicate things”.

• “if [ethics] comes back with something for you to think about … you might 
have missed out … that is a good thing”

Learner Agency
• “…learner responsibility that goes within ethics, make sure that we’re 

respec�ul of other people and their informa�on”.
• “having control over the informa�on … if you’re willing to share it, then you 

should also have some control over how it’s used … it really is a data 
sovereignty issue”. 

• “protec�ng people and keeping them safe”.
• “if you keep going down that track, we’re going to have to put in a new 

ethics applica�on …”
• “Tell true stories … but not in a way that would make anybody feel 

vulnerable or exposed.”

Ethical self
• “… you either prac�ce in an ethical way, or you do not”.

Ethics Mindset
• “…do no harm … if you approach ethics with that mindset … that’s where 

you keep yourself safe”
• It’s being able to approach things with a cri�cal thinking lens”

Review Process •Prac��oner friendly
•Iden�fying gaps

Learner Agency

•Research Ethical responsibility 
•Valuing people’s contribu�on
•Sovereignty of Data
•Keeping people safe

•Ethical Mindfulness
•Dissemina�on
•Being cognisant of vulnerability

Ethical Self
•You are ethical or you are not

Ethics Mindset •Do no harm
•Cri�cal thinking

P2
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Figure L3. Emerging framework P1-2 

Review 
Process

•Procedural
•Development and Learning Process

Learner 
Agency

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical Mindfulness

Managing 
Risk

•Safety of all stakeholders

Ethical Self •Personal ethics

P1 
& 
P2

The findings from P1 and P2 were compared and merged in the following way . Subthemes 
under review process were iden�fied as procedural and that the process should be 
viewed as a developmental and learning process. The points under the subthemes are 
examples of what falls into this category. 

Review process
Ethical mindsets were merged into the review process as both aligned ethics associated 
with the ins�tu�on 
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process 
• Prac��oner friendly

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Iden�fying gaps
• Understanding the role of the ethics review panel

Learner Agency
This covered research aspects that were considered the responsibility of the learner as a 
researcher. Two themes emerged
Ethical research responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on
• Being cognisant of vulnerability 

Managing risk
Ethics was seen about managing risk of the stakeholders
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant ,, and the Ins�tu�on

Ethical self
• Personal ethics – you either prac�ce ethically or you do not
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Figure L4. Emerging ideas of P3 

Review Process

•Understanding the why of research 
ethics

•What is ethics
•Seen through different lenses. 
•Add on process

Learner Agency •Being true to par�cipants' voice
•Honouring and strengthening 

mana

Ethical Self
•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics

Par�cipant 3’s (P3) interview focused on the why and what of the ethics review process . The ethics process
was introduced late in the planning of their research project thus P3 did not have a sense of what this was
and why it was needed . It felt like an add on process . By the end of the research process, P3 had gained a
be�er understanding of the need for ethics review process . P3 talked a lot about learner agency during
the process of doing the research and dissemina�ng the findings . Cultural responsiveness and upholding
the mana of par�cipants was a strong focal point for P3. This extended to the dissemina�on of findings,
ensuring maintaining the truth of par�cipants’ voices . The integra�on of personal ethics and professional
ethics was also a factor for P3.

Review Process
• “ …an addi�on to the work that I’m doing … policing of my work … to ensure the safety of the

interviewee”.
• “I am consciously aware …these are level of ethics and professionalism that you followed . But for

someone that’s gone into a masters, who doesn’t necessarily understand the concept of what ethics
really, truly does mean … I would have loved an open conversa�on around it”.

• “… a different lens … it’s a specific world lens versus an academic world lens”.
• “it felt like an add on … it was important, but it wasn't important the. But now when I look at it, it’s an

important element to be weaved in throughout the process” .

Learner Agency
Researcher responsibility
• “Did I do this truthfully? Is it exactly what it is?”
• “ … to know that I’ve kept someone’s voice truthfully”.
• “I’m honouring the people that I’m actually researching” .
• “The par�cipants of the research … it’s mana strengthening to honour those” .
• “It’s the mana … for me ethics is you’ve been given this opportunity to express something that you’re

interested in, but you know that you are a part of the collec�ve …”
• “the cultural responsiveness of it all”
• “It’s about protec�ng the spirituality of mana of the process .”
• “Tika, pono , aroha. That’s truth, honesty and love … ethically the truth, was it done with honesty, and

was it done with love?”

Ethical self
• Juxtaposing my [cultural self] next to the western ways of ensuring safety … binding those together …

… helped my prac�ce in the sense that it gave me mana in terms of my own culture, but it also
validated me because of what is required of me in my industry” .

• “… opportunity to express myself from my own unique lens, combining the two”.

P3
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Figure L5. Emerging framework P1-3 

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Agency

•Ethical research responsibility
•Ethical Mindfulness

Ethical Self
•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics

The findings from P3 were merged with the framework developed from P1 & P2. Upon
reflec�on the review process was considered an aspect of ins�tu�onal ethics thus the name
change for this theme . Ethical mindsets were merged into the review process as both aligned
ethics associated with the ins�tu�on . Managing risk was also considered an important aspect of
ins�tu�onal ethics, thus included in this theme . This covered research aspects that were
considered the responsibility of the learner as a researcher . Changing the theme to researcher
agency ensured clarity that this framework was focused on research ethics .

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Iden�fying gaps

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking

Managing risk
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders, and the Ins�tu�on

Researcher Agency
Ethical research responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building rela�onships

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability

Ethical self
• Personal ethics – you either prac�ce ethically or you do not
• Professional ethics

P1/P2
&
P3
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Figure L6. Emerging ideas of P4 

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Having a standard process 
across all ins�tu�ons

•Having fit for purpose 
template

•Value of ethical review process

Ethical Self

•Everything is ethics; ethics is 
everything

•Understanding interpersonal 
ethical behaviour

Mentor 
Guidance 

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

Par�cipant 4 (P4) focused on ins�tu�onal ethics and the need for fit for purpose 
processes and documenta�on. They also men�oned the value of the ethic review 
process. To P4 ethics was holis�c, in that people were either ethical or they were not. A 
final observa�on was about the mentor role in the ethics process. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics

• “One standard process across all different parts [of Te Pūkenga ]”.
• “It is a necessary evil … I don’t think I’d want to be doing research if there was no 

requirement for ethical behaviour and unethical processes lying behind it”.
• “We've got a template which a�empts to cover off every single thang that could 

ever be part of any project”.
• “The template fi�ed by the �me I ignored all the things that were kind of medical 

related and obviously not going to be part of this par�cular project.” 
• “… it was so tradi�onal; it was so academic … had never even contemplated the idea 

of autoethnography”.
• “do you have different template and they're cra�ed for the kinds of research which 

will be done in par�cular areas”.
• “…train people in ethical interpersonal behaviour”.
• “…the value of that backwards and forwards, just seeing what I wanted to say, but 

seeing it from somebody’s else’s viewport, was so clear to me”.

Ethical self
• “ethical thinking has to be part of everything”.
• “ethics is everything, and everything is ethics”.
• “the ethics of how people behave”. 
• “People need to no only talk about playing nicely, they need to actually play nicely”.

Mentor guidance
• “How you would cra� a par�cular ques�on to find what you want without 

necessarily leading the respondents in a direc�on that you know you couldn’t see 
because you were so close to it … the value of the mentors come in that they don’t 
see exactly what’s in your head. They are almost reac�ng to what you’ve put in from 
of them”.

• “if someone wasn’t ge�ng good advice from the mentors before they started filling 
in the form, they would probably think every box on the form has a purpose … and 
they start ou�ng in stuff which is completely irrelevant”.

P4
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Figure L7. Emerging framework P1-4 

  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Agency

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

The findings from P4 were merged with the framework developed from P1, P2, & P3. Mentor guidance was a new theme
that emerged from P4 thus it has been included in the emerging theory framework . The subtheme of integra�on of
personal and professional ethics was added to the theme Ethical Self. This indicated that the personal and professional did
not necessarily operate in silos. All other aspects of the emerging framework remain constant .

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Iden�fying gaps
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process

Managing risk
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders, and the Ins�tu�on

Researcher Agency
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building rela�onships

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability

Ethical self
• Personal ethics – you either prac�ce ethically or you do not
• Professional ethics
• Integra�on of personal and professional ethics

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process

P1 – P3
& 
P4
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Figure L8. Emerging ideas of P5 

  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Tensions between ins�tu�onal 
ethics and prac�ce ethics
•Power
•Nuanced understanding of 

prac�ce context
•Iden�fy gaps 
•Cri�cal thinking
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher 
Agency

•Building / maintaining 
rela�onships

•Valuing peoples' Mana
•Integrity
•Doing no harm
•Agency to whenua, environment, 

prac�ce as a whole

Ethical Self

•Ethics situated in self and 
professional self

•Ethical wayfinding
•Ethics of your prac�ce
•Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
•Understanding of the nuances of 

prac�ce

P5

Par�cipant 5 (P5) talked about the tension between ins�tu�onal; ethics and the ethics of a 
person’s prac�ce. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
• “I think there's something about the tension between how the ins�tu�ons view what is

ethical and their dimensions around ethical behaviour, and then actually what is actually
meaningful ethics in the prac�ce .”

• “It feels removed from the wider world … In the world of the academic bubble and that's
fine, I get it. But that's why most people, when the space will treat it like a �ck box,
move on … it’s just not part of the ethical way finding that happens in the prac�ce .

• “Ul�mately, this always comes back to power …you've got an outsider making a
judgment about the ethical situa�on and highligh�ng something and saying yes or no or
whatever it is, without actually being having their insider .”

• “The system probably struggles to deal with nuance”
• “…helps you be aware of any li�le blind spots or other considera�ons, some very useful,

but some�mes they will enforce certain things under situa�ons which because that's
their lens and it's like, well, actually in this context you don’t … understand the nuances
of this context . You're taking a much more generalized view on things”.

• “Ins�tu�onal stuff is just looking for big gaping wounds”
• “…ethics process as useful because it's designed to make you reflect on things and

cri�que your thinking … I hadn't considered that and that's super useful” .

Researcher responsibility
• “It's about rela�onships and maintaining rela�onships and mana and integrity”.
• “When you're in prac�ce, it's about rela�onships and connec�ons”
• “Ethics is also about our ac�vi�es and the ethics of our responsibility to the whenua or the

environment and the ethics of responsibility to our prac�ce as a whole” .

Ethical self
• “…ethics us actually something situated within self, within the professional self”.
• Ethical wayfinding … it's part of the professional wayfinding, how we navigate through the 

complexi�es of situa�on. We have our own ethical framework and it's probably 
constructed from no�ons of self and self values.”

• “… it’s about the ethics of your prac�ce not the research methodology”
• “… all interac�ons, all drivers of thinking, everything comes from this ethical posi�on”
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Figure L9. Emerging framework P1-5  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Agency

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps

Managing risk
• Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders,

and the Ins�tu�on
• Mi�gate harm

Researcher Agency
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
•Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce as a whole

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethical wayfinding

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional
ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional 

self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process

The findings from P5 were merged with the framework developed from P1, P2, P3, & P4. There were no new themes,
however more examples of the subthemes were added . All other aspects of the emerging framework remain constant .

P1/P2/P3/P4
& 
P5
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Figure L10. Emerging ideas of P6 

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics

•Working within ethical 
boundaries

•Following the rules 
regarding research

•Separate piece of work

Researcher 
Responsibility •Cognisant of the deal I 

had made

Ethical Self

•Following my professional 
ethics

•Having a high moral / 
ethical compass

Mentor 
Guidance

•Introduce the need for 
ethics earlier

Par�cipant 6 (P6) talked about the tension between ins�tu�onal ethics and the ethics of a 
person’s prac�ce. There was also reference to the need for the mentor to introduce ethics to 
their thinking earlier in the study process. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Learning and Developmental Process
• “consider those sort of boundaries and parameters … those ethical boundaries were

adhered to ..”
• “…I had to consider it a separate piece of work”.
• “…ethics applica�on to the commi�ee … just went through that with a fine -tooth comb and

it was when I was doing that that I was really star�ng to flesh out the details, the devil and
the details”.

• “…it was an isolated learning experience . Or component of what I was trying to achieve” .

Researcher responsibility
Ethical mindfulness
• “I had to change my strategy …didn’t change the whole process”
• “…always remain cognisant of … the deal I made, and I stuck to it”.

Ethical self
• “ I have a fairly dis�nct moral compass and ethical compass … prior to the programme that I

engaged in”.
• [My] professional associa�on has code of ethics … and I guess I’d just follow that tract

normally” .

Mentor Guidance
• “Perhaps it was more up front at the beginning of the learning agreement, then perhaps

it would be perceived to be more integrated component …”

P6



125 

Figure L11. Emerging framework P1-6  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

P1/P2/P3/P4/P5
& 
P6

The findings from P5 were merged with the framework developed from P1, P2, P3, & P4. in reviewing the theme names,
Research Agency was change to researcher responsibility as ‘responsibility’ was the terminology used by par�cipants .
Further examples si�ng under the subthemes emerged .

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

•Working within ethical boundaries
•Following the rules regarding research
•Separate piece of work 

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• What is ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps

Managing risk
Safety of Researcher, Par�cipant, Stakeholders,

and the Ins�tu�on
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher Responsibility
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Researcher Responsibility Cont .
Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to

par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
• Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce 

as a whole
• Cognisant of following ethics applica�on

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethical wayfinding
• High moral / ethical compass

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional
ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional 

self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process
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Figure L12. Emerging ideas of P7  

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics

•Jumping through a hurdle
•Wrong ques�ons too early
•Honouring value of ethics 

submissions
•Crea�ng professional 

prac�ce specific ethics tools
•Educa�ve

Researcher 
Responsibility •Ethical maturity

Ethical Self •Ethics of professional 
prac�ce

Mentor 
Guidance •Rethinking ethics

P7

Par�cipant 7 (P7) predominantly focused on the need for fit for purpose ethics review process . Addi�onally, P7
commented about the developing ethical maturity of the researcher .

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• “… but what we are doing is pu�ng this thing, Which is not unnecessary, but it's becoming the big one 

thing that we're doing for ethics, is this big hurdle that they have to jump over.

• “Ethical approval ques�ons are more o�en than not the wrong one for our learners and we’re asking them 
too early”.

• “we really haven’t got a consistent model… we don’t get consistent responses”

• “… ethics comes back, and want changes which are … ma�ers of opinion, on how you could be�er do this 
research, I think undermines the value of the ethics process”.

Developmental and Learning Process
• “it needs to move to that educa�ve, posi�ve thing”.

Researcher Responsibility

Ethical mindfulness
• “mature our ethical posi�on that is much more of a conversa�on and it’s an ongoing conversa�ons .”
• “… it’s need to be a mindset that you’ve for in the back of your head when you’re thinking about the

research … what's gonna be the ethical challenges here”.

Ethical self
Integra�on of personal and professional ethics
• “Do the codes of ethics play nicely together?”
• “Exploring those things [that] relate to my professional framework of prac�ce” .

Professional ethics
• “… what's the ethics of their professional prac�ce” .
• “… be�er thinking about what is the role of ethics in your profession” .

Mentor Guidance
• “do a check as to, is there a code of ethics for their discipline?”

• Doing more wider thinking of professional prac�ce side of ethics … as a thing that can actually inform their 
professional prac�ce
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Figure L13. Emerging framework P1-7  

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Responsibility 

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

P1 – P6
& 
P7

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

•Working within ethical boundaries
•Following the rules regarding research
•Separate piece of work 

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• What is ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps

Managing risk
• Safety of researcher , par�cipant , stakeholders ,

and the ins�tu�on
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher Responsibility
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Researcher Responsibility cont .
Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to

par�cipants' voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
• Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce 

as a whole
• Cognisant of following ethics applica�on

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional 

self
• Ethical wayfinding
• High moral / ethical compass

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional
ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional 

self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process
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Figure L14. Emerging ideas of P8 

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics

•Ethics review panel to 
trust applicants

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Research ethical 
boundaries

Ethical Self •Connec�ons to prac�ce

Mentor 
Guidance

•Knowledge, applica�on 
and integra�on of ethics

•Making connec�ons

Par�cipant 8 (P8 ) commented on the need for prac��oner researcher to make the 
connec�ons between their personal values and prac�ce -based ethics to the ethics associated 
with research. In a sense this was about joining the dots. 

Ins�tu�onal ethics
• “…high level of trust … that lead people to evolve their own ques�ons…”
• “…trust that a researcher understands principles [of ethics]”.

Researcher responsibility
• “… the ethical side of … like boundary work”.
• “…recruitment, … invite them in and how we communicate with them … should be thinking

about those sorts of things and how we interact and respond …”

Ethical self
• “…make connects to their own prac�ce …”
• “…but looking at … our personal values, And then you've got your professional values and

then you've got your organiza�onal values. And then there's some�mes real tensions
between those three”.

• “…integrate ethics a bit more with other aspects of prac�ce without pu�ng the label ethics
on it”.

Mentor Guidance
• “… understand those ethical principles that … pull into their ethical ac�ons” .
• “And so, they �cking those boxes . But they're making no connec�ons to their own values

and how they expect to be treated. And the way they actually prac�ce ”.
• “… it's knowledge, but the applica�on and the integra�on of that knowledge is always a bit

of a grey area”.

P8
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Figure L15. Emerging framework P1-8 

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and Learning 

Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal and 

professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
•Guiding ethics applica�on 

P1 – P7
& 
P8

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

•Working within ethical boundaries
•Following the rules regarding research
•Separate piece of work 
•Requirement for trust

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• What is ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps
• Making connec�ons between personal / professional self

and ins�tu�onal values

Managing risk
• Safety of researcher , par�cipant , stakeholders ,

and the ins�tu�on
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher Responsibility
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Researcher Responsibility cont .
Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants'

voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
• Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce as 

a whole
• Cognisant of following ethics applica�on

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self
• Ethical wayfinding
• High moral / ethical compass

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process
• Helping to connect personal, professional and

ins�tu�onal values
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Figure L16. Emerging ideas of P9 

Ins�tu�onal 
ethics •End of a process

•Growth opportuni�es

Researcher 
Responsibility

•Reflexivity
•Being true to the data

Mentor 
Guidance •Ethics as a field

•Mentor ethical behaviour

Scope of 
ethics

•Development of ethical 
understanding

P9

Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• The ethics applica�on is more an end of a process that the 

start of a process .. building to the ethics applica�on rather 
than have the ethical applica�on star�ng the process”.

• “… if you use the ethics applica�on … start the process you run 
the risk that it is a bolt on.”

• “Yes, it's an academic requirement, but it's not just an 
academic requirement, right?” 

Development and learning process

• “There are some growth opportuni�es within the process for 
sure…”.

Researcher responsibility
Ethical mindfulness
• “…reflec�ng on the process they have been through at end of

stud
• “…to reinforce that contribu�on that ethics made to your

discoveries” .
• “…ethical cliff-hanger for the researcher when they find

something that they were not expec�ng or doesn’t align with
their views. The responsibility is to s�ll report that or keep it in
some sort of form, but for emerging researcher that can be a
challenge .”

• “Ethical responsibility of the researcher to present rather than
just the ethics process” .

Mentor Guidance

• “Ethical behaviour by the mentors as well as the researcher
themselves”

Mentor Guidance cont.

Mentor ethical beliefs
• “The mentor has to have a solid understanding and belief

about ethics …”.
• “The ethics as a process and the mentor, add a lot of

complexity as well. In rela�onship to the organiza�onal
responsibility . Have an impact on how they talk about
ethics with the learner … If the mentor thinks that ethics is
just a bolt on that's the story that the learners going to get
and that can be that then that's a disservice to probably
everyone involved, the organiza�on and mentoring the
learner”.

The Scope of Ethics

• “Ethics encompasses a whole philosophical range and a
belief system … disconnec�ng the ethics process and then
talking about ethics as a subject in its own right”.

• “Ethics is not an opt out box” .
• “understanding the scope of ethics . You know that its not

just about the form …” .
• “Ge�ng them to understand that ethics is a field in

itself…not just a bolt on or a process .”
• “…the most common percep�on of ethics, right, It's

something that you do because you have to and because
it's a requirement of the ins�tu�on rather than it's part of
research prac�ce itself.”

Par�cipant 9 (P9) talked about the scope of ethics in prac��oner -research. There was also a strong emphasis on mentor guidanc e. The
theme scope of ethics was added to the emerging theory.
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Figure L17. Emerging framework P1-P9

Ins�tu�onal 
Ethics

•Procedural
•Development and 

Learning Process
•Managing risk

Researcher 
Responsibil

ity

•Ethical responsibility
•Ethical mindfulness

Ethical Self

•Personal ethics
•Professional ethics
•Integra�on of personal 

and professional ethics

Mentor 
Guidance

•Objec�ve view
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Ins�tu�onal ethics
Procedural
• One size does not fit all
• Making template fit for purpose
• Compliance process
• Prac��oner friendly
• Having a standard process across all ins�tu�ons
• Tensions between ins�tu�onal ethics and prac�ce ethics

•Power
•Nuanced understanding of prac�ce context

•Working within ethical boundaries
•Following the rules regarding research
•Separate piece of work 
•Requirement for trust

Developmental and Learning Process
• The why of ethics
• Cri�cal thinking
• Value of ethical review process
• Iden�fying gaps
• Making connec�ons between personal / professional self

and ins�tu�onal values

Managing risk
• Safety of researcher , par�cipant , stakeholders ,

and the ins�tu�on
•Mi�gate harm

Researcher Responsibility
Ethical responsibility
• Quality of research
• Keeping people safe
• Sovereignty of data
• Honouring / valuing and strengthening mana
• Keeping people safe
• Building / maintaining rela�onships
•Integrity
•Doing no harm

Researcher Responsibility cont .
Ethical mindfulness
• Dissemina�on - Being true to par�cipants'

voice
• Being cognisant of vulnerability
• Agency to whenua, environment, prac�ce as 

a whole
• Cognisant of following ethics applica�on

Ethical self
Personal ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self
• Ethical wayfinding
• High moral / ethical compass

Professional ethics
• Ethics of your prac�ce
• Meaningful ethics in prac�ce
• Understanding of the nuances of prac�ce

Integra�on of personal and professional ethics
• Ethics situated in self and professional self

Mentor Guidance
• Objec�ve view
• Guiding ethics applica�on process
• Helping to connect personal, professional and

ins�tu�onal values

The Scope of Ethics
Development of ethical understandin g
• What is ethics
• Ethics as a subject

P1 – P8
& 
P9
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Master of Professional Practice 
Course 2: Advanced Practitioner Inquiry  

______________________________________________________________ 
Learning Agreement Template 
Name of learner: Dr Glenys Forsyth 
 
Facilitator: Michael Simmons 
 
Academic Mentor: Prof Jo Kirkwood  
 
Project Title: Ethics in Practice 
 
Aim: To explore how to embed ethics as an integral part of research practice.  
 
Context and background to my project. 
It would be fair to say, that I ‘fell’ into the role of being the ‘go to’ person for ethics (Ethicist 
was not a term that was used in 2016), due to me being one of less than a handful of people 
within Capable NZ who had research experience, in both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches thus had experienced the approval process for ethics. My key role at this time 
was being Capable NZ’s representative on the Otago Polytechnic Research Ethics Committee 
(OPREC), which involved monthly meetings and reviewing applications as and when 
required. The key training for my role, was completing the online tutorial TCPS 2: CORE 
(Course on Research Ethics) which was an introduction to the 2nd edition of the Tri-Council 
Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (TCPS 2). The tutorial 
consisted of eight modules which covered the key ethical guidelines, such as core principles, 
defining research, assessing risk & benefits, consent, privacy & confidentiality, fairness & 
equity, and ethic review committees (Government of Canada, 2021). Whilst these core 
principles apply across all disciplines there was no content related to potential ethical 
dilemmas associated with practitioner inquiry. Two key changes have occurred during my 
time, to date, as Ethicist for Capable NZ. These are 1) receiving category B status, and 2) an 
increase in those undertaking practice inquiries. 
 
At the end of 2016, Capable NZ received category B status which meant low-risk research 
ethics applications could be processed within the school rather than having to go to OPREC. 

Appendix M 

 Learning Agreement 
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Thus, I found myself coordinating the applications to be sent for review / reviewing 
applications, collating feedback, and sending out approval letters. In 2016 Capable NZ was a 
very small team with exponential growth occurring around 2018 onwards with the inclusion 
of programmes such as the Bachelor of Leadership for Change (BLfC), Doctor of Professional 
Practice (DProfPrac), and growth in the Master of Professional Practice (MProfPrac) all which 
involve practitioner inquiry. This in turn saw an increase in ethics applications.  
 
To establish the growth in practice-inquiry within Otago Polytechnic Ltd., I counted all 
applications received by OPREC during the period of 2016 – 2021 (up to 15 April 2021), and 
determined of those, the number related to practice-inquiry projects, that is, Capable NZ 
applications (see table 1). Before interpreting these figures, we need to note the following. 

1. From 2016 onwards, many schools within Otago Polytechnic Ltd. received category 
B status resulting in what was a natural decrease in applications to OPREC. 

2. From 2018, category B staff applications could be processed through the schools. 
Prior to this staff applications had to go to OPREC. This could also account for a drop 
in OPREC applications. 

3. All DProfPrac applications go to OPREC, regardless of whether they are category A or 
Category B status. This accounts for the increase of Capable NZ applications to 
OPREC. 

 
With continuing growth in professional practice qualifications these numbers will continue 
to increase. However, with this growth it is perceived that the ‘process’ of ethical approval 
was becoming less enabling, disempowering, and creating frustration for learners, 
facilitators, and ethics reviewers. Within Capable NZ, it has been suggested the process takes 
too long thus hindering progress of practitioners’ research.  
 
Whilst significant improvements have been gained across all three stages of the review 
process, the applicant response stage continues to be problematic. Anecdotal feedback from 
reviewers is that, at times, applications are poorly constructed with a less than coherent and 
clear explanation of the research methodology. This lack of clarity makes it difficult for 
reviewers to determine the ethical issues related to the proposed research thus resulting in 
more feedback to the applicants, asking for clarification on their methodology and methods. 
Alternatively, anecdotal arguments from applicants are that reviewers are not conversant in 
the range of methodologies now used in practice-inquiry (Brown et al., 2020).  Increasingly, 
the ethics system is seen as inappropriate for practitioner inquiry research.  
 
Historically, the ethics process was developed based on a medical ethical model where the 
assumption underpinning ethical principles are valid and applicable in all situations. This has 
been termed as ‘universal ethics’ (Msoroka, & Amundsen, 2018). However, the nature of 
practice-inquiry, where the aim is to create change within one’s own workplace, challenges 
the universal ethics model. To bring about change, the researcher needs to research from 



134 

within, the knowledge they hold, their relationships to those being researched is integral to 
bring about this change (Costley et al., 2010). Thus, for practitioners their inquiry deviates 
little from their everyday activities yet they are being asked to fit into an ethics framework 
that was developed for the traditional approach to research. Ultimately, the outcome is that 
practitioners find strategies to either circumvent the ethical review process (Fox et al., 2007) 
or they treat the ethics review process as a compliance activity, completing forms using 
‘ethics-speak’ (Brown et al., 2020). Overall, ethics conversations are seen as an inconvenient 
part of their practice inquiry, an add on rather than something that needs to be embedded 
throughout their inquiry.  
 
A potential solution has been coined, in that a more appropriate ethics application form 
needs to be developed, one that encompasses the unique elements of practice-inquiry. 
Whilst I do not discount this as one possible solution to addressing some concerns raised by 
both researchers and ethics’ reviewers but will ‘fixing’ the ethical application process, 
address practitioners’ research ethics practice and the need to embed ethics conversations 
throughout the inquiry.  
 
I view research ethics practice as a continuum, where ethical conversations start at the 
outset of the practice inquiry, continue through the ethics approval process, through the 
research inquiry itself to the dissemination of research findings (see Figure 1).  
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 1. Research ethics practice continuum 
 
Presently, I see ethics as an add-on, something only to be considered at the time of applying 
for ethical approval. I believe this does a disservice to the practice inquiry process thus the 
purpose of my practice inquiry is to explore how to embed ethics as an integral part of 
research practice.  
 
My professional practice learning outcomes. 
 
At the end of my practice inquiry, I will have learnt 
 
My Professional Practice 
• The key elements of carrying out a robust practice inquiry. 
• To practice reflexivity and embed this in my daily practice.  
• To become a knowledge maker rather than a user of knowledge.  

Ethical Research Continuum 
 

Research Ethics Practice continuum 

Planning Ethics approval process Ethics Lag Dissemination 
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• To extend / strengthen my identity as a skilled ethicist. 
• A deeper understanding of ethics in practice. 
• The necessary elements required to provide enhanced facilitative service to my learners 

undergoing practice-inquiry, both in terms of methodology / methods and ethics 
practice. 

 

My practice area  
• A clearer understanding of research ethics inquiry from the perspective of the 

learner. 
• The key elements that make up research ethics practice for practitioner-researchers. 
• The touch points, where as an ethicist, I can best assist colleagues and learners with 

their research ethics practice. 
• A better understanding of how to embed ethics into the inquiry process. 
• Knowledge to initiate a more appropriate ethics review process for practice inquiry.  

 
My Organisation 

• Underpinning culture of research ethics in practice.  
• The quality which reflects well organised practice inquiry. 

 
Main outputs from my study.  
 
The key outputs from my practice inquiry will be 

• A 20,000-word written report which includes a critical reflective commentary on my 
learning. 

• A PowerPoint presentation. 
• An introductory on-line tutorial, focused on research ethics in practice for learners 

and staff. 
• Research ethics framework for Capable NZ staff working within the professional 

practice space. 
• Recommendations for change to the ethics review process for practice inquiry within 

Otago Polytechnic Ltd. 
• Articulating my role as a catalyst for change in the ethics in practice professional area. 

 
Main audience for my study.  
 
Practitioner researchers: Learners will benefit from both their mentors and the ethicist’s 
clearer understanding of practitioner research ethics.  They in turn can support learners to 
embed ethical thinking throughout their practice inquiry. This in turn will enable the learner 
to carry out a well-organised and ethically appropriate practice inquiry. 
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Academic mentors / facilitators within Capable NZ and across OP: Those working with 
practitioner-researchers will benefit from a clear research ethics framework, as created from 
the voices of those engaged, either directly or indirectly, in practice inquiry. This will allow 
mentors / facilitators to identify the ethical touch points, where they can best assist their 
learners with their practice inquiry.  Furthermore, this knowledge will extend and strengthen 
their ethics in practice. 
 
OPREC: Members of OPREC will benefit from having a deeper understanding of ethics in 
practice as it relates to practitioner researchers. With this deepened understanding, and in 
collaboration with the ethics review panel in Capable NZ, it is hoped they will develop a more 
appropriate ethics review process for practice inquiry. This is turn will make the ethical 
review process one of empowerment and collaboration with the researcher.  
 
Otago Polytechnic / Te Pūkenga: The organisation will benefit from a culture of ethics in 
practice. This will reflect positively on the quality of processes and research produced within 
the organisation. With the increasing interest in work-based learning nationally and globally, 
Otago Polytechnic Ltd / Te Pūkenga can be world leaders in ethics in practice for practitioner 
research. 
 
Project (Research) methodology and methods.  
Introduction 

As a practitioner researcher, I see myself as a change agent. To make the ethics process, 
empowering, enabling, and seen as a valued part of the overall research process, my inquiry 
needs to be a participative and collaborative process. I need to engage with all people to 
gain an understanding of individual’s thinking, perceptions, experiences, attitudes towards 
research ethics practice; I need to hear their voices. Thus, my practice inquiry is about 
gaining insight into practitioners’ subjective experiences of ethics research practice, their 
motivations, and actions (Costley et al., 2010). It is from this understanding that I can 
develop ways to ensure ethics is embedded as part and parcel of research practice. 
Furthermore, I do not claim objectivity in this process, in fact, the knowledge I have, and my 
curiosity on the current research ethical practices of practitioner-researchers is the impetus 
for my practice inquiry.  

I reviewed several types of methodology including Action Research (Burns, 2015; Coleman, 
2019; Ivankova, 2015), Phenomenology (Neubauer et al., 2019; Patton, 2015; van Manen, 
2017a; van Manen, 2017b), Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Patton, 2015; Pulla, 
2016; Seale, 2018). From my review Grounded Theory is the most appropriate for my 
practice inquiry.  

Grounded Theory  
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Grounded Theory was first introduced in 1967 by Glaser and Strauss who were looking for 
an alternative social research approach to the more dominant positivist approach of the 
time (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Pulla, 2016; Seale, 2018). Researchers utilising a Grounded 
Theory approach do so free from a theoretical standpoint at the outset of their research. 
Rather, by adopting this approach researchers allow the meaning to emerge from the data 
and in doing so generate theory. In other words, Grounded Theory concerns theory 
construction as opposed to theory testing (Patton, 2015; Seale, 2018). The theory that is 
constructed by the researcher is thus grounded in the data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).  

Grounded Theory is characterised by a circular iterative process of data collection and data 
analysis. The collection of data can also happen through a mixed-method approach. The 
analysis process follows a prescriptive framework of coding procedures coined as the 
Constant Comparative Method. Data collection, analysis, returning to data collection, 
analysis – refining thinking and themes that are emerging from the data. As theory starts to 
emerge, questions can be adjusted, and different groups can be approached to further 
develop theory thinking (Patton, 2015; Pulla, 2015). This iterative and comparative approach 
occurs simultaneously throughout the research study.  

Methods 

Having established my methodology, I now must consider the most appropriate method / s 
for my data collection. Before deciding on the methods, I gave thought to the information I 
was seeking, and what group / s of individuals would be able to potentially provide me with 
this information.  

My data collection strategies of an on-line survey and semi-structured interviews, reflect my 
adoption of a mixed-method approach as the most appropriate for my practice inquiry. In 
other words, I will be utilising both quantitative and qualitative methods for my data 
collection.   

I have chosen a quantitative survey as my first data collection method. My reasoning for this 
is that it will provide me with a quantitative description of the attitudes and opinions 
practitioners and staff hold regarding ethics practice (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Currently, 
this is not an understanding I hold. The survey will also allow me to access a greater 
population, than if I was just carrying out interviews. The findings from the survey will aid 
me in developing questions for the subsequent semi-structured interviews. 

I have chosen the qualitative tool of semi-structured interviews as this method will allow me 
to obtain information that is useful to the purpose of my inquiry. Interviewing is a technique 
used to find out about things that cannot be directly observed (Seale, 2018). Interviews will 
allow me to gain a deeper insight into participants’ perspective on research ethics practice 
(Patton, 2015).  Another advantage to using interviews is that they allow me to be dominant 
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in the data collection and thus interpretation of that data. In other words, I will not be using 
a tool developed and interpreted by others.  

Participants 

I have identified three groups who could provide insight into ethical research practice and 
thus allow me to realize the purpose of my inquiry.  

The first group is practitioner-researchers who have completed / are doing the ethics 
application process within Capable NZ or through OPREC. This would include learners who 
are doing / have completed their BLfC, MProfPrac or DProfPrac. As a starting point I want to 
gain a broad overview of practitioners’ general attitudes and opinions towards research 
ethics practice. For example,  

• What was their understanding of ethics in general, and research ethics?  
• How important is each area of ethics to them? 
• When did they start to think about research-related ethical issues? 
• To what extent were these considerations front of mind throughout their research?  

 

I believe the best approach to gather this information is via an on-line questionnaire, where 
questions will be answered using a Likert scale. The information gathered will provide me 
with a general sense of where research ethics practice rests in people’s thinking.  To gain a 
more in-depth understanding of ethics practice, I will follow up with one-to-one semi-
structured interviews, using my findings from the on-line questionnaire to formulate my 
questions. My aim will be for participants to provide their story on their experiences of 
research ethics practice.  

The second group is Facilitators / Academic Mentors working with practitioner-researchers. 
Arguably, this group first support practitioners to consider the ethical concerns of their 
practice inquiry. As a starting point I want to gain a broad overview of Mentors’ experiences 
in supporting learners to establish a research ethics practice. As with the first group, I will 
use an on-line questionnaire to first gain a general sense of research ethics practice rests in 
their thinking. I will then follow up with semi-structured interviews to gain deeper insight 
into ethics practice. For example, 

• What is their experience in working with practitioners regarding ethics practice? 
• What worked well / what did not work well? 
• What would help? 

 

The third group is reviewers of practice-inquiry ethics application. This will include reviewers 
of Capable NZ’s category B applications and OPREC reviewers of category A and DProfPrac 
applications. Given the anecdotal talk about ethics review panels, I am interested in getting 
their thoughts and opinions on the ethical review process, as a point in time within my 
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holistic view of research ethics practice. My aim here is to do semi-structured interviews 
only.  

Analysis 

I will use the analysis features associated with Grounded Theory (Noble & Mitchell, 2016).  

• Data collection, analysis, returning to data collection, analysis – refining thinking and 
themes emerging from the data. As the theory starts to emerge, questions can be 
adjusted. Different groups can be approached. Occur simultaneous 

• Categories emerge from data 
• Categories refined using theoretical sampling 
• Abstract categories discovered in the data 
• Categories integrated into theoretical framework 

 
 
Literature Summary.  
 

Introduction 

In research, ethics is an important consideration as it provides guidelines, for researchers, 
to conduct responsible and ethically appropriate research. The unethical medical research 
practice that took place in concentration camps during World War Two, brought to the 
public arena the need for ethical guidelines in medical research. This gave rise to the 
Nuremberg Code (1947) and subsequently the Helsinki Declaration (1964) and the Belmont 
Report (1979). All documents were instrumental in outlining the key ethical principles 
underpinning medical research. These are autonomy, beneficence, justice, and non-
maleficence (Fulton & Costley, 2019). However, the increase in practitioner research over 
recent times, has highlighted the potential inappropriateness of medical ethical ethics 
guidelines for researching your own practice. Thus, in this literature summary I will provide 
an overview of practitioner research and within this context outline issues experienced with 
the ethics review process, the procedural ethics process versus ethics in practice and a need 
to embed ethics throughout the practice inquiry.  
 
According to Cochran-Smith and Donnell (2006) practitioner inquiry “is where the 
practitioner is the researcher, the professional context is the research site, and practice itself 
is the focus of study” (p. 503). There is a blurring of boundaries, between ‘practitioner as 
researcher’ and ‘practitioner as practitioner’ (Fox et al., 2007), a blurring of boundaries that 
is not something experienced within traditional-based research. Rather in that context, “the 
researcher, researched, and context are regarded discreetly” (Fox et al., 2007, p. 79).  
 
The impetus for new knowledge also varies between the two research approaches. 
Traditional based researchers, typically identify a knowledge gap in the literature and seek 
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to explore ways in which to ‘fill’ the gap. In doing so there is an expectation that results are 
generalisable across other contexts, though the outcomes are not necessarily integrated into 
real world practice (Cochran-Smith & Donnell, 2006; Fox et al., 2007). The researcher 
maintains a degree of separation of those being research thus objectivity is possible (Brown 
et al., 2020). For practitioner-inquiry, the need to seek new knowledge or create new 
practices is to solve a practical problem within the practitioner’s professional context.  
Research approaches, such as Action Research, ethnography, autoethnography are common 
approaches for practice inquiry, thus reflexivity naturally occurs as part of the inquiry. The 
subjective nature of this approach is key to practice inquiry. Furthermore, given the likely 
specific nature of the problem the outcomes may not necessarily transfer to other 
professional contexts.  Assumptions associated with practitioner enquiry is the complexity 
between the relations of knowledge and practice thus knowledge to improve practice is 
embedded within the practice context. The very nature of practitioner inquiry has the 
potential to generate innovative research and with it, ethical complexity that would not 
typically be seen in more traditional focused research. It has been said that this ethical 
complexity is not always understood by ethics review panels.  
 
There has been much criticism directed at ethics review committees of social research and 
practitioner inquiry. This has included their over-regulation almost bureaucratic approach to 
reviews, over-scrutinisation of research aspects arguably outside of their mandate, such as 
research design and methodologies, holding on to the world view associated with medical 
research ethics, and not acknowledging the unpredictability of social research thus making 
it is unrealistic for all aspects to be considered on an application  (Brown et al., 2020; Fox et 
al., 2007; Gorman, 2007; Iphofen, 2007). In this sense, researchers are being asked to plan 
for the unplanned (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). Furthermore, practitioner researchers are 
having to explain the nuances of practice inquiry to reviewers who may be unfamiliar with 
this approach to research (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). Additionally, templates are provided 
for information sheets and consent forms, where the researcher just needs to fill in the gaps. 
Arguably this could be viewed as simplifying the ethical issues of ‘doing’ research. As I 
alluded to in the context section to my practice inquiry, ethics is presumed to be perceived 
as an add-on process (Brown et al., 2020; Fox et al., 2007; Guillemin & Gillam, 2004).  Thus, 
a procedural process for researchers to demonstrate their competence at being able to carry 
out ‘ethical’ research and being able to comply to the regulatory institutional processes.    
With this mindset, along with the tools provided, researchers are becoming adept at 
speaking the language of the ethics reviewers. However, Fox et al. (2006) sated that “doing 
ethical research and obtaining ethical approval to do research are not synonymous” (p.95). 
Thus, regardless of the preparedness of practitioner researchers, it is highly likely they will 
have to negotiate a range of unanticipated ethically important moments in the form of 
dilemmas and concerns such is the fluidity of practice inquiry (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; 
Rossman & Rallis, 2015). Hence, holding on to a mind-set that ethics be viewed as a process 
to circumvent misses the point of the need to consider ethics in practice.  



141 

 
Ethics in practice goes beyond the proceduralised approach to ethics concerns. Rather it the 
ongoing dilemmas/ concerns that arise from ‘doing’ research (Guillemin & Gillam, 2004). At 
the planning phase it is highly unlikely that every ethical issue can be pre-empted and thus 
mitigation processes put in place (Brown et al., 2020; Fox et al., 2007; Gorman, 2007; 
Iphofen, 2007).  At the outset we do not know, for example, how participants will react to 
the questions being asked, what information they will reveal, and whether the revelation of 
information may place them in a vulnerable position (Carpenter, 2018). For example, you 
are researching people’s exercise behaviour, a topic that you perceive as being innocuous, 
so you are taken unawares when the participant ‘breaks down’ in the middle of the 
interview. Up to that point there had been no visible signs that the participant was becoming 
distressed. Immediately you are thrown into an important ethical moment; ‘do you carry on 
as if nothing is untoward, do you halt the interview and give the participant space to get 
their emotions together, do you thank the participant for their time and send them on their 
way, or if you do any of the above what impact will that have on your research? Furthermore, 
the very decisions you make here could raise other ethical concerns. Thus, practitioner 
researchers need to embed ethical thinking throughout their entire research process; to be 
vigilant of the day-to-day ethical concerns of doing the research (Rossman & Rallis, 2015). 
This has been termed micro-ethics (Carpenter, 2018; Guilleman & Gillam, 2004; Truog et al., 
2015). Microethics was first coined within the medical profession to distinguish between the 
bioethics of medicine and the day-to-day ethical moments encountered in clinical practice 
(Guilleman & Gillam, 2004).  Within clinical practice, microethics relates to the complex 
interaction between nurse / doctor and patient in clinical practice. Within research we could 
say this is the relationship between the researcher and participant. Truog et al. (2015) state 
“the microethical view, is unique to each situation, arises spontaneously at a particular 
moment in time, and is created in the relational space between the participants” (p.12). In 
practice, responding to ethical issues, in the moment, requires a reflexive approach.  
 
A researcher practices reflexivity through critical reflection on the construction of 
knowledge, and the research process (Guilleman & Gillam, 2004). With a focus on the ethics 
in practice, reflexivity is “an aspect of research practice that heightens awareness of ethically 
charged moments and a way to respond to ethical issues” (Rossman & Rallis, 2015, p. 7). To 
do this, researchers need to acknowledge microethics, they need an understanding that they 
will encounter ethically important moments, at all levels and stages of their research 
(Guilleman & Gillam, 2004).  With this understanding researchers can demonstrate 
sensitivity to ethically important moments that may arise throughout their research and be 
better placed to respond in an ethically appropriate way. Thus, practicing reflexivity in an 
ethical sense, is acknowledging, and being sensitized to the microethical dimensions of 
research practice. To emphasise, reflexivity is not a strategy to prescribe mitigation 
processes to ethically important moments, rather it is a sensitising strategy that enable 
ethical practice (Guilleman & Gillam, 2004). 
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The emphasis for my literature summary was to provide a high-level overview of the context 
in which my practice inquiry sits. Some interesting ideas have surfaced, for example, micro 
ethics, which I will explore in more depth in my literature review for course three. 
Furthermore, there does appear to be a reasonable amount of research focused on 
practitioner research ethics. However, what is missing is the voice of the practitioner 
researcher and their viewpoints on ethics in practice.  
 

 
Ethical process  
 
In this section I intend to extend my thinking on key principles of ethics and potential ethical 
concerns that could arise from doing insider-research. How being obligatory to these, 
informed my ethics thinking and thus my ethics application (drafts attached as appendices 
3 and 4). 
In undertaking a practice inquiry, I need to be constantly vigilant of potential ethical issues 
that may arise throughout my research inquiry.  However, with the emergent nature of 
qualitative research, preempting all possible ethical concerns is not possible (Guillemin & 
Gillam, 2004). Therefore, planning an ethically sound inquiry from the outset is paramount 
as this will give me an increased awareness of possible ethical concerns that may arise 
(Carpenter, 2018; Kara, 2018). Throughout my inquiry, the key principles that underpin 
ethics will always be at the forefront of my mind. At all stages of my inquiry, which includes 
determining my practice inquiry topic, participant recruitment, questionnaire / interview 
development, data gathering, analysis, dissemination, to the aftercare of my participants, 
practicing reflexivity will be paramount to conducting an ethically sound inquiry (Carpenter, 
2018).  Much of my ethical planning / thinking is already articulated in my learning 
agreement. For example,   

• Context and background provide the reason for my practice inquiry thus addressing 
the worthwhileness of my inquiry.  

• My learning outcomes explain the benefits to my professional practice, my practice 
area, and my organisation thus addressing the benefits of the research. 

• The methodology and methods section provides details of my approach thus 
addressing a sound ethical research process. 

• My literature summary review provides the context of my inquiry thus addressing 
the space in which this research will occur.  

 

My aim in this section of the learning agreement is to focus on certain potential ethical 
concerns arising from being an insider-researcher. My intention is to interview both learners 
who have undertaken / are undertaking professional practice postgraduate studies with 
Capable NZ, and mentors (my colleagues) who work with learners in these spaces. It would 
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be naïve of me to think that this scenario did not lend to (perceived) ethical issues from all 
participants including power-relations with each participant group, confidentiality, and a 
duty to disclose. 

Power-relations 

Learners: As Capable NZ’s ethicist, I receive all category B applications from the learner’s 
mentor (this would exclude all DProfPrac learners), I administer the process of sending the 
applications to the review panel (which includes me), I act as the go between for the panel 
and mentor, and I am the person whose name is on the ethics approval letter. I have also 
run ethics workshops for learners. Whilst I do not have personal interaction with learners 
per se, my name and thus role, may be familiar to many of my potential participants. Hence, 
I may be perceived as the person who can approve or deny ethics and thus, I may be 
perceived as having power over learners’ research inquiry (Flemming, 2018). This is of course 
not true as Capable NZ’s ethics approval process involves a panel of three who must all agree 
before ethics can be approved (Capable NZ, 2016). To mitigate this, I will provide clarity on 
the purpose of my inquiry and the information I seek and convey this in such a way as to 
assure learners, the independent nature of my inquiry to the ethics approval process. I will 
stress that my inquiry is a vehicle for me to reflect on my professional practice and ultimately 
help future learners in planning their practice inquiry.  

Colleagues: I am looking to interview colleagues who mentor MProfPrac and / or DProfPrac. 
An aspect of this mentoring would include conversations on ethics and include situations 
where they may have provided advice on their learners’ ethics applications. My colleagues 
could perceive there will be a degree of scrutinisation of their mentoring practice with their 
learners around the ethics process. However, this is not the intent of my inquiry. Thus, being 
clear and transparent from the outset to the purpose of my inquiry should alleviate any 
concerns in this area. On the other hand, potential participants could include colleagues 
across the institution who are associate professors and professors, thus at a higher level than 
me in the organisation’s academic hierarchical structure. Thus, I could perceive they have 
power over me. Whilst I acknowledge their standing within the organisation, I will be viewing 
us as professional research colleagues and thus on a level playing field. Furthermore, I will 
not be interviewing anyone to whom I report directly. Hence, I do not perceive a power 
relationship.   

Confidentiality 

When researching from the outside, it is typical for the researcher to ‘disguise’ the location 
of the research, use pseudonyms and other techniques to protect the anonymity and 
confidentiality of participants (Toy-Cronin, 2018). However, for practice inquiry, once the 
author of the research is known, the organisation for which they work becomes known and 
thus the research location. This in turn, identifies the group from which participants were 
drawn. This may make them identifiable to other participants and potentially to those who 
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were not part of the research but who are part of the wider institution (Toy-Cronin, 2018). 
Hence, whilst I may not be able to guarantee complete anonymity of the participants 
(though I will do my best to ensure this) I have a duty of care to ensure confidentiality of the 
information they provide. This will be achieved through how I disseminate the information 
where I will take care to remove any individual identifiable comments or other 
characteristics.  

Duty to disclose: 

I need to consider that participants may disclose to me, in my researcher role, something 
that they would not disclose to me in my ethicist role. For example, despite having received 
ethical approval, no follow-up action is taken by the ethics review panel to ensure the 
research is carried out as per the application, or if ‘ethical issues’ not considered at the time, 
have arisen and what has been done to address these. Likewise, what if I hear of unethical / 
unsafe research practices that have put the participant at risk and / or the researcher and / 
or the institution. My ethical dilemma would be that I am hearing this as the researcher not 
the ethicist, thus, to disclose this would break the ethical principle of confidentiality.  
However, to not disclose behaviour that puts people and the institution at risk is also 
unethical and goes against my professional duty and my personal values (Toy-Cronin, 2018).  
Whilst I am mindful this scenario may occur, how I would mitigate the situation is not 
something I intend to go into here other than to say I would act in an ethically responsible 
way, upholding my professional and personal values of integrity, fairness, and caring.  

In summary 

In this section I have discussed potential ethical concerns that may arise in my practice 
inquiry. Despite this knowledge, I will go into my research ‘expecting the unexpected’ and 
through reflexivity remaining constantly vigilant throughout my research.  

 
New learning undertaken in Course 2.   
 
In 2019 I received my Bachelor of Applied Management via the Independent Learning 
Pathway (ILP) process. This allowed me advanced standing into course two of the MProfPrac 
hence no agreed new learning was negotiated. I have articulated my identified new learning, 
because of completing my learning agreement, in my critical reflective commentary.  
 
 
Māori Consultation.  
 
Below is evidence of having started the KTO consultation process. Please see appendix  1 
for the full submission. 
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• I enter this research as an equal with my participants.  
• I bring to the process my values of integrity, caring, and justice.  
• My expectation is that my findings will be of benefit to all.  

In completing this section, I have drawn on the document Te Ara Tika (Hudson et al., 2010), 
and the works of scholars (Came, 2013; Hudson, & Russell, 2009). Whilst my practice inquiry 
does not come from a Māori ontological or epistemological viewpoint, I have where possible, 
considered tikanga and kawa for when interacting with my participants and particularly 
Māori participants.  I have reviewed my research protocol against the Māori ethical 
framework (Hudson et al., 2010) of Whakapapa (relationships), Tika (research design), 
Manaakitanga (cultural and social responsibility), and Mana (justice and equity).  

Whakapapa: an integral part of ethical planning is bringing an element of aroha to the 
research design. This means giving thought to and making participants aware of any 
potential risks to them by engaging in the research. Aroha has been considered in this project 
as evidenced by the following. Ensuring 

• the process of informed consent has been followed,  
• all participants have had the opportunity to ask questions, and  
• confidentiality of participants (unless they request to be named) and the information 

they share with me.  

Tika: Tika refers to the design of my practice inquiry.  Whilst my inquiry is not specifically 
focused on Māori, it is highly likely that participants will include those who identify as Māori. 
I say this because 25% of learners in both the Master of Professional Practice and Doctor of 
Professional Practice, identify as Māori. Tika has been considered as evidenced by the 
following. 

• The recruitment process will be inclusive of all learners and staff, including Māori and 
non-Māori. 

• There are two parts to my inquiry, an on-line survey and interviews. Where feasible, 
the first option for interviews will be kanohi-ki-te-kanohi. However, due to the 
geographical location of the participant and myself, this may not be possible.  

• Care will be taken, by myself, that I act with cultural sensitivity throughout the 
interviews.  
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• The intention is not to collect ethnicity data other than for the participant to identify 
(if they choose) the ethnic group to which they belong. Being able to separate 
responses may be enlightening, to establish if there are differences in thoughts to 
ethics in practice. For example, does the ethics process allow for cultural nuances that 
may come into play when interacting with people.  

Manaakitanga: In this context Manaakitanga refers to acting with cultural sensitivity and 
respect of all people. As indicated aroha has been considered at all points of my practice 
inquiry. I reiterate that my approach to this inquiry will be one that reflects an ‘ethic of care’. 
At all times, participants will be treated with dignity and respect.  
 
Mana: In this context mana refers to equity and justice. Mana had been considered as 
evidenced by the following.  

• Open and transparent research process. 
• The informed consent process maintains the autonomy of individuals to determine 

their participation in my practice inquiry. No element of coercion is employed in the 
recruitment process or at any stage throughout the research.   

• Participants will know that they can pull out of the research at any time, with no 
explanation or any disadvantage to themselves. 

• As this research include the voices of Māori learners and staff, then the outcomes will 
be equitable for Māori.   

 
Sustainable Practice. 
 
Sustainable practice at Otago Polytechnic is a holistic concept whereby it is not just about 
the environment; rather it encompasses many other considerations, such as economic, 
social, and personal sustainability.  It is about addressing all factors that ensure an 
organisation’s long-term viability. I see my project as adding value to myself, my colleagues, 
current and future practitioner-researchers, and the organisation’s research reputation.  
 
Research ethics is important consideration as it provides guidelines, for researchers, to 
conduct responsible and ethically appropriate research. Ensuring there is an ethical process 
appropriate to practitioner research will ensure two things. 

1. The integrity of the research whereby people have confidence and trust in the methods 
of the research and the findings of the research. 

2. The integrity of the researcher 
3. In considering the above two points, achieving these will add value to their 

organisation’s research reputation. 

Milestones 
 
1 September 2021    Participant recruitment 
Mid-September to December 2021  Data collection transcribing of interviews 
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December 2021 to January 2022  Data analysis 
December 2021 to 1 May 2022  Writing of various sections 
       Literature review 
       Methodology / methods 
       Findings 
       Discussion 
       Critical reflective commentary  
       Introduction 
May 2022     Peer Review 
June 2022     Assessment 
 
Reflective Critical Commentary.  
 
Throughout the completion of my learning agreement, I have had many moments where I 
have reflected deeply on my professional practice.  
 
When I first chose my topic, I believed there was minimal research looking at the ethics 
review process as it related to practice inquiry. However, what I found was a plethora of 
research focused on social research ethics which espouses the inappropriateness of the 
medical model review process of ethics to social research. I will admit, I was humbled and 
embarrassed, to discover the extent of the literature available on this topic. It showed me 
that I had not kept up to date with research within my practice area, and whilst I was aware 
of that, being faced with the evidence was confronting. Another thought that crossed my 
mind was, ‘with all this evidence on the inappropriateness of the research review process, 
why then have we persisted with something that is not fit for purpose? Why have we not 
acted on the evidence?’  This took me back to when I completed my PhD, at which time I 
reflected on how applicable were my recommendations to those practicing at the coal face? 
Maybe it is the same here; the findings of current research are not easily applied at the 
practitioner level. My aim therefore will be to ensure that what I find, will be able to be 
applied by practitioners.  
 
I have been the ethicist for Capable NZ for five years. Admittedly I took on the role because 
I was new to Capable NZ and there was no one else to do it or no one who wanted to do it. 
In completing my learning agreement, I was asked ‘what drives me as the ethicist; why have 
I continued with the role’?  I did not have an immediate answer because I had never asked 
myself that question. On reflection, I believe my passion comes from my core values which 
align with the principles underpinning ethics. It is about justice, caring about people, and 
integrity. This new understanding of myself has strengthened my desire to ensure we have 
an appropriate ethics process in place for practice inquirers.    
 
I had not realised until I started the methodology section of my learning agreement, that on 
a personal level, I was still entrenched in, what I perceived to be, a PhD modus operandi. I 
found it insightful that, despite having mentored many learners in the MProfPrac through to 
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completion without any issues, when it came to my own practice, I was still very much 
entrenched in the PhD model of doing research. A key transition has already taken place in 
my moving from PhD thinking towards an independent research project, to Professional 
Practitioner thinking towards a practice inquiry.  With this shift in my thinking and doing, I 
have already experienced the benefit of this for my current MProfPrac learners.  
 
Signatures 
 
Employer /Professional Representative:  
Letter of support must be attached: see appendix 2 
Signed by Learner: 
Signed by MProfPrac Programme Leader: 
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Appendix C 

Kaitohutohu Consultation  

Ko Glenys Forsyth tōku ikoa. I am undertaking my Master of Professional Practice in research ethics 
in practice. 

As a learning facilitating and the ethicist for Capable NZ, I have heard the frustration of learners, 
colleagues, and ethics reviewers of the ethical review process. One side of the argument is that the 
current ethics application is a one-size fits all thus inappropriate for practice inquiry, or insider 
researchers. Hence, a new form, review process needs to be established. Another side of the 
argument is that the applications are flexible enough to accommodate all approaches to research 
thus the current application form is appropriate. Whilst I can see both sides of the argument, I believe 
that before making any decisions we need to look more closely at the idea of research ethics in 
practice, in that ethical thinking is embedded throughout the research process from the initiation of 
a research idea to beyond dissemination of the findings. Hence the purpose of my research is to 
explore people’s thoughts and to gain insight into their research ethics in practice. Please see my 
attached learning agreement for a more detailed account of my intended practice inquiry.  

As preparation for Kaitohutohu consultation I read Te Ara Tika - Māori guidelines for research ethics: 
A framework for researchers and ethics committee members (Hudson et al., 2010). This led me to 
read further, for example, Came (2013), Hudson and Russell (2009), and Macfarlane and Macfarlane 
(2019). I realise this is just the tip of the iceberg in terms of my reading on the application of Te Ara 
Tika, however, it brought to my awareness if we, (Capable NZ), were honouring Māori research ethics 
approaches. Whilst I acknowledged I would most likely have Māori participants given that 25% of 
learners undertaking both the MProfPrac and DProfPrac identify as Māori, my, now, greater 
understanding of the Māori ethical framework (though I acknowledge there is more to learn) has 
made me realise the tangible significance of having Māori voices in my research.  Are we truly 
honouring this ethics framework, or have we turned it into a tick box exercise? As I continue to reflect 
on what I have read so far, and what I have yet to read, I believe more questions or reflection points 
will arise. Without being too cliché, this is just the start of my journey. Thus, at this point of my 
journey, below are my answers to the questions posed by KTO. 

1. This research is being conducted by myself, a Pākehā wahine, as part of my Master of 
Professional Practice.   

2. My research will include Māori participants if they choose to accept my invitation to be part 
of my research. Table 1 outlines my assessment against the Māori ethics framework.  

3. Given my research is focused on research ethics in practice, I believe my findings will be of 
interest to Māori, for example, scholars, future Māori practitioner researchers, mentors 
within postgraduate space and ethics review panels. Personally, I believe I will gain a more 
in-depth and culturally sensitive understanding of Māori research ethics practice. In my role 
as ethicist, this will be inherently valuable as I provide oversight to ethical practice for 
practitioner researchers and staff alike.  Including Māori voices in my research will add value 
to them, recognizing their knowledge is paramount in ensuring research is conducted in a 
culturally relevant way.   

4. Whilst my practice inquiry does not come from a Māori ontological or epistemological 
viewpoint, I have where possible, considered tikanga and kawa for when interacting with my 
participants and particularly Māori participants. Table 1 outlines my assessment against the 
Māori ethics framework which I believe Treaty of Waitangi and 
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Table 1: Assessment against the Māori ethics framework. 

  

• I enter this research as an equal with my participants.  
• I bring to the process my values of integrity, caring and justice.  
• My expectation is that my findings will be of benefit to all.  

In completing this section, I have drawn on the document Te Ara Tika (Hudson et al., 2010), and the works of scholars 
(Came, 2013; Hudson, & Russell, 2009, Macfarlane, & Macfarlane, 2019). Whilst my practice inquiry does not come 
from a Māori ontological or epistemological viewpoint, I have where possible, considered tikanga and kawa for when 
interacting with my participants and particularly Māori participants.  I have reviewed my research protocol against 
the Māori ethical framework (Hudson et al., 2010) of Whakapapa (relationships), Tika (research design), 
Manaakitanga (cultural and social responsibility), and Mana (justice and equity).  

Whakapapa: an integral part of ethical planning is bringing an element of aroha to the research design. This means 
giving thought to and making participants aware of any potential risks to them by engaging in the research. Aroha 
has been considered in this project as evidenced by the following. Ensuring 
• the process of informed consent has been followed,  
• all participants have had the opportunity to ask questions, and  
• confidentiality of participants (unless they request to be named) and the information they share with me.  
 
Tika: Tika refers to the design of my practice inquiry.  Whilst my inquiry is not specifically focused on Māori, it is 
highly likely that participants will include those who identify as Māori. I say this because 25% of learners in both the 
Master of Professional Practice and Doctor of Professional Practice, identify as Māori. Tika has been considered as 
evidenced by the following. 

• The recruitment process will be inclusive of all learners and staff, including Māori and non-Māori. 
• There are two parts to my inquiry, an on-line survey, and interviews. Where feasible, the first option for 

interviews will be kanohi-ki-te-kanohi. However, due to the geographical location of the participant and 
myself, this may not be possible.  

• Care will be taken, by myself, that I act with cultural sensitivity throughout the interviews.  
• The intention is not to collect ethnicity data other than for the participant to identify (if they choose) the 

ethnic group to which they belong. Being able to separate responses may be enlightening, to establish if 
there are differences in thoughts to ethics in practice. For example, does the ethics process allow for cultural 
nuances that may come into play when interacting with people.  

 
Manaakitanga: In this context Manaakitanga refers to acting with cultural sensitivity and respect of all people. As 
indicated aroha has been considered at all points of my practice inquiry. I reiterate that my approach to this inquiry 
will be one that reflects an ‘ethic of care’. At all times, participants will be treated with dignity and respect.  
 
Mana: In this context mana refers to equity and justice. Mana had been considered as evidenced by the following.  

• Open and transparent research process. 
• The informed consent process maintains the autonomy of individuals to determine their participation in my 

practice inquiry. No element of coercion is employed in the recruitment process or at any stage throughout 
the research.   

• Participants will know that they can pull out of the research at any time, with no explanation or any 
disadvantage to themselves. 

• As this research include the voices of Māori learners and staff, then the outcomes will be equitable for 
Māori.   
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