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Appendix 1: The interview scenarios

Sample 1: MR Researchers - Scenarios (Part 1)
Scenario 1
A magazine company is using brain scans, for non-medical purposes, on
respondents to identify which cover page can increase their sales. The project aims
to identify the preferences of the respondents as indicated through their brain
activity. Bob, an experienced marketing researcher has recently joined the
Marketing Department team of the company. Bob has an experience in brain
scanning for marketing research purposes. Anna, another experienced marketing
researcher, has also joined the Marketing Department team of the company, but
compared to Bob she has not any experience in brain scanning for marketing
purposes. Being both experienced marketing researchers though, they are asked to
participate in the new project undertaken by the Marketing Department. The
consequences of participating or not are still unknown, but they have to decide
within two weeks.

Scenario 2
A magazine is seeking to identify male consumers’ brand-relationship on behalf of
a specific mobile company. In order to do so the Marketing Director has given to all
members of the Marketing Department team a mobile phone of the specific brand
and asked them to use the phones for a month. While using the phones they have to
record every single experience related to the phone’s brand. The project aims to
identify the brand relations and in return, the magazine company will get a
sponsorship from the particular mobile company. George and John, two
experienced marketing researchers, work for the Marketing Department of the
company as part of the research team. George has an experience in such a marketing
research method, while John does not. Both George and John are asked by the
Marketing Director to be responsible for the project outcome. They have to decide
within one week.
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Sample 1: MR Researchers - Scenarios (Part 2: Ethical Dilemmas)
Scenario 3
Bob and Anna, two experienced marketing researchers, are participating in a project
that involves brain scans on a magazine’s consumers, for marketing purposes.
During the study, they are confronted by some dilemmas. One of the respondents
has been very enthusiastic about participating in the study; however once he was
placed in the brain scanner he started experiencing high levels of stress. Even
though he had not expressed verbally his stress or any intention to withdraw from
the process, it was obvious that he was under stress. If Bob and Anna asked him to
withdraw, they would lose one research participant, and recruiting another
participant will delay the process. If they continue the study, how they would know
that the data given have not been affected by the respondent’s stress. During the
same study, another participant was diagnosed, by the neurologist employed in the
study, to have a mental disorder, for which she had not informed any of the team
members. Bob and Anna, together with the rest team, are in the dilemma of
informing her or not. If they inform their respondent about it, they may jeopardize
their selves and the company’s reputation. If they withhold this information and the
person remains unaware of her disorder, her condition may get worse.
Scenario 4
George and John, two experienced marketing researchers, are leading the project
undertaken by their company about identifying brand-relationship of a specific
mobile brand on behalf of a specific mobile company. The mobile company will
offer a sponsorship in return. As part of the project, they have to use the particular
mobile phone for one month and record any experience they have related to the
brand of the phone. After a week of recording their experiences in written and oral
format, John started feeling uncomfortable. He was experiencing high levels of
stress and insecurity about sharing his inner thoughts and his everyday life with his
colleagues. If he expressed everything he was experiencing he would offer good
quality data for the project, however he may risk of being overexposed to his
colleagues. If he withheld some of his thoughts, he would jeopardize the quality of
the project outcome, as well as, the potential sponsorship offered by the mobile
company. However, he may be less exposed to his team.
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Sample 2: MR Respondents - Scenarios (Part 1)
Scenario 1
A magazine company is using brain scans, for non-medical purposes, on
respondents to identify which cover page can increase their sales. The project aims
to identify the preferences of the respondents as indicated through their brain
activity. Bob and Anna have participated as respondents in other projects
undertaken by the particular magazine in the past. Therefore, the researchers in the
Marketing Department of the magazine company approached them in order to
participate in their study. Bob has been a research respondent in studies using brain
scanning undertaken by other companies, but Anna does not have such an
experience. This is the first time that she has been asked to participate in a study of
this kind. Both Bob and Anna have been asked to participate and they have to
decide within three days.

Scenario 2
A magazine is seeking to identify consumers’ brand-relationship on behalf of a
specific mobile company. In order to do so the Marketing Director has asked the
members of the Marketing Department team to approach relevant respondents. The
respondents will have to use a mobile phone of the specific brand for a month.
While using the phones they have to record every single experience related to the
phone’s brand. The project aims to identify the brand relations and in return, the
magazine company will get a sponsorship from the particular mobile company.
George and John, potential research respondents, have been approached by members
of the Marketing Department of the company. George has an experience in such a
marketing research method, while John does not. Both George and John have been
asked to participate and they have to decide within three days.
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Sample 2: MR Respondents - Scenarios (Part 2 – Ethical Dilemmas)

Scenario 3
Bob and Anna had been asked to participate as research respondents in the project
that involves brain scans on a magazine’s consumers, for marketing purposes. Bob
has decided not to participate, while Anna wanted to give it a go. During the study,
she was confronted by a dilemma. Even though she has been very enthusiastic about
participating in the study, when she was placed in the brain scanner she started
experiencing high levels of stress. However, she did not express verbally her stress
or any intention to withdraw from the process. If Anna asked to withdraw, she
would feel embarrassed. If she continued in the study, she would not know whether
she would bare at knowing that other people are ‘looking into’ her brain

Scenario Four
George and John decided to participate in the project undertaken by a males’
magazine company about identifying brand-relationship of a specific mobile brand,
on behalf of a specific mobile company. The mobile company will offer a
sponsorship in return. As part of the project, they have to use the particular mobile
phone for one month and record any experience they have related to the brand of the
phone. After a week of recording their experiences in written and oral format, John
started feeling uncomfortable. She was experiencing high levels of stress and
insecurity about sharing her inner thoughts and her everyday life with other people.
If she expressed everything she was experiencing she would be overexposed to a
group of strangers. If she withheld some of her thoughts, she would not be honest,
but she would feel more secure.
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Appendix 2: Mock interview template
Introduction
General Questions
1) The meaning of ethics–What is ethics to you as an individual and as a person who has
actively been evolved in research for marketing?
2) Ethics in M.R. – Based on your experience what is the role of ethics in M.R.?
3) Importance of ethics in M.R.- How important is ethics in M.R.? Why?
4) Application of ethics in M.R.- Based on your experience how ethics are being applied in
M.R.?
Determinants of intentions and behaviour
5) Determinants of intention- Before expressing an intention to participate in a marketing
research project, what are those elements that determine you to be positive about it?
6) Determinants of behaviour- Before participating in a marketing research project, what
do you think would make you agree on doing so?
7) Volitional control- Do you think that your choice of participation is entirely based on
you or are there other influencers that will affect your choice? If so, which are these and
what role do they play in your choice?
8) The importance of stakeholders - How important is the role of the respondents in
conducting M.R?
9) The most important determinant of behaviour - So, based on the best of your
knowledge and your experience, which is/are the most important factors and constraints
that will determine your final decision in participating or not on particular marketing
research project?
Scenarios- Part 1: Conceptual Framework
10) Experience- Have you participated in any of the two methods described in the
scenarios? If, yes, which on, how was your experience?
11) Attitudes/Consequences- Can you think of any positive consequences/outcomes
related to the techniques described in the scenarios? Can you think of any negative
consequences/outcomes related to the techniques described in the scenarios?
12) Level of volitional control - How easy is for you to participate in any of these methods?
Why?
13) Behaviour before ethical dilemmas- So if you were asked to participate, what would
you do?
14) Identification of ethical issues- Now, regarding ethics, can you identify any ethical
issues related to the first, and then, to the second technique?
15) Ethical judgement – Regarding ethics, how would you consider these techniques?
What made you say that?
Scenarios- Part2 : Dialectics
16) Awareness - So based on the dilemmas described, what do you think would be the
ethical implications? Can you identify any additional or any future ethical issues?
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17) Feelings- How would you feel if you were in their position?
18) Behaviour after ethical dilemmas - What would you do if you were in there position,
why?
19) Propositions - If you were asked to address the dilemmas presented in the scenarios,
what would you propose? What would you propose regarding the respondents?
Closing Remarks
Additional comments- Is there anything else that you would like to add?
Next steps – After analysing the information collected, I will submit a report to you in case
you are interested. I will be happy to send you a copy to review in case you would like to
do so.
Thank you for your time.
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Appendix 3: The interview themes and the generic questions

Themes

Generic Interview Questions1

1)
Attitudes
2)
Ethical evaluation
and
evaluation
of
consequences

What do you think about what is described in the scenarios?
How would you evaluate the techniques described?
What do you see as the advantages of your participation in the
studies described in the scenarios?
What do you see as the disadvantages of your participation in
the studies described in the scenarios?
What else comes to mind when you think about participating in
the studies described in the scenarios?
Do you have any experience similar to the situations described
in the scenarios? Can you describe the type of experience that
you had?
Have you found yourself in a situation that you felt
uncomfortable during a research study? How did you react?
Who are the most important people for you in conducting
research for marketing?
How and in what way do they influence your participation in a
research study?
What would other people like you do in situations described in
the scenarios?
If you were to participate, how would you interact with the rest
individuals involved in the study?
How easy is for you to participate in research for marketing?
Do you think is it entirely up to you to participate in a study for
marketing purposes?

3)

Past experience

2

4)
Social influences
and
importance
of
marketing
research
stakeholders

5)
Perceived
behavioural controls

6)

Awareness

7)

Moral intensity

8)

Affection

3

4

9)
Behavioural
intentions

10)

Ethical judgements

Can you identify any worries/issues/concerns, relevant to you,
related to the techniques described in the scenarios?
Can you identify any conflicts between the groups of people
presented in the scenarios?
In what degree would the worries/issues described above make
you feel uncomfortable?
In what way would they influence your participation in the
studies described in the scenarios?
How do you think the people in the scenarios feel about what is
happening in the second pair of scenarios?
How do you think this will affect their behaviours?
What would you intent to do if you were in the position of the
people described in the scenarios and what would you
eventually do?
What would you intent to do in situations when you have
contradictory values with other people involved in a research
study?
How do you judge, regarding good research practice, the
techniques described in the scenarios?

1

These are the generic questions asked based on the themes emerged from the literature regardless
of the group of the participants (i.e. researchers and respondents). In the actual interviews these
questions are customised based on the profile of the interviewee, while all these questions are
followed by prompts, and elicitations and ‘why’ questions.
2
This is a subtheme embedded in the main interview themes
3
This is a subtheme embedded in the main interview themes
4
This is a subtheme embedded in the main interview themes
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Themes
The importance and
the role of ethics in
MR
Ethical
Judgements
(generalised)
Propositions

Ethics defined

Interview Questions
Can you define good practice in MR?
What is the importance of good marketing research
practice to you and/or your company?
What would you consider as acceptable and
unacceptable in MR?
If you were asked to address the dilemmas in the
scenarios, what would you propose?
What would you suggest to be done for promoting
good marketing research practice?
What ethical standards should be in place?
Describe in detail, from an ethical standpoint, how
the relationship between a researcher and a
respondent should be in order to conduct good
research?
How would you define your (or your work) ethics?
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Appendix 4: The updated generic interview guide
A) Introduction
B) Part 1: Themes emerged from the literature
a)Scenarios describing the marketing research methods under investigation (i.e.
neuromarketing and autoethnography)
B)Interviewing on the following themes:
 Ethical judgements, ethical considerations including evaluations of
consequences in e
 Attitudes
 Social Norms
 Behavioural Controls
 Behavioural Intentions
 Past experience
 Moral intensity
 Importance of stakeholders
 Affection
B) Part 2: Dialectics
a)Scenarios including the ethical issues raised by the marketing research methods
under investigation
b)Interviewing on:
 the participants’ ethical judgements and ethical evaluations regarding the
ethical issues presented in the scenarios,
 the propositions made to address them
 the behavioural intentions and the affection after the ethical issues are
presented
c) Interviewing on the key assumptions underpinning the propositions made
C) Additional comments and concluding remarks.
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Appendix 5: Interview questions – Sample 1 (MR researchers)

Intro
Pre-issues

1)
2)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)
10)
11)
12)

13)
14)

15)
16)

Intro of myself and research
Respondent’s background
What do you think about the methods descried in the scenarios?
Are you familiar with any of the two? Have you acted as a
respondent in any of the two?
What would be the advantages and the disadvantages for you in
participating in these two techniques?
How keen would you be in participating in studies using these
methods and why?
From a respondent’s point of view how would you evaluate the
two techniques, and why?
What could be the consequences of using these techniques, for
research respondents and for the overall society, why?
How important are these consequences to you? Did you have any
experience over those consequences? Can you tell me in detail
about your experience?
From a practical point of view, how easy would be for you to act
as a respondent in studies using these techniques, why?
What could be the practical implications for research respondents
in applying the two methods described in the scenarios?
From a respondent’s point of view, could you compare and
contrast the two techniques?
Can you identify any worries related to the two techniques,
relevant to the respondents participating or willing to participate?
From a respondent’s point of view, what would you consider as
good and what as bad research practice for marketing? Any
examples?
How would you consider the two techniques in respect of good
and bad research practice, why?
Can you describe in detail a situation in which you felt
uncomfortable when you were asked or participated in a research
study for marketing purposes?
From a respondent’s point of view, what makes you participate in
a research study? And what stops you from doing so? Why?
Would you consider this type of decisions as to be made entirely
by you? Why

17) What do you think are those factors that make research
respondents think positively or negatively towards a particular
marketing research study?
18) Who would you consider the most important stakeholders in
conducting research for marketing? Why?
19) How important is their role in research for marketing ? Examples?
20) How and in what way do they influence your participation in a
research study?
21) What would you intent to do if you were in the position of the
people described in the scenarios?
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After issues

22) What would other people like you do in situations described in the
scenarios?
23) What do you think the people in the scenarios eventually did and
why?
24) What would you do and why?
1) As a respondent , what would you comment after reading these
scenarios?
2) What is your opinion about what is described?
3) Do you have a similar experience of any of the two scenarios? If
yes, what did you do? If, no, what would you do?
4) From a respondent’s point of view, what do you think are the
ethical concerns here? Can you identify any additional?
5) What do you think people like you would do in the situations
described in the scenarios? Why?
6) What would you do in case you have contradictory values with
other people involved in a research study?
7) What would you consider the major ethical issues in research for
marketing nowadays, from a respondent’s perspective? Why?
8) In what degree would those issues make you feel uncomfortable?
Why?
9) As a research respondent I want you to tell me, in a hierarchical
order, what are the most important constraints that can stop you
,or people like you, from participating in a research study?

And what are the factors, in order of importance, that can make
you or people like you participate in a research study ?
10) In what degree the dilemmas described in the scenarios would
influence your participation in similar studies? Why?
11) How do you think the respondents in the scenarios felt about
what is going on? Why?
12) What do you think they eventually did and why?
13) Could you describe your ethics?
Propositions
1) From a respondent point of view, if you were asked to address the
dilemmas in the two scenarios, what would you propose and
why?
2) What do you think respondents should do in order to protect
themselves from situations like these in the scenarios?
3) Describe from an ethics point of view the ideal relationship
between the researcher and the respondent. Why?
4) From a respondent’s point of view, could you define good
research practice to me?
5) For the respondents in marketing research, what do you think is
the importance of good research practice? Why?
6) From a respondent’s point of view, what would you consider as
acceptable and as unacceptable research practice and why?
7) What is ethical and what is unethical for you in regards to
research for marketing?
Conclusion
Thank you
Further comments.
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Appendix 6: Interview questions – Sample 2 (MR respondents)

Intro
Pre-issues

3)
4)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)

32)
33)
34)
35)
36)

37)
38)

39)
40)
41)

42)
43)
44)
45)
46)

Intro of myself and research
Respondent’s background
What do you think about the methods descried in the scenarios?
Are you familiar with any of the two? Have you acted as a
respondent in any of the two?
What would be the advantages and the disadvantages for you in
participating in these two techniques?
How keen would you be in participating in studies using these
methods and why?
From a respondent’s point of view how would you evaluate the
two techniques, and why?
What could be the consequences of using these techniques, for
research respondents and for the overall society, why?
How important are these consequences to you? Did you have any
experience over those consequences? Can you tell me in detail
about your experience?
From a practical point of view, how easy would be for you to act
as a respondent in studies using these techniques, why?
What could be the practical implications for research respondents
in applying the two methods described in the scenarios?
From a respondent’s point of view, could you compare and
contrast the two techniques?
Can you identify any worries related to the two techniques,
relevant to the respondents participating or willing to participate?
From a respondent’s point of view, what would you consider as
good and what as bad research practice for marketing? Any
examples?
How would you consider the two techniques in respect of good
and bad research practice, why?
Can you describe in detail a situation in which you felt
uncomfortable when you were asked or participated in a research
study for marketing purposes?
From a respondent’s point of view, what makes you participate in
a research study? And what stops you from doing so? Why?
Would you consider this type of decisions as to be made entirely
by you? Why?
What do you think are those factors that make research
respondents think positively or negatively towards a particular
marketing research study?
Who would you consider the most important stakeholders in
conducting research for marketing? Why?
How important is their role in research for marketing ? Examples?
How and in what way do they influence your participation in a
research study?
What would you intent to do if you were in the position of the
people described in the scenarios?
What would other people like you do in situations described in the
scenarios?
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After issues

47) What do you think the people in the scenarios eventually did and
why?
48) What would you do and why?
14) As a respondent , what would you comment after reading these
scenarios?
15) What is your opinion about what is described?
16) Do you have a similar experience of any of the two scenarios? If
yes, what did you do? If, no, what would you do?
17) From a respondent’s point of view, what do you think are the
ethical concerns here? Can you identify any additional?
18) What do you think people like you would do in the situations
described in the scenarios? Why?
19) What would you do in case you have contradictory values with
other people involved in a research study?
20) What would you consider the major ethical issues in research for
marketing nowadays, from a respondent’s perspective? Why?
21) In what degree would those issues make you feel uncomfortable?
Why?
22) As a research respondent I want you to tell me, in a hierarchical
order, what are the most important constraints that can stop you
,or people like you, from participating in a research study?

And what are the factors, in order of importance, that can make
you or people like you participate in a research study ?
23) In what degree the dilemmas described in the scenarios would
influence your participation in similar studies? Why?
24) How do you think the respondents in the scenarios felt about
what is going on? Why?
25) What do you think they eventually did and why?
26) Could you describe your ethics?
Propositions
8) From a respondent point of view, if you were asked to address the
dilemmas in the two scenarios, what would you propose and
why?
9) What do you think respondents should do in order to protect
themselves from situations like these in the scenarios?
10) Describe from an ethics point of view the ideal relationship
between the researcher and the respondent. Why?
11) From a respondent’s point of view, could you define good
research practice to me?
12) For the respondents in marketing research, what do you think is
the importance of good research practice? Why?
13) From a respondent’s point of view, what would you consider as
acceptable and as unacceptable research practice and why?
14) What is ethical and what is unethical for you in regards to
research for marketing?
Conclusion
Thank you
Further comments.
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Appendix 7: Information sheet and consent form
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Date…………………………………………

Researcher’s Name: Iva Bimpli
Supervisors: Prof. Nina Reynolds, Dr Kyoko Fukukawa
Title of Project: Conceptualising ethical decision-making in marketing research from
multiple-stakeholder perspectives – A holistic approach

INFORMATION SHEET
You are being invited to take part in a doctoral research. Before you decide, it is important
for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take
your time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish.
Ask me if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information.
The purpose of the research, which is part of my doctoral thesis, is to conceptualize ethical
decision-making in marketing research by incorporating different stakeholders’ perspectives
(researchers’ and respondents’). This attempt is being done to offer a better understanding of
a particular decision-making process, in order to offer insights of the challenges faced in
current marketing research practice and overcome future ones in the field.
You have been chosen because you are either currently a marketing researcher or have been
actively involved in contemporary and/or traditional research for marketing, or because you
have been acted as a research respondent in various studies for marketing purposes. It is up
to you to decide whether or not to participate in a face-to-face interview. If you do decide to
take part, you will be given this information sheet to keep and you will be asked to sign a
consent form. If you decide to take part, you are still free to withdraw at any time and
without giving any reason. In the unlikely event of distress being caused, you can may
require short break or terminate the interview if you wish to do so.
The interview is likely to last up to one hour and a half and this interview will be recorded.
The main question guiding this interview is; “How do the different stakeholders involved
in marketing research make their decisions in an evolving marketing research
environment, when ethical issues appear?”.
All the information that is collected from you during this research will be kept secure and
any identifying material, such as names and addresses will be removed in order to ensure
your personal and professional anonymity. It is anticipated that the research will be written
up into a report which may be published at a later date. However, your anonymity will be
ensured, including the anonymity of your quotes and the organisation in which you work for.
All the information I have collected about you will continue to be kept secure for a duration
of 5-7 years.
Please note that if you decide to withdraw your data from the study after participation you
can do this within one week as after this period the researcher will have already written up
the report. If you require any further information about the research please contact me by
email: i.bimpli@student.bradford.ac.uk .Thank you for reading this information sheet and
taking part in this research.
A hard copy of this document will be provided to you on the day of the interview, printed on
headed paper.
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CONSENT FORM
Name of Researcher: Iva Bimpli
Title of Project: Conceptualising ethical decision-making in marketing research from
multiple-stakeholder perspectives – A holistic approach

Thank you for considering being interviewed as part of the research. I would be grateful if you
would read through the following questions and indicate your response to each of them. The
purpose of this is to ensure that you are fully aware of the purpose of the research and that you
are willing to take part.
1. I have been informed about the purpose of the study and have had the opportunity to ask
questions about it if I wished
YES/NO
2. I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any stage, without giving a reason and
that my data will not be included in the research
YES/NO

3. I understand that I am free to choose not to answer a question without giving a reason why
YES/NO

4. I have been informed that the interview will be tape-recorded and I give my consent for
this recording to be made.
YES/NO

5. I understand that extracts from the recording might be used in a publication at a later date.
YES/NO
6. I confirm that I have not been involved in a similar study in the past 6 months.
YES/NO
7. I understand that if extracts from the recording are used any identifying information about
myself and my organisation will be removed and anonymity will be ensured.
YES/NO
I give my consent to take part in the research.
Participant
Signed
NAME IN BLOCK LETTERS
Date
Researcher
Signed
NAME IN BLOCK LETTERS

………………………………………..
…..…………………………………….
…………………………………………
………………………………………..
…..…………………………………….
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Appendix 8: Interview transcripts sample (MR researchers)

RCH1

Interviewer: So basically I will tell you a couple of things about my research. You
already know a couple of things. I'm trying to understand specific decision
making processes within the research for marketing, and basically when there
are cases or there are some ethical issues or ethically (dubious) cases. So the
research is basically involved in researchers for marketing, don’t know how to
behave or how they make their decisions by the end of that.
So I'm trying to understand this type of decision making process and basically
especially now that research for marketing has evolved a lot, so there are other
disciplines introduced and involved within the research for marketing. So I'm
trying to see whether these decision making processes have changed or
remained the same, this is basically the whole idea.
Now I would like you to tell me a couple of things about your job role and your
company so what do you do there?
Participant: I'm a senior research executive and the company I work for is a small
service market research agency. So basically we offer the full service from the
whole process really from the brief, when we receive the client’s brief, and
through to managing the fieldwork and then analysing the results and reporting
the results back to the client. This is all done in-house as well so we basically
keep control of, for example, the address files from customers, all the
respondents that we’re going to survey, and also the reporting side as well.
Everything is kept in-house.
As a senior research executive my role is like a project management role and
client liaison role, so I'm basically there day-to-day managing a project. This is
really through the full cycle: at the beginning basically being in touch with the
client and understanding what are their research needs and what is it that
they're trying to achieve, through to developing the questionnaire and then
liaising with internal departments like our scripting teams and then set up the
survey. It could be online, it could be on telephone, a telephone survey, or it
could be even in-depth interviews as well. So we do mixed message surveys as
well, so both quantitative as well as qualitative surveys.
Then through to managing the feedback. So whenever there are queries from
respondents they come back directly to us as well. So there could be queries
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about what is this survey about and what will you be doing with my data and
things like that, so managing that. Then at the end basically reporting back the
results to clients and just being available for any queries that they might have
regarding the results.
Interviewer: So basically from my understanding you are involved in the whole
project from the beginning until the very end, so you're definitely one of the
people that I'm looking for. You would definitely help. So you basically told
me that you are both engaged in quantitative and qualitative research so you
have an experience of all of them which is very good for now.
Basically what I will do because the way we are going to do the interview it is
going to be based on two sets of scenarios that I would give you. They're not
too long, they're very short. So I would just send through a Word format now
from Skype the first set of the scenarios. I want you to spend one or two
minutes to read them. Based on that basically we will do our discussions.
Participant: I've just read the first scenario.
Interviewer: Okay, good. You can go on with the second one as well.
Participant: Okay.
Interviewer: So before I move on with my discussion is there something that you
don’t understand, that is not clear from the scenarios?
Participant: No, I think I get the gist of it. They're both quite different projects as
well. I don’t know if in this scenario now you would like me to take the role of
one of the researchers?
Interviewer: Yes. I will tell you about that but first I want you to tell me how would
you judge it? So once you’ve read those two scenarios what's your opinion and
your judgment on what you have read of these two techniques? The first
technique is on the first scenario and the second technique is on the second
scenario.
Participant: Okay, just reading through it and the second scenario is not -- well, I
would say it’s a difficult research project because, first of all, if I've understood
it correctly it seems the researchers become the respondents as well.
Interviewer: Exactly, yes.
Participant: So this is the first thing and actually the purpose seems to be like some
commercial interest as well as the market research agency. So there is a little
bit of conflict of interest as well. So that project I think would need to -- is a
bit sensitive in that respect so it needs to be really clear what's really the
purpose of it. Is it to obtain the sponsorship or is it actually to really find out
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about what the brand’s attributes are and what may consumers think about the
mobile brand? These were my initial thoughts on the second scenario.
On the first scenario, I haven't got any experience with measuring brain
activity. I know actually that there are techniques where you can see on
websites, for example, where the eye looks most, and then you can see such
type of (inaudible), and this give you an indication: what is that attracts
actually a person looking for something on a website? In this case it would be
a page of a magazine. I suppose what is sensitive about this project is what
other information may you be obtaining that is obviously very private
information of the respondent. You have to be really careful and sensitive
about what you can really use about this project and really have a full
understanding about that technique, so that you can really properly tell the
respondent what is it actually that we’re going to find out and do you really
give consent to participate in that survey.
So these are my initial thoughts on both projects.
Interviewer: Okay, good, thank you.
Is there anything particular judgment that you would make for those? So if, for
example, they ask you to take part or to take up one of these two projects
which part would you choose and which one not and why?
Participant: I guess my initial reaction is almost the second one, I would not choose
the second one just because of this conflict of interest there. So that you are
not actually an independent researcher but actually your roles are mixed up.
On the other hand it’s less sensitive that obviously being the respondent and
the researcher at the same time you have ability I guess to -- It’s difficult.
Interviewer: Just take your time to think about it.
Participant: That’s because I'm thinking, okay, if the task is trying to find out the
brand relationship and the method of basically recording every single
experience related to the phone’s brand. I mean that could be anything and
everything. So being the researcher and the respondent at the same time you
have control to say, okay, which experience am I recording or not. So in that
sense it is a biased project.
The magazine company is trying to obtain a sponsorship from a particular
mobile company but it doesn’t say if this is the client. Yes, it’s a more
complicated project I find. The first one in a way I find more straightforward,
it’s clearer. I mean it’s obviously sensitive in applying the technique of
measuring brain activity for various reasons but it’s more straightforward. So
as long as you have really a clear understanding of what it is that you're
measuring and what is the information you can obtain, and as long as the
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respondent really gives consent to participate in such kind of research as this, it
is pretty straightforward.
The purpose is to find out which of the pages is the most interesting and more
attractive one for respondents, and based on their conscious and unconscious
perceptions.
Yes, so ultimately the reporting would be a kind of
recommendation from the research department based on the findings but there
wouldn’t be any need to disclose any personal or detailed information from any
particular respondent. It would obviously be a study which requires many
respondents in terms of multiple segments depending on who the target
audience is of that magazine.
So my feeling is I would tend to choose the first project over the second one.
Interviewer: Okay, good, thank you very much.
Now by reading these two scenarios can you think of any potential
consequences that may come up for the researchers or for everybody basically
once they took up this project? Can you think of any consequences from a
project using the first technique and any consequences for the project using the
second technique?
Participant: So for the first project obviously one of the main ones is you don’t
really know what you're finding out I suppose. You may be obtaining some
information about medical deficiencies of the respondent perhaps which is
obviously not part of the research, part of the call, but it’s very sensitive
information. So what do you do with this information? If I said I don’t really
have much experience with that type of technique so there may not be -- it
perhaps is not that in-depth that you can really find out about everything.
But I think really the main would be really understanding very well all the
information that you will be obtaining using that technique, and that you are
really open and transparent with the respondent so that they fully understand
that this is all the information that we are able to obtain. Yes, this is the main
thing, that the respondent is clear about that and gives his consent for that.
I guess on the second one because of the mixed role I think it needs to be really
specified what is meant by using the phone and recording every single
experience. Is it recording every single conversation? Is it recording every
time that the phone is used to send text messages or to browse on the internet?
It’s very, very vast so obviously if it’s a phone which is used for private use
there is obviously a lot of private information that is being recorded. So it
needs to be understood by the researchers and needs to be made clear in what
way is this information being used because obviously the content of the
information is not very relevant as such. If it’s not relevant in what way is it
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used and what's the experience that the user has with the mobile phone? I
guess this is what is the purpose of the research.
But what is meant with recording every single experience there? I guess it’s
possibly writing down how often did I use the phone, what did I use it for, and
was it very useable and what was the usability? Was it fun to use or did I have
any issues using it, and things like that. So perhaps it’s more like a type of
diary that’s been written. There you’ve got obviously -- Well, I suppose if it is
the researchers themselves doing it if I understood that right. I'm just reading it
again. So it is basically the researchers who are asked to become -- to do the
experiment themselves?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: So write a diary of every single experience, yes. I guess it could work
but obviously it is quite limited as well in terms of the findings I would say.
Interviewer: Now how easy do you think it would be for a researcher like you or for
a research team like the one that you are working in to use one of these
techniques?
Participant: Sorry, what was the question again?
Interviewer: How easy would it be for you as a researcher and for your research
team to use one of these techniques?
Participant: What do you mean by how easy?
Interviewer: Would there be any practical issues so, for example, limit to the budget
that you have to spend or limited time or a specific purpose, would there be any
difficulties basically?
Participant: Well, I guess for the first one definitely it would be a resource question
because you would need to have the software or the programmes. You require
some resources to be able to measure brain scanning. In my current role we
haven't done that before so it would definitely be an additional investment in
terms of acquiring the type of software that can measure that.
The second one, it’s actually doesn’t require a lot of resources at all because it
is actually the researchers doing it themselves. The research that is required is
obviously the time and the question is now are the researchers still working or
are they taking a week off for this project? If they're still working then it’s
obviously -- Yes, it could be a bit of a mixed result I would say. But the
second technique is certainly something that would be fairly easy to
implement, it’s just a matter of really just agreeing on certain things, how it’s
going to work and depending on what the purpose is.
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Interviewer: Now if you were in the first scenario in the case of Anna. So if you
were Anna what would you do?
Participant: Anna was the lady, she is experienced?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: She has to decide whether or not to take part in this project?
Interviewer: Anna is basically the inexperienced one and Bob is the experienced
one.
Participant: Right, okay, so Anna is the inexperienced one. So I guess if I'm the
inexperienced one I would like to team up with someone who has experience in
that project. I wouldn’t want to take full responsibility of that project without
having had any experience at all.
Interviewer: Now if you were in Bob’s case, so you have an experience on the
technique, would you go for the project?
Participant: Yes, I think if I was Bob and had the experience and using that I think I
could certainly see myself taking on that project.
Interviewer: Now what about for the second scenario for (John’s and George’s
cases)?
Participant: I think because it’s asking both to record their experience it doesn’t
really matter whether they’re experienced researchers or not because
everybody knows how to use a mobile phone and everybody can write a diary
about using a mobile phone, and everybody has an opinion about a mobile
phone brand or what their experience is with using a mobile phone. I think in
my view it doesn’t really matter whether or not they're experienced researchers
or not, the question would be would they agree to do it or not. Would I
personally? Yes, depending how it’s really set out I don’t see any issues in
doing that.
Interviewer: So you would do it then?
Participant: Yes, I guess so. I mean obviously I'm not a man so it would be the
female brand relationship with the mobile company. I mean from my initial
reaction obviously I said that this is more of a biased project because the aim is
not so much to really find out about consumers’ views about the brand. But
actually the ultimate goal that the company or the client in that sense has is to
actually get the sponsorship from a mobile company. So I suppose they are
trying to sell information in a way and obtain a benefit out of it.
So that’s a bit of an unusual project, to be honest, and the question is really
how successful can that be. If they're happy to pay for a couple of researchers
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to write a diary about their mobile phone usage, why not? But I think the
problem is a researcher would have the responsibility to advise them in the way
that really how useful is the information that they're going to obtain. It’s not
guaranteed that there will be a sponsorship. Their objective may not be
obtained in that way.
Interviewer: Now maybe just away from the two scenarios, so can you describe in
detail a situation where you part of a research team for marketing, and for some
reason you felt uncomfortable in participating?
Participant: Not as such. I mean a couple of instances like I've had one to do an
interview over the phone, an in-depth interview, and actually the person agreed
to take part in the interview but midway through they somehow changed their
mind and became quite rude as well. It was a quite uncomfortable situation
because I had their consent at the beginning of the interview. I also told them
how long the interview was going to last. Actually I could not turn around the
situation and the respondent just hung up the phone on me. So that was a bit of
an uncomfortable situation. I'm not sure if that’s the direction that you're
trying to get at.
Interviewer: So it was basically -- I mean feeling uncomfortable but this was caused
basically from your interaction with the respondent.
Participant: Yes. So this was uncomfortable.
Interviewer: So how did you manage to handle that?
Participant: Well, obviously this was over the phone which makes it more difficult
really to build a rapport with the respondent but I basically went back to
explain what the purpose of the research is and what we’re trying to do and
what is really transparent. So they knew who our clients were, on whose
behalf we are doing this questionnaire and this survey. I just went back to that
and tried to explain that but it did not convince the person. Not that it did not
convince, something happened that they realised actually they'd changed their
mind, they didn’t want to take part. I think that’s fine because obviously at the
beginning I also said that at any point they can decide not to participate, not to
answer a question if they don’t want to.
So this is obviously part of the research process, you cannot force anyone to
take part in the project.
Interviewer: That is true.
Now any experience that you felt uncomfortable for the purpose of the research
in which you were engaged in?
Participant: You mean the purpose of the research?
406

Interviewer: Yes, either the topic or what you were looking to find or the way that
you were looking to find something.
Participant: No, actually I haven't had any experience with that. The projects that
we have at the moment are pretty traditional market research projects and very
straightforward. So it’s just about customer satisfaction, it is about employee
loyalty, employee satisfaction or stakeholder satisfaction and engagement
studies. So it is very traditional market research projects.
Interviewer: What would happen if they are asking you to participate in a research
project that is not that traditional?
Participant: I mean I guess like sensitive things would be if you work with children
and young adults. This is when it would become sensitive where you would
need to think about where are the limits of that. There is obviously a code of
conduct for market research and the rules are specified, and it would need to be
really looked at in detail. So this would be one area, the other area is obviously
sensitive topics and sensitive topics could be things like really very personal
information about respondents. If it’s trying to found out really personal
things, it could be religious belief, it could be political orientation, sexual
orientation, so things like that.
That’s obviously sensitive topics and the purpose of such a research could be
sensitive as well but I haven't had any experience with that. So I would be just
pretty much guessing and wouldn’t be able to give you a very detailed
example, I'm afraid.
Interviewer: What are those things that determine you basically to participate in a
specific project? It can be anything, either personal or coming from the
company.
Participant: To be honest it is very much driven by how the project comes into the
business and this varies a lot, and sometimes how a project is allocated within
the team depends on the resources of the team, how busy is someone and who
has basically free time to take on this project. So these are how they are
determined. I worked, for example, on a big (inaudible) study and the client
relationship was quite important. I've been working for some time now on that
because I've built up the client relationship so that’s why I've kept working on
that project for a number of years now.
Obviously I have also the opportunity to say, oh, I would like to work on that
kind of project and then the management obviously looks at these things as
well, so it is possible. I haven't come across the situation where I had to say,
oh, actually I would not want to work on that project, if you see what I mean.
That hasn’t happened, neither for me nor for any of my colleagues as far as I'm
aware. So it is really a case of who has time to take on the project and who
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wants to do the project, and this is how projects then are allocated within the
research team.
Interviewer: Basically what are those things that either your or any of your
colleagues make you feel negatively about taking up a specific project? What
would be those things that will make you think twice about taking on a specific
project, regardless of the outcome or whether you’ve taken it or not?
Participant: I suppose, and this is also a bit more theoretical, perhaps if the project
involves having to make interviews at 10 o’clock at night but I mean that’s
very uncommon. But, let’s say, like travel, having to travel a lot, some people
don’t like that because it would mean quite a disruptive way of work/life
balance I would say. But I mean that’s very common in the industry as well,
for some projects it requires actually that you're flexible to travel and basically
either have focus groups or to go basically where you're respondent is. I mean
you seem willing to come all the way down to London just to meet so I
thought, well, you really want this interview.
But I think in general it’s not, and I can speak only for myself, really -- there
hasn’t been anything that I felt negative about, any project to take on. There
obviously are some topics that are more interesting than others and you would
have -- personally you would be more engaged and more enthusiastic about a
topic over another but I think that is it.
Interviewer: Basically whenever you take part in a project, the decision of taking up
this project or participating in this project, do you think it’s entirely up to you
or not and why?
Participant: No, it’s not. Well because, just as I mentioned, it is to do with
resources as well. Obviously the management at the end decides how a project
can be allocated and they obviously wouldn’t decline a project to a client only
because as a researcher you don’t want to do it. So that would be a bit of a
conflict of interest. I think you would have to have really very strong reasons
to reject a project as a researcher.
But this is something that I haven't experienced or happens in our company but
I've heard from another market research agency where their project was about
financial institutions. Basically they decided to not give it to one of their
researchers because he was of Muslim faith and they felt that he would be quite
biased with his questioning, because of his disapproving of interest payment
and these types of things. So they made the decision actually that this is a
project we wouldn’t to give to him and just because we feel he would not be
independent or unbiased in the process. He perhaps would from his side said I
don’t want, I don’t want to do that project as well and this would be, I guess, an
acceptable reason.
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But other than that, yes, it requires discussion with management.
Interviewer: How difficult is it basically to say no or reject the project?
Participant: I guess it really depends on your reasons. If you have a strong -- you
feel very strongly about it and you say I really don’t want to work on this
project for that and that reason. I guess at the end of the day it may go down to
the company culture: would management accept that and if they don’t accept it
what are the consequences that you take? I mean you can either do it against
your wishes or you can decide, well, then that’s not the type of company that I
want to work at.
So it is a difficult -- I think it is difficult to reject the project especially
nowadays with the economic climate research budgets are very much
squeezed. So research agencies are really in a situation of every project that
you get is obviously additional revenue and with tight budgets -- You probably
know, marketing budgets are one of the first budgets that get tougher along
with the human resources budgets. These are the first budgets in a company
when the economic situation is not very good that are being cut, and this has
obviously grave consequences for market research agencies. The competition
is very -- and very hard to get new projects.
Having the luxury to reject a project that’s -Interviewer: So for you as a researcher basically I would like you to tell me -- to
basically put in a list, starting with the most important up to the least important.
I would like you to tell me the most important basically stakeholders involved
and affected by research in marketing.
Participant: That’s very easy for me to tell you because the most important
stakeholder is the respondent for various reasons. First of all, it’s our
responsibility as a researcher to protect the respondent, to protect his identity if
he wishes to remain anonymous but also protect any information that we obtain
from him. So he's the very first stakeholder and the most important one in my
view. Also if you think about if people no longer agree to take part in surveys
in the future there will no longer be market research. There is this big hype in
marketing, direct marketing, where people are being phoned up at home and
people get confused. They think that this is market research as well, they're
being asked some bogus questions that’s nothing to do with market research.
They're trying to obtain either their contact addresses or contact details just to
send them some marketing leaflets or any other direct marketing activity.
So this is really one area where it’s already difficult enough to obtain the
willingness of people to participate in research projects. So I think it’s really
crucial to treat the respondents really with respect and that they are protected,
that’s really the most important thing that you need to ensure as a researcher,
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and build trust as well. This is what you need if you really want to obtain what
people think and really want to understand what they think and feel. You can
only achieve that if the respondent trusts you and trusts that you're going to use
this information in a responsible manner. So that’s the first stakeholder.
The second stakeholder is obviously the client because he is the one who pays
for the research so he is the one who has the vested interest in the research. He
sets the purpose so he is the one who sets what the objectives are of the
research and you're trying with that project. You don’t do a project just for the
sake of it, you do it for a purpose. You do it to obtain that objective and be
able to provide information to the client that will help him in his decision
making. So that’s maybe the second most important stakeholder.
Then I guess further down the line you’ve got obviously your colleagues that
you work along within the project and obviously management as well. You
need to fulfil also the expectations from management but then I guess it’s more
the internal view within the company.
Interviewer: Okay, great, thank you very much for that.
Now going back to the two scenarios basically that I gave you at the very
beginning, how important do you think in this case is the role of the
respondent?
Participant: What do you mean?
Interviewer: In the case of the first scenario how important and what exactly would
you think is the role of the respondent in this case?
Participant: What's the role of the respondent?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: Well, I mean they are the main research subject so I'm not sure I
understand the question.
Interviewer: So basically if you can think of those respondents in the first scenario,
how do you think this respondent in the first scenario would feel about the
whole idea?
Participant: Well, I mean definitely this could be difficult to get to people to take
part in that project because measuring brain activity that sounds very -Participant: So, yes, I could imagine that you may have some people really hesitant
to take part in that just because they are not really sure actually what will
happen to them or what kind of information will be obtained, and whether
they're really prepared to disclose that kind of information. But it really all
depends on exactly what kind of technique is being applied and it may be
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completely harmless. It may be really just a measuring of the eye movement,
let’s say, so that could be really harmless. But if it’s doing some brain scans
where you potentially could see any anomalies and find any medical condition
that would be obviously a very different type of project.
So I guess it really all depends on the technique that is being applied but in
terms of purpose and projects I think it’s fine. So it’s about finding out -- It’s
like product testing in a way it’s testing which page on a magazine is the most
attractive one. You probably will need some incentives for people to
participate so that’s the dirty secret of the research industry but not everything
because people are happy to just participate. It’s very likely that you will need
some incentives like some vouchers. It can’t be incentives to get the magazine,
there are some regulations about that as well. I think it’s recently that it’s been
really coded as part of the research practices that you're not allowed to use
products of your client as an incentive for that project. So that’s something to
consider about as well when offering incentives to respondents.
But other than that I think it’s pretty straightforward.
Interviewer: What about in the second case where they're both respondents and
researchers?
Participant: You mean what would be the role, whether the researcher/respondent
maybe uncomfortable about it?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: Well, yes, I can easily imagine that because obviously they are
disclosing as well in a way their private information for colleagues as well, so
they may not want to do that. So it certainly could be difficult to take part.
The other thing, what I mentioned earlier, how is it exactly going to work, is it
part of their work? Will it be their private conversations? I mean I guess it
would be because that’s the purpose of finding out brand images and brand
relationship. It would be very limited if you just look at mobile phones, let’s
say. So perhaps some people would not want to do that in that context.
Interviewer: They may feel uncomfortable as you said.
Participant: Yes.
Interviewer: Now I have a second set basically of scenarios. They are based on the
first set that I gave you. The discussion, the conversation for those is not that
long like the ones that we've had so far. They're basically extend the first set of
scenario, an extended version of them. If you can please have a look and then
we can continue our discussion.
Participant: Okay, yes.
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Interviewer: So what do you think now? After reading the second set of these
scenarios how would you judge them now? What is your opinion?
Participant: I mean the first set, now they’ve started the project and obviously
something very common can happen that the respondent who originally agreed
to take part in the process then decides perhaps not defect but obviously
demonstrates that he's not comfortable in taking part any longer. So that’s a
very easy -- I mean it’s not easy because obviously of the circumstances but I
think the right thing for both researchers to do would be to thank him very
much for his participation so far. Obviously being understanding and showing
that he's under stress and that they don’t want to cause him further distress and
just really finish the interviews.
Yes, it is losing one respondent, it may mean delaying the project but I think
that really is where the ethics part of your project comes in. This is the
responsibility of the researchers and if your management does not understand
that or if your client doesn’t have understanding for that then I think there is no
longer research in that sense, then it becomes something else. So that would be
very -- It shouldn’t be difficult for a researcher to stop in such a situation
because that’s obviously not good for the respondent and ultimately it won't be
good for the company either. So that’s quite easy.
The other situation, I would say that they were not experienced enough if they
did not anticipate that this may happen. If it became clear or it was understood
that this brain scanning may disclose such type of information they should have
known from the beginning. So it’s not good that they come to that point where
it’s actually revealed afterwards.
So this is my impression but the other thing obviously now is the dilemma is
what to do or not. That’s a very difficult question because obviously if you did
not prepare yourself well to know what kind of information you're obtaining
you could not inform the respondent either about what type of information you
may be obtaining. So the respondent would not expect you to have access to
that kind of information.
I don’t think I would jeopardise the company’s reputation. Well, in a way they
are but this is like going back to the beginning as well, they did apply a
technique that they did not fully understand. So in a way they are jeopardising
their reputation with regards to the company’s reputation.
That’s a really difficult one. I think my feeling is the right thing to do would
be informing the respondent and obviously it’s very sensitive how you handle
that. But my feeling is not saying anything would be the wrong thing to do but
it’s just a matter of how you actually manage this process. I suppose
transparency and being honest I think is one of the key things that they are very
crucial in market research. These are like really entrenched principles. So if
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you conduct a research project and you're actually not disclosing the real
intentions then you're misleading your respondents and this would go against
the principle of actually informing the respondents and allowing them to really
make their conscious consent, whether or not they want to participate in this
study.
Yes, it’s a very sensitive situation but my feeling is that the aim should be
really to find a good way to make the respondent aware, and then perhaps even
offer some sort of, not support but obviously have whatever the next steps
perhaps should be taken. But a very, very difficult one.
In the first scenario I think -- Yes, so this is exactly the situation, why it is a bit
of a bias project because the researcher becomes the research subject at the
same time, and may feel uncomfortable exactly because of what we said before
of not wanting to disclose so much information in front of their colleagues. So
I think if it was me I would not disclose it because in that sense I'd become -- I
think I have the right not to disclose it. So obviously it’s a bit like you're
having two roles, you're being two roles at the same time. I would feel that it’s
not worth it to disclose it.
Interviewer: So basically how would you handle the first situation? So you said that
it’s a very sensitive and difficult case and if something like this happens then
it’s very difficult to manage it. So if you were about to manage this situation
what would be your steps?
Participant: In the case of the first respondent you mean?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: I would stop the study and I would just ask the respondent to just really
be frank and say that we feel that this process is causing him stress, and that we
don’t want him to be put under any stress. We really don’t want him to feel
obliged to continue the study so we’re happy just to finish the study. If he was
offered any incentive I think I still would -- it may not be the decision of the
researcher. Well, my feeling would be still give the incentive to that
respondent for his inconvenience and even more so if he had stress during the
process, that may be something that cannot be decided depending the amount
of the incentive. But definitely thank him for his participation and finish that
interview.
The information obtained I think would not be really available for those
reasons mentioned already there. The respondent was under stress so you
don’t know to what extent did that really affect his responses. So I don’t think
that this is -- it’s not a completed interview and obviously a very affected
interview, so I don’t think that this is data that could be used for the project.
So it could mean finding a new participant.
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Then the next step would obviously be informing the client about that so that
there may be a potential delay just because this situation arose and we need to
find a new participant. Then the client may decide actually it doesn’t matter
just carry on with the respondents that you have or they may agree and say,
okay, yes, we can extend the fieldwork for another week and if you can find a
new participant that would be good. So it can have those two outcomes I think.
Now in the case of the second lady, yes, I mean this is still where I'm really,
really unsure about how to handle it because it is obviously very delicate. I
would as well stop the research straightaway. I think I would stop it and I
would consult with management as well and obtain their recommendations and
help. But it’s a very sensitive and delicate situation that needs to be handled
but again it would mean-- In terms of the outcome it would in my view be very
similar to the one above. It would mean actually that the interview needs to be
stopped and a new participant needs to be found.
But actually what needs to happen at that point is to really review again the
technique that is being used and really be quite clear with the respondents at
the beginning, so that we’re not claiming their consent to participate. That this
is perhaps information that may be obtained but -Interviewer: If basically they have this kind of information, the consent form, so
they said, okay, this kind of information may be obtained throughout the study,
how do you think the respondents would feel about that?
Participant: You may find people that don’t mind, you may find people who mind
and then just don’t participate. So some people might be scared off and some
other people they don’t think, they just think, okay, it’s just a formality. So it
can go both ways but I think it would be wrong to withhold that information.
Interviewer: Now any other worries that you may feel after reading those two
scenarios? Is there anything else that worries you related to these two
techniques apart from the things that I have on the scenarios, those dilemmas?
Participant: I can’t think of anything just off the top of my head. I think those
dilemmas have pretty much already -- are the main dilemmas that you face as a
researcher. This is when you asked me earlier about the stakeholders, in a way
you're actually balancing out the interests of the respondents again the interests
of your client. I would always say the interests of the respondent come first
and only after come the interests of the clients but I think those are pretty much
the dilemmas that you're in as a researcher. So you have to balance out
wanting to finish an interview but obviously you don’t want to distress your
respondents but you have deadlines to meet. You want to finish off a project
because you need to deliver the results to the client. I guess, yes, they are the
main dilemmas.
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Sorry, I can’t think of any.
Interviewer: No, it’s fine, don’t worry. I don’t want to stress you or push you or
whatever. It’s whatever you think, whatever comes to mind.
Now basically another thing that I would like to ask is regarding ethics, how
would you consider these two techniques that I have in the scenarios?
Participant: Well, definitely the first one is like unacceptable almost because -Interviewer: Why?
Participant: Because it’s not for a researcher to do brain scans where you could find
a condition, that’s for doctors to do. So I don’t think that’s an appropriate
technique to use and surely there are other ways of finding out information.
Yes, that’s my feeling about the first technique.
The second technique is a very developed technique, basically writing a diary.
Now the dilemma here is obviously having mixed roles so it’s a conflict of
interest, so you may actually want to rethink. The technique is fine to use but
you may want to rethink: really should it be the researchers doing it, should it
not actually be really respondents that are being recruited for that project?
Obviously it will involve taking account of a different type of project that will
become more expensive as well.
In terms of the technique that's fine, it’s like writing a diary because it is up to
the respondent how much information they want to disclose. They have
control over that so that's fine.
Interviewer: Now basically I'm sure you already know that both the first technique
and the second technique are already used. So basically the question is from
your experience so far, because you have such massive experience, what
should be those things that you and we should put in place in order to protect
the good practice in market research from now on?
Participant: I think really understanding all aspects of any technique that has been
used, that’s quite crucial in this scenario. In the first scenario it became very
obvious that despite having one experienced researcher he was not experienced
enough to pre-empt that such a situation could arise. So he obviously was not
prepared for such a situation and that’s one of the worse situations actually. If
you're not prepared for any outcome then you are in a really bad situation.
Is there's something in particular that you think of?
Interviewer: No, basically it’s just your opinion there.
Participant: I think as long as researchers are really -- they remind themselves that
the most important stakeholder is the respondent and for very obvious reasons.
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Yes, of course, if there are no longer clients we won't have any projects to
work on because nobody will pay us, give us any work. But at the same time if
there are no respondents we won't have any projects to work on and report any
results.
Interviewer: Any data.
Participant: Yes, exactly, so there won't be any access to data. So I would always
go back to really that hierarchy, the respondent is the most important and really
the stakeholder that needs to be protected. There is very strong legislation
about it and about personal data and personal data not even going to that level,
the very personal. But really just your name, your address, your contact
details, your date of birth, this is already very, very personal data and there is
strong legislation already in place that gives people the right to say I don’t want
this data to be disclosed, and as a market researcher you have to accept that.
So even if your client asks you, oh, who wrote that comment, can you just let
us know, it would be really good to get in touch with the person. If you did not
obtain consent from the respondent beforehand there's no way that you're
allowed to give out that information. If you do you need to be very clear that
you're actually -- you're not only doing something against the code of market
research but you're actually something against the law and the company may
really get into trouble for doing that. So this is something I think is really good
practice and sets apart market research for any direct marketing activities.
Interviewer: But basically based on those companies that are already using the first
technique, where do you think they found the gap between ethics, codes of
conduct and legal and law so they're practising these techniques?
Participant: I imagine that they probably must have a very long document that they
get the respondent to sign beforehand because otherwise they may open up
themselves to some litigation or perhaps any other problems with respondents.
I think the key is really transparency, so as long as respondents fully
understand and fully aware. I mean you can think of other examples like the
treatment of new medicines, for example, where people agree to take part in an
experiment. Everything is very, very sensitive and they need to sign papers
and papers basically to agree that they are aware. They give consent to take on
that risk. I think that’s probably the only way that you can do it and that’s the
only way that would be still acceptable to do.
But disclosing the information would definitely be wrong and be bad practice.
Interviewer: What about the second case?
Participant: Well, the second case, again you can’t force anyone to disclose any
information that they don’t want to disclose no matter if he's the researcher
himself and having this conflict of interest of wanting the project to go ahead
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and have good results. But still if there is hesitation to give that information
you can’t force anyone. So even in the second case I think it should be clear
that for those who decide to participate they have the right to withhold
information that they don’t want to share.
There may be pressure. I'm sure very well that there could be pressure. There
could be pressure from their colleagues. Well, if you agreed in the first
instance and now you want to withdraw information there could be that social
pressure. There could be pressure from the management saying that we
counted on you and now you're withdrawing so it means we may lose the
project or we may lose that client. So that pressure could be there as well.
You're being pressurised, okay, but actually you may not be very happy in your
job any longer. But I think that’s the worst case scenario if a respondent is
pressurised, that’s already a flaw in the research itself.
Interviewer: Yes, it can be, it’s true.
Now if I ask you basically to define good marketing research practice what
would be those things for you?
Participant: Do you mean in terms of like project management or in terms of when
serving respondents?
Interviewer: In every aspect. So overall good marketing research practice, what
does it mean for you?
Participant: I think good market research is like if you think about the project and
you think about -- you understand the objectives of the client and you can
combine the project with the most adequate methodology and using the best
technique which is conducive for that objective. Conducting the research in
accordance with the code of conduct and delivering actually a good result helps
to make decisions. So I think that’s good market research.
Interviewer: Thank you very much and basically another thing is about how
important is the role of ethics in good marketing research?
Participant: I think it is very important and those two scenarios and cases that you
came up with I think they can be quite close to reality in some instances as
well. So where it is really about the dilemma that market researchers have, the
dilemma between the interests of the respondents and balancing that out versus
the interests of your clients and the projects and your management that you're
trying to achieve. Yes, definitely ethics I think is important and every market
researcher should know the code of conduct of the MRS. In good companies
you're trained about it as well. It’s nothing that is hidden it’s available and
whether we know it but just apply it.
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Interviewer: So basically from an ethical standpoint how do you manage and
achieve basically this balance between the researcher and the respondent?
Participant: I mean thankfully I haven't been in such a situation where it’s been
such a big dilemma that I have had to handle. These are smaller things like if
clients ask you to disclose their information that's very easy to say. I mean I
haven't come across any client that would not have understood. So whenever
I've explained this is like an anonymous survey and I'm afraid we’re not
allowed to disclose the respondents’ information because they haven't given
any consent. I haven't come across any client who has not accepted that.
On the contrary I think that actually it’s a good way to really show the client as
well that you're a proper market research agency and it’s not, okay, whatever
the client says you just jump and you just do it. No, there are principles and
there are rules as well. So I haven't come across a situation where clients have
not accepted that.
I guess a bit of another area that we haven't touched upon is more when clients
want specific results to come out. So this is another sensitive area because for
whatever reason, internal politics or any objectives that they may have with
those results, I've come across clients wanting us to slightly change the results
and the reporting. Believe it or not that happens.
Interviewer: Yes, I believe it. The thing is how you handle those situations.
Participant: It’s a very difficult one and I think in situations like that it actually
requires the management to be involved, I've not given any consent to do that.
So in situations that have arisen like this I would have gone to senior
management and asked them what they want to do.
Interviewer: So basically from my understanding, when there are cases that there are
contradictory values between the different parties in the research then the
management should take place and try to manage the situation.
Participant: Definitely management needs to be involved in that and needs to make
a decision. The other thing is you need to protect yourself as well only because
the client tells you something over the phone and you cannot just do it. So
whatever happens there needs to be traceability of communication and that’s
quite crucial as well to have that written communication.
Interviewer: Yes, that is true.
Now basically overall the very last thing that I have is if somebody’s asking
you to define or to describe your work ethics, so in the context of market
research, what would you say in this case?
Participant: Describe the work ethics?
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Interviewer: Yes, just for yourself, from a personal perspective.
Participant: Well, I personally definitely try in any project that I do really to behave
according to the code of conduct and not to hide or betray or do anything that
would go against that. So I think it’s a very important issue, that’s why I
thought it’s really a very interesting research topic that you chose, and
especially nowadays with so much marketing activity that is happening that is
not market research. So really to distinguish and set yourself apart from those
activities I think that’s the only way forward and that’s the only way that
market research in the future will still be relevant.
Then the (why) of the contracts, I think this is the only way as well how market
research can protect itself from any more stronger regulation because obviously
for lawmakers and governments, for them as well the distinctions become
blurred. If it becomes blurred they just treat everything as the same and their
regulations become stricter and tighter. I can give you an example for
Germany where market research regulation actually has already gone to that
length that you're not even allowed to ask the respondent whether they're
willing to give their personal information.
So every research project is an anonymous project which can make it very,
very difficult because for some projects our clients would require or would
want to, especially if it’s a satisfaction project and they're trying to find out
from stakeholders to actually try to improve the satisfaction. They're obviously
are finding something out in the research process and to find out more deeper
they would need to or would often have the wish to be able to contact that
person. That’s something that is no longer possible in Germany and that’s
because of stronger and more stricter regulation.
I think that also goes back to what's the ethics and what are the principles of
market research. So I really think that market research is something great. So
I think it’s important to have those principles which would be a shame if in the
future market research is no longer possible just because people don’t trust it
any longer, and respondents will no longer be willing to take part.
Interviewer: Yes, that is true.
Thank you very much, very, very interesting things. You did help a lot and
now that you basically have mentioned Germany because it’s really interesting
especially for those first scenarios, for the neuroscience thing. There are a lot
of things going on in Germany.
Participant: With an example did you take something that happened in Germany?
Interviewer: No, it’s because it’s a general trend and it’s also becoming very famous
in the UK. The thing is that there are a lot of ethical implications there.
Basically what is happening is, as you just identified, it’s putting up the stake
419

basically over the whole market research industry. I just picked some extreme
cases, so I chose this one because it’s very ethical sensitive and also the other
one which is about the diaries, the (auto) (inaudible), which is rather sensitive
and, as you said, there is a lot of conflict of interest there.
So basically, yes, I've just chosen these two extreme cases.
Participant: Well, I'm originally from Germany so I know this.
Interviewer: That was very interesting. I mean it was a very interesting discussion
and thank you very much for that.
Participant: Yes, I can imagine that but nevertheless it’s still a very relevant and
interesting subject. I really wish you a lot of luck.
Interviewer: Thank you so much and your help was very, very important for me
now. I really thank you from the bottom of my heart for investing this time
with me.
Participant: You're very welcome.
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Appendix 9: Interview transcripts sample (MR respondents)
RNT 8
Interviewer: Just a quick introduction about what am I doing. So I'm trying to
conceptualise and understand the ethical decision making in marketing
research, and I'm approaching it from the different stakeholders’ perspective.
So I would like your help actually since you told me that you have some
experience as a research respondent. So first of all I would like to ask you a
little bit about your background and what type of experience do you have as a
respondent for marketing research.
Participant: I'm a first year PhD student in the University of Sheffield and my
research area is in marketing itself and I'm looking into the (family decision
making) and from children influencing it, especially with respect to
environmental behaviour in (inaudible) (consumption). As a marketing
research respondent I have participated in two researches, one for (inaudible background noise) product research which was conducted by a company
known as (Name of beverage company). They were coming up with a new
kind of drink which was mango flavoured and they had a certain different kind
what they called the fizziness and the thickness, and different samples of the
drink. They were asking people to come and taste it and things like that. So
that was one major one.
Another is general research which usually people ask on the roads to fill up -Interviewer: Like a survey.
Participant: Survey, yes, on different things.
Interviewer: I don’t know whether you want to ask me anything before we start the
actual questions or anything?
Participant: I don’t have any.
Interviewer: So if you can spend some time on reading the first two scenarios and
then we can start our discussion from there.
So, first of all, any particular questions that you have based on the scenarios?
Participant: Any general ones?
Interviewer: Yes. Is there anything that you don’t understand from what is
described there?
Participant: In this one George and Jenna, are they employees of the company?
Interviewer: No, they are general.
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Participant: And the same here as well.
Interviewer: So they are actually -Participant: General participants.
Interviewer: Participants, yes. In the first case they a have acted previously as
participants in other methods but they are asked again to participate in the
particular study.
Participant: And the second one is general, isn’t it, and potentially (inaudible). So
George has got experience and John has (inaudible).
Interviewer: He has done it before as a respondent so he has an experience on that.
Now I want you first to tell me about your opinion, what do you think for the
two scenarios? Reading and going through the scenarios what are your initial
thoughts as a potential respondent?
Participant: If I were a potential respondent?
Interviewer: Yes.
Participant: In the first one both of them involved, it’s not a one-off kind of like
when you go and do some general feedback giving or survey filling sort of
participation. The first one is more medical related and it’s a brain scanning
which includes the respondent going into the deeper nosography or any other
particular process which has got higher risk involved. The similar thing in the
second one is mostly more consumption related. You are getting a phone to
use and then you have to give it back so the risk level here is lower, and the
perception is more marketing orientated here but the direct medical (inaudible)
in this one.
Interviewer: So you mentioned risk, what kind of risk?
Participant: The first one -- Well, usually when we think about the brain scanning
or understanding scanning we don’t basically think any harm on that one. But
in general when we ask people to taste anything or when we ask people to go
through these sort of process which involves their physical contact with certain
rays or anything, which is basically a medical process, we cannot avoid or
cannot just ignore the chances of anything going wrong which can harm them
on a wider basis. Like in a general way where you fill up surveys -Interviewer: So what you were saying.
Participant: Yes, in general in questionnaires as well the questions are very neutral.
Then obviously it doesn’t require the respondent to think or to go ahead of -- or
to come out of their comfort zone. But if the questions require some answers
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which are kind of coming out of the comfort zone or maybe they want some
emotional reactions or they involve some psychological impact, then obviously
that’s kind of asking the respondents to fight against or struggle against some
internal answers and thought process. In that way when we take so much kind
of like a process is much more rigorous and tedious in that way to ask for -- the
ethical side of it and the approval of the respondent and so on.
In this one it could directly involve a physical contact with certain rays by the
medical surrounding. Then obviously the risk of having a physical harm is
much more and also the psychological reaction to what will happen if
something goes wrong. We know that nothing will go wrong, in 90% of
chances nothing will go wrong but then also there's a psychological impact
with that one.
In that way that might also threaten the respondent because it was a brain
scanning. So if the person is conscious and if the person is very, very -conscious is again the right word then obviously the brain scanning might not
go in the right way what you are looking for. Then when you know that you
are being observed for this particular thing then the mind works in two
different ways. So in that way it might affect the answer side of it as well and
the observation side of it as well.
Interviewer: So the second one is much safer and less risky from that aspect?
Participant: Yes, and also it’s much more -- the chances of getting a neutral reply
and a much more useful reply are higher in this one than in that one. I don’t
know, it’s my opinion that because among Bob and Anna Bob has already been
participating in this sort of brain scanning and he is much more neutral about it.
The scanning of his brain waves might come more neutral and more to the
point rather than Anna. It might be completely different as well, it’s possible
that Anna might be much more comfortable in the surrounding and she knows
what she's doing. But the (ability) in Anna is higher than Bob, that’s what I
think.
Interviewer: Now are you familiar with any of these two techniques?
Participant: No, I've never done it.
Interviewer: No, never done it. Now from a respondent’s perspective what do you
think might be the advantages and the disadvantages for a respondent in
participating in these two techniques?
Participant: The first one, again I would say the medical surrounding, the medical
setting, so I don’t think any direct disadvantage is involved, it’s just the
conscious side of the mind working, okay, I'm going to do this. The second
point might be being a little more uncomfortable when people are observing
what's going into your brain in that way. So the feeling of being observed and
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being more cautious because you know you are being observed might disrupt
the brainwave or something. It’s not about the (inaudible) that’s coming out
and being more cautious that way. So that’s it and Anna may become more
uncomfortable.
The second one from the respondent’s point of view is more comfortable and
happy because you're getting a phone at no cost to use and taking your view for
(inaudible). It’s a good thing because if you have to purchase it you know
what exactly you are looking for and you can form your opinion on (inaudible)
of that one. In that way you can decide whether you want it or not. So I don’t
see any problem in that second one.
Interviewer: What about any advantages?
Participant: The second one obviously you're getting a free phone to use and then to
play around and to know what kind of company it is and what brand it is. Then
as a consumer when you go to buy any phone you will be more informed about
the product and the brand as well as the similar kind of phone. You know what
you are looking for and how you want to compare rather than reading reviews
on some website.
The first one advantages for the respondent, I don’t know, maybe just going in
and have your own brain scan because it’s a (inaudible). It depends what kind
of respondent you are, if you are just a neutral one and you are going in just
because you kind of liked it and you want to test it, that can be one perception.
Then obviously the whole environment will give you an exciting opportunity to
participate in such kind of thing.
The second one if you were a little more observant and you want to know how
your brain works and what kind of pictures and what kind of colours and strike
on which corner, then it might be a different perspective to look at it.
Interviewer: Now the next question I would like to ask you is how keen would you
be in participating in these two techniques if you were asked?
Participant: Very much in both of them because both of them are very different and
I've never participated in any of these ones. I participated in the (Name of
beverage company) product testing and didn’t like the way it was designed and
the way questions were there. As a consumer I felt empowered at that time
because I was giving opinions on some product and I know what kind of tastes
are available, and I know what kind of choice I have to make now.
Similarly in this one, for the second one obviously, as I said, it’s interesting to
keep a phone for a deal and to give a feedback which the company values. I
get to know what kind of product and features and other things they're offering.
The first one is just very interesting to know what's going on in my brain.
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Interviewer: Because of curiosity?
Participant: Yes. It’s just very interesting to see what kind of things are going on in
my mind. Obviously being a marketing student I will be interested to see the
other side of it as well, to see how they decode it and use it to create a very
popular magazine cover, and also to see what's the impact of that magazine
cover on the wider public, how much useful this technique was.
Interviewer: Now the other thing that I would like to ask you is that from a
respondent point of view how would you evaluate them as techniques?
Participant: Both of them are interesting, more involving in the sense the consumer
is actually quite involved, as a respondent I'm quite involved in both of them.
The second one is more involving in the sense of how it has been taken, my
viewpoint is basically affecting a company’s perception and the changes and
things. Interesting techniques, very interesting.
Interviewer: Now the other thing is about any potential consequences that you may
think of coming from those two techniques. So can you think of any potential
consequences for a consumer and maybe the general public in using these two
techniques?
Participant: To be honest I can’t think of anything. I don’t know what their sample
size is and what their sample of diversity is. With the first one they are going
to come up with a cover page and they want respondents’ viewpoints on that
cover page. It depends, if two people like one cover page or if that’s attractive
to them it doesn’t mean it would be attractive to everyone else, and to see what
kind of sampling it is and what age group it is and so on, and what kind of
thing they are -- It really doesn’t say anything about what kind of cover page it
is or what's the topic, what's the area of the cover page. So it might give you a
very deep impression in your mind as well.
So that might be something because if I see wording or anything on a cover or
in a news that actually makes me uncomfortable and I cannot sleep for a day
and night. So that might be an effect in someone else’s mind as well.
The second one is obviously the magazine is trying to get a sponsorship so it’s
basically using the consumer to get a sponsorship rather than asking the
consumer to give a feedback for the company. So on a wider perspective I
think actually might manipulate the results as well, nobody knows.
Interviewer: How important do you think are those consequences? So, for example,
what you said for the first one that it may have an impact on the psychology of
the respondents afterwards. So how important do you think is the consequence
for you as a respondent to know that it might be there?
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Participant: It’s important. When as a respondent if I agree to participate or even if
I think about participating I would definitely like to know and I guess it’s my
right to know what can be the consequences of any sort of research. Even if I
go and give feedback on certain things I need to know what I'm talking about
and if it makes me uncomfortable. Similarly these two techniques which
involves the respondent on a very different dimension, it’s not only one like
you're thinking and doing something. It involves you on a different level and it
asks your involvement for certain different time period, for a longer time
period as well, then definitely you need to know what the consequences are on
a very, very open basis.
Interviewer: From a practical point of view for yourself how easy do you think it
would be to participate in either of these two techniques?
Participant: For me it’s easy because my interests are different. I'm curious and it
sounds very interesting to me, and I guess I keep less responsibility on
anything kind of. I'm okay to take this, I'm all right but I guess it won't be that
easy for many other different people who are in a family or maybe who are -Interviewer: Why do you think so for other people?
Participant: Possibly people don’t want to go for brain scanning.
Interviewer: Why?
Participant: Just a medical thing, that’s it.
Interviewer: Now what do you think would be the practical implications for research
respondents in applying these two techniques, these two methods?
Participant: Can you explain the question more?
Interviewer: So, for example, are any of the two techniques going to add something
to your life in the future and in what way?
Participant: The second one gives me an idea about the phone and basically makes
me more comfortable in using a certain kind of phone and things. Obviously
I'll be more informed and equipped as a consumer.
Interviewer: It saves some time in doing marketing research maybe as a consumer?
Participant: Yes, possibly. The first one, I don’t know to be honest.
Interviewer: Now regarding the two different types of techniques here, can you
compare and contrast and can you think of any similarities or differences
between those two techniques?
Participant: Both of them ask for wider involvement, more deeper involvement
from the respondent, it’s not just one-off, it needs some psychological
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preparation. The respondents of both case studies or techniques, one of them is
someone who has already participated in the research and the other one is
someone who's completely new. So obviously the responses and the comfort
level will be completely different and that might affect the response as well.
The first one is actually more direct because the magazine company is doing
the research for themselves so there is no other motive involved. So whatever
results they are looking for they're looking for very straightforward results so
that they can utilise it. The second one a mediator is involved indirectly, the
company is not doing it for themselves and the company is doing it to get a
sponsorship from a company, another mobile brand. So there's higher chances
of doing manipulation in the results coming out of it which might be useful for
the company. But might not be as useful for the consumers in that way
because obviously they're not going to say they're tired (inaudible) in that way.
Yes, that’s it.
Interviewer: Any particular worry that you have regarding those two techniques?
Participant: In both of them it doesn’t say anything about how much information
they have given to their respondents before asking for their participation. I'm
not sure if that’s a part of the case study or not, it might be a part of the case
study as well or not. But that's one for me, it doesn’t say anything how much
they have disclosed because one person who has -Interviewer: So for you as a respondent what would you like to see before you know
something about the techniques? What would you like to know beforehand?
Participant: I would like to know almost everything, with the first one obviously
they want my brain and to measure it.
Interviewer: So what are those things, for example, from both case studies that are
missing that you would like to know before you decide what to do?
Participant: The first one obviously the usage of a medical picture for non-medical
purposes, I need to know what kind of (inaudible) it’s going to be and what
kind of equipment is going to be used, what are the consequences. Even there
is 1% consequence which can harm in certain types of people or certain kind of
things that should be very, very clear. How they're going to use the pictures
and the result, if I need to made sure whether they are going to use it just for
this purpose and no other thing. No further building up on certain results and
stuff because obviously they can utilise it for many other purposes.
I definitely do want to see the picture because that’s where the catch of the
whole technique is but I would like to have it in writing that this is not going to
be used and certain other things. I need to speak to someone who has already
participated in that sort -- just refer to a group of people in that way.
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The second one -Interviewer: Would you like to be a person of the general public or would you like
to be one of the people involved in the research, so the researchers? Would
you prefer to talk to somebody who's a respondent like you and has
experienced it before or would you like to talk to the people who are
responsible for the research or both of them?
Participant: I guess if I get the chance both of them but the respondent’s point of
view because I'm on the same so that way. It’s possible that I won't understand
the researchers. So that kind of something. The second one again, I need to
make sure that what I'm using is something which they are going to use later on
but in a positive way, they're not going to manipulate it or something. They
need to tell me what the purpose of research and everything is. If they don’t
disclose that they are looking for a sponsorship or what that company is
looking for, what that mobile company is going to do with this brand because it
doesn’t say what they are going to do with it. It’s just the brand perception of
consumers the company is collecting and that’s it. So what they are basically
going to do with that and things.
I need to make sure that if something happens to the phone that the blame
doesn’t come on me.
Interviewer: Yes, that's another thing, a practical thing.
Participant: Because I'm using the phone and (inaudible) test the strength of the
body of the phone but if something happened, a software flaw or anything,
something happens they are going to blame me.
Interviewer: I would like to tell me from a respondent’s point of view what would
you consider as good?
Interviewer: In general from a respondent’s point of view what would you consider
as bad practice in marketing research and what do you consider as good
practice in marketing research?
Participant: In this particular case, is it?
Interviewer: In general. If you think of an example then you can have an example
of a good one and an example of a bad one.
Participant: From a respondent point of view, any practice which gives me a good
idea about what the research is going to be, what are things involved in it,
everything will be good because obviously a respondent won't like surprises. If
I go for research, to participate in research and then I get to know that whatever
it is, it’s not made very clear and with all they're expecting to be involved in it.
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That would completely disappoint a respondent and also that might affect the
replies.
A good practice would be obviously to inform the respondent about each and
every aspect of the research and giving a full opportunity to the respondent to
decide whether they want to participate or not. Sometimes it doesn’t happen
because usually everyone struggles for respondents so sometimes they don’t do
that which shouldn’t happen and shouldn’t be the case. I was telling you about
product research which I participated for (Name of beverage company). I was
on the way in Nottingham and they were these old ladies, the company actually
used old ladies, not very, very old, I would say mid-50s and so. They were
asking respondents to stop and then if they would like to participate. The first
thing they said was this is research and you will get £5 for your time. Most of
the people were actually getting interested because of the £5.
Interviewer: For a financial incentive, right.
Participant: Yes, because when I went for that research I saw a lot of people who
usually you see on the roads who are kind of homeless, you see them on the
roads and things. So they were there for those £5 basically. I'm not sure how
much good response they got from them because a few of them were actually
drinking so how much taste difference they can find out. But, yes, this
happens.
So it’s not their problem basically, it’s a problem of the whole research team.
It’s not their problem, it’s not their fault. It’s not the fault of the ladies because
they were doing what they were asked to do, it’s the whole research design,
whoever has designed that research basically should be the one who should be
responsible.
Interviewer: Regarding the two techniques from the scenarios, can you see any
aspects that reflect bad research and any aspects that reflect good research to
those cases?
Participant: Reading the scenarios it doesn’t look like that there is some really bad
practice in it but obviously it doesn’t say much about how much information
they have given to the respondents. In both the scenarios the two respondents
belong to a completely different outlook, one person has already participated in
a similar kind of research and the other person has not participated. So
obviously the demand for information and the level of curiosity among both the
participants will be different. Both the scenarios do not say anything about
how much information has been disseminated or has been given before asking
them to participate. It just says that they have been asked and approached.
Even though they have been given the time of three days which is a good
practice but they haven't been asked like will you take this mobile and go and
use it, etc.
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Giving them time to think about it and an indication that they have been told
about the motives of the research and the process of the research and that’s
how they have been given time to think about whether they want to participate
which sounds a good practice. Otherwise I don’t think the magazine has told
the participants that they are going to get sponsorship. But I don’t know how
much a participant should know and there's always a kind of a balance or
imbalance between how much a participant should know and how much
information you can give to them.
Interviewer: Now regarding yourself, is there any case where you participated in a
research that was for marketing purposes that you felt uncomfortable about
something, something that you didn’t like? You said previously for the (Name
of beverage company) case that there were those people that were maybe
drunk. How did you feel about being in the same position with them?
Participant: No, I didn’t like the whole way it was because the way those ladies
were inviting which was okay. They had this small, little questionnaire on a
clipboard with them and they were asking, okay, this company is coming out
with new drinks and they want to know from a consumer’s point of view on the
taste and things but nothing more. The place which they hired was not very
good. It was on the main street but it was like a (inaudible) church and inside
of it was a little dark and things. The arrangement was pretty okay, there were
tables and there was one person assigned to each respondent, and they were
filling out questionnaires.
I found that the lady who was actually sitting with me filling up questionnaires
she was a little less informed about the whole questions herself. There were
some questions because when I asked her she couldn’t reply back and things
like that. Then there was another lady who looked like a boss, maybe she was
the one who was actually handing over the envelopes of money, and she had a
bad attitude towards that lady, the other one who was actually taking my
answers.
Obviously the drinks and everything were okay, I got to drink a lot of different
tastes and a few of them were really, really bad. Then they were actually
asking anyone and everyone to come in which according to me was not
appropriate in the form of research response. So there were not many people
as I told you because it took quite a long time. I stayed with them for around
half an hour.
I now remember why the boss lady was not very fair with the other lady. It
was because that other lady was taking a little longer to fill in the questionnaire
for me. I didn’t have any problem because the lady was a little old and she was
trying and I figured out that she was doing for the first time. But the problem
was they were asking everyone and anyone and the place and everything, the
environment was not very comfortable.
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Interviewer: Now from a respondent’s point of view what do you think are those
motives or those reasons that would make a respondent participate in a
research? So obviously, as you mentioned, it may be those £5, a financial
incentive.
Participant: Financial benefit I guess is one of the most important and most
attractive thing. The other thing is anyone who is -- likes free samples, free,
edible samples or anything like that or sometimes people just do it for fun’s
sake. So if it’s something which invites fun or something interesting or
something different people might do it that way, or else maybe a small group
of people like me or anyone who is interested in those things that are different
maybe.
Interviewer: Now do you consider the fact that you decided to take part in this
particular research was made entirely up to you or was there something else
apart from your personal motives?
Participant: No, definitely those ladies were really, really pushy. Obviously it’s not
their fault, I guess their wages were how many people they actually bring in or
something like that. They were asking people quite -- They were putting a lot
of thought into asking people and stopping them and asking them in that way
because the lady who asked me -- Actually I had a little time, my classes were
supposed to start at 11.00 and I was there at 10.00 so I thought why not, let’s
go there and let’s see how it works. But the other people were a little too
(inaudible) in that way.
Interviewer: The other thing that I would like to ask you is who would you consider
the most important stakeholders in practising good marketing research?
Participant: I guess it’s the respondent and the researcher both because -- The
respondent definitely because if the respondent is participating in the research
then a participant is much more open to different outside effects rather than a
researcher because a researcher has designed it. As I said last time as well, the
participant is the most vulnerable person in the whole design. But from the
researcher point of view as well I would say that practising a good research and
doing good practice is really important for a long-term perspective. You can
manipulate results or you can manipulate the design but it will affect the model
of the research.
So obviously getting the proper result, if your whole idea is getting an honest
result and contributing some (inaudible) towards the research then obviously
you need an honest design and an honest analysis, and more ethical analysis.
But if you want a more articulated and good result or maybe designed result
obviously you might go ahead with something (inaudible)
Interviewer: Yes, generally approved in a way.
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Participant: Yes.
Interviewer: The other thing that I want to ask is what would you intend to do if you
were in the position of those researchers in the scenarios, going back to the
scenarios? So looking at the first one we have two respondents here. What
would you do if you were in the case of the first one and what would you do if
you were -- So if you were in the case of Bob would you participate in the
research?
Participant: Yes. As I said earlier as well, I'm curious about this whole research
design and how it works and what it comes out and things like that. So for me
personally it is interesting and I would participate.
Interviewer: Would that be the case if you were Anna?
Participant: Yes.
Interviewer: So it doesn’t matter whether you had experience before or not?
Participant: No, it doesn’t matter at all because both the designs are very, very
interesting to me and I'm curious to see how it’s been designed and how it
influences some things, that is why I want to participate.
Interviewer: No, it’s fine because there are people like that anyway.
Participant: So it’s pretty good to say, okay, that looks interesting.
Interviewer: Now the other thing is what do you think eventually those people in the
scenarios did?
Participant: There are possibilities of Anna saying no and Bob has already done that
and he has been approached again. On the first instance he didn’t show any
negative feedback, on the first time when he participated. So the possibilities
are higher in Anna of saying no than Bob. The possibilities are there in Bob as
well. Both of them can say no but the possibilities of saying yes is higher in
Bob.
Definitely in the second scenario George is not going to say no most probably
because there is no feel of harm or anything in holding to it. I guess if they
consider writing each and every single experience it will be a tedious job
because it is tedious. You have to be very, very careful and truthful and things
like that. So if they considered that particular aspect to be a little tedious then
the possibilities are that John can see there.
Interviewer: I don’t know whether you'd like to add anything else, if not then we can
move to the second set of the scenarios.
Participant: We can move to the second scenarios.
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Interviewer: In the second set it’s actually the same methods but it’s actually
including some ethical concerns in here. So if you can spend some time then
we can move on with the discussion.
Okay, so reading how the scenarios actually change what is your opinion about
the two methods? What is going on the scenarios this time?
Participant: The first one is quite close to what I expected that people can get a little
stressed and fearful when they come in front of the scanner, and also other
people can see what's going on in their brain even though they cannot decode
all the (inaudible). But then also it’s both the scenarios (inaudible) for the
individuals in front of other people which is, I guess, a common factor in any
of the research and the respondents feel the same thing. I was saying last time
as well that when the questions are -- even in the questionnaire survey if the
questions are something which is related to a very sensitive topic then
obviously sometimes the respondents don’t feel comfortable in doing that.
Interviewer: But compared to traditional questionnaires or even if you would
consider those two methods more intrusive or more trying to get more insight
and therefore they're getting into more sensitive paths in a way.
Participant: Yes, definitely because even if the questionnaire is there respondents
have the ability and have the way of just choosing from the available
statements so that’s kind of like restricting and very, very structured. In these
scenarios and in the questionnaire the respondent when they decide to leave it
in between it’s not something which they feel so stress about. Both the
scenarios because the whole body and the whole lifestyle and the daily routine
is involved then obviously it is more into yourself. It gives them a feeling of
opening up everything in front of people that way.
Interviewer: So how does this feel for you as a potential respondent? So is it
something that may scare you or may make you think twice or do you don’t
have a problem at all?
Participant: I don’t have a problem with the first one definitely. Again I would say,
yes, there is a problem with other people reading what's going on in my mind
but then also I'm too curious to know what's happening and how they use it and
how they decode it. It’s just the brainwaves off -- It’s just a brain scan of my
brain -- the scan of my brain on that particular part when I am actually looking
at that picture and that makes any movement in my mind. So it doesn’t expose
any more aspects of my life into that, in that I'm pretty okay.
Interviewer: Now I don’t know whether you have experienced something similar
from what is described in the scenarios. Have you?
Participant: Never.
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Interviewer: Now from a respondent’s point of view, what do you think can be the
ethical concerns from what is described now in the scenarios? Is there
anything above what is already there that you can think of as a medical
concern?
Participant: A longer-term effect, I guess.
Interviewer: Such as what long-term effect?
Participant: Because in both the scenarios both the respondents are actually more
stressed about the idea of getting exposed in front of strangers, so the security
issue. The second one is setting a real security issue and if I have been asked
to report each and every activity of my day, and that particular journal is going
to someone else. Even though they say that they're not going to use it or
anonymity is going to be maintained but there are higher chances of breach of
security in that sense. So, yes, that looks like a big problem for that one.
Obviously sharing your thoughts and sharing your brainwaves can be okay for
some areas but sharing your daily life might not be a comfortable scenario for
me.
Interviewer: Now what do you think people like you or people who may be potential
respondents would do if they were in these two scenarios?
Participant: I would again go for it, the first one definitely. The second one
obviously I would like to ask (inaudible) to leave it whenever I can if I don’t
feel comfortable. I'm not sure if in this case it is because the response back
doesn’t make it clear that if they had been given the chance or they had been
given (inaudible) to leave it. If that’s not been given I wouldn’t participate in
that way.
Interviewer: Now moving away from the scenarios and in general which will you
consider the major ethical issues in research for marketing because obviously
these are techniques that are being used, specifically the first one is really
evolving? So new things are coming up and obviously new issues may come
up as well. So what can you think as major ethical issues for now and for the
future?
Participant: I do not see anything for the future because the more the techniques get
evolved obviously the new issues and the new dimensions will come in front.
But looking at who is your respondent because obviously I'm an adult and I can
take responsibility for myself and I can decide on it. But there are children,
there are old age people, there are people in different other conditions who are
much volatile in front of -- in participating in these sort of scenarios. So to
take responsibility of those people and to make sure that their replies are being
protected and secured and their anonymity has been made sure. The research
in my mind is not stressful and they have been given a full idea of what's being
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asked and why it’s being asked, and a comfortable environment has been
created.
So obviously all these things which are very general but are very, very
important and it’s important to actually think about. It’s also important to
consider and be very, very practical and be very, very strict on these rules.
Interviewer: But do you think these new techniques that are coming up from new
disciplines we should be even more careful on conducting marketing research,
even stricter maybe?
Participant: Yes, because obviously the thing is in marketing research the impact of
the research and the result of the research is wider. It’s not only the respondent
it’s the whole wider community because the whole research is not going to be
just (inaudible) to one particular segment. So that way it has to be a little strict
and since the nature of the marketing research is something where you need to
speak to the actual people, the actual respondents who are going to use the
product or who are going to be a participant or a stakeholder in some point,
then you cannot ignore the point that the people are going to be a part of it.
There has to be some stricter rules into that.
Interviewer: Yes, research that is approached from a holistic point of view so
considering everybody.
Participant: Yes, just like in medical research. They put a lot more strict rules and
to get approval for any medical -- and that’s important as well for the better
good of the humankind. It’s important to give these and it’s important to ask
those people to participate in that but then also to ensure the rights and the
values of those people is important, similarly in marketing research as well.
Since now the scenario is something that it’s getting bigger and bigger and
newer and newer techniques are coming in obviously it has to be much stricter.
Interviewer: I would like to ask you actually if you could tell me in an hierarchical
order, starting from the most important constraints for you as a potential
respondent in participating in a specific study for marketing purposes. So what
would be the most important things that would stop you, prevent you from
participating in order? What would be the most important one and going to the
least important one? It doesn’t have to be 10, for example, I mean the ones that
come.
Participant: Getting information would be the most important one.
Interviewer: Lack of information then the first thing that would stop you from -Participant: Yes, lack of information and lack of open information and honest
information. It shouldn’t be like being told something or a part of it and then
when I go and participate I get to know about the whole scenario. It shouldn’t
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be like that so information and lack of information definitely. The second
thing will be liberty to leave. If I don’t have that, if there is a contract or
anything I definitely don’t want to participate in that one.
The third one, if the research design and the place where I have to participate is
not very comfortable, comfortable in the sense I don’t want to be a lavish thing
but the whole idea of it should be very comfortable and should be clear what
can be the after effects of that one.
Interviewer: So going back to the (Name of beverage company) case when you told
me that the place wasn’t that nice and it was quite dark and you felt a little bit
weird there, would you do it again?
Participant: No, I wouldn’t. I stayed there till the end because I was curious and I
wanted to see how they are doing it and what are the things in the questionnaire
and stuff. Again, given a chance I won't because I have found what I wanted.
As a general respondent, no.
Interviewer: If everything was okay, so the environment was nice, would you do it
again?
Participant: Yes.
Interviewer: So it’s about good practice so that you can retain your (inaudible).
Participant: Definitely.
Interviewer: I don’t know whether you have any other constraints to add?
Participant: If you can give me some hints can I tell you.
Interviewer: It can be anything. If I come now with a question as to what would be
those things that would make you say no?
Participant: I can’t think of anything else. There might be something but I can’t
think of it.
Interviewer: Again the same thing, I want you in order to give me the most
important things that would make you participate in a specific study. So
starting from the most important one and then -Participant: Again the same thing actually.
Interviewer: So about curiosity.
Participant: The information and curiosity and the research design. Again if the
research design is good and interesting I will definitely participate. Obviously
the information they are conveying is good then obviously I would and
sometimes I just do it because I feel sympathy for the researcher. If someone is
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standing somewhere and looking for people to reply and then I really feel
sympathy.
Interviewer: I can understand that.
Participant: Yes, that's one of the things as well.
Interviewer: Now going back to the scenarios, to what degree do you think those
dilemmas would stop you from taking part if you were in those respondents’
positions?
Participant: The first one I wouldn’t, I would be a little uncomfortable. I might be,
I might not be as well because I know what's going to be there and just my own
perceptions about the whole research. In the second one I might because you
never know. You don’t know how much you are opening up yourself at the
start and how much it is demanding. It can be said that, okay, you have to
write it every day and then when you start doing it then you can actually
(inaudible) how much you are actually expected to do in that way, definitely.
The second one is much more uncomfortable for me.
Interviewer: So what do you the people in the scenarios eventually did? For
example, why do you think Bob decided not to go for it and then you have
Anna who is actually going but she doesn’t know what -- she is in an
uncomfortable position as well.
Participant: Maybe it’s the same thing with regard to what's happening with Bob
and he participated for the first time and he might have experienced the same
thing. He didn’t want to go through the whole thing again and that’s how he
decided not to go for it. There are possibilities again then if Anna will keep
feeling the same stress and stress of not leaving because of the embarrassment
and so on. Then it’s possible that once she would get a chance of not
participating she won't. So possibly next time she won't start.
Interviewer: What about the second scenario?
Participant: I guess John will leave, it looks like because he was feeling very, very
uncomfortable. He's feeling very uncomfortable and he has in her mind a
struggle between how honest he can be and how open he can be. If a person
who is thinking, okay, I'm not going to say this then it’s a completely different
thing because that person is much more straight and decided what to do. Now
they just (inaudible) obviously it might lead to something else.
Interviewer: I have a couple of questions which are more like propositions. So from
a respondent’s point of view if you were asked to addressed those dilemmas
described and the ethical issues raised actually in the two scenarios what would
you propose?
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Participant: To contrast these two issues?
Interviewer: Yes, contrast those issues.
Participant: In this one it can be -- well, they would have arranged a meeting
between Bob and Anna or maybe someone who has successfully finished and
again coming up, so that Anna was fully informed about what can be the
mental state to do that. Both scenarios, like Bob who's is not ready participate:
why is he not ready to participate and the other one who is again ready to
participate, so what's going on? Again, if Anna is not feeling comfortable and
she asks that she don’t want anyone else to be present, she don’t want anyone
else to be observing her in that way, so it can be arranged.
So a scenario where she has actually seen other people looking directly inside
her brain in her presence would have maybe prevented in that way. Because
her (inaudible) idea basically to open up her mind to someone else and
specifically not the mind just the brainwaves. She is just assuming that people
decode it because I don’t think anyone can decode the brainwaves, that’s what
you are thinking in that way. So all this information if it is clear.
Second thing, she would have been given a very fair and clear indication that
she can leave any time and there is nothing in it because she's feeling
embarrassed to leave it. Then obviously she should have given a proper
environment which she says that you can leave and there's nothing wrong in it.
So that might dilute her (inaudible) and dilute her anxiousness as well.
Similarly in the second one, if John would have met George before she would
have made his decision in a much more informed way. Then he would have
known what is expected and what is not and in that detail George would have
explained what are the things you can actually go through, and then it would
have been a more informed decision rather than just going into other than
curiosity. Again, the liberty of leaving at midway and denying of (somebody)
anything would be there. It’s like even if I can go ahead with the whole
research but I'm not happy and I'm not comfortable in submitting the whole
journal. I can submit you this chunk and this chunk and this chunk. So this
(inaudible) if that was there then she would have been more comfortable.
Interviewer: Now from a respondent’s point of view, I mean what you said was
mainly what the researchers to do to prevent those. From a respondent’s point
of view what do you think are those things that you would propose actually for
the respondents to protect themselves, in order not to be in positions like that?
Participant: Ask questions. If you think that there is some doubt don’t just rely on
the person that he or she is giving you every information, ask questions. Ask
those because you are the one who is going to be inside that first scenario not
anyone else. So rather than feeling embarrassed it’s your right to leave it. You
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have to be aware of that thing, that there is nothing wrong in leaving in
between.
Interviewer: From a respondent’s point of view, what do you think is the importance
of good marketing research? Why is it important to have good practice in
marketing research for the respondent?
Participant: Because the respondent is actually the most volatile person inside the
whole scenario. That person is actually opening himself or herself to give
researchers some ideas about something which is a proposed issue, so it’s
important. It’s very, very important to ensure the confidence of the respondent
and also to make the respondent comfortable, and also to get proper answers
because if the respondent is a little stressed or the respondent is not feeling that
comfortable and open obviously the answers are not going to come right. So if
you really want to know it’s really important for the respondent to feel
comfortable.
Interviewer: Now the other thing that I would like to ask, it’s one of the last things
actually, is what do you consider is acceptable in research for marketing and
what would you consider as unacceptable?
Participant: Pressure definitely unacceptable, pressure of any kind. Openness,
liberty, definitely acceptable. Information, as much as one should give and as
much as one deserves, acceptable. Free gifts acceptable. Sharing of results
acceptable because then if a respondent is curious about what's happening next
that person should have access to know what's happening next that way. Any
kind of uncomfortable (moment) or (unconferred) is not acceptable at all.
Interviewer: What is ethical and what is unethical for you in marketing research?
Participant: I think any kind of scenario or any kind of environment which makes
me feel pressurised is completely unethical. Lack of information is unethical,
hiding of information is unethical because if they give me all the information
on one (inaudible) but you are clever enough to hide something, or maybe
articulate some things in such a way that I cannot acknowledge at that point but
I’d realise it later on. So those sort of things are unacceptable, completely
unethical because that makes me feel cheated later on or maybe under stress
and uncomfortable later on so that shouldn’t be the case, completely unethical.
Interviewer: This is the last question that I have for you. If I ask you actually
overall what is ethics for marketing research what would you tell me in a
couple of sentences or in one sentence?
Participant: It’s really difficult actual because -Interviewer: It is, it’s a very broad question.
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Participant: Yes, ethics in itself is a very undefined and you cannot define it. For
me it’s doing the right thing but the right is different for different people that’s
why it’s differing and difficult. But, as I said, for marketing research because
the impact of that research is very right, very deep, so it’s very, very important
to do the right thing.
Interviewer: But for you I mean ethical marketing research is about doing the right
thing?
Participant: Yes, it’s always the right thing and if it is right then the means and the
ends both will be right, and if it is something fishy in it and there's something
obviously then it’s not going to be right.
Interviewer: Okay, thank you very much. I mean this was everything. I don’t know
whether you would like to add anything or ask me anything?
Participant: I'm okay, yes.
[End of file]
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Appendix 10: Original research proposal for Ethics Approval

Project Proposal
Researcher: Iva Bimpli
Project Title: Conceptualising ethical decision-making in marketing research from

multiple-stakeholder perspectives – A holistic approach

Background and Rationale for the Research

Within the marketing discipline, marketing research remains an under-researched
field (Malhotra & Miller, 1998) regarding decision-making when ethical issues arise.
Nowadays a need for research in ethical decision-making in marketing research
becomes even more evident since marketing research is becoming even more
ethically sensitive due to influences from other disciplines, while it is a fact that the
ethically sensitive nature of marketing is tightly linked to the ethical issues in
marketing research that are associated with the stakeholders involved in or affected
by marketing practices (Lund, 2001).
In the scholarly literature, ethical decision-making in marketing is heavily based on
findings of empirical studies that examined marketing practitioners, while groups
such as marketing researchers and especially research respondents are the most
under-researched groups. Moreover, the ethical decision-making models developed
in the marketing context take a business perspective only (Malhotra & Miller, 1998,
Malhotra, 2011).While this is applicable within the business environment, it does not
capture how the business and all its functions (e.g. marketing) interact with its
external environment. Therefore, ethical decision-making in marketing research
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should be considered as a multiple-stakeholders-centric, rather than a businesscentric (Malhotra & Birks, 2007).

The current study focuses on understanding and explaining decisions made by
different stakeholders in marketing research when ethical issues become apparent.
Therefore, the current study aims to holistically conceptualise ethical decisionmaking in marketing research from multiple-stakeholder perspectives. To clarify that
the term ‘ethical decision-making’ refers, in the current study, to the decisions made
when ethical issues arise, not to making moral decisions. For this purpose the factors
that influence marketing researchers and research participants to decide about
marketing research methods that generate ethical issues are explored. Moreover, the
current study is not concerned with the prediction of behaviours (likewise descriptive
ethical decision-making models and models of behaviour). Rather than that, this
study aims to explain the influences on decisions regarding contemporary marketing
research methods in an attempt to develop a model of ethical decision-making in
marketing research. In order to do so this study attempts to provide an answer to the
following research questions:
Research Question 1: How does a MR researcher make a decision on whether to
adopt, or not, a particular technique that raises ethical dilemmas/issues?
Research Question 2: How is the MR researcher’s EDM process conceptualised
when influenced by other moral agents, such as the MR respondents?
Research Question 3: What other factors influence, and in what way, the MR
researcher’s behavioural intention whether to adopt a particular techniques that
raises ethical dilemmas/issues?
Linked to the above questions are the following research objectives of this study.
These are:
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Objective 1: To develop a theoretical understanding of MR researchers’ decisionmaking process in an ethical context.
Objective 2: To investigate the social implications (i.e. as reflected by the
considerations of the MR respondents) of MR researchers’ decisions in ethical
situations.
Objective 3: To investigate individual, situational and contextual factors that
influence the formulation of decisions made in ethical matters in marketing
research.

Methodology

This project will involve qualitative interviews with two groups of salient
stakeholders involved in marketing research; these are marketing researchers and
marketing research respondents. Therefore, both the “active” and the “passive”
primary stakeholders in marketing research are included in the conceptualization of
ethical decision-making in marketing research. For each group 10-15 interviews will
be conducted, of a total of 20-30 interviews. The actual number will be finalised
based on the quality of the data gathered during the interviews, for this reason the
two populations will be sampled to saturation.
Moreover, the current study deals with a sensitive topic (i.e. ethics), therefore
projective techniques (indirect questioning) will be used to minimise ‘socially
desirable responding’. The usage of indirect questioning will also help the
respondents of the current study to feel less distressed or emotionally challenged by
the research process.
Furthermore, the interviews will be based on scenarios developed by the researcher
and provided to the participants. For each group of participants, slightly different
scenarios are developed. In the case of the marketing researchers, two scenarios
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describing contemporary, but ethically contentious marketing research techniques
(neuromarketing and autoethnography) are given prior to the interview questions.
These scenarios will include two ethical issues that exist in marketing research and
two ethical issues that appeared due to the interdisciplinary nature of these
techniques. In the case of the marketing respondents, another pair of scenarios is
developed. This second pair of scenarios describes the same marketing research
techniques and the same ethical issues, but the language used is simpler, thus less
sophisticated professional terminology is used. Therefore, the respondents can get a
better understanding of the situation, and hence confusion and misinterpretation will
be avoided.
Recruitment

The participants will be recruited using purposive sampling. The researcher will
recruit two types of participants: 1) active marketing researchers from a variety of
companies, from different sectors, in the UK who are engaged in research for
marketing, 2) individuals who have acted as respondents in research for marketing
(this includes filling out questionnaires and participating in interviews/focus groups
or other market research methods). Both groups will be recruited from a list of
contacts of the researcher. Moreover, the researcher will check with them their initial
willingness to help with the research and then those who will express such interest
will be informed by the researcher of the interview details.
Guidance for the In-Depth Interview Questions

As this is a qualitative study, the data collected will be very rich. The interviews will
aim to gain an insight and an in-depth understanding of different marketing research
stakeholders’ decision-making when ethical issues appear. Therefore, the diversity
and the subjectivity of the participants will be offered for a rich analysis. Moreover,
the interviews are semi-structured and divided into two parts. The first part is themed
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based on the conceptual framework that resulted from the gaps and the findings in the
literature. The second part utilises dialectic inquiry, therefore in the second part of the
interview the first group of interviewees (marketing respondents) will be asked to
develop a plan (proposal) to make the examined contemporary marketing research
techniques ethically friendly to the stakeholders involved or affected by. This will be
followed by a short list of key assumptions underlying this plan. Similarly, the
counter-proposal group (marketing researchers) will develop their own plans based
on their key assumptions. The examination of different stakeholders with competing
interests or motivations through dialectic inquiry techniques will lead to a final
framework that reflects the synthesis of these competing/conflicting viewpoints
(Cosier, 1981). This will promote ethical strategic decision-making in marketing
research. Furthermore, all the information provided will be handled as highly
confidential, in strict anonymity. Finally, the interviews will be analysed using
thematic analysis.
Confidentiality of responses

As previously mentioned all information provided by the participants of this study
will be considered as highly confidential and handled in strict anonymity. This will
protect both the participants and the companies in which they work for or the
companies in which they act as respondents.
Dissemination

The findings will be used in a PhD thesis and may be also in further publication but
anonymity will be preserved.
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Appendix 11: MR researchers’ identified factors with example
quotes from the interview transcripts
Themes

Subject

Example

Marketing
researcher’s
moral identity - Their
research ideology

#10

“I am traditionalist when it comes to methods” and
“not so keen on new ones” when could not “see the
benefit straight off”

The perceptions towards
unknown
consequences
and
their
moral
imagination

#6

“When things are new and the consequences unknown
there is heat and possible conflicts”

#5

“As soon as we heard enough of that we felt more
comfortable that actually that's a good thing to do or
an appropriate thing to do”.

The level of experience

#8

“It’s just not an issue at all…the neurophysiologists do
this stuff dozens of times every single day… but if
you’re not used to doing it, it could be quite
uncomfortable”

Informational
social
influences – The Passive
and the Active Salient
Referent Groups

#7

“I would ring the MRS to check with them if this is
okay”

Risk
perceptions
tolerance

and

#6

#4

“A good marketing research practice is one which
adheres to the objectives of its client sponsors….which
does the right thing by its respondents and treats them
with respect and gives them absolute clarity about
what they're engaged in…..rather than in any way
misleading them or abusing their trust”.

#5

“I would follow the codes of conduct of the MRS,
because they know better”.
“I'd also want to speak to other organisations that had
used this method to see if they actually got anything out
of it before I committed to being associated with it”

Commercial
considerations – Industry
type and competitiveness

#8

“If you are a brand leader part of your competitive
advantage can be derived from utilising techniques
ahead of your opponents if they give you a better
understanding and insight”, and new techniques “are
used by companies as a competitive advantage”

Methodological
considerations – Methods
characteristics
and
resources

#9

“If a method is not fully evidenced of getting to the real
truth, then this is an issue especially for those who
utilise and apply the findings”

#2

“Diary method has been for a long time around, and
this (autoethnography) is a form of a diary method, so
it is more straightforward to me, it generates less
ethical issues than the other one (neuromarketing)”

#1

“Scenario two (autoethnography)has been for longer
time around, so in that respect I might feel less
uncomfortable with it”
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Appendix 12: MR respondents’ identified factors with example
quotes from the interview transcripts
Themes
Marketing
respondents’
character
individualism
preference
utilitarianism

Subject
#1
moral
–
and

Uncertainty and risks

#4
#4

#6

Self perceptions – The
social and the private
self

#10

#2

Past
experience
–
Prototype and personal
past experiences

#8

#1

#6
Hindering factors –
Research Timeframe,
setting
and
commitment required

#5

#3

Example
“I do have a strong sense of ethicality..., but you sometimes
need to defend your piece, if you like, in terms of defending
your ability to live your life as you feel”
“I don’t see any direct benefit to me in engaging in this
research”
“So the first one the health worries a bit because I'm not
certain unless I've really been informed about what the
consequences of this brain scan is.”
“The brain scan, it kind of makes you worry about the
future: will I have some chip implanted in my brain or
somewhere and scanning things. It’s kind of a sci-fi
scenario”
“I won’t want to be seen as the weird one by the
researchers conducting the research, so I would keep
quiet”.
“Our civilisation is built under a few principles that we all
must respect, and being ethical for me is anything that falls
within those principles, I consider myself very sensitive on
this”
“After participating it this R. [beverage company]
experiment I wouldn’t do it again, I felt bored and
manipulated”
“I've experienced once in my life when I was about 16, 17, a
situation where I felt unable to withdraw from something
because it had gone on. After that experience I think I vowed
never to put myself in that situation again and I'll tell you
what it was. I did, I felt abused, I really did feel like -- I felt
quite kind of sordid afterwards and I thought that is never
happening to me ever again.”
“Since my adolescence I have been scared of small places,
so getting through the brain scan, I wouldn’t do it…this is
getting too far… I am claustrophobic”!
“If it’s taking much of my time without the appropriate
incentive, then no thanks, the research might not be
appropriate for me”.
“When I'm asked to consent to research that is going to
increase the profits of a company then I'm not interested at
all…you have to be informed of the purpose of the
research”.
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