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Chapter 4
Facts and Challenges Regarding Grounded 
Theory, the ICF and Ethical Issues

Abstract Regarding methodology and methods, grounded theory becomes the 
major tool. Thereby, Kathy Charmaz is the leading scholar I am referring to. As 
grounded theory is discussed on a very broad basis in the scientific community, also 
critical voices are included. However, it becomes clear that I am following the con-
structivist tradition and I am basing my research on these epistemological grounds. 
The interpretive character of the research method is also highlighted.

As a second aspect, I am describing and discussing the International Classification 
of Functioning, Disability and Health – Child and Youth Version (ICF-CY) in detail. 
The ICF-CY is presented, as it has been used as a research tool in the beginning of 
the study. At the same time, the classification is critically examined. This gives me 
the chance to introduce critical voices and open up the discussion referring to points 
that are relevant for the study (special emphasis is put on the environmental factors 
of the classification).

Finally, this qualitative study is based on interviews (children with disabilities, 
parents, teachers, experts). Thus, individual as well as focus group interviews were 
the main sources of information. This is the reason why the last part of this chapter 
is dealing with ethical concerns.

 Grounded Theory

Attempts to close the gap between theory and research have concentrated principally on the 
improvement of methods for testing theory, and sociologists, as well as other social and 
behavioural scientists, have been quite successful in that endeavour. Attempts to close the 
gap from the ‘theory side’ have not been nearly so successful. In fact, ‘grand theory’ is still 
so influential and prevalent that for many researchers it is synonymous with ‘theory’ – and 
so they think of ‘theory’ as having little relevance to their research. (Glaser and Strauss 
1967/2008, vii)

Glaser and Strauss wrote “The Discovery of Grounded Theory” in an effort to 
change this perspective of theory, which is not directly connected to research, to a 
theory that is directly related to research. “The Discovery of Grounded Theory 
(1967) provided a powerful argument that legitimized qualitative research as a cred-
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ible methodological approach in its own right rather than simply as a precursor for 
developing quantitative instruments” (Charmaz 2006, 6).

Grounded theory is often referred to as a methodology as well as a method. The 
correct use of terms would be to distinguish between grounded theory and grounded 
theory method. In this way, grounded theory methods are used to develop grounded 
theory (Bryant and Charmaz 2007). “As a heuristic device, it may be helpful to view 
objectivist and grounded theory as located on two ends of a continuum. […]. Using 
grounded theory is a process; the method itself is in process. Its fluidity and flexibil-
ity inhere in the method itself” (Charmaz 2009, 137). In the book at hand, grounded 
theory is referred to as the underlying methodology as well as a method to develop 
a theory.

The development of grounded theory is described in the Sage Dictionary of 
Social Research Methods as follows:

Grounded theory is an approach to research that was developed in response to concerns 
over the predominance of quantitative methods in social sciences and the tendency for 
research to be undertaken to test existing grand theories. Glaser and Strauss (1967: p. vii 
cited in Harding 2006, 131) perceived that there was an ‘embarrassing gap between theory 
and empirical research’. They proposed instead an inductive process in which theory is built 
and modified from the data collected. (Harding 2006, 131)

This statement reveals the efforts that have to be made for developing new theo-
ries inductively by using qualitative methods. Equally, by using grounded theory for 
answering the research question, the structure of this book will lead through the 
steps taken to develop a theory. Consequently, this book can also be seen as a small 
contribution to the discussion about possibilities of theory generation in general 
(Lamnek 2005, 101).

To illustrate the importance of new generations of theories, Glaser and Strauss 
describe in the preface of their first book “Awareness of dying” (1965) what they 
concentrated on in their research:

If increasingly Americans are dying within medical establishments, surrounded more by 
nurses and physicians than by kinsmen, then how do these representatives of the wider 
society manage themselves and their patients while the latter are dying? How is the hospi-
tal’s organization capitalized upon in this process? What forms of social action, transitory 
or more permanent, arise while handling the dying of people? What are the social conse-
quences for the hospital and its staff, as well as for the patients and their families? (Glaser 
and Strauss 1965, viii)

Developing a theory regarding this issue was of great importance to the research-
ers. The attempt to develop theories on social processes and developments in today’s 
world is challenging. Yet, it can lead to insights that are useful for the future because 
they make processes transparent. Hence, conflicts and problems might be more eas-
ily identified, approached, and eventually solved.

With the child with disability at the centre of my investigation, grounded theory 
helped to focus on the processes and activities that take place in his/her surround-
ings and that affect the child’s situation in his/her educational environment. 
Furthermore, I could place emphasis on reactions, feelings, perceptions and behav-
iour of the people in the immediate surroundings. Such possibilities lead to a com-
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pact set of data that can be combined and compared and finally lead to statements 
that enable outsiders to understand actions, reactions, behavioural patterns, etc. 
Those statements are supported by the experiences of a bigger group of people from 
various perspectives.

As grounded theory does not provide a theory at the beginning of a research 
process in the sense of offering a theoretical background, this research won’t fulfil 
expectations of deductively proving existing theoretical assumptions, perspectives 
and points of view.

At the beginning of a research, researchers should approach the field of interest 
without biases, without predefined categories or hypotheses. However, it cannot be 
avoided that every researcher has background knowledge and experiences (Lamnek 
2005, 106).

Furthermore, the area of field research should be one where not much research 
can be found yet because “Not much can be gained from energy expended to inves-
tigate issues that have already been explored extensively” (Birks and Mills 2011, 
17). Therefore “[a]ll researchers should be able to demonstrate that their proposed 
study will generate knowledge that is relevant and significant” (Birks and Mills 
2011, 17).

Birks and Mills mention three points that indicate that grounded theory is the 
best approach to working on a research project:

 – Little is known about the area of study.
 – The generation of theory with explanatory power is a desired outcome.
 –  An inherent process is imbedded in the research situation that is likely to be explicated 

by grounded theory methods. (Birks and Mills 2011, 16)

In other words, “new knowledge in the form of theory” will be the output of the 
research (Birks and Mills 2011, 16). The intention of the research at hand was to 
develop a theory from the information that was provided by the research partici-
pants and my own experiences and observations. In fact, little is known about fac-
tors that influence participation and activity of children with disabilities in 
educational environments in Addis Ababa. Last but not least, by looking at children 
with disabilities in primary schools, there are processes of developing relationships, 
inclusion, exclusion, dynamics between different actors (children, parents, teach-
ers), etc. to be studied. The resulting categories that will lead to a final theory reveal 
a certain pattern. According to Glaser this pattern reflects the concept that has been 
studied (2010).

Yet, this is not to be misunderstood as a simple description of a process. Moving 
“analytical processes beyond simple description through exploration” (Birks and 
Mills 2011, 18) will lead to new insights into the issue of education for children 
with disabilities in a so-called developing country or country of the majority world.

Grounded Theory
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 Some More Insight into the Structures of the ICF

In the field of special education, the approach to classification is extremely important 
because it reveals a great deal about dominant discourses and the underlying relationships 
of knowledge and power. From a social policy perspective, Kirp (1982) and others have 
noted that the way in which a social problem is described says a great deal about how it will 
be resolved. (Florian et al. 2006, 37)

The view of disability in the ICF and ICF-CY as a product of impairments of 
physical and mental structures and functions, activity limitations and participation 
restrictions in combination with environmental and personal factors seems promis-
ing for further developments within the research field of special needs education 
and inclusion. Unfortunately, the relation between the discourse on ICF/ICF-CY 
and the topical inclusive education is not very strong. However, the classification 
can be understood as a means that can be used in scientific as well as practice- 
relevant areas of special needs and inclusive education. Yet, Manser (2005) states 
that the ICF is neither meant to provide an additional instrument for analyses or 
observations nor does it offer a theory for inclusive or special needs education. 
Instead he describes the ICF as a technology that can be used to make the functional 
health of every person visible. Furthermore, he claims that the ICF has to be under-
stood as a resource that can have different functions in different contexts (Manser 
2005). Considering the ICF as a tool for multiple purposes, it can serve various 
approaches within special needs and inclusive education.

The ICF is split into two parts, each of which consists of further components. 
Part one deals with functioning and disability and includes body functions/body 
structures, activity and participation. The second part deals with context factors. 
This part comprises environmental factors and personal factors. The latter are not 
defined in detail in the classification (WHO and DIMDI 2005, 16). The different 
components of the classification stand in mutual dynamic relations that can influ-
ence the activity and participation of a person. Functioning and disability are thus 
constituted by the components body functions/body structures, activity and partici-
pation. Simultaneously, environmental and personal factors describe contextual 
aspects. In other words, functioning and disability are influenced by external envi-
ronmental factors and internal personal factors. The environmental factors refer to 
two different levels: one concerning the individual (domestic area, school, work-
place, social contacts) and one concerning society (structures and systems of the 
community) (WHO 2001, 2007). They influence all components of functioning and 
disability; they are arranged in the order of intensity of the relation between people 
and their environments, ranging from immediate to general environment 
(Hollenweger 2008; WHO 2001, 2007). In this research, Bronfenbrenner’s bioeco-
logical model serves as a basis for describing and measuring the interplay between 
environment and human development at different stages. Environmental interac-
tions may incorporate micro-, meso- and/or macro-systems in the course of an indi-
vidual’s lifespan (Bronfenbrenner 1980, 1999). This is integrated in the resulting 
models of this research. According to Simeonsson et  al. (2008), environment as 
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defined by Bronfenbrenner plays a key role in identifying possible supportive mea-
sures for children and adults. These might lead to enhanced participation within the 
school environment. According to the authors, an assessment of requirements within 
the school environment can contribute to an overall picture when using the coding 
system of the ICF/ICF-CY (see also Hollenweger 2008). Generally speaking, rela-
tions exist between all of these conceptual aspects. Hence, activity and participation 
can be supported or limited by the contextual factors (Table 4.1).

Hollenweger states that this approach opens new perspectives for special needs 
and inclusive education. She highlights that by using the ICF, foundations for new 
hypotheses and research questions have been established and dynamics between 
biological, psychological and social aspects of disability can be considered (2006, 
51).

The ICF seems to provide a variety of possibilities to see disability in a context 
that includes environmental influences. Nevertheless, it can’t be forgotten that there 
are still aspects within the classification that are not resolved satisfactorily. The 
chapter on environmental factors, for example, is relatively short compared to the 
other chapters and in need of further expansion. However, the awareness of the fact 
that the environment plays a decisive role regarding the construction of disability is 
of major importance. It has changed the interpretation of the questions of integra-
tion and inclusion fundamentally. Interventions can start by looking at the environ-
ment of a person with a disability rather than by looking at the person himself/
herself first. Disability is not understood as a characteristic of a person but as the 
result of the interaction between a person and the environment (Schneidert et al. 
2003, 588).

Conducting research in different cultural environments is very challenging as the 
various backgrounds have a tremendous influence on constructions of disability. 
Thus the question remains if disability can be approached systematically on a global 
level and hence if the ICF can really be applied on an international and intercultural 
level (Chapireau 2005; Schiemer 2010).

Table 4.1 ICF (WHO 2001)

Some More Insight into the Structures of the ICF
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The ICF was used as a language for this research, although with constant aware-
ness and reflection about possible insufficiencies regarding the culture and society 
studied. Therefore, the meanings of terms and phenomena have to be handled with 
utmost attention. The WHO states that the classification has to be seen in constant 
processes of development and that only research applying the instrument can even-
tually show its usability worldwide (Üstün et al. 2001; WHO 2001). The book at 
hand can be understood as a small contribution to this process as the ICF-CY has 
been used as a language and help for orientation to develop first research instru-
ments for doing research in a foreign culture. In other words, the ICF-CY and the 
environmental factors of the classification have to be explored as a framework for 
this research in order to make the initial approach to the topic transparent.

Furthermore, the ICF-CY served as a framework for all three countries in the 
larger project. The chapter on environmental factors was used for developing guided 
interview guidelines and a questionnaire for the first phase of the field research. This 
indicates that the three-country project had been developed by using a mixed- 
method approach. However, in the book at hand, I only applied qualitative methods. 
Yet, it is important to mention that a quantitative questionnaire was used for further 
studies, as it led to special situations in the field like spontaneous group discussions 
that were very fruitful for the qualitative research.

The ICF-CY provides five chapters regarding the environment:

 1. Products and technology
 2. Natural environment and human-made changes to environment
 3. Support and relationships
 4. Attitudes
 5. Services, systems and policies (WHO 2007)

These chapters constituted the first basis for developing research instruments for 
the first of three phases of the field research. In the part on activities and participa-
tion, Chap. 8 of the ICF-CY is on “major life areas”. Education is defined as one of 
these major areas. Code d820 indicates that education should include:

Gaining admission to school, education, engaging in all school-related responsibilities and 
privileges; learning the course material, subjects and other curriculum requirements in a 
primary or secondary education program, including attending school regularly; working 
cooperatively with other students, taking direction from teachers, organizing, studying and 
competing assigned tasks and projects, and advancing to other stages of education. (WHO 
2007, 180)

However, in relation to educational areas and in combination with the participa-
tion of children, these points are defined quite vaguely (Biewer 2009a), making it 
necessary to elaborate an extension of the specific area of education and participa-
tion. Therefore, the study at hand goes beyond the use of the ICF-CY.

Against the background of the already mentioned discussions regarding interna-
tional and intercultural concepts of disability, the ICF-CY has been used with reser-
vation, as stated before. On the one hand, the gap in the definition related to 
education and participation of children (Biewer 2009b) makes it incomplete. On the 
other hand, the development of an international classification for disability gener-
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ally poses certain challenges. One of the most important points in this context is the 
before-mentioned claim of international and intercultural applicability (Chapireau 
2005; Üstün et al. 2001). The cautious position regarding the use of the ICF-CY is 
hence also to be understood as a critical objection towards this claim. At least, there 
are recognised differences regarding the interpretation of the phenomenon “disabil-
ity” as such in different cultures (Ingstad and Whyte 1995) as well as cultural differ-
ences regarding the aspects that are involved in a definition of disability, as already 
indicated in the chapters above. Furthermore, even if similar aspects are involved, 
they might have different meanings and importance in different societies and hence 
have to be given respective weight or neglect. This is the reason why it is important 
to find out about the category or concept of disability and its meaning in a certain 
culture. Furthermore, it is important to consider which consequences certain per-
spectives and models of disabilities might imply before the system of the ICF-CY 
can be used. Such a procedure can indicate the usefulness or uselessness of applying 
parts of the classification in certain environments. For the research at hand, the envi-
ronmental factors in the ICF-CY provided me with an optimal starting point in 
regard to the initial research question. This makes clear that it is advisable and even 
necessary to use only the parts of the classification that make sense for the respec-
tive case.

However, especially the area of education represents a sensitive zone regarding 
classification and labelling. A problematic issue could develop unintentionally from 
an overidentification of children belonging to marginal groups. This again could 
lead to lower expectations towards this group and forward a system of separation 
(Florian et al. 2006, 37). Classifying children in the educational system in order to 
satisfy political demands and to have a basis for the request of resources is a danger-
ous proceeding. Such an approach can have consequences for the lives of children 
that cannot be foreseen. Furthermore, […] a universal system of classification or 
categorization in education does not exist. In practice, various approaches are used, 
and these may be based on different assumptions about human difference and dis-
ability (Florian et al. 2006, 37). This again underscores the caution that has to be 
taken when using classification systems in general and the ICF-CY in particular 
when working in the area of education. It also explains why the ICF-CY could only 
be used as a starting point and was not employed as general instrument throughout 
the research.

 An Example of the Limited Power of the ICF-CY

The use of the ICF-CY for developing the first research instruments was helpful as 
questions around thematic blocks could easily be created for interview guidelines 
and a pool of questions. It served as a functional basis to support me in covering the 
main aspects of educational environments for children with disabilities. At the end 
of the research, the question came up, how single aspects of “developing a sense of 
belonging” would be interpreted by the ICF-CY.

Some More Insight into the Structures of the ICF
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Considering the environmental factors of the ICF-CY, the codes that would prob-
ably be used for some of the main aspects of the results would be related to Chaps. 
4 and 5 of the classification: “relationships and support” and “attitudes”. Both of 
these chapters are not very extensive. The codes that are suggested to be used in 
these cases are equipped with a qualifier that indicates if the respective code is, e.g. 
no barrier or a complete facilitator for a person or situation, offering eight different 
nuances between the two poles of barrier and facilitator. Additionally there are “not 
specified” qualifiers (WHO 2007, 189f.). For example, the code “e310: Immediate 
family” could be coded as e310+3” meaning that the immediate family is a substan-
tial facilitator for the child. This makes clear what kind of information can and can-
not be communicated by using the ICF-CY in relation to environmental factors. It is 
not detailed or extensive information and can only be used in a very restricted way. 
Only being able to make statements about the intensity of family being a facilitator 
or barrier does not explain the reasons nor consequences of this fact and hence can 
only provide very limited information about the environment of a child. 
Consequently, the explanatory power about the special needs a child with a certain 
disability (or health condition, using the terminology of the ICF/ICF-CY) in his/her 
educational environment is also limited.

In short, there are problems in defining and providing for the significant numbers of dis-
abled children and youth many of whom are excluded from educational opportunities for 
primary and secondary schooling. The usefulness of categorical classifications of disability 
is being questioned in terms of their cost-effectiveness and their ability to identify needed 
services. Environmental factors play a significant role in disabling the vast majority of 
students. (Peters 2007, 120)

Regarding inclusive education, the ICF-CY is still not a language that can be 
internationally applied satisfactorily. Even though some scholars suggest that the 
classification can be used to provide people with an overall picture about certain 
requirements within a school environment (Hollenweger 2008; Simeonsson et al. 
2008), restrictions become evident.

In this context it may be legitimate to ask in which ways the ICF can be relevant 
for the case of Ethiopia. It would be very revealing to learn which items are missing 
to be able to include all important functionings of a child who wants to participate 
and be involved in his/her community life in Ethiopia. The ICF was invented to offer 
a language for describing the functioning of a person. This language should serve 
for enabling scientists and other experts to exchange and use information on an 
interdisciplinary level. The challenge at this point is that a language has to be learnt 
before it can be used, which already poses serious problems, as projects involving 
the ICF in Italy can tell (De Polo et al. 2009).

It is indeed difficult to determine the relevance of the ICF in Ethiopia, as I 
couldn’t find published, or otherwise accessible, examples of its use. This brings us 
back to the study of Üstün et al. (2001), who stated that the ICF can be used inter-
culturally. However, I doubt that we always should use it. Is using the ICF really 
suitable for any cultural context? Isn’t it possible that using such a classification 
undermines values in certain cultures and leaves black spots on important issues? 
For example, the chapter on environmental factors in the ICF is not as extensive as 
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other chapters. In the case of the study at hand, in which the environment of family 
and community plays such an important role, it might just not cover enough aspects. 
Moreover, existing structures may be far better for enabling all people of a com-
munity to participate in an inclusive way.

My conclusion so far is that from an outside perspective, using the ICF may be 
helpful (for doing research or collecting data for estimating needs…). But inside an 
Ethiopian community itself, the ICF may exhibit many inadequacies and restric-
tions, thus failing to lead to the expected results. As a supporting tool, the capability 
approach could be a possibility to get closer to the real needs of the people.

 Ethical Concerns

In recent years, a greater focus on cross-cultural research and on research undertaken by 
multidisciplinary national teams has raised significant challenges with regard to how edu-
cational research is conceptualised, conducted and disseminated in an ethical manner. 
(Robinson-Pant and Singal 2013, 417)

Issues that are usually discussed in research literature on ethics are aspects of 
consent, confidentiality, ownership and power relations. We should be aware also in 
the context of the ICF that certain power relations develop by simply using pre-
defined codes to describe certain environments of a person (insufficiently, as 
described above). It seems that aspects of the power relation which develops 
between the researcher and interviewees mark the starting point of ethical consider-
ations in research in general (Marshall and Batten 2004; Powell 2011). Since these 
points are crucial for the research at hand, this chapter aims at addressing major 
aspects that are perceived as important regarding ethical implications for this book; 
these are children, vulnerable groups, informed consent, cultural differences and 
power relations.

Many of the people involved in the study at hand did not have concepts of sci-
ence or research and might not know about their rights to refuse an interview or 
withdraw their consent. However, I always pointed out the possibility to withdraw 
the given consent. Especially interviews with children had to be conducted with 
utmost empathy but, above all, with their informed consent (Carter 2009; Eder and 
Fingerson 2003; Grob-Paeprer and Podlesch 2000; Roberts 2008). This required 
explaining clearly what the purpose of the study, the possible impact, issues about 
anonymity, etc. were. In the research at hand, the informed consent to conducting 
interviews included consent on taking pictures and collecting any other material 
related to the children. In addition to the child’s consent, the consent of the parents 
or caretakers was collected before the child was interviewed. It is natural that chal-
lenges arise when trying to explain the research aims and possible consequences to 
the different groups. This leads to ethical concerns for the researcher. Lewis (2002) 
identifies six areas of concern regarding interviews with children. These are access 
and gatekeepers to reach the children, the children’s consent and assent for conduct-
ing the interview, confidentiality, anonymity and secrecy regarding the handling of 
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gathered information, recognition and feedback, ownership and social responsibil-
ity regarding the usage of the data (Lewis 2002, 110f). All of these areas are of 
major importance when interviewing children and have to be regarded accordingly. 
Discussions about ethics in research also involve the terminology of vulnerability 
and vulnerable groups. According to Solomon (2013), there are two groups of vul-
nerable research participants: the ones who are cognitively and the ones who are 
economically vulnerable. For this research it is especially the group of cognitively 
vulnerable participants, who are not able to decide deliberately if they want to par-
ticipate in the study or not. In this context, children can be defined as especially 
vulnerable, as their decisions might be influenced by adults. However, children 
should be given the possibility to speak for themselves if they wish to do so.

Children have historically been marginalized in research with proxies used as appropriate 
sources of information about children’s experiences, perceptions and understandings. In the 
context of research governance and ethical review, the default setting in many countries 
reflects a long history of framing children within a discourse of vulnerability and seeing 
research with (or on) children as inherently risky. This perspective inevitably positions 
researchers as ‘(potentially) dangerous’ and requires reviewers to adopt a (super-) cautious 
approach to any research proposal involving children’s participation. (Carter 2009, 858)

Even though some of the children showed that they decided for themselves by 
refraining from participating in this study, it can never be said if they really under-
stood the whole context.1 However, as Carter correctly indicates, “the discourse of 
child vulnerability competes with the discourse of child participation and involve-
ment” (2009, 858). In the case of this study, it would have been paradox not to 
involve children, as the whole research framework dealt with inclusion, participa-
tion and activity of children with disabilities. Therefore, it was of utmost impor-
tance to involve the children, listen carefully to their needs and messages and react 
accordingly. In doing so, it was indispensable to involve an Ethiopian researcher, 
who had experience in interviewing children and showed empathy throughout the 
interviews.2 There might be an additional concern about interviewing children with 
disabilities and in particular children with intellectual disabilities. A number of pub-
lications explore this issue (Aarons et al. 2004; Grob-Paeprer and Podlesch 2000; 
Lewis 2002, Odom et al. 2004).

As far as the parents are concerned, some – despite repeatedly explaining the 
opposite to them – continued to believe that I was sent by an NGO in order to sup-
port their child. This became clear during consecutive interviews in which they 
started to speak about support they expected from us. The parents therefore seemed 

1 Yet, this is also the case for any of the participants.
2 It has to be considered that by involving an Ethiopian researcher, cultural and societal values and 
norms that possibly restrict free speech of children might also be imported to the interview situation. 
This would be the case if children are not seen as capable or mature enough to speak for themselves. 
Even though this perception can be found in the Ethiopian culture, the research team tried to encour-
age the children to speak freely. On the other hand, a person with a Western background (skin color, 
language, behaviour etc.) might also influence the course of the interviews to a certain extent. 
Hence, having a local and a non-local researcher in the team can be considered as a good precondi-
tion for overcoming those challenges by including emic as well as etic perspectives.
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to belong to the group of the economically vulnerable, as they expected that support 
would be provided because of their participation. This shows that it can be very 
challenging to communicate research purposes and issues concerning the ongoing 
process of field research, etc. This was the case despite the fact that the research 
team included an Ethiopian researcher with an emic perspective. Aspects that have 
to be considered beyond informed consent while conducting research in different 
cultures are cultural and ethical differences.

The implication for researchers rests in not adhering to any universal ethic in designing and 
conducting research, while simultaneously attempting to respect the particular and contex-
tual ethical norms of a given social or ethnic group. Flexibility on the part of the researcher 
may be one way to deal with such cultural norm differences. (Marshall and Batten 2004)

This statement makes it clear that the field research was a balancing act for me, 
as I had to react flexibly to different situations. Correspondingly, the research activ-
ity was partially learning by doing, as many situations that arose could not be pre-
dicted, which made preparation difficult.

A last point that has to be mentioned regards the power relations which were 
mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. In this respect, it is important for me as 
a researcher to be aware of the power relations between me and the participants. 
Especially in the setting of this research study, where I am of European descent (but 
also female and without an obvious disability apart from reduced eyesight), it was 
essential to be aware of the impact and consequences that this circumstance might 
have on the interview situation in general and on the participants in particular. 
However, not only power relations on this level have to get attention. As the research 
was conducted with the participation of colleagues from Addis Ababa University, 
there were also dynamics that have to be taken into account on this level.

When those in privileged positions and in wealthier countries consider undertaking collab-
orative research with colleagues in developing countries it is necessary to understand both 
their own framework of thinking, and the implications of very different mind-sets and envi-
ronments in which research projects may be carried out in developing countries. (Benatar 
2002, 1132)

Thus, understanding new frameworks and ways of thinking was one of the most 
important tasks for me at the beginning as well as throughout the research project. 
In this regard it was helpful to work very closely with the Ethiopian team and espe-
cially with my research assistant. I highly valued considerations and advice from 
the Ethiopian side, and – when possible – I tried to adapt the research activities 
accordingly. This shows that it is very important to consider the cultural environ-
ment in which research is conducted. This environment might have ethical issues 
that are different to the ones that I might consider when coming from a minority 
world background. Therefore, this chapter is concluded with the following 
statement:

The ethical issues in the literature regarding research in the Majority world context clearly 
have significant ramifications for cross cultural research. Ethical issues have different reso-
nances in different world contexts, and research planned and undertaken in Majority world 
countries challenges assumptions underlying Minority world ethical guidelines. (Powell 
2011, 3)
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