Chapter 5 Gaining Access for the Insider-Researcher: Issues, Practices, Audiences, Ethics and Gratitude
Key points
In this chapter we look at the issues of negotiating access to the research site and people to be involved in the research process. We note that special groups may have more stringent moral and legal access requirements and you must satisfy yourself that you have complied fully with these requirements. This special consideration includes people in the care of others and/or who may be deemed unable voluntarily to agree to participate in any research. 

Gaining access to research participants may not seem particularly problematic. You simply ask those you want to participate to take part, don’t you? Well, no. There are many issues that range from politeness, through ethics, to legal requirements which must be considered in planning and gaining access. For instance, issues related to access vary between organizations and with the form of your position, in work based studies, and include the research methods to be used and the power relationship of the research’s sponsor to the community being studied. 
For the researcher to access the participants might seem a simple practical matter: simply asking the authority figure in charge of the workers ​– manager or director – and giving the reassurance of confidentiality to all participants, presenting a summary report to the individuals in authority and limiting disruption to work flows should be sufficient. However, this instrumental approach to access is fraught with problems for it ignores the nature of the community with which you are going to engage and how that engagement will be undertaken. Further, the individual in authority may not exist, or be readily identified, in communities developing as a result of social or geographical proximity or from a common vulnerability. These might be communities of children, those with learning disabilities or those experiencing social exclusion due to sex, ethnicity, age or physical disability.
The difficulty can be both logistical and epistemological, as this example illustrates.

	I felt that I would get more information about how managers think about this topic, what their belief systems are, and what they feel their skill level is by conducting a first-hand conversation with them versus having then independently complete an online survey.
Getting to all of their direct reports, on the other hand, would require a different approach due to the scope, the time that would take, and, most importantly, the sensitivity surrounding the confidentiality of their responses. Keeping in mind ‘fit for purpose’, I needed to make sure I would get as much participation as possible and as much honesty and candour. The environment was already pretty vulnerable following the impact of the credit crisis. Little did I know when I crafted this approach that there was ‘more to come’ in terms of how deeply the firm would be impacted by the acquisition of x.


Moreover, an organization is a dynamic and complex place and researchers, both insiders and outsiders, might be treated with suspicion and might not always be welcome, particularly if asking what may be perceived as sensitive and awkward questions about managerial actions. It may be sceptical about the role of outsider-researchers and so may not value academics both for what they can contribute and what their motives are. Studies have noted that organizations deny access because academics fail to provide answers about what, how, and why they will carry out a specific study and whether this study will be any value to the company and the managers themselves. However, access may also be problematic when, by becoming an insider-researcher, the context of one’s normal relations to the community as a practitioner/employee/manager is changed by virtue of taking on the role of researcher in one’s workplace.
The issue of gaining access to organizations is one of the many problems facing researchers aiming at in-depth, qualitative case study research, since considerable time is often spent on this task (Patton, 2002; Shenton and Hayter, 2004). This is compounded with pressure to use time effectively, and it may be harder to gain time for interviews than for the time for them to complete questionnaires; these are likely to be much easier for them to arrange than loosely structured interviews and observations, but may not be ideal from your research design perspective. Compromise will be called for, as discussed later.

If the research focuses on sensitive topics – redundancies, staff morale and change (mis-)management – it can be even more difficult to enter organizations, either your own or others’. To be successful, your methodology requires a deep understanding of entrenched phenomena which may be invasive and personal, and may deal with people or positions vulnerable to the outcome of your research. Your report may adversely affect their working environment and your research method may lead you to become absorbed in the issue for the community you join, changing your remit and leading to you ask yourself if you are still researching or are now advocating. 
These are some of the issues that, on first thought, might not occur to you as you determine how best to gain access to the community you are to study. This chapter will address the difficulties experienced in gaining access to research participants in order to develop evidence-based policy and practices. It is constructed in five sections. The first deals with issues surrounding the nature of community, especially the idea of a community of practice. The second section deals with gaining access and considers the best use of gatekeepers, stakeholders, snowballing and advertising, and the third discusses research design and methodologies. The fourth is a discussion on the ethics of care and includes the issues of dignity, respect, empathy, benevolence and trust, and how these might be especially important when the research community is made up of special audiences. These comprise not just your workplace colleagues, but those vulnerable communities of patients, children, the socially-disadvantaged and foreigners. Finally, the fifth section considers sharing knowledge and the researchers’ duty of gratitude when leaving the research site. The issues of access will be reviewed in relation to the methodologies used such as observational participation and in-depth interviews. 
What is a community?

What is a community? In general, a community has an identity which reflects itself and separates it from other communities. The nature and value of community networks has been called ‘social capital’ by social theorists such as Bourdieu and Putman, and this notion helps to emphasize the real value communities possess for their members. Putman (2001), in his important study into the alienating effects of modern social life in America, Bowling alone, discusses the notion of social capital as a feature of social organizations such as networks, norms and trusts which facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit. The dynamics of these interactions, even in small communities such as workplace groups, not only bring strength to the community but act as a barrier to new members joining on a permanent or temporary basis. A community’s main infrastructural strength comes from its: 
Tolerance – an openness to others; curiosity; perhaps even respect, a willingness to listen and learn, but cautious about integration.
Reciprocity – in the short run there is altruism; in the long run, self-interest.

Trust – the confident expectation that people, institutions and things will act in a consistent, honest and appropriate way (or more accurately, ‘trustworthiness’ or reliability) is essential if communities are to flourish. In the workplace, whether this is formal or not, the functions of this infrastructure have been identified by Wenger (1998) as communities of practice, and it is to them we now turn. 
Communities of practice

The features of communities – networks, norms, trust, reciprocity and tolerance – are all features of a derivative of the general study of community evident in ‘communities of practice’, which comprise the chief of those with which work based learners such as yourself will engage. The term ‘community of practice’ was coined relatively recently, but the phenomenon to which it refers to is age-old. The concept has proved to provide a useful perspective on knowing and learning. 
The term is most associated with Wenger (1998), who states that a community of practice is formed by workers engaging in a shared domain of activities. Such groups might be artists clustered into an artistic community, a group of engineers working on a similar problem, or a group of skilled and semi-skilled workers and novices in a garage. For instance, work with apprentices has shown that it is more complex than that they simply learn from journeymen and more advanced apprentices. Not always intentionally, more generally group members learn from each other about themselves, the skills required to do the job and how to achieve the corporate goal. 
There are three distinctive characteristics of a community of practice. These are domain (a shared competence that distinguishes members from others), community (the development of its social capital as discussed above) and practice. This third characteristic is perhaps the most investigated by work based researchers into the shared practices of that community. These are often embedded in specific equipment, experiences, stories, ways of addressing both each other (nicknames, for example) and outsiders. The bonding of the community that this repertoire of activities and entities creates may not be always be apparent to the members; indeed, the more it is absorbed, the more ‘natural’ is the behaviour and the more difficult it is for members to reflect and reveal them. 
As work based researchers, negotiating access to communities in whose practices you are interested and having them trust you beyond superficial functions and processes is as difficult, if not more, than gaining the actual permission to begin insider research. This type of access is called cognitive access, and is at the level of the individual. It requires more from the researcher personally, establishing credibility with participants which transcends the ascribed authority of the permission-granting gatekeeper. Such personal qualities of empathy, dignity and respect for others cannot be pretended, as members of communities of practice have knowledge of people they accept into their community (for research or other purposes) which is not simply propositional, but dispositional and embedded. To try and fake this or to speed it up can be counter-productive to the research aim.
Facilitating access 
The following example puts into practice the points we discuss in the following paragraph. 

	In addition to remaining as open as possible and challenging my assumptions I needed to ensure I had support for this project. My sponsor, the CEO of my organization, definitely supported the project. It was my peers and the remainder of the senior management team that I needed to convince. This called for me to be seen as a subject-matter ‘expert’ for this work. If an organization hires an external vendor for such a project, the consultant would be met with a degree of credibility and authority. In my case, I needed to be seen as the expert in this study and its grand champion. If I didn’t achieve either, than the research would not yield the desired change, but merely a report that might be seen as interesting, but would just gather dust once the initial discussions were completed. I was so aware of this when I did the initial presentation to my peers, my fellow senior vice presidents. I included so many quotes from the literature that I spent so much time proving I had deep knowledge of the subject matter, culture, that I missed the opportunity to connect all the pieces of the project for them. I recognized this and the next presentation to the remainder of the senior management team was much stronger and the context didn’t get overshadowed by my need to prove my knowledge. This area was enhanced greatly by completing the research methodology. This process forced me to put together a detailed outline of the process, resources and expectations, that I was able to answer questions with confidence and provide a thorough overview.
In addition to supporting the project, I needed to make sure this group was engaged. The outcome of the studies would serve as a foundation for coaching them on their behaviours as leaders. If I did not gain their interest and trust at the start, I would not have been able to move forward with the steps beyond the data analysis.



According to Okumus et al. (2007), there are three types of access. First, there is formal access, which refers to achieving an agreement between the organization and the researcher on specific terms of engagement. This can be contractual, as in a learning and research agreement, and will include what, when, and how empirical data are collected and what might be the return to the organization, for instance a report.
The second form of access, personal access, concerns getting to know the relevant executives, managers and individuals. 
The third involves fostering an individual rapport with participants and developing a good understanding and collaboration between managers and the researcher. These three forms approximate those refined by Gummesson (2000), who defines these three different access types as:

· Physical access, which means the ability to get close to the object of the study 
· Continued access, which refers to maintaining an ongoing physical access to the research setting, and 
· Mental access, which refers to being able to understand what is happening and why in the investigated settings.

More colloquially, we combine these and propose a four stage access model of ‘getting in’, ‘getting on’, ‘getting out’, and ‘getting back’. According to Robson (2002), this derivation is the model most often referred to in the methodology literature. For the ‘getting in’ stage, as a researcher you are expected to be clear about your objectives, and the time and resource requirements. It is advised that existing contacts are used, that respondents’ reservations about time and confidentiality are dealt with positively, that non-threatening language is used when explaining the nature and purpose of the study, and that a final executive report is offered. Once access has been gained, it becomes necessary to re-negotiate in a non-evaluative and non-partisan manner. Your personality, interpersonal skills, and particularly interviewing skills will play an important role at this stage. The best strategy for ‘getting out’ is agreeing on a deadline for the closure of the data collection process. It is also essential to manage the process of withdrawal to keep open the option of returning for further fieldwork.
	Checklist for negotiating access

1. Establish contact details for individuals from whom it is necessary to get permission.

2. Prepare an outline of the study.

3. Clear any necessary official channels by formally requesting permission to carry out the study. Permission may be needed at various ‘levels’.

4. Discuss the study with ‘gatekeepers’ (for instance, managers or head teacher). Go through the study outline (purpose and conditions, including consent and participation). Attempt to anticipate potential sensitive issues.

5. Discuss the study with likely participants. Go through the study outline with a group or with individuals, depending on circumstances.

Be prepared to modify the study in the light of these discussions (for example timing, treatment or sensitive issues).


Source: Robson (2002: 379)

Techniques for engaging with participants: Gatekeepers, snowballing and advertising
In effect, organizations are gatekeepers and it is important to understand the reasons why they will or will not open the gate. Here are some of the usual concerns:
· Information held is confidential 

· Promises have been implied or given, and 

· Enabling research takes up staff time and often requires space, like a desk for the researcher. 

An organization may recognize the power of acting as gatekeeper to a desirable set of research data or contact addresses. In particular, it may have its own research agenda or policy towards research and, to be accepted, any proposal from a researcher may have to fit into this context. The organization may wish to influence:

· the aims and structure of the project 

· the method 

· the precise location, and, possibly

· the report arising from the research. 

As a researcher, you need to be aware of these issues and be prepared to compromise on the first three. The final element, the actual representation of your research findings, is your ethical responsibility to yourself and to the participants and should not to be compromised. The main discussion on access to research subjects is discussed in Chapter 7.
For vulnerable groups such as children, patients and the socially under-privileged, or where the existing data is confidential, overcoming the first hurdle may require formal presentations, committee decisions and formal acceptance. Indeed, in many cases where human subjects are involved, you may need to satisfy policy and moral gatekeepers prior to the physical gatekeepers. These are most often evident as the ethical committees of the organizations to be investigated and of the universities on whose behalf the work is undertaken.
Once access is secured, you need to recruit participants. Recruitment may follow strict requirements determined by the precepts of the research’s design or, more likely, the majority of participants in a community of practice if your project is a case study. Voluntary participation must be assured and participants may not come forward on your request, despite the authority of the gatekeeper. Indeed, the power of the gatekeeper may adversely affect their willingness to engage deeply with the investigation. That said, gatekeepers who can identify willing participants are the best starting point in settings unfamiliar to you, such as in more anthropological studies.
Once you have worked with one or two members of the community and established your credentials, the network of the community can have a snowball effect. The participants themselves endorse the project and your role in it. This technique of word of mouth recruitment, provided it fits the research design or the compromises it involves are manageable, is the best way of gaining cognitive access; how participants become willing to help the research is worthy of its own investigation. 
You may find it effective to make people aware of the investigation when your study is more quantitative. Advertising for participants and ensuring their anonymity can provide sufficient numbers to permit the use of questionnaires within the rubric of a survey design.

Selecting research methods and implication for access
The epistemological claims you want to make from the research, the appropriateness of the methods to enable such claims, and the willingness of the community to subject itself to the methodologies, all influence the validity of the research itself. (Issues of power are discussed in Chapter 4.) Unless all parties are able to negotiate their position throughout the research process regarding shifts in power and purpose, the research gift may be inappropriately given and accepted, leading to ingratitude and reparation owed for harm to participants. Indeed, you have a moral imperative only to accept that which is reasonable for the research engagement, taking and using no more than the research remit requires. 
In many cases where the engagement of the researched is restricted to the completion of a simple, non-invasive attitudinal or behavioural questionnaire, offering a ‘Thank you’ is both good manners and, in many circumstances, a proportionately grateful response for the time spent and information given by the respondent. However, such a response cannot be generalized; if the questionnaire is, for example, about restructuring processes, working relations or assessment of personal contribution to corporate objectives in the work context, it requires more from the researched. Their responses may be influenced by the power relationships with the practitioner. Moreover, if the method of data collection is by interview, especially if unstructured, there is considerable potential for gleaning information that is costly to the researched and potentially valuable to you, yet beyond the remit of the project. In such circumstances, as a researcher you have a moral dilemma over the use of the gifted data. 
You might ensure that the gift as now offered is indeed intended, but the actual utility of this excessive gift may not be realized until the information is analyzed. In these circumstances, your duty of non-malfeasance and fidelity would direct you not to use the data in your research without prior confirmation that the information, as given, which led to the conclusions beyond the initial agreement with the researched, has permission to be used. This is especially important if any potential consequences for the organization might have a negative impact on the researched when revealed through your research.
Within the neo-liberal nature of work it seems plausible that the benefits and costs may be unequal and, as Bridges warns, anyone contributing to such research and expecting fair recompense ‘would be naïve to assume that such debts might be repaid’ (2001: 379). In these circumstances, both you and the participant should understand the nexus of power within the workplace and be familiar with the power dynamics that render the research engagement viable. However, the freedom to ascertain acceptability remains inequitable. It begs the question of how gratitude can be an adequate response to the structural power inequities that form the background to workplace research. Here, power is either overt, in the sense of the relationship between you, as the workplace researcher, and the participant, or covert, disguised by the choice of research methods or attempts to replace existing relationships with those of researcher and researched. Such ambiguity could create complexity and confusion which might distort the epistemological nature of the inquiry and impact the habitus of the working community. 
McLaughlin (2004) has described these situations as creating ‘issues of identity, power, status, language and communication’ (2004: 133) and these may be further compounded through the research methodology used and the claims and uses made of any research findings. Because of the location, moreover, any researcher’s claim of neutrality is problematic, however sincere, given your colleagues’ prior experience of you, the power relationship between you and also the power conferred upon the you by the organization. For instance, offers of anonymity for the participant may lack credibility, given the pragmatism of the workplace community and its knowledge of your veracity. Thus, as a workplace researcher you have to deal with their reflexive engagement both as worker and as researcher, which could lead to incommensurate views of truth and, more generally, issues of personal power and potential exploitation. 

Insider research engagements represent a form of cooperation between participant and researcher which, as Standish has described, has a ‘taken for granted idea of data’ (2001: 498). Givens can be solicited: ‘Can you give me a moment of your time?’ ‘Please give me an interview.’ However, they must not be obtained through theft or deception or for purposes of exploitation. This is not always easy to avoid for, as Davison (2004) suggests, you might well commence a research encounter not expecting to distress the participant but end up doing just that. She states that the methodological literature on qualitative research ‘consistently endorses the advantages of close relationships with respondents which will enhance rapport and enrich research findings’ (2004: 381), but careless or deliberate selection of research methods can affect the likelihood of revelations that cost both you and the participant more than either can afford. This may be especially true of methods that emphasize emancipatory collaboration and empowerment yet which are invasive, for example phenomenological ground interviews, covert ethnography and aspects of action research. 

For the workplace researcher, the period of the engagement extends from before the data gathering period until after the project is completed. Located as you are on the spot, a workplace researcher experiences the change you are yourself researching. In collaborating with your working community you need to consider fully the ambiguities that your role may represent to other members and the potential this creates for harm. In this context, the role of the practitioner as an insider-researcher occupies a unique place in the continuum of personal relationships between researchers and participants. It poses a series of novel ethical and practical considerations possibly different from those of the outsider-researcher. Indeed, Bridges recognizes that most of the time researchers are ‘inviting the generosity of their participants and perhaps there is something more ethically elevated in responding to such generosity with a true spirit of gratitude’ (2001: 379). Of course, issues of gratitude do arise throughout the research process, including during reporting, and gratitude is dealt with in more deal in the following section. 
An ethic of care

At the end of the previous chapter we spoke of care and as the actor who possesses the discretionary powers of the researcher, your caring requires a form of existential trust that transcends social roles configured through the power of others where those who trust you offer up their vulnerability, to reveal themselves stripped of the protection of their social roles and status. It is involving, not observational. When we care for an individual being we care for them as part of humanity and thus recognize empathetically ourselves in them. It carries a moral obligation. Baier takes this position when she considers that in moral trusting, ‘one leaves others the opportunity to harm one… and also shows one’s confidence that they will not take it. Reasonable trust will require good grounds for such confidence in another’s goodwill’ (1995: 235). If this trust is proven to be misplaced or misunderstood, then your contemplating even a small risk to an expected outcome, specifically in relation to a highly cherished aim, may prove intolerable. 
In such a vulnerable state, those who accept the trust offered are in a privileged and powerful position. You are trusted not to use this authority to manipulate and exploit the trustee. Trusting of this type assumes benevolent motives as a necessary condition for parties to trust each other. Care’s application is not a sentimental approach to research; it is about how researchers can best meet their caring responsibilities. As Smeyers summarizes:

Caring will always create moral dilemmas (because the needs for care are infinite) and will furthermore pose moral problems that arise out of the particular location in which people find themselves in various contexts of care. Still, it might make human societies more moral, as it can serve as a critical standard and it puts moral ideals into action.

(1999: 246) 
It is from this perspective that work based practitioner researchers, indeed all researchers, approach their obligations. This may be a more familiar position for work based practitioner researchers such as you than for those from less applied traditions.

As an insider-researcher, you need to undertake a reflection on your own intent as well as your skills to be able to successfully and harmlessly undertake such research. There are four main issues that need to be considered.
First, as a researcher you will want to undertake research with which you feel comfortable. As an insider-researchers carrying out research in your own organizations or communities of practice, you may have concerns about interviewing your own colleagues, for example, being seen to ask difficult or controversial questions, or making someone junior feel compelled to answer questions (see Merriam et al., 2001). In addition, although protection of the individual seems to be paramount in most ethical guidelines, consideration must be given also to cases where the powerful are being researched. Questions arise about whose interests will dominate and who owns the research process and output. In this first instance, the notion of trust embedded in an ethic of care is obvious. It must, however, be a deep existential trust for a specific other, where concerns of the voice of the researched and the consequence of the research engagement are your important concerns. See, for example, McNiff’s work with professional doctorates: ‘Participants were kept fully informed of my intentions and progress and I took a sensitive approach throughout the enquiry... ’ (McNiff, 2004).

Second, the investigative methods of particular organizations and work situations may favour a particular style or mode. For example, artists may prefer quantitative approaches. If you are a practitioner-researcher who is an insider and concerned with an ethic of being-in-the-world, of care, you have to consider the appropriate approach and methods that both fit in with your professional/work requirements and the issues of your ethical stance.

Third, there is a requirement by other stakeholders (a university, profession or the whole community) to take full account of ethical considerations concerning the appropriateness of the approach and methods. 
Fourth, your own disposition affects collaborative work with colleagues as an insider. In such a situation, you are likely to need recourse not only to text books on research and research ethics, but also insight into what it is like to be an insider-researcher from the perspective of other insiders. 
Leaving the site – gratitude

Leaving a research site may be difficult. You may well have made friends, built relationships and actually been inducted into the community of practice you were studying. Moreover, personal relationships may change as a consequence of the research findings you reveal leading to feelings of guilt, manipulation and deceit, or joy, pleasure and satisfaction. 
Throughout this chapter we have proposed or implied that to understand and respond to these feelings we should clarify the form of the workplace researcher’s relationship with participants within the complex work based location by classifying both parties’ obligations. This obligation is one of gratitude. Your practical consideration must be relevant to your community, yet you yourself must remain distanced. Judgements have to be made in a complex array of interwoven micro-political, social and economic issues which include your recognition that you are distancing yourself whilst retaining privileges not afforded to outsiders. Furthermore, as a group member you may experience concern over your future, for success in the research project may enhance your social, cultural and economic capital leading to promotion beyond the research group. For these reasons it seems appropriate to suggest that gratitude is due for the participation and the data. Gibbs (2009) has proposed this is the appropriate response from researchers in workplace studies to their participants for the following four reasons:

· Gratitude is something given and received outside a contract relationship

· It assumes possession of the ‘given’ is in the hands of the giver, indicating something in the workplace not owned by an employer who can demand its delivery

· It recognizes the autonomous agency of the giver, independent of their role and status in an organization, and

· It places an obligation, a contra-organizational power, on the researcher towards the participant.

Such a stance requires that any potential harm you anticipate is made plain and, where harm might occur, a different form of research engagement selected. The research might be undertaken as a commercial consultancy, where the commissioner of the research and the application of its findings are evident to participants, whose own perspective and engagement with you may well change. It might not prevent participants offering views leading to their dismissal, but it would be done voluntarily with this possibility made plain. This does not nullify the argument regarding gratitude; rather, it clarifies it as one of many forms of moral response appropriate for you, from which you have a moral obligation to choose.

It would be inappropriate in conclusion of this chapter to offer you a list of standard answers to such intricate issues. The aim is to raise these issues for consideration by workplace researchers and others who may be involved. Such a discussion accepts that research protocols and methodologies which were developed outside of the context of work to reveal a notion of truth may fail if transferred to the workplace and used to influence change in organizations from within. Developing a contextualized foregrounding which is a morally robust approach to workplace research may disturb traditional notions of epistemological truths, but if we avoid this issue we hide behind convention and evade our moral responsibility. Of course this humanistic position is contestable, but within a credo of lifelong learning it at least raises issues worthy of discussion concerning personal development, not workplace servitude. 

Successful research is planned research, and we close this chapter with a draft outline strategy worthy of consideration when planning research and the role of access in its implementation.

	A strategy for access
· Allow yourself sufficient time.

Physical access may take time – weeks, or even months – to arrange, so plan ahead. Where the intended participants are not the same people who grant you physical access, you may well have to wait for longer. Once you have physical access, then comes the hard part – gaining cognitive access! This is access to the data that you need your participants to share with you, in order to understand their social reality.

· 
Use existing contacts and develop new contacts.

The use of known contacts will depend on your choice of research strategy and the approach you are going to undertake. This is where gatekeepers may be critical to your success.

· Provide a clear account of the type of access required and its purpose.

A clear account of the requirement and establishing your creditability will be vital in order to gain cognitive access.
· Overcome organizational concerns.

Concern might be expressed over the amount of time or resources that will be involved. There may be sensitivity about the topic, the confidentiality of the data and the anonymity of the organization and individual participants.

· Highlight possible benefits to the organization.

A discussion which allows the organization to think through the implications of the project will allow you to find ways in which the project can provide your participant with something of value from the project in terms of exchange of information and ideas. Often access is dependent on a report of the findings. It might be prudent to devise a simple contract to make clear what has been agreed.

· 
Use suitable language.
Use simple language appropriate to the nature of the people you are contacting.
· 
Establish credibility.

Just because you have been granted entry into an organization, you should not assume that those whom you wish to interview are prepared to cooperate.


Discussion questions
1. What are the main issues in securing access to vulnerable communities?

2. For what should researchers be grateful?

3. What is the relationship between research method and access? Do you need to be more concerned about using some research methods than other? What impact does this have on your research findings?

4. What are the ways of attracting research participants and when would you use them?

5. What are communities of practice? Do you belong to any?

6. At what levels do gatekeepers operate for insider-researchers in work based research involving multiple stakeholders?
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