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INTRODUCTION

Participatory Plant Breeding (PPB), as with other forms of participatory practice, is a composite of interrelated and, at their best, reinforcing elements, each with their own concerns. Among these, much attention has recently been focused on the issues of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) and certain technical aspects. In the interest of improving the state-of-the-art in PPB, however, neither IPR nor any other single issue, by themselves, capture the full breadth and depth of PPB practice. To help explore this broader range of issues, a working group was established from among the PPB List members to identify a set of PPB ‘Best Practices,’ focusing particularly on the ethics of establishing honest, transparent, relationships between researchers, farmers and farming communities. To support this group, and to complement other papers under preparation for the PRGA on technical and legal dimensions of PPB, this paper was commissioned with the objectives of:

1) Searching out background documents on ‘best practice codes,’ or ‘ethical codes,’ of a) organizations with mandates similar to that of the PRGA and b) organizations that specifically work with farming communities and plant material;

2) Writing a short synthetic document signaling a) trends in ‘best practice’ elements which appear across documents (standard, baseline practices), and b) trends and unique best practice elements which may have specific relevance to “Participatory Plant Breeding.”

Notes on the Research

Process: This review was undertaken using documents primarily available through the internet. This was done in order to comply with the timing of the review, and the nature of the documents that needed to be reviewed. 

Initially, general searches were conducted using the key phrases ‘codes of ethics,’ ‘best practices,’ and ‘participatory research,’ with different internet search engines. The number of ‘hits’ generated was well into the hundreds of thousands, and often exceeded one million. Through this preliminary search, a number of good databases were identified, particularly for ‘ethics’ related issues (listed in the Bibliography). Subsequent searches were then conducted using these databases, as well as direct contacts with specific known organizations. Individual sites that provided an internal ‘search’ option were further queried for ‘Principles,’ ‘Practice’ and ‘Ethics’ to locate appropriate materials within the organization contacted.

Types of Organizations:  The search identified four general types of organizations: foundations (e.g. Aga Khan, Ford, Kellogg etc.); international development agencies (e.g. FAO, IFAD etc.); NGOs (e.g. Myrada, World Neighbor, etc.); and Professional Associations (American Anthropological Association, International Society of Ethnobiology, etc.). An amorphous fifth body of loosely associated researchers or projects suggested itself, but contained too few examples to be considered as a separate organizational form. Examples of this fifth group include the site created by the Pew Conservation Scholars working on Biodiversity, Community Biodiversity Development and Conservation Programme, and the Traditional Resource Rights working group at Oxford University.

Within each of these different organizational categories, a broad, cross-sectional view was taken. In the first instance, the search was guided by personal knowledge of key organizations of each type. Further into the search a more opportunistic/intuitive track was taken, especially with regards to NGOs, which number in the 100,000s. Although corrective efforts were made, there is a bias towards North America-based organizations, particularly in terms of the Professional Associations reviewed. On the one hand this is possibly a reflection on the search method used (internet) and databases consulted. Yet also, the research found that a number of regional and international associations have not issued ‘ethical codes.’  In the end, the materials summarized in this document are based upon those relevant sites that were available, given the time and resources for carrying out the investigation. In total, the materials from 48 organizations were reviewed, including documents from: 18 Professional Associations, 7 Foundations, 7 International Organizations and 16 NGOs and development networks. The bibliography contains a listing of all the organizations, their websites, and the material(s) consulted in this review. Sites visited, but which did not contain relevant information, are not included.

Types of Documents: Documents collected from the different types of organizations fall into four general categories, representing the range of different types of statements issued by the various groups. These include: Codes of Ethics; Mission Statements; International Declarations; and pertinent academic papers and case studies.

The first category of documents, explicit ‘Codes of Ethics,’ tends to be the product of Professional Associations (e.g. Society of Applied Anthropology, International Society of Ethnobiology). Not every professional association has developed a code. In fact, criticism has been levied in particular at the NGO community as a professional body for not drafting ‘ethical codes’ to inform the public as to their orientation, and as an aid for holding them more accountable for their actions (Adiar, 1999). Among those groups that have issued codes there is a great deal of diversity, reflecting the specific needs of the different organizations. The intent of these ‘codes’ is generally to outline what is, and is not, considered acceptable behavior for the group’s members. Adhering to the ‘codes’ is often considered a ‘price’ of membership. Some organizations go as far as using their ‘codes’ to outline a set of enforceable rules to govern their members’ conduct, though this is a minority.

The second, less formal yet by far most numerous type of expression, are the statements of Mission, Vision, Values/Beliefs and Objectives, authored by virtually every type of corporate organization involved in development practice. These include: foundations; international organizations and agencies, and NGOs. On the whole, these statements characteristically tend towards the aspirational, outlining the general orientation taken by the organization in its work, as well as identifying the special concerns or target groups/problems upon which the organization focuses. Generally the information provided in these statements offers little insight into how the organizations operationalize these normative views in terms of practice. 

Personal experience suggests that many front-line development organizations simply have not codified their guiding principles in explicit statements (there are exceptions, however, such as Catholic Relief Service and Kellogg Foundation). General and specific elements of ‘principles of practice’ can often be found through a careful review of internal documents, but the issuing of public expressions is not widespread. This view would seem to be confirmed in a study conducted by the Pew Conservation Scholars, who over a two and half year period contacted 226 organizations and asked for examples of ‘guideline’-type documents. Less than 20 percent replied with examples of what could be interpreted as ‘guides.’ Despite the apparent utility of operational and ethical guidelines, their articulation among development agencies is by no means universal.

The most formal type of document encountered in this review are the binding and non-legally binding International Treaties, Declarations, Charters and Bills of Rights issued largely, though by no means exclusively, through United Nations organizations and their efforts (see for example the link to NGO ‘alternative’ treaties in the Bibliography under Additional Resources). This material is largely outside the purview of this paper, although some references are made to key supportive documents. The Bibliography contains references to several sites with direct links to these documents, which may be particularly useful in reviewing the rapidly growing body of material on IPR legal issues.

The last type of documents are the more academic works on general development issues and specific points of practice. As with international treaties, these materials are largely outside of the main focus of this review. However, because many of the statements contained in the specific ethical codes are based upon this body of material, some references are provided to key ideas, or contrasting points of view. Two areas in particular stand out: (1) ‘participation,’ and (2) principles and practice of ‘action research’. 

Note on the Structure, Style and Intent of Codes

If nothing else, this review confirms that there is no single structure or blueprint for authoring ethical codes, or statements of Mission or Best Practice. Codes are very much individual expressions of the authoring organization. Nevertheless, those documents that are not well-organized, or which lack a clear articulation of purpose, do clearly stand out, though for all the wrong reasons. The supportive body of literature on developing successful ethical codes offers a number of guidelines, elements of which can be seen in many of the codes reviewed. These key points are summarized below as: (1) they are helpful in the interpretation of codes and in orienting one’s thinking about the structure and style of existing codes; and (2) they provide a rough framework which may be useful for approaching the task of developing a ‘best practice’ code.

(The information in this section is a synthesis of views taken from Olson; Walker, Tate and Associates; and MacDonald. The appropriate website references are included in the Bibliography).

1) Codes are written by specific groups, for specific groups, to achieve specific objectives. Answers to the questions of ‘who, ’‘what’ and ‘why’ are pivotal to understanding a code.

2) Codes generally attempt to articulate ‘morally permissible behavior,’ ‘core values’ and the more obvious responsibilities for the benefit of both members and external viewers.

3) "Why have a code of Ethics?”

· To define accepted/acceptable behaviors;

· To promote high standards of practice;

· To provide a benchmark for members to use for self evaluation;

· To establish a framework for professional behavior and responsibilities;

· As a vehicle for occupation identity;

· As a mark of occupational maturity.

4) Three general types of codes can be identified:

· those that consist of little more than a list of declarative statements (e.g. Crop Science Society of America);

· those that are organized around a preamble, set of principles, and operational guidelines (see point 5 below)(e.g. International Society of Ethnobiology);

· and those that are organized around key relationships (between members and the association; among members; between members and specific external groups)(e.g. Association of Social Anthropology of the Commonwealth).

5) Codes are commonly comprised of two parts:

(1) an aspirational section (preamble) that begins with a statement of purpose, i.e., aim of the code, followed by the rationale, or reason(s) why a code is needed (a good example of these aspects of a preamble is that of the American Folklore Society). The preamble will often acknowledge a weakness(es) or problem(s) with the status quo that requires the establishment of a code (as an example, see the International Society of Ethnobiology code). The preamble often ends with a brief statement about how the code is to be used and any limitations of the code (the code of the American Anthropological Association provides a good example);

(2) a set of guiding principles, beginning with those that articulate core values of the group, and then moving to the more specific. For organizations with a strong applied focus, this section is often organized around key relationships (see for example the Association of Social Anthropologists of the Commonwealth). Some codes include a final section containing guidelines, or Ethical Standards, for applying the principles (the code of the American Sociological Association illustrates this point well).

6) Codes should strive for internal consistency (preamble, principles, guidelines).

7) The following are helpful questions in deciding what a Code should include:

a) Who are the persons or groups affected by your organization and how are they prioritized;

b) what are your organization’s main areas of action;

c) what unethical decisions and actions would your organization like to prevent, and how could they be prevented;

d) what type of ethical problems are members  of your organization most likely to encounter;

e) how can conflicting principles be resolved.

8) Codes should strive for an intelligent balance between general coverage and specific recommendation (or between a code of ethics and a code of conduct).

9) Codes are not legislative, and should be drafted in a comfortable relaxed style.

10) Statements of ethics are neither a ‘foolproof formula’ for making decisions, nor are they comprehensive in their ability to cover all situations. Rather, they are intended to serve as guides in addressing identified areas of concern.

11) Codes are ‘living documents’ that need to be reviewed (just as practice needs to be reviewed) to maintain their relevance and to include emerging lessons.

12) Codes are an expression of a group’s collective commitment and an articulation of behavioral guidelines vis-à-vis key principles. The process of writing a ‘Code of Ethics,’ therefore, is often a defining moment in the maturation of a group or association. It is important to keep in mind that:

a) no code can be successful if members do not feel a sense of ‘ownership’-- codes should be developed by members;

b) codes lacking a consensus of members’ views, or clear guidelines, will ultimately achieve little in terms of influencing member behavior.

Although it would seem obvious, the review of documents highlights the fact that both ‘style’ and ‘content’ are important. Those codes, or statements of Mission/Value/Goals, that are poorly organized, without clear intent, or which lack guidelines for action, fail to achieve one of the most important intents of such documents – to clarify and establish a point of reference for acceptable action by both members and outsiders.  These oversights should be avoided at all costs.

FINDINGS

The major findings of the review are divided, as suggested by the terms of reference, into two parts. The first covers the cross-cutting commonalities found among the documents reviewed (beyond those structural and stylistic elements outlined above). The second concerns the unique elements of specific documents that may hold a special relevance to PPB in terms of ‘Best Practices,’ or possible ‘Minimum Ethical Standards.’ In each section, sub-divisions are made between points drawn from ‘codes of ethics’ and those from ‘mission statements,’ as each type of document has their own distinct character and orientation, yet both contain elements relevant to PPB. Where useful, reference is made to particular examples (internet links are included in the Bibliography).

Points of Commonality
Mission Statements:

· nearly all mission statements, regardless of the type of organization issuing them, list a set of core values. Although the content of each list is somewhat unique, mention of the following are nearly universal: a concern for justice, equity, sustainability, and respect for others’ ‘rights.’ 

· most statements identify ‘the poor’ as their primary target group. Many go on to specifically reference women, and less often children, as important target populations;

· most statements make reference to the need to strike a balance between human needs and the environment (i.e. sustainability), and the need to engage the inter-sectoral dynamics of development (i.e. economic, social, political);

· the use of ‘participatory’ or ‘people-centered approaches,’ beginning with local knowledge and resources, and generally oriented towards the goal of assisting people to take greater control over their lives (empowerment), is also nearly universal (good examples are provided by SEARICE and the Kellogg  and Aga Khan Foundations);

· many organizations focus specifically on building upon and strengthening local institutions and leadership capacities; this is also referred to under general headings of ‘capacity-building’ and ‘training’ for sustainability;

· a number of organizations define their interventions as learning opportunities;

· the creation of new knowledge and making this available to local peoples (expanding choices) is also a widespread theme;

· the need to be innovative, cost effective, and able to replicate success by adapting results to different conditions, appears in a number of statements;

· the importance of networking, sharing information, and exchanging lessons is also a common element (UPWARD provides a particularly good statement about disseminating participatory methodologies and tools).

Codes of Ethics:

· the need to show appropriate respect for the dignity, rights, and integrity of others is found in many codes; in referring to ‘rights,’ several of the codes specifically identify key international declarations (the development principles of the Canadian Council for International Co-operation offer an example of a refreshingly outspoken approach in their statement of ‘principles’);

· the need to maintain professional standards of confidentiality, authorship/recognition, avoiding conflicts of interest, honesty and fairness in representation, and avoiding practices of unfair competition appear in nearly all documents;

· statements on the need to strive for the highest levels of professional performance, or technical standards, are nearly universal;

· cautions on staying within the bounds of professional competency, i.e., not accepting assignments for which you do not have the necessary skills to carry out, also appear in most codes; some codes explicitly mention the commitment of  adequate time to carry out assignments as critical; several codes challenge members to keep up with advancements in their field(s);

· comments on ‘doing no harm’ (a la the Hippocratic oath), or protecting partners, are widespread; 

· the need to discuss with research subjects the voluntary nature of participation, and the ability of partners to ‘exit’ or suspend their participation,  is common;

· discussions on the confidentiality (and its limits) and anonymity with participants/subjects is nearly universal with organizations involved in human research;

· consultation at the outset of the research/activity (e.g. International Society of Ethnobiology);

· full disclosure (clearly and honestly) of the goals, methods, and potential/probable risks of undertaking specific and alternative actions to participants/subjects of the research is found in most codes, especially in those codes organized according to key relationships (see Principles of the International Society of Ethnobiology for detailed treatment of this issue);

· statements of the need to establish ‘informed consent’ with partners/subjects are widespread (see the discussion under Informed Consent in the Standards of the American Sociological Association; the Association of Social Anthropologists of the Commonwealth, CBDC programme and International Society of Ethnobiology, are also very outspoken on this issue);

· negotiation of ‘Prior Informed Consent:’

· clarifies nature of research and various responsibilities (American Sociological Association);

· uses language that is understood (Am. Soc. Ass.); uses local language (International Society of Ethnobiology);

· fully explains risks and potential benefits;

· ability to discontinue (Am. Soc. Ass.); Veto.

Unique Elements of Interest

Mission Statements:

· make long-term commitments to areas and people; building local institutional capacities (see Aga Khan Foundation and Winrock sites for examples);

· enable people to gain the confidence and skills in addressing their own problems (Aga Khan Foundation);

· build structures that will allow activities to continue after the ‘project’ (sustainability of the process)(Aga Khan Foundation; SEARICE); begin thinking about the end of a project at the outset (paper on Principles of Partnership at Ford Foundation site);

· provide consistent leadership (paper on Principles of Partnership at Ford Foundation site);

· transparency as to the distribution of benefits and costs of participation (Manaahi Whenua Landcare);

· allow enough time for the process (paper on Principles of Partnership at Ford Foundation site);

· diversity in who participates is essential to creativity and innovation (Kellogg Foundation);

· expansion of participation demands humbleness and ability to listen (Rockefeller Foundation).

Codes of Ethics:

· build a creative trusting relationship (Australian Council for Overseas Aid);

· establish representative participation with meaningful influence on decision-making (Community Development Society); the FAO and World Bank have issued similar statements concerning the active involvement of stakeholders in the access to and control of resources and related decision-making; UPWARD describes a transition in the level/type of participatory involvement by farmers: from consultative in the appraisal phase of activities, to collegial in the research phase; and support of farmers’-own practices in moving towards long term goals of local resource management;

· the needs and interests of farmers and their communities are adopted as the guiding principles of all activities (CBDC);

· disengage from activities likely to negatively influence the most disadvantaged group(s) in the community (Community Development Society);

· recognize power differentials between researchers and participants, and the influence this has on negotiations (e.g. Association of Social Anthropologist of the Commonwealth);

· base the choice of technologies and strategies offered to partners on their ability to apply them (IPGRI);

· disclose what commercial results can be reasonably expected; arrange for equitable economic compensation (Society for Economic Botany);

· communities have a right to know what is being done with their genetic material and what information is being derived from it; they also have a right to determine access to this information and conditions under which it may be used (CBDC);

· practitioners have an obligation to inform others of their intellectual property rights (Association of  Social Anthropologists of the Commonwealth);

· prior informed consent comes with the power to veto activities (International Society of Ethnobiology); the Association of Social Anthropologists goes on to stipulate conditions that do not constitute consent, in particular, consent that is gained after the research is completed;

· principle of precaution (International Society of Ethnobiology). This issue takes on special importance when research involving GMOs is considered (see documents on application of precautionary principle – e.g. the Cartagena Protocol);

· equitable benefit sharing and compensation for any loss/restitution (International Society of Ethnobiology);

· participants are encouraged to document genetic conservation and development experiences in a manner that reflects all partners contributions; the contributions of local communities should be clearly recognized in all publications (CBDC);

· support for indigenous research (International Society of Ethnobiology);

· consent is dynamic; continuous negotiation is needed (American Anthropological Association);

· establish contract or basis of relationship at the outset of interventions (International Society of Ethnobiology); World Vision goes as far as drafting covenants which all partners sign at the outset, while the American Anthropological Association takes the view that ‘it is not the format of the consent that is important, it is the quality.’  

KEY ISSUES

In addition to the features of commonality and uniqueness identified in the documents reviewed with potential relevance to PPB, the review also identified several key issues that will require particular attention when drafting a ‘Best Practice’ Code for PPB. These issues include elements of both structure and content. To help orient thinking about a statement on PPB ‘Best Practice,’ the observations presented here are made with reference to the general typology used in the majority of ethical codes (preamble, statement of principles, and guidelines to practice). It is perhaps important to reiterate at the outset that the intent of this section is to highlight important issues that will need to be addressed by a ‘Best Practice” Code based upon the review documents. Decisions over the specific elements of content, such as those identified in this and the preceding section, will need to emerge from the discussions among those authoring the code. 

Preamble: This section will possibly be the most challenging to write, and will certainly be the most important in terms of setting the proper tone and orientation for a successful PPB code. The reason for this, which is not the case for the other Codes of Ethics and Value Statements reviewed, is that there is no PPB organization, or formal association of practitioners to draft the code. As a result, the issues of inclusiveness, who is/should be concerned with the content of this code, and under what authority this code is being written, will need to be addressed. The lesson to be drawn from other codes is that such challenges, and there may be others, must not be avoided, but should be openly identified and addressed in a direct and clear manner.

On a closely related issue, the writing of professionals in the field of ethical code development emphasize that the ability of a code to influence behavior is closely associated with a feeling of ownership. For a code being developed outside of a formal membership structure, a delicate balance will need to be achieved in attempting to establish meaningful benchmarks that are capable of elevating standards of practice, while at the same time not alienating the majority of practitioners. Towards this end special attention may need to be directed towards building a sense of ownership among those who the code seeks to influence. This includes both the ability to review and comment on the content, and possibly, as in the case of some of the professional codes, the ability to at some point formally endorse the provisions of the code. The same writings also suggest that provisions be made to periodically review the content of the code with those concerned to ensure the maintenance of relevancy and reinforce the sense of ownership.

Another lesson that can be drawn from the preambles of well-crafted codes, which a statement of PPB ‘Best Practice’ would be well advised to emulate, is that of providing a clear justification for the necessity of drafting a code. In other words, a compelling rationale should be offered as to why such a code needs to be written. Why isn’t the status quo sufficient?  What existing or potential problems or weaknesses need to be addressed? As part of developing the internal consistency of the code, a clear statement on this point will be reinforced through the inclusion of specific principles and guidelines in subsequent sections of text.

Participation: As the feature which distinguishes PPB from traditional Plant Breeding, no other single conceptual issue will be as important in establishing a supportive PPB ‘Best Practice’ Code as participation. Regardless as to whether this statement is addressed on its own, as part of the introduction, or as a core principle backed up by pragmatic guidelines, or perhaps all three, the important issue is that it is proactively engaged somewhere within the document. On the one hand, references to participation and participatory processes are ubiquitous in the development literature. On the other hand, the term is rarely defined. Nearly all of the Mission Statements of operational organizations reviewed made some reference to participation and participatory processes, yet little additional information was provided on how the organizations operationalized its interests. As a result, serious concerns over the co-optation of the term ‘participation’ have emerged, as summarized by the observations of the International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD):

“At its worst, [participation] can degenerate into a process of co-option of local communities into an external agenda, or an exploitative series of empty rituals imposing fresh burdens on the community’s time and energy and serving primarily to legitimize the credentials of the implementing agency as ‘grassroots oriented.’”

One of the services that a professional Code can and should provide is a point of reference on key problematic issues where both insiders and outsiders seek clarity. For a PPB ‘Best Practice’ Code this will mean providing a clear operational definition of when ‘participation,’ as PPB practitioners define the term, is really taking place, and conversely, when it is not. Again, with reference to building internal consistency within the document, the type of concerns behind the IISD statement would be best placed in a Preamble section, which would need to be supported later in the text through the identification of general principles and practical guidelines that will help translate this concern into action. 

‘Mutually Acceptable Ethical Framework’: This phrase, coined by action researcher Rapoport (1970), on establishing the basis for collaborative activities in the sphere of community development, captures a number of convergent issues identified in the review that would seem to lie at the heart of a ‘Best Practice’ PPB Code.  The essence of establishing a mutually acceptable ethical framework lies in setting the ground rules of the relationship in such a way that all parties fully understand their implications, and no one is being manipulated or taken advantage of in the process. The specific rights and responsibilities of each partner need to be negotiated and discussed so that each party is clear on not only their role, but the role of others, including their obligations and limitations. With reference to the issue of participation, the agreed upon roles of each party need to be consistent with the operational definition of participation under PPB.

Although many of these issues were raised in the previous section, they warrant repetition here. In summary the important points include:

· Assuring basic respect for the rights, dignity and integrity of others;

· Agreeing upon the voluntary nature of participation, and the ability to ‘exit’ or suspend participation if need be; also the ability to control the use of key resources and ‘veto’ certain actions (particularly relevant where ‘property,’ such as germplasm, is concerned) if the desire arises;

· Providing a full, honest and clear, disclosure of the goals, methods and potential/probability of risks and benefits of specific and alternative actions;

· Negotiating the individual roles and responsibilities of each participating party;

· Informing others as to their intellectual property rights;

· Providing a transparent discussion of the distribution of costs and benefits, including a plan for the equitable compensation for loss and sharing of any economic benefit that may result;

· Using language that is understood (where relevant, local language) in all communications and negotiations;

· Recognizing that there may exist social power differentials between stakeholder groups, and taking steps to ensure that this does not, or is not used, to distort the negotiation process;

· Understanding that consent is dynamic and needs continued negotiation.

The key is that these issues must be openly addressed at the very outset, or even before a research intervention begins. Although the major burden for engaging these issues falls with those initiating the activity, this does not absolve those with specific knowledge of relevant issues from the responsibility of openly sharing their knowledge with others. This is particularly pertinent in the case where researchers are contracted by others to engage in PPB activities.

In terms of drafting a ‘Best Practice’ Code, one of the important underlying structural issues is that, in describing one party’s rights (e.g. all parties have a right to full knowledge of the probable outcomes of engaging in a research activity), another party’s responsibilities are often defined (e.g. researchers have the obligation to fully inform participating farmers about probable outcomes at the outset). This notion of a point – counter-point balance between rights and responsibilities offers a useful aid for the crafting of general principles, which may speak to specific rights, and supportive guidelines, which are more oriented towards practitioner responsibilities.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Organization Documents/Sites:

Foundations:

Aga Khan Foundation (see Thematic Focus, Long Term Involvement)

http://www.akdn.org/agency/akf.html
Ford Foundation (see Mission Statement; also search under ‘principles’ for the paper titled ‘Principles for Partnership’) 

http://www.fordfound.org
Kellogg (see Mission, Vision, Principles)

http://www.wkkf.org/WhoWeAre/default.asp
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation (see About Us)

http://www.macfound.org/about_us/index.htm
McKnight Foundation

http://www.mcknight.org/
Rockefeller (see About the Foundation)

http://www.rockfound.org.html
Swaminathan Research Foundation

http://www.mssrf.org/aboutfoundation.html
International Organizations:

FAO (Participation Site, see documents)

http://www.fao.org/participation/default.html
ICIMOD (see About ICIMOD)

http://www.icimod.org.sg/
IFAD (see About IFAD)

http://www.ifad.org/governance/index.htm
IPGRI (see Ethical Principles)

http://www.ipgri.cgiar.org/policy/ethics.htm
PRGA (see About)

http://www.prgaprogram.org/prga/about.htm
UPWARD (see What is UPWARD)

http://www.eseap.cipotato.org/upward/About-UPWARD.htm
World Bank (search documents through Participation Site)

http://www.worldbank.org/participation/index.htm
‘Non-Governmental Organizations’ and Networks

Canadian Community Economic Development Network (see What We Stand For)

http://www.canadiancednetwork.org/EngDefault.htm
Catholic Relief Services (see Mission Statement)

http://www.catholicrelief.org/who/mission.cfm
Grassroots International (see Mission)

http://www.grassrootsonline.org/mission.htm
IISD (see Participatory Research – A Guide of Field Projects)

http://iisd1.iisd.ca/casl/CASLGuide/GuideBook-home.htm
Institute of Community Development

http://www.incommunityresearch.org/cornerstone.html
IAPAD (see Vision)

http://www.iapad.org/
KMTNC (see Mission Statement)

http://www.nepalnet.org.np/kmtnc/index.html
Manaaki Whenua Landcare Research (see About Us; Guiding Philosophy)

http://www.landcare.cri.nz/about/index.shtml?aboutlcr
Myrada (see Homepage)

http://www.myrada.org/index.html
PRIA (see About Us)

http://www.pria.org/about%20us/aboutus.htm
RAFI (see About Us)

http://www.rafi.org/web/about.shtml
Southeast Asia Regional Institute for Community Education (SEARICE) (see

http://www.codewan.com.ph/CyberDyaryo/profiles/profile049.htm
Sustainable Development (see Homepage)

http://sduk.org/
Winrock International (see Who We Are)

http://www.winrock.org/who/
World Neighbors

http://www.wn.org/MissionStatementFacts.asp
World Vision (see Who is World Vision)

http://www.wvi.org/pages/news/who.htm
Professional Associations:

American Anthropological Association (see Ethics)

http://www.aaanet.org/
American Folklore Society (see Ethic Statement)

http://afsnet.org/index.html
American Political Science Association (see About APSAP/Ethics)

http://www.apsanet.org/
American Society of Agricultural Consultants (see What We Do)

http://207.174.153.156/
American Society of Agronomy (see Statement of Ethics)

http://www.agronomy.org/
American Sociological Association (see Code of Ethics)

http://www.asanet.org/members/ecoderev.html
American Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers (see Who We Are/Underlying Code of Ethics)

http://207.174.153.155/
Association of Social Anthropologists of the Commonwealth

http://lucy.ukc.ac.uk/ASA/ethics2.html
Australian Council for Overseas Aid

http://www.acfoa.asn.au/
Canadian Council for International Co-operation (see Who We Are/Strategic Direction 2001-2004/Members Consensus Statement) 

http://fly.web.net/ccic/whatsnew.htm
Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Association (see Code of Professional Ethics) 

http://www.arts.ubc.ca/csaa/csaa.htm
Community Development Society (see Principles of Good Practice)

http://www.comm-dev.org/
Crop Science Society of America (see Statement of Ethics)

http://www.crops.org/
Ecological Society of America (see Search: Ethics)

http://esa.sdsc.edu/
International Society of Ethnobiology (see Code of Ethics; Guidelines for Research)

http://guallart.dac.uga.edu/ISE/SocHis.html
National Association for the Practice of Anthropology (see Ethical Guidelines for Practitioners)

http://www.aaanet.org/napa
Society for Applied Anthropology (see About SFAA; Statement of Ethics and Professional Responsibilities)

http://www.sfaa.net/
Society for Economic Botany (see Ethics)

http://www.econbot.org/
Others:

Biodiversity & Ethics Working Group of Pew Conservation Fellows. “Biodivesity Research Protocols: Directory of guidance documents relating to biodiversity and cultural knowledge research and prospecting”

http://www-geography.berkeley.edu/BRP/BRP.html#mid
Community Biodiversity Development and Conservation Programme (CBDC) (see Approaches & Protocol; CBDC Protocol)

http://www.cbdcprogram.org/
Programme for Traditional Resource Rights (see What are TRR?; Statements and Guidelines; Links to Other Sites)

http://users.ox.ac.uk/~wgtrr/
Ethics Databases and Related Sources

Center for Study of Ethics in the Professions (see Codes of Ethics On-Line; Links to Other Ethics Centers)

http://www.iit.edu/departments/csep/
Ethicweb.ca  (see Ethics Resources on WWW; Associated Websites)

http://www.ethicsweb.ca/
International Institute for Public Ethics

http://www.iipe.org/
Developing Codes of Ethics

MacDonald, C. “Creating a Code of Ethics for your Organization”

http://www.ethicsweb.ca/codes/
Olson, A. “Authoring a Code: Observations on Process and Organizations”

http://csep.iit.edu/codes/coe/Writing_A_Code.html
Walker Tate & Associates. “Codes of Ethics” http://www.ozemail.com.au/~wta/ethics/code.htm

Selected Additional Resources:

Adiar, Anthony. 1999. “A Code of Conduct for NGOs – A Necessary Reform”

http://www.iea.org.uk/wpapers/NGO.htm
American Anthropological Association (see Links)

http://www.aaanet.org/committees/ethics/ethics.htm
Cartagena Protocal on Biosafety to the Convention on Biological Diversity (Center for International Development at Harvard University; Science, Technology and Innovation Program; Biodiversity and Globalization; see documents and links)

http://www.cid.harvard.edu/cidbiotech/
FAO (see various documents; Resources; Links)

http://www.fao.org/participation/default.html
FAO. 1981. “The Peasants’ Charter. The Declaration of Principles and Programme of Action of the World Conference on Agrarian Reform and Rural Development.” FAO: Rome. 


Dutfield, G. “The Public and Private Domains: Intellectual property rights in traditional ecological knowledge.” Electronic Journal of Intellectual Property Rights. WP 03/99. Oxford IP Research Center. 

http://www.oiprc.ox.ac.uk/EJWP0399.html
Hippocrates. “The Oath”

http://classics.mit.edu/Hippocrates/hippooath.html
International Institute for Sustainable Development  (see Sustainable Development Principles Database)

http://iisd1.iisd.ca/sd/principle.asp
International Society of Ethnobiology (see WWW Links)

http://guallart.dac.uga.edu/ISE/SocHis.html
IUCN (see Biodiversity Program Links)

http://iucn.org/themes/biodiversity/links.html
IUCN Inter-Commission Task Force on Indigenous Peoples. 1997. Indigenous Peoples and Sustainability: Cases and Actions. International Books: Utrecht.

NGO Steering Committee to UN Commission on Sustainable Development (see NGO Alternative Treaties)

http://www.igc.org/csdngo/alttreaties/ATindex.htm
Rapoport, R. 1970. “Three Dilemmas in Action Research.” Human Relations Vol.23(6):499-513.

Society for Economic Botany (see Links)

http://www.econbot.org/ethics.html
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