
mentalist Muslim countries (for ex-
ample Yemen, Iran, Saudi Arabia)
have interpreted Islam diVerently for
the purposes of population and abor-
tion policies, and studies from these
countries would have given a more
comprehensive perspective on the
range of abortion issues in the devel-
oping world.

The book concludes that “women
are not passive agents in their repro-
ductive destiny”, and that in the
absence of adequate services they use
whatever strategies and resources are
available, and are prepared to risk their
lives to gain control of their fertility. It
provides a deep insight into why
women seek abortion. Overall, the
book is a welcome and valuable
addition to the field.

SORAYA TREMAYNE
Institute of Social and Cultural Anthropology

University of Oxford

Beyond Regulation.
Ethics in Human
Subject Research

Edited by Nancy M P King, Gail E
Henderson and Jane Stein, Chapel
Hill, The University of North Caro-
lina Press, 1999, 279 pages, US$
39.95, (hc) US$18.95 (sc).

This book challenges traditional ap-
proaches to research ethics based on
moral principles and advocates a new,
relationship-based paradigm for re-
search ethics. The book begins with an
explanation of the editors’ reservations
about the principalist approach per-
vading current regulations governing
research. The editors’ concerns are
three-fold. First, they cite the continu-
ing errors and abuse of human sub-
jects of research in America despite
federal regulations. Secondly, they
argue that American regulations,
grounded in the principles of au-
tonomy, beneficence and justice,
should not be applied in all cultures.
Finally, the editors argue that regula-
tion is not the answer to all ethical

questions concerning human subject
research. In contrast with traditional
approaches, the relationships para-
digm emphasises relationships, inter-
actions, power, responsibility and con-
textual and historical considerations in
examining moral issues.

This book has a case-plus-
commentaries approach. Six cases,
from diVerent disciplines and with
diVerent research methods, are se-
lected to illustrate the relationships
paradigm. The first case is one in
which an anthropologist had to sign a
contract with community representa-
tives before he could engage in ethno-
graphic research. The following com-
mentaries discuss the implications of
such a contract on the researcher-
community relationship and whether
it undermines academic freedom. The
second case is about “community
research” on people at risk of HIV/
AIDS in order to assess and enlist
cooperation for future HIV vaccine
trials. But how can a community be
defined? What should be the role of a
community advisory board? Who
should be on it? The third case is con-
cerned with corporate sponsorship of
research on infant feeding, focusing on
issues of bias and potential conflicts of
interest. The fourth case is about
research on induced abortion in Ar-
gentina, where terminations of preg-
nancy are illegal except where the life
of the mother is at risk or where the
pregnancy has resulted from a rape.
The research described in the case
wishes to address whether the fear of
the illegality of abortion leads to
delays in obtaining treatment for the
complications of abortion. Because
the study focuses on illicit behaviour,
it presents ethical questions concern-
ing recruitment of participants, what
information to provide regarding the
research, how information should be
gathered and prevention of harm to
participants. The fifth case concerns
research on child abuse, in which
commentators discuss ethical dilem-
mas concerning confidentiality v duty
to inform, and the universality of con-
cepts of child abuse and diVerent
national regulations regarding disclo-

sure of abuse. Case six is a case of
emergency medicine research where
the general requirements for informed
consent are waived, being replaced by
“consultation with representatives of
the communities from which the sub-
jects will be drawn”. Commentators
on the case express numerous reserva-
tions about this approach, with par-
ticular focus on the problem of identi-
fying valid representatives, and the
power imbalance between potential
participants, researcher and funders.
All the case discussions include some
discussion of whether and how a rela-
tionships paradigm may be useful in
the consideration of ethical dilemmas
raised by these examples.

This book clearly illustrates the
importance of a relationship-based
perspective to research ethics as a nec-
essary complement to the principalist
paradigm. The editors go further, in
saying that the relationships paradigm
is normative in its own right and is
independent of principalism. I am not
convinced by this position. Relation-
ships are important but they have to be
considered within a framework of
principles. As Ruth Macklin elo-
quently states in her keynote essay “Is
ethics universal?”, which appears in
the first half of the book, principles are
not just about procedures and applica-
tion of rules, for example as laid down
by institutional review boards or
research ethics committees. Certain
moral principles are universal, tran-
scending national boundaries, tradi-
tions and local custom. They provide
an essential framework of moral analy-
sis, even when the focus is on relation-
ships and the context of that research.

The case-plus-commentaries ap-
proach works well in illustrating issues
and dilemmas because the cases pro-
vide concrete examples on which
arguments are based. I would recom-
mend this book to social science and
biomedical science researchers and
general readers with an interest in
research ethics.

JOSEPHINE WONG,

Department of Psychiatry,
University of Hong Kong
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