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R ~ S U M ~ :  L ' h i s t o i r e  o r a l e  comporte des  probl'emes d16th ique  p a r t i c u l i e r s .  Ains i ,  
l ' i n t e r v i e w  n ' e s t  pas un "d ro i t  d iv in"  ou un " d r o i t  16gitime1' devant s t r e  accord6 
sans  prgambule. A cause de s e s  impl ica t ions  s o c i a l e s ,  2 cause du r e spec t  d6 3 1'Hi.s-  
t o i r e  et s e s  t ravaux v a r i g s ,  l e  processus de  l ' i n t e r v i e w  se d o i t  d l Z t r e  d 6 f i n i  e t  
d6fendu. Deux domaines controvers6s r e q u i s r e n t  une a t t e n t i o n  sp6cia le :  1 )  l e s  pro- 
bligmes propres  au  processus ( l e  pourquoi, l e  comment e t  l a  n a t u r e  des  ques t ions  po- 
s6es ) ;  2)  l e s  problgmes propres  2 l a  personne impliqu6e ( q u i  e s t  l e  t6moin ou l ' i n -  
formateur) .  Cependant, dans l a  h i 6 r a r c h i e  des  va l eu r s  Gthiques, l e s  d r o i t s  d e  l ' i n -  
formateur devra ien t  avo i r  prGs6ance su r  ceux du processus.  L v 6 t a t  moral de  l ' i n t e r -  
V ~ I J W ~  n ' e s t  vgri tablement  g a r a n t i  que par  1 1 i n t 6 g r i t 6  morale de  l s i n t e r v i e w e u r ,  s a  
se1ls ibi l i tG au  manque de  c o u r t o i s i e  ou 'a c e  q u i  peut causer  l ' i n c o n f o r t ,  a i n s i  que 
s a  capac i tg  3 f a i r e  usage de  d i s c r 6 t i o n  e t  "d' imagination pr6ventive1' .  Par  d6votion 
'a s a  d i s c i p l i n e ,  l e  p r a t i c i e n  d ' h i s t o i r e  o r a l e  p o u r r a i t  p l ace r  l ' i n t e r v i e w 6  en  si- 
t u a t i o n  d6savantageuse1'. S i  donc dans 1 1 6 c h e l l e  des  v a l e u r s  adopt6e l a  personne a  
pr6s6ance s u r  l e  processus,  l e  chercheur a  comme devoi r  moral de  rgdu i r e  l e  "d6sa- 
vantage" de  l ' i n fo rma teu r ,  mzme s i  ce  f a i s a n t  il r 6 d u i t  l ' e f f i c a c i t 6  de  s a  d i s c i p l i -  
n e .  S i  chaque in te rv iew 6 t a i t  bas6 s u r  l e  p r inc ipe  du remplacement a l t r u i s t e  de l a  
pe:rsonne ( " J ' accep te ra i s  que c;a m 'ar r ive  s i  j ' 6 t a i s  vous"), l a  c o n t r i b u t i o n  de l ' h i s -  
t o i r e  o r a l e  s e r a i t  c e r t e s  en accord avec 116th ique .  

A s  weaver of t h e  human saga,  t h e  h i s t c r i a n  in t e r tw ines  f a c t  and i r ~ t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
The woof of h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  used depends on r ecogn i t i on  (presuming a v a i l a b i l i t y ) .  
The h i s t o r i a n ' s  conscious o r  unconscious warp of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  determines t h e  
r ecogn i t i on  a s  w e l l  a s  i t s  p a t t e r n  of incorpora t ion  i n  h i s  work. Like f a b r i c ,  t h e  
h i s t o r i a n ' s  saga is  no t  wi thout  b i a s .  

The explana t ion  f o r  t h i s  i s  a t  t h e  core  of t h e  h i s t o r i a n ' s  endeavour. What 
motivates  t h e  p ro fe s s iona l  o r  t h e  r e s t  of u s  wi th  amateur-his tor ian s t a t u s ?  Is i t  
an i n n a t e  sense  of c u r i o s i t y  compelling u s  t o  know what can be  known? Is i t  a  sense  
of " t i d ines s" ,  a  "need t o  f i l l  i n  t h e  gaps1'? Do we seek t h e  pas t  t o  exp la in  our  
p re sen t ,  t o  p r o j e c t  our f u t u r e ?  Is i t  because we a r e  anxious t o  "se t  t h e  record  
s t r a i g h t " ?  The h i s t o r i a n ' s  r a i s o n  d l E t r e  can be seen a s  d e s i r e ,  r i g h t ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
o r  m u l t i p l e  t he reo f .  The h i s t o r i a n ' s  conscious o r  unconscious i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  a 
d e f i n i t e  view of t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  is  t h e  source of t h e  b i a s  a l r eady  mentioned. Whether 
t h e  h i s t o r i a n ' s  work i s  done o r a l l y  o r  by a r t i f a c t ,  t h a t  b i a s  remains: i t  is t h e  
source of t h e  many e t h i c a l  problems which accompany s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and i t s  
h i s t o r i c a l  d e s c r i p t i o n .  

S e t t i n g  a s i d e  t h e  e t h i c a l  problems encountered i n  t h e  p u r s u i t  of h i s t o r y  by way 
of a r t i f a c t  (I mean he re  t h e  at tempt  t o  desc r ibe  t h e  p a s t  u s ing  examination of w r i t t e n  
records ,  monuments, m i l i t a r y  r e l i c s . . . a s  sources of in format ion) ,  t h e  p u r s u i t  of o r a l  
h i s t o r y  p re sen t s  a s  many, i f  no t  more, e t h i c a l l y  problematic i s s u e s .  Fur ther ,  whi le  
your concern i s  focused on t h e  in te rv iew methodology a s  one of t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  
instruments ,  i t  i s  we l l  t o  recognize t h a t  o t h e r  instruments  a r e  a t  hand f o r  achiev ing  
t h a t  purpose, and t h a t  t hese ,  whi le  not  a t  i s s u e  here ,  r e q u i r e  e t h i c a l  s c r u t i n y  i n  



any comprehensive examination of your l a r g e r  sub jec t  (e .g .  t h e  u s e  of v i s u a l  and 
a u r a l  recording techniques where t h e r e  i s  no r ecogn i t i on  of t h a t  i n t e r r a c t i o n  on t h e  
p a r t  of t h e  s u b j e c t ) .  Your ques t ion  i s  no l e s s  weighty i n  i t s  e t h i c a l  import because 
of i t s  l i m i t a t i o n .  Quite  t h e  cont ra ry :  because of i t s  l i m i t a t i o n ,  and t h e  p e c u l i a r l y  
d i f f i c u l t  ques t ions  a r i s i n g  from i t ,  we a r e  forced  t o  examine c e r t a i n  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  
t h i s  immediate a p p l i c a t i o n :  such p r i n c i p l e s  might otherwise have been glossed over .  
A s  i t  happens, i n  focusing on problems of e t h i c s  f o r  t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n  i n  t h e  i n t e r -  
view s i t u a t i o n ,  some maxims f o r  t h e  e t h i c a l  p u r s u i t  of h i s t o r y  i n  gene ra l  may emerge, 
management of b i a s  no t  t h e  l e a s t  i n  importance. 

Simply descr ibed ,  t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  in te rv iew i s  an  i n t e r a c t i o n  between 
r e sea rche r -h i s to r i an  and s u b j e c t ,  designed t o  e l i c i t  information from t h e  sub jec t  
which i s  p e c u l i a r l y  h i s .  

The methodology f o r  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  v a r i e s ,  e .g .  ques t ion  and answer, suggest ion 
and response, guaged s i l e n c e s . . .  

An e t h i c a l  ques t ion  i s  one which r a i s e s  ques t ions  of "ought" ( a s  con t r a s t ed  wi th  
can and i s )  and, s t r i c t l y  speaking, l i e s  o u t s i d e  t h e  realm of law, al though responses - 
t o  l e g a l a n d  e t h i c a l  "oughts" a r e  o f t e n  c o i n c i d e n t a l .  A l l  d e s i r e s  a r e  not  "oughts",, 
i . e . ,  n o t  every d e s i r e  e n t a i l s  second-party o b l i g a t i o n  f o r  i t s  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  "Rights" 
and " r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s "  - a r e  p a r t  of t h e  "ought-spectrum": they  a r e  judged more o r  
l e s s  morally-binding i n  terms of c laim made, t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  i t ,  t h e  person making 
i t ,  t h e  person meant t o  meet i t .  

Applying t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  e t h i c a l  concerns t o  t h e  work of t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ,  
two content ious  a r e a s  r e q u i r e  a t t e n t i o n :  

1 )  problems of process  (what i s  asked, why, by what method) 

2) problems of person (from whom i s  t h e  information sought) 

The working premise advanced i s  t h a t  personal  r i g h t s  precede process- r igh ts  i n  t h e  
h ie rarchy  of e t h i c a l  va lues .  

A. E t h i c a l  Problems of Process  

1. What i s  asked? 

A t  f i r s t  glance,  t h e  answer i s  obvious enough : information.  The r e a l  ques t ion  
i s  "What kind of information?" and t h e  r e a l  answer goes beyond "fact'" f o r  two reasons.  
One has  t o  do wi th  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of h i s t o r y  t o  which an  e a r l i e r  a l l u s i o n  was made. 
I f  h i s t o r y  i s  seen a s  " f i l l i n g  i n  gapsv' ,  then  any " f ac t "  may be  u s e f u l .  I f  h i s t o r y  
i s  seen a s  " s e t t i n g  t h e  record s t r a i g h t " ,  then  no t  a l l  " f ac t s "  w i l l  be  u se fu l :  t h e  
meaning a t t ached  t o  " s t r a i g h t  record" determines t h a t .  

The f i r s t  e t h i c a l  problem, and t h e  fundamental one must be wi th  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  
of what i s  being done, and on i t s  answer depend r e s o l u t i o n s  of a l l  o t h e r  e t h i c a l  
dilemmas of process .  His tory ,  more p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  o r a l  h i s t o r y ,  must be def ined  so  a s  
t o  g ive  i n t e g r i t y  (wholeness) t o  t h e  undertaking.  

2.  Why is  t h e  in t e rv i ew tak ing  p lace?  

Severa l  l e v e l s  of response a r e  poss ib l e ,  a l l  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  ma t t e r  j u s t  considered.  
The f i r s t  answer w i l l  be ,  "To f u l f i l l  t h e  needs of h i s to ry" .  One must look then more 



c l o s e l y  a t  t h e  ques t ion  and a s c e r t a i n  o r a l  h i s t o r y ' s  claim. Is i t  impera t ive  t h a t  
t h e  p a s t  be  known, and i f  so ,  why and by whom? "Imperative" impl ies  "obl iga t ion  t o  
askt ' ,  "obl iga t ion  t o  respond": what l e v e l  of i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  inconvenience, i n t e r -  
fe rence ,  invasion of person i s  t o l e r a b l e  i n  t h e  name of "process-success"? Is o r a l  
h i s t o r y  sought a s  a  mat te r  of personal - inves t iga tor -cur ios i ty?  This  impl ies  l e s s  
o b l i g a t i o n  of t h e  respondent ,  bu t  i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of one pe r son ' s  c u r i o s i t y  s u f f i c i e n t  
grounds f o r  even l e s s e r  i n t e rven t ion ,  inconvenience, i n t e r f e r e n c e ,  invas ion  of 
another?  Is t h e r e  v a l i d i t y  i n  t h e  argument t h a t  " the respondent does no t  understand 
what he knows: h i s  ' f a c t s '  a r e  not c o r r e c t l y  ' focused '  ( t h e  in te rv iewer  ought t o  
he lp  him i n  h i s  ignorance)?" Is t h i s  s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  i n t e rven t ion ,  
inconvenience, i n t e r f e r e n c e ,  invas ion  of h i s  s t a t e  of mind, presuming he i s  no t  
a c t u a l l y  harming another?  Even harming another  may n o t  c a l l  f o r  h i s  i l l umina t ion ,  
only h i s  s i l e n c e .  I n  s imples t  terms, t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  o r a l  "his tory-taking" and 
o r a l  "h i s to ry  making" must be examined and measured a s  one of many human a c t i o n s  
wi th  s o c i a l  and e t h i c a l  imp l i ca t ions .  On what assumptions do t h e  " r igh t s "  of o r a l  
h i s t o r y  and i t s  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  r e s t ?  Without wide s o c i a l  acceptance of these ,  t h e r e  
i s  no v a l i d  reason  f o r  t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  in te rv iew.  The d i s c i p l i n e  must be 
j u s t i f i e d  by i t s  fo l lowers :  t h e r e  is  no " r igh t "  au tomat ica l ly  claimedlgiven i n  
s u p e r i o r i t y  t o  persons he re .  Only a f t e r  t h i s  has  been achieved wi th  success  can 
v a l i d  claims be made, and only then can dev ia t ions  be so  l a b e l l e d .  

3 .  What method i s  be in^ used? 

Compared wi th  o the r  a v a i l a b l e  methodologies, why t h i s  f o r  t h e  purpose? i f ,  e .g .  
t h i s  interview-process t akes  longer ,  r equ i r e s  more s k i l l  o r  i s  more f a t i g u i n g  f o r  
t h e  in te rv iewer ,  why u s e  i t ?  Courtesy t o  t h e  interviewee ( h i s  t ime i s  used) r e q u i r e s  
methodological j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  

More important ly,  what v a l i d i t y  has  t h e  o r a l  in te rv iew method, generally-speaking? 
Is t h e  po in t  p ro fe s s iona l ly - se t t l ed?  Is v a l i d i t y  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  i t s  use  i n  a l l  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  i n  t h i s  one - with  t h i s  r e sea rche r  and t h i s  s u b j e c t ?  Is t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
s i f t  " fac t"  from " f i c t i o n "  i n  t h e  o r a l  in te rv iew a "given"? What c r i t e r i a  e l i m i n a t e  
" fab les"  i n  f u r t h e r i n g  the  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  goa l?  

How competent i s  t h i s  in te rv iewer?  What i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s  a r e  e n t a i l e d  and 
possessed? Has t h i s  in te rv iewer  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e l i c i t  "information" i n  circumstances 
of d i f f i c u l t y  and ease ,  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  " s h i f t  ground" should unforeseen circumstances 
(e.g. g r i e f  r eac t ion )  warrant t h a t ,  and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  perform we l l  whi le  s t i l l  doing 
j u s t i c e  t o  "his tory"? What s tandard  has been met? who says  so? How i s  t h e  
s tandard  monitored? 

The o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  in te rv iew i s  not  a  "given", a  "divine r igh t " ,  t o  be accepted 
without  comment. Because of i t s  s o c i a l  impl ica t ions ,  because of t he  r e spec t  paid 
"his tory" and t h e  wide ambit of i t s  work, t h e  o r a l  in te rv iew process  must be def ined  
and defended. People, more prec ious  than  process ,  a r e  a l s o  p re sen t .  

B. E t h i c a l  Problems of Person 

Without an  interviewee,  t h e r e i s  no in te rv iew.  The r e sea rche r ' s  s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  
i f  not  r e spec t  f o r  h i s  d i s c i p l i n e ,  a rgues  app ropr i a t e  t reatment  of t he  information- 
g ive r ,  so  t h a t  maximum information i s  g iven ,  Surely,  t h a t  being s a i d ,  more i s  in- 
volved i n  app ropr i a t e  t reatment  of an in te rv iewee  than  i n  app ropr i a t e  t rea tment  of 
i ron-ore o r  b a c t e r i a ,  when one seeks information from them? The d i f f e r e n c e  l i e s  i n  
t h e  cont inuing  r ecogn i t i on  t h a t  t h e  in te rv iewee  i s  a  sub jec t  (not  an  o b j e c t ) ,  a  
person. A person has moral s e n s i t i v i t i e s ,  moral c laims,  moral r i g h t s .  Without 
developing t h e  po in t  f u r t h e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  moral o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  be honoured i n  dea l ing  



with  persons,  moral o b l i g a t i o n s  which a r e  non-exis tent  when dea l ing  w i t h  t h i n g s .  
Presuming an "e th i ca l "  ca se  can be made f o r  t h e  "process" a s  descr ibed ,  t h e  h igher  
moral va lue  assigned "persons" d i c t a t e s  a number of cons ide ra t ions  i n  t h a t  con tex t .  

1. Privacy of person i s  of primary importance. The in te rv iewee  i s  providing an 
I I i nner"  view, one t h a t  r e v e a l s  himself a s  we l l  a s  t h e  information sought .  While 
some of t h a t  "inner" view might be surmised from e x t e r n a l  a c t i o n ,  t h e  in te rv iew makes 
e x p l i c i t  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  view of h i s  "inner" v i s i o n .  Perhaps judged o b j e c t i v e l y  a s  
"faul ty" ,  "not worth it", any expressed personal  v i s i o n  s t i l l  exposes t h e  one who 
g ives  i t ,  p l aces  him a t  t h e  mercy of another ,  a t  "moral r i sk" .  I f  t h e  r e sea rche r  
can j u s t i f y  t h e  in te rv iew,  he s t i l l  r e t a i n s  moral r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  person h i s  
work makes vulnerable .  He has a duty t o  provide p ro t ec t ion  f o r  t h a t  person i n  t h e  
imbalance of power t h e  in te rv iew engenders. I n  a r e a l  sense,  t h e  in te rv iewer  knows 
t h e  person interviewed b e t t e r  t han  t h e  person knows himself :  t h e  onus on t h e  
r e sea rche r  f o r  t a c t ,  de l i cacy ,  cour tesy ,  r e spec t  i s  g r e a t e r  f o r  t h e  g i f t  of s e l f  
given i n  t r u s t  by t h e  s u b j e c t .  Researcher-response t o  t h a t  g i f t  v i a  s e n s i t i v i t y  and 
humi l i t y  must p r e v a i l ,  whether t h e  person be one o r  a c o l l e c t i v i t y .  

2 .  For reasons given,  t h e  invas ion  of pr ivacy r e q u i r e s  i n i t i a l  and cont inuing consent 
(meaning f r e e  agreement, wi th  knowledge, t o  t h e  procedure) .  I n  both e t h i c a l  and l e g a l  
realms, t h i s  i s  t o  presume t h a t  t h e  case  f o r  "process" i s  accep tab le  t o  t h e  i n t e r -  
viewee. Much has been w r i t t e n  about consent:  so f a r  a s  p r i n c i p l e  i s  concerned, 
r e f e rence  t o  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  without  r e p e t i t i o n  he re  w i l l  s u f f i c e .  

Turning t o  a p p l i c a t i o n  of p r i n c i p l e  i n  t h e  in te rv iew s i t u a t i o n ,  one could envis ion  
a number of e t h i c a l  dilemmas. 

a )  It i s  q u i t e  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  sub jec t  w i l l  r e f u s e  cooperat ion so t h a t  t h e  
attempted in te rv iew w i l l  f a i l .  Perhaps t h e  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  invas ion  of 
pr ivacy has not  been s u f f i c i e n t l y  convincing. But t h e  researcher  i s  equa l ly  c e r t a i n  
t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  should g ive  t h e  information he possesses .  Is inves t iga to r -  
manipulat ion,  decept ion,  coerc ion  j u s t i f i a b l e ?  Not i f  p r o t e c t i o n  of person i s  t h e  
guide l ine .  Unless i t  can be  demonstrated t h a t  t h i s  person o r  s o c i e t y  w i l l  s u f f e r  
g r e a t l y  by s i l e n c e  - un le s s ,  i n  o t h e r  words, t h e  process  becomes more important,  o r  
perhaps, a h igher  human v a l u e  i s  served - t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  nega t ive  response is  
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  prec lude  o r  conclude t h e  in te rv iew.  Coerced consent i s  inadmissible .  
I f  t h e  case  be  o t h e r ,  who s h a l l  be s u f f i c i e n t l y  i m p a r t i a l  t o  judge i t s  neces s i ty?  
The r o o t  of any tendency t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of personal  coerc ion  he re  l i e s  w i t h  t h e  
d e f i n i t i o n  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of h i s t o r y ' s  domain. 

b) W i l l  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  p o s i t i v e  response be s u f f i c i e n t  permission f o r  t h e  
i n v e s t i g a t o r  t o  i n i t i a t e  and cont inue  an in te rv iew? W i l l  p a s s i v i t y  c o n s t i t u t e  consent 
f o r  i t s  cont'inuance? 

Consent r e s t s  on competence a s  w e l l  a s  non-coercion. I f  t h e  p r o j e c t  " a t t r a c t s "  
subject-consent ,  t h e  r e sea rche r  i n  accept ing  i t  must v e r i f y  t h a t  t h e  s u b i e c t  knows 
what he does,  t h a t  he  i s  aware of h i s  dua l  r o l e ,  r evea l ing  " fac t"  and s e l f .  The 
quest ion of ch i ld-subjec ts ,  uncomprehending s u b j e c t s  i s  an  i s s u e  i n  i t s e l f .  

3 .  So c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  consent t h a t  consent i s  impossible  without  i t ,  assessment 
of b e n e f i t - r i s k  i n  t h e  o r a l  in te rv iew s i t u a t i o n  i s  a t h i r d  cons ide ra t ion  when 
11 person" i s  the  predominant e t h i c a l  concern. 

a )  Benef i t  t o  in te rv iewer  i s  eas i ly -e s t ab l i shed  ("History" b e n e f i t s ,  t h e  book is  
published,  t h e  academic promotion a s su red . . . ) .  But t h e  in te rv iewee  i s  t h e  primary 



person, and t h e  in t e rv i ewee ' s  b e n e f i t s  must be weighed and found t o  exceed any r i s k s  
incur red  i n  t h e  inequ i ty  of s t a t u s  c r ea t ed  by t h e  in te rv iew.  The s tandard  of r i s k  
used f o r  measurement i s  t h a t  of interviewee,  no t  in te rv iewer :  t he  choice  remains 
h i s .  It may w e l l  be  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t  shares  t h e  in t e rv i ewer ' s  joy i n  p u b l i c a t i o n  o r  
advancement: he must be given t h e  op t ion  of knowing t h a t  t h i s  is  t h e  reason h i s  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  sought,  and t h i s  w i l l  be  i t s  r e s u l t .  It may be  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  
s u f f i c i e n t  b e n e f i t  i n  h i s  view: he can only know t h a t  i f  he i s  t o l d ,  and g ives  i t  
personal  cons ide ra t ion .  It may be t h a t  t h e  in te rv iewee  i s  pleased t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  
f o r  h i s  own reasons,  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from those  of t h e  in te rv iewer :  t h i s  must be 
e s t ab l i shed ,  no t  assumed. 

b) The r i s k s  must be weighed a s  w e l l .  W i l l  pub l i ca t ion  of t h e  in t e rv i ew 
(presuming t h a t  r i s k  i s  accep tab le  i n  i t s e l f )  enhance o r  endanger t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of 
t h e  s u b j e c t  o r  c o l l e c t i v i t y ?  The sub jec t  must be decided. 

Can anonymity be guaranteed? Should i t  be? Should t h e  in t e rv i ew proceed i f  
t h a t  i s  impossible? The sub jec t  must be acquainted wi th  t h a t  r i s k  and dec ide  f o r  
himself .  

Risk t o  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  r e l a t i v e s  (embarassment, e.g.)  must be  brought t o  h i s  
a t t e n t i o n  i f  t h e  s u b j e c t  does n o t  himself perce ive  them, and t h e  r e sea rche r  bea r s  
t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t he  s u b j e c t ' s  knowledgeable cons ide ra t ion  and a c t i o n  i n  t h e i r  
regard.  

Behavioural change i n  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  o r  i n  t hose  about him may be wrought by t h e  
in te rv iew ( w i l l  he be seen a s  " t r a i t o r " ,  a s  "powerful"? W i l l  h i s  community be  
invaded by cur io-seekers?)  This  must be examined and accepted p r i o r  t o  subjec t -  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  . 

I n  summary, t h e  long and s h o r t  range b e n e f i t s  must be  balanced aga ins t  r i s k ,  
presuming t h e  sub jec t  wishes t o  consent t o  t h e  interview-process: t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  ensur ing  " f a i r  and adequate" p re sen ta t ion  and necessary  cons ide ra t ion  rests w i t h  
r e sea rche r .  

I n  each case ,  t h e  moral s tandard f o r  assessment of r i s k / b e n e f i t  t o  in te rv iewee  
i s  t h e  in t e rv i ewee ' s  (no t  t h e  i n t e r v i e w e r ' s ) :  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  proposed makes t h a t  
c l e a r .  This  a p p l i e s  w i th  p a r t i c u l a r  f o r c e  i n  any e t h n i c  o r  c u l t u r a l  environment not  
n a t i v e  t o  t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n .  Knowledge of customs, c o u r t e s i e s ,  l a w s ,  and ass imi la -  
t i o n  of them f o r  adequate p ro t ec t ion  of t h e  s u b j e c t ,  a t  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  des i r ed  l e v e l ,  
i s  t h e  r u l e .  

I n  a l l  of t h i s ,  t h e  moral i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  in te rv iewer ,  h i s  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  
d i scour t e sy  o r  discomfort ,  h i s  a b i l i t y  t o  employ d i s c r e t i o n  and "p ro t ec t ive  
imagination" on t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  beha l f ,  a r e  t h e  only r e a l  guarantee of t h e  in te rv iewee ' s  
moral s t a t u s .  I n  devot ion t o  h i s  d i s c i p l i n e ,  t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n  may pu t  o t h e r s  a t  
"disadvantage". Reducing such "disadvantage" t o  h i s  s u b j e c t ,  a t  t h e  expense of 
p o t e n t i a l  "disadvantage" t o  h i s  d i s c i p l i n e ,  remains t h e  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  moral duty (not  
h i s  op t ion)  i f  person precedes process  i n  t h e  s c a l e  of va lues  adopted. A s  guarantor  
of t h e  e t h i c a l  interview,  t h e  h i s t o r i a n  remains ready t o  te rmina te  i t  a t  h i s  o r  t h e  
s u b j e c t ' s  i n i t i a t i v e ,  f o r  reasons d i r e c t l y  e t h i c a l  o r  o the r .  I f  t h i s  is not  t h e  
case,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  is  not observed. 

A l l  human a c t i o n s  form p a r t  of t h e  f a b r i c  of t h e  human saga.  The o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  
work is  t o  t r a c e  p a r t  of t h a t  f a b r i c ' s  p a t t e r n ,  t o  choose and ar range  t h e  elements 
according t o  h i s  motif  o r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n ,  A s  t h e  motif chosen depends on h i s  



i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of h i s t o r y ,  so h i s  u s e  of o t h e r s  i n  h i s  work depends on t h e  ranking he 
g ives  t o  t h e  demands of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  p rocess  when compared t o  t h e  persons ( includ-  
ing h imsel f )  who make t h e  process  poss ib l e .  I f  t h e  a d d i t i o n  of each new element 
(each interview) r e s t s  on t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of p r i o r i t y  of person t o  process  o r  a l t r u i s t i c  
personal  replacement ("I 'd  agree  t o  have t h a t  done t o  me i f  I were you"), I b e l i e v e  
t h e  o r a l  h i s t o r i a n ' s  con t r ibu t ion  cannot be l e s s  than  e t h i c a l .  

May I add t o  my o r i g i n a l  s ta tement?  E t h i c a l  cons ide ra t ions  a l s o  a l t e r  t h e  
weaver -h is tor ian ' s  warp. Recognition t h a t  t h i s  i s  so ,  accompanied by a  knowledgeable 
choice and profess ion  of p r i n c i p l e  regarding t h e  use  of persons i n  your work i s  a  
compelling d i s c i p l i n a r y  impera t ive .  I t  i s  fundamental t o  t h e  progress  of your 
process .  


