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Abstract 
 

This thesis presents, discusses and critically evaluates the contribution of a selection of research 
outputs since 1990. Collectively, these publications make a novel contribution to the literature 
in intersectional feminist bioethics, with demonstrable impact over time. 

Five commissioned book reviews and one sole-authored peer-reviewed journal article 
(translated and anthologised as a key movement text for an international audience after 18 
years) established my ecofeminist theoretical foundation. 

This was developed through the field of applied ethics, and is discussed in relation to one co-
authored report, two co-edited peer-reviewed books, and a total of nine co-authored book 
chapters, and four further peer-reviewed journal articles (one sole-authored).  

My funded academic work has centred on, 1.  the challenges for fair benefit sharing in 
international research in the context of the 1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity, and 2. 
building equitable north/south research relationships which connect these sustainability 
demands with more traditional research ethics principles. It pays particular attention to 
identifying gender issues in exploitative research, and mechanisms to prevent ‘ethics dumping’ 
between High-Income Country researchers and Low- and Middle-Income Country research 
populations. 

My work has drawn on the methodology of empirical ethics to develop a novel method of 
curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics, with application in fields including 
gender analysis. 

The thesis reflexively analyses the role of my ecofeminist theoretical foundations in the 
development of this method and related outputs, within the context of international policy-
making and research ethics. Finally, it looks to further develop inclusive methodologies to co-
create research outputs with populations who are vulnerable to exploitation in research.  
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SECTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This thesis critically evaluates the developments and contributions of a selection of my research 

outputs since 1990. Collectively, my publications make a novel contribution to the literature in 

applied and feminist bioethics, with demonstrable impact over time. 

The included publications illustrate the development of my work over several decades, as I 

moved between women’s health provision, NGO activism, and academia. 

Section 2 covers a period from 1990 – 2010, during the early part of which I was a high-profile 

activist with the Women’s Environmental Network, where I became increasingly interested in 

ecofeminism. Five commissioned book reviews and a sole-authored peer-reviewed journal 

article, which was translated and anthologised as a book chapter as a key movement text for an 

international audience 18 years later, establish my ecofeminist theoretical foundation. 

Since 2005, this position has developed through the field of applied ethics, in the Centre for 

Professional Ethics at UCLan. My grant-funded academic work has centred on: 

1.  The challenges for fair benefit sharing in international research in the context of the 1992 UN 

Convention on Biological Diversity. This is discussed in Section 3, through one co-authored 

report, a stand-alone co-authored book chapter, a co-edited book containing five further co-

authored chapters, and two co-authored peer-reviewed journal articles (2007-13).  

2. Building equitable global North/South research relationships which connect these 

sustainability demands with more traditional research ethics principles. This is discussed in 

Section 4, through a high-profile co-edited book including a co-authored introductory chapter, 

an additional commissioned co-authored book chapter, and a peer-reviewed journal article co-

authored using an innovative methodology (2018-21). 

My work pays particular attention to identifying gender issues in exploitative international 

research. This is introduced as a cross-cutting theme in my published work in Section 3. Section 

4 addresses mechanisms to prevent ‘ethics dumping’ between High-Income Country researchers 

and Low- and Middle-Income Country research populations. 

Section 5 evaluates the synthesis of these elements through a gender analysis of ethics dumping. 

The evaluation refers to a sole-authored peer-reviewed journal article, which addresses ways to 

prevent ethics dumping in research with all-women participants (2020). 



2 
 

Section 6 concludes the thesis with a reflexive account of the development of my ecofeminist 

orientation, and the impact of this intersectional approach on the published work presented in 

the portfolio. It considers the relationship between my position and feminist bioethics, 

identifying this as a distinctively ecofeminist approach to bioethics. 

My work has drawn on empirical ethics to develop a novel method of curated comparative 

analysis of case studies in applied ethics. This approach has featured prominently in my work 

and the output of the Centre for Professional Ethics, and has potential for wider application in 

other fields, including gender analysis. 

Overall, in this thesis I reflexively analyse the role of my ecofeminist theoretical foundations in 

the development of this method and the related outputs, within the context of international 

policymaking and research ethics. Finally, I look to further develop inclusive intersectional 

methodologies to co-create research outputs with populations who are vulnerable to 

exploitation in research.  

 

The list of publications included in my portfolio can be found preceding this Introduction. 

Throughout the thesis, these publications are cited in blue bold text to aid identification. 
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SECTION 2 

ECOFEMINISM: SITUATING MY POSITION 

 

A basic definition of ecofeminism is that androcentric ideologies are responsible for 
environmental degradation as well as the oppression of women and that, under specific 
circumstances, it is possible to posit an alliance between nature and women. (Pandey, 
2013, p. 346). 

 

2.1. Becoming an Ecofeminist 

I first encountered the term ecofeminism in 1990, in the anthology Healing the Wounds; the 

Promise of Ecofeminism (Plant, 1989). I felt I had found the missing piece between feminism, 

animal liberation (Collard, 1988; Gaard, 2002), green anti-nuclear politics, and women’s health 

activism. Not because it was a unified theory; like Richard Twine, “I am not suggesting that 

ecofeminism is a total critical-social theory or even that such a thing is possible” (2001, p. 7), but 

because it recognised what we would now call the intersections (Twine, 2010a):1  

It is important to situate my perspective within the UK context. I am a White working-class British 

cisgender woman from London’s East End, steeped in a secular family background of trade 

unionism (e.g., the 1986-7 Wapping dispute), with mixed English/Celtic/European/Jewish 

heritage.  The first of my family to attend university, I was aware of multiple structural and 

cultural factors impacting my life. My feeling was (and remains) that understanding this is the 

purpose of feminist theory if it is to be of use to the wider movement: 

Drawing on the insights of ecology, feminism, and socialism, ecofeminism’s basic 
premise is that the ideology which authorizes oppressions such as those based on race, 
class, gender, sexuality, physical abilities, and species is the same ideology which 
sanctions the oppression of nature. (Gaard, 1993b, p. 1). 

For me, ecofeminism enables analysis of how this theory that “the oppression of women and 

the oppression of nature are intertwined manifestations of the same oppressive cultural 

framework” (Cook, 1998, pp. 228-9; Section 2.3), can be of political use. 

I became consciously involved in ecofeminist work. For example, I reviewed Carol Adams’ (1990) 

book The Sexual Politics of Meat for The Vegan to draw attention to the inter-related 

 
1 “The term intersectionality, generally attributed to Kimberlé Crenshaw, began as a metaphorical and 

conceptual tool used to highlight the inability of a single-axis framework to capture the lived experiences 
of black women ... Feminist and ecofeminist intersectionality attempts to attend to the variety of ways in 
which women live and the range of circumstances which influence their often vastly differing 
experiences.” (Kings, 2017, pp. 63-4). 
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oppressions of women and animals (Cook, 1990). Later, I would carry environmental concerns 

from the Women’s Environmental Network (WEN)2 into anti-vivisection work, in a 1994 national 

BUAV3 campaign to  include (non)animal-testing in the criteria for the proposed European eco-

label for consumer products.  

Through the early 1990s, during the heightened awareness around the 1992 Rio Earth Summit 

(Sontheimer, 1991; Harcourt, 1994), I was a high-profile activist with national London-based 

WEN. I led a campaign on the women’s health and environmental impacts of sanitary protection 

products (Costello et al., 1989; Cook, 1991a, 1991b, 1993, not in portfolio), which successfully 

pressured tampon manufacturers to introduce toxic shock syndrome warnings on packs in 1992, 

and won a British Environment and Media award in 1993 (Appendix A: Sanitary Protection 

Women’s Health and the Environment (WEN, 1991, 1993) ). I also worked to raise awareness of 

the impact of international population reduction targets on women’s reproductive choices 

(Burns, 1992; Appendix B: Population - An Ecofeminist Perspective (WEN, 1992) ). In 1993 I co-

organised two lecture series in London including international ecofeminist speakers (Appendix 

C: Ecofeminism Lecture Series, 1993), and began teaching women’s studies at Birkbeck College, 

University of London, co-founding the first certificated course on ecofeminism in the UK 

(Appendix D: Ecofeminism Course, Birkbeck College, 1994-5). This led to invitations to give 

university guest lectures and seminars, piquing my appetite for more theoretical articulations of 

ecofeminism.  

 

2.2. Tensions around Ecofeminism 

Ecofeminism emerged globally in the 1970s and 1980s through the socio-political phenomenon 

of women’s environmental activism (Mies & Shiva, 1993), rather than from any individual’s ideas 

(Salleh, 1991, p. 206; Gaard & Gruen, 1993; Gates, 1996; Lauwers, 2016). It has motivated 

resistance against woman-nature oppressions, and influenced direct and indirect activism 

around peace and anti-nuclear campaigns, toxic waste sites, destruction of the physical 

environment from water, to forests, to wilderness, to wildlife, and consumer boycotts of 

products and ‘lifestyles’. There are many accounts of this history, including case studies, from a 

range of perspectives (e.g., Spretnak, 1982; Caldicott & Leland, 1983; Dankelman & Davidson, 

1989; Plant, 1989; Diamond & Orenstein, 1990; Adams, 1993; Merchant, 1995; Mellor, 1997; 

Warren, 1997a; Sturgeon, 1997; Salleh, 1997, 2009a; Pandey, 2013; Moore, 2016).  

 
2 Founded in 1988, WEN aims to educate inform and empower women who care about the environment 
www.wen.org.uk/ . For WEN’s place in the international ecofeminist movement see e.g., Braidotti et al., 
(1994), pp. 89-90, 161; Salleh, (1997), p. 27; Moore, 2011; Moore, 2016, pp. 42, 55, 58, 94). 
3 British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection, where I was Assistant Campaigns Director, 1993-4. 

http://www.wen.org.uk/
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I was impressed by the clarity and advocacy of the work of the late ecofeminist philosophers Val 

Plumwood (1986; 1991; 1992; 1993) and Karen Warren (1987; 1990). However, it soon became 

apparent that there were strong intersections between this theoretical approach, and a feminist 

discourse resistant to ecofeminism, based on its alleged essentialism (Carlassare, 1994). 

Essentialism is an ancient philosophical idea. It relates to the attribution of immutable 

‘essences’, and is leveraged to enforce culturally constructed categories (human, animal, race, 

gender) as ‘natural’ in a way that limits (denies) possibilities for change (Grosz, 1994, p. 84).  

Fear of positing a universal women's essence, identified with characteristics viewed as being 

specifically feminine, was a dominant concern in Anglo-American feminist theory during the 

1980s and 1990s (Fuss, 1990; Field, 2000; Gaard, 2011). Some feminists positioned themselves 

against women allying themselves with ‘nature’ as a strategy to effect change: 

As a distinct stream or tendency within the women’s movement, I think [ecofeminism] 
should die a quiet death ... No effort should be put into “improving”, “refining” or 
“exploring” it. (Prentice, 1988, pp. 9-10).  

Many such criticisms emanated from US scholars (Biehl, 1991), who claimed that “ecofeminine” 

variants of ecofeminism were propagating “dangerous views from a genuinely feminist 

perspective” (Davion, 1994, p. 17) by appealing to this universal essence. Warren (1994b, p. 3) 

described those alleged to hold these complicit positions as “nonphilosophers”, but they were 

mostly activists outwith academia (others were simply from non-philosophical disciplines), and 

from a wider range of cultural backgrounds, often beyond North America. Despite calls for 

inclusion of “the voices of women and other oppressed persons” to build ecofeminist ethics 

(Warren, 1990, p. 145), both Vandana Shiva, an Indian nuclear physicist and philosopher of 

science who drew on indigenous perspectives (1989), and US spiritual activists (e.g., Starhawk, 

1990) were named as holding non-feminist or antifeminist positions and leveraging “dangerous 

concepts” (Buege, 1994, p. 60). 

This did not reflect my experience of what motivated ecofeminism in the UK. I had spoken with 

high-profile individuals from Europe, Australia and the US, so I was confident in my 

understanding of ecofeminism’s potential as a radical version of feminism (Salleh, 1984; 

Plumwood, 1986; 1992).4 Today, I would say that ecofeminism includes nature as an exploited 

intersectional category in its understanding of global structural inequalities. 

 
4 “A key tenet of radical feminism has always been the rejection of biological essentialism … Their 
movement was united with other social justice movements: for Black power, for the environment, for 
peace and anti-militarism.” (Mackay, 2021). McAfee & Howard (2018), reference radical feminism’s  
respect for intersectionality. I disassociate myself from the use of radical or ‘gender-critical’ feminism by 
transphobic TERFS (Stanford University, 2019). 
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I first challenged the idea that this made ecofeminism “dangerous” (to feminism) in a review of  

British writer Mary Mellor’s Breaking the Boundaries: Towards a Feminist Green Socialism 

(1992), where I critiqued her presentation of ecofeminism for:  

failure to recognise that where ecofeminism is theoretically weak, it is so precisely 
because it is primarily an activist, social and political movement. Ecofeminism is split 
into types renamed ecofeminist/ecofeminine, a common academic/journalistic tactic 
which avoids engagement with the theoretically difficult issues ecofeminism raises. 
(Cook, 1994). 

 

2.3. Theory Versus Activism? 

“The philosophical colonization of ecofeminism” (Cook, 1998) 

Women environmental activists frequently experience physical threat or harm (Moore, 2008; 

Ervin, 2018; Chinyavanhu, 2021), both within their communities (McHenry, 2017), and from 

external hate-narratives. Archive projects comment on how this discourse has functioned: 

By advertently stigmatising many of these women in an attempt to homogenise the 
group under one definitive stereotype, their unique identities as protestors, mothers, 
social rights activists and feminists was undermined. (The Gale Review, 2019).  

Academic arguments that ecofeminist activists share(d) such essentialist universalizing 

ideologies about themselves still seem poorly grounded (Moore; 2004, 2016), and in my view 

frequently fail to understand activism. For example, there are many reasons why activists 

express themselves differently from external commentators, including a lack of knowledge of, 

interest in, or time for theory, the fact they had written a placard slogan and not a journal article, 

or straightforward exclusion from the debate (Salleh, 2009c, p. 12). This is amplified once we 

start to consider cultures outwith North America, both in Low- and Middle-Income Countries 

(LMICs)5 and indigenous communities worldwide (Shiva, 1989; Gaebl, 2018; Jabeen, 2000; 

Sections 3, 4, 5). 

 

“The philosophical colonization of ecofeminism” (Cook, 1998) was an article in Environmental 

Ethics which engaged with Warren’s anthology Ecological Feminism (1994a), along two lines of 

argument. Firstly, I rejected the anthology’s overt recasting of specific ecofeminist positions as 

essentialist and/or non-feminist without sufficient textual evidence, while no explanation was 

provided of why we should privilege a philosophical approach to ecofeminism: 

 
5 My work now uses World Bank classifications of High- (HIC) or Low- and Middle-Income (LMIC) Countries 
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-
groups While not uncontroversial, this verifiable system avoids complicity with assumptions regarding 
e.g., ‘developing countries’. 

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
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My concern here is not that distinctions are being drawn between different 
ecofeminisms as such, but that much more invidiously, some ecofeminist philosophers 
are unjustifiably privileging philosophical ecofeminism over other approaches to 
ecofeminism. Conceptual analysis is quite clearly being used here not just to describe 
different kinds of ecofeminism, but to prescribe what ecofeminism ought to be … We 
are, therefore, owed some explanation of the authority that lies behind these 
prescriptive claims. (Cook, 1998, p. 229). 

 

Secondly, I interrogated the function of: 

Philosophical discussions which “explicitly take the perspectives of women as integral 
to [their] analysis”, appeal to theories of epistemic privilege, or set out to develop other 
means of giving primacy to the voices of the oppressed, while simultaneously dismissing 
women’s voices from developing ecofeminist ethics without adequate justification ... we 
do need to ask whether philosophy is an articulation  of ecofeminist concerns or is trying 
to dictate what those concerns should be ... Ecofeminist philosophy cannot assume the 
right to call itself ecofeminist if it dissociates itself from the wider ecofeminist 
movement; nor can it assume the right to construct that movement in its own image. 
(Cook, 1998, pp. 245-6). 

 

I received supportive contacts from the non-US academic ecofeminist community (e.g., 

Australian ecofeminists Salleh (supportive); Plumwood (engaged)), but Warren stated in her 

next book, Ecofeminist Philosophy; A Western Perspective on what it is and why it matters: 

I think Cook misunderstands both what makes ecofeminist philosophy philosophy and 
what ecofeminist philosophers offer as the “authority” behind the positions they defend 
... The “authority” of a philosophical position that is advanced or advocated is based on 
the plausibility of the arguments presented by a historically located presenter.  (2000, 
p. 69, note 1). 

This effectively closed down any debate regarding why some “historically located” presenters, 

who I understood were mainly, like Warren (2000, p. xiii), predominantly White, US academics, 

were more ‘plausible’ than others when describing an international movement.  

 

2.4. Withdrawal From the Field 

British feminist scholars noted the increasingly troubling relationship between academic 

(theory) and other feminisms (Stanley & Wise, 2000). This affirmed my concern that the 

academic ecofeminist philosophical discourse had become largely self-referential (e.g., Warren, 

2002), with no space for wider perspectives, let alone genuinely critical voices, which were 
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mainly emerging from an activist (and non-US6) context. I addressed this in a review of Chris 

Cuomo’s book (1998), Feminism and ecological communities:  

her approach to ecological feminist activism is a direct attempt to invent an activist 
movement from an academic base by “explicitly mapping out potential activist agendas 
and strategies” … I am surprised she has nothing positive to say about the wealth of 
activism around the ecofeminist movement (broadly defined) over the last 20 years. 
(Cook, 2000). 

Twine noted that: 

as Cook (1998) argues, [ecofeminism] has embarked on a process of identifying and 
exposing possible cases of essentialist ecofeminism but in a non-rigorous way. This ... 
seriously risks a theory/practice separation wherein activism is de-emphasised or is 
separated off from the theoretical advances of ecofeminist theory, such as reflexivity to 
essentialism. (2001, p. 5). 

The apparent impossibility of such reflexivity within ecofeminism led to my personal “crisis of 

relevance”. Ariel Salleh captured this phenomenon as “affecting contemporary academic 

disciplines” (2009c, p. 3), addressing the concern that transnational feminism had been 

depoliticised by the dominance of North American writing and academic constraints (2009b, p. 

xi). Recent discussions note how historically “this tendency is to make ecofeminists choose” 

between theory and practice (Estévez-Saá & Lorenzo-Modia, 2018, p. 126). Whilst continuing 

grassroots ecofeminist and women’s health interventions, I moved into academic work in 

applied ethics in 2005 (Sections 3, 4, 5). 

 

2.5. Reclaiming Ecofeminism: 

La colonisation de l'écoféminisme par la philosophie. Recueil de textes 

écoféministes (trans). (Cook, 2016) 

In 2016, Cook (1998) was translated and anthologised (Cook, 2016, trans. Noteris) as part of a 

book project. Reclaim aimed to bring ecofeminism to the French-speaking world following the 

Paris Climate Agreement (UN, 2015), with its commitment to gender equality and 

empowerment of women. I was delighted to be introduced as a “rare activist voice”, alongside 

now classic ecofeminist texts (Appendix E: Impact):  

Julie Cook, in one of the rare critical texts of the institutionalization of ecofeminism and 
its effects, points out what is being played out here, namely the reconfiguration of 
ecofeminism to make it acceptable in the academy, relying on its division into two 
distinct entities from which comes the now unshakable idea that there are two 

 
6 There was however strong activism/analysis in the US outwith the academy around environmental 
racism and the emergence of the fundamentally intersectional environmental justice movement at this 
time (Ryder, 2017). 
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ecofeminisms - one academically compatible and the other unbreakable, giving rise to 
tortuous texts starting with an often violent criticism of ecofeminism, to propose a 
version ultimately quite close to what they had so violently rejected. (Hache, 2016b, 
trans. JC, p. 27). 

It was refreshing to see that my position was regarded as an identifiable critical perspective. I 

had continued to develop it in commissioned book reviews for the journal Environmental Values, 

e.g., Kheel (2008) in Cook (2009); Salleh (2009a) in Cook Lucas (2010). Reclaim seemed to invite 

me to actively reconsider my ecofeminist foundations. 

 

2.6. Taking Ecofeminism Seriously: My Enduring Ecofeminist Orientation 

I identify (Cook Lucas, 2010) as a materialist ecofeminist, drawing on the work of e.g., Carolyn 

Merchant (1980; Thompson, 2006; Gaard, 2011, p. 28; Lauwers, 2016), and the understandings 

of social theorists/activists such as Ariel Salleh to rethink humanity-nature relations, applying an 

“embodied materialist epistemology” (2009b, p. ix; 2009c, p. 5). My position is a critical politics, 

bringing women’s (lived, gendered, cultural, therefore bodily) experiences (Plumwood, 1993, p. 

35) to ecological activism and theory, but “is neither an essentialising standpoint nor an identity 

politics” (Salleh, 1997, p. 108; Heyes, 2020). I agree that:  

Feminists should note that physiological ‘inscription’ of the body is just as real as the 
discursive sort. (Salleh, 1997, p. 37).  

The re-emergence of interest in ecofeminism has directly referred to Rosi Braidotti’s “neo-

materialism”, which rejects the linguistic paradigm embedded in post-structuralism, “stressing 

instead the concrete yet complex materiality of bodies immersed in social relations of power.” 

(2012, p. 21; Torrijos, 2013, p. 25).  

There is currently a more open approach within the literature to ecofeminism’s range, and its 

potential to theoretically interrogate and politically address the implications of ‘the woman-

nature connection’ (e.g., Carr, 2011; Phillips, 2016; Foster, 2021). Contemporary ecofeminist 

work engages with socialism, women’s studies and post-colonial theory, incorporating issues of 

global justice into environmentalism/ecology and the roles played by women in the global South 

(Gaebl, 2018).  

I would argue that a North/South ‘axis of analysis’ (Sections 3 and 4) is far from new to 

ecofeminist theory (Shiva, 1989; Mies & Shiva, 1993; Plumwood, 2008) or activism (Appendix A; 

B; Moore, 2011) or empirical research (e.g., Cox, 1993). However, I have been intrigued by how 

contemporary approaches to ecofeminism (re)present these materialist connections: 
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the women–land connection ... in the post/colonial South Asian societies discussed here 
is not merely symbolic. However, I also claim this connection cannot be rejected as 
essentialist because women’s lived experiences in the given societies prove that women 
and land are actually treated in a similar way. (Jabeen, 2020, p. 1096). 

Cook (1998; 2016) established my enduring position regarding ecofeminism. Its steadily growing 

citation record and ‘public’ profile (Appendix E), suggest the article and the related book reviews 

are useful. I am content with this, as I would not say anything fundamentally different now. 

The remainder of this thesis offers a reflexive consideration of how my published work in this 

portfolio has approached applied bioethics, from this ecofeminist foundation. 
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SECTION 3 

ADDRESSING THE POST-1992 IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES 

FOR FAIR BENEFIT SHARING IN INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH 
 

3.1. Background 

Since 2005 I have been a researcher in UCLan’s Centre for Professional Ethics (CPE), which 

addresses questions of justice in international research, and global research ethics; of key 

importance is that projects have an impact in the real world.  

The ten portfolio publications I present in this Section were funded through two policy-

orientated research grants regarding the implementation challenges for fair benefit sharing in 

international research following adoption of the United Nations Convention on Biological 

Diversity (CBD, 1992): San-Khoba!: Prior Informed Consent and Benefit Sharing in the Hoodia 

Case (Wellcome Trust, 2006-8); GenBenefit (Genomics and Benefit Sharing with Developing 

Countries – From Biodiversity to Human Genomics), (European Commission, 2006-10). 

The established meaning of ‘benefit sharing’ goes back to the adoption in 1992 of the 
international Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which aims to conserve biological 
diversity and facilitate its sustainable use through fair and equitable benefit sharing with 
resource providers (CBD, 1992; article 1) ... Developed nations focused on maintaining 
a high level of global biodiversity ... to secure access to natural resources ... Developing 
countries lobbied for sovereignty rights to counter exploitation, rights which they 
secured for plants, animals, micro-organisms and related traditional knowledge within 
their boundaries. Such natural resources now ... can only be accessed after prior 
informed consent has been obtained from providers on mutually agreed terms. 
(Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013b, p. 2). 

This means that to access biodiversity, researchers – predominantly from the global North/HICs 

– have a responsibility to first identify and then engage in meaningful negotiations with the 

rights holders – predominantly from the global South/LMICs, and obtain their free and prior 

informed consent to utilise the natural resources, agreeing arrangements to share any resulting 

benefits (CBD, 1992, Articles 8j, 15, 16).7 The national implementation of access and benefit 

sharing (ABS) legislation, with its accompanying frameworks and processes, has been 

challenging for policymakers, biodiverse countries, and particularly for traditional knowledge 

(TK) holders, who are often indigenous or tribal peoples.8  In 2002 the Bonn Guidelines (CBD, 

 
7 The CBD has 196 Parties; it has been adopted by every country except the Holy See and the USA 
www.cbd.int/information/parties.shtml  
8 “ ‘Indigenous and tribal peoples’ is a common denominator for more than 370 million people, found in 
more than 70 countries worldwide. Indigenous and tribal peoples have their own cultures, languages, 

http://www.cbd.int/information/parties.shtml
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2002; 2011) were introduced to help countries implement ABS procedures effectively. A formal 

international framework was finally agreed in 2010, the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic 

Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising from their Utilization to the CBD 

(CBD, 2010b): “a landmark agreement as it operationalizes equity demands.” (Schroeder & Cook 

Lucas, 2013c, p. 218). 

My work in CPE was embedded in this process at the international level. For example, both San-

Khoba! and GenBenefit attracted the attention and input of Tim Hodges, Co-Chair of the CBD 

Secretariat’s Working Group on Access and Benefit Sharing (Andanda et al., 2013). Both he and 

Co-Chair Fernando Casas participated in GenBenefit’s International Conference on Access and 

Benefit Sharing for Genetic Resources in New Delhi (2008), lending weight to our 

recommendations (Appendix F). 

My research described in this Section directly contributed to operationalising ABS in the late 

2000s, by providing concrete recommendations based on empirical case studies to address the 

“dearth of good practice examples” (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013c, p. 224):  

Only by building on an evidence-based body of knowledge and practice can we move 
from theoretical understandings of fair benefit sharing and abstract conceptions of 
justice to better practice which benefits real people. (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013c, 
p. 229). 

This focus on identifying complex risks of exploitation in benefit sharing cases was enhanced by 

my activist ecofeminist orientation towards taking empirical data seriously in ethics (Warren, 

1997b). My original interest in the CBD benefit sharing context was related to ecofeminist 

concerns about biopiracy (Shiva, 1997). It has been shaped by how benefit sharing resonates 

with both Salleh’s materialist ecofeminist conception of “any group that works at the socially 

constructed margin where culture meets nature” (1997, p. 144), and Warren’s characterization 

of ecofeminist philosophy as: 

centrally concerned with issues that arise out of the intersection of three distinct but 
overlapping spheres: (1) feminism; (2) science (including the science of ecology), 
development, technology and “nature”; and (3) local or indigenous perspectives. (2000, 
p. xv).  

  

 

 
customs and institutions, which distinguish them from other parts of the societies in which they find 
themselves.” (ILO, n.d.). 
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Figure 3.1. 

Warren’s vision of “what to aim for in one’s ecofeminist philosophical understanding of 
and solutions to a gender or an environmental issue.” (2000, pp. 44-45).   

 

CPE’s research agenda therefore presented me with an opportunity to apply my ecofeminist 

orientation to a contemporary topic, with the direct intention to have an impact. 

 

3.2. Benefit Sharing in International Research 

 

3.2.1. Exploring the field through the San-Khoba! project: 

“The limitations of good intent: Problems of representation and informed 

consent in the Maya ICBG Project in Chiapas, Mexico.” (Feinholz Klip, Garcia 

Barrios & Cook Lucas, 2009) 

I began by co-authoring a chapter with two Mexican experts for the book, Indigenous Peoples, 

Consent and Benefit Sharing (Wynberg, Schroeder & Chennells, 2009). The MAYA International 

Cooperative Biodiversity Group (ICBG) in Chiapas, Mexico (1998-2001), aimed to catalogue 

preclinical bioactive agents from local plants. The ICBG intended to formally share 0.25% of any 

profit from pharmaceutical products with the indigenous Mayan people, through a benefit 

sharing structure that had been pre-planned without any local engagement. I summarised the 

literature, and undertook a comparative analysis (Appendix G: MAYA-ICBG – San-Hoodia 

Comparison 2009) with the San-Hoodia benefit sharing case from Southern Africa (Chennells, 

2007), where researchers had attempted to patent the indigenous San peoples’ TK of the Hoodia 
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plant’s appetite-suppressant properties without their knowledge, on the basis they “no longer 

existed” (Wynberg & Chennells, 2009, p. 101). 

These two cases were structurally similar. Both played out in a policy vacuum; post-1992 but 

prior to the adoption of national CBD-compliant legislation (Appendix H: Timeline of CBD cases 

1987-2010). This raised questions about adequate processes and structures for negotiating CBD-

compliant benefit sharing in international biodiversity research. It raised significant challenges 

regarding indigenous peoples’ representation, inclusion and participation (Vermeylen, 2009a) in 

forms that are ‘credible’ to powerful outsiders, whilst remaining authentic and contextually 

legitimate (Wynberg, Schroeder, Williams et al., 2009; Vermeylen 2009; Vermeylen & Walker, 

2011). This lens reflects ecofeminist concerns about the suitability of “ostensibly universal - but 

really Eurocentric - terms of reference” to conceptualise and conduct these negotiations (Salleh, 

2009c, p. 10). It is not always clear who the TK holders are, or should be, creating risks around 

inclusion and exclusion. In the absence of appropriate engagement and representation 

strategies, stakeholders’ conflicting assumptions regarding ‘consent’, ‘collaboration’ and 

‘benefit sharing’ can exacerbate conflicts, which risks the breakdown of the research. 

The two cases had very different outcomes. The San, with whom CPE continues long-term 

research collaborations (Section 4), have ultimately benefitted from hard-won benefit sharing 

agreements with those who utilise their TK (Schroeder et al., 2020). The MAYA-ICBG was 

terminated by the funder after 3 years with no output, or benefits.  

Substantial influence was wielded by international NGOs and Mexican networks, who advocated 

for the Mayan people from a position which challenged many ‘Northern’ notions, including the 

concept of intellectual property. Some NGOs criticized [the CBD] as: 

the most sweeping biopiracy coup ... [which] legalized “recognition” of national 
sovereignty over genetic resources (Ribiero, as cited in Cook Lucas, Schroeder, 
Chennells et al., 2013, p. 80). 

The MAYA-ICBG literature was dominated by US researchers and funders. My analytical 

approach based on Mexican researchers’ experiences, and openness to critical perspectives 

(traditional healers and international NGOs) enabled me to contribute to the “remarkably 

consistent suite of issues” that emerged through San-Khoba!, including “[T]he critical need to 

build capacity among researchers” (Wynberg, Chennells & Schroeder, 2009, pp. 343-9) (Section 

4 presents the development of this research direction). Controversy about the relationships 

between indigenous cultures, knowledge, identities (and land), and national governance and 

borders revealed the contextual complexity of the ABS landscape in practice. This understanding 

shaped my approach as I broadened the comparative analysis to seven international benefit 

sharing cases in the GenBenefit project (2006-10). 
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3.2.2. Developing the field through the GenBenefit project: Benefit sharing in theory and 

practice: From biodiversity to human genetics 

Book    (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013a) 

“Introduction” (Chapter 1) (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013b) 

Four years of high-profile GenBenefit research generated a substantial part of the work 

presented in my portfolio (nine publications), and culminated in a co-edited book output, Benefit 

sharing in theory and practice: From biodiversity to human genetics (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 

2013a). The “Introduction” explains how the book “starts with discussions about benefit sharing 

related to biodiversity, but moves on to the as yet unresolved topic of benefit sharing in return 

for access to human biological resources” (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013b, p. 2). I co-edited the 

book; selected topics, identified themes in the invited contributions and structured their 

presentation, and co-authored both the “Introduction” and “Towards Best Practice: Conclusions 

& Recommendations” (Section 3.4).  

I was also lead author of the two core empirical ethics chapters 4 (Biodiversity; Section 3.2.3) 

and 5 (Human Genetics; Section 3.2.4). 

Empirical research in ethics is relevant to determining what course of action is right or wrong, 

respectful or disrespectful etc. It involves the collection and analysis of “ethically 

relevant empirical data”; “bioethicists may use empirical data to generate ‘evidence-based’ 

recommendations about how ethical principles should be realized in specific settings.” (DuBois, 

2009, pp. 23). Empirical ethicists therefore analyse data that has been collected via their own 

empirical work, other researchers’ studies, or information from civil society, industry and media. 

In my trajectory from a campaigning perspective to academic research, this has been an 

appropriate method to develop, as it relies on the same skillset in locating and working with 

information from diverse sources, and a transferable critical perspective of ‘What is relevant 

here?’. 

Case studies are a well-established method in applied ethics, particularly in transdisciplinary 

contexts, where they bring ‘real-life’ empirical evidence to situations which demand ethical 

decision-making (European Commission, 2010). The orientation of my applied empirical ethics 

approach is described in (Appendix I: Methodological Approach for this Inquiry). This included 

the extensive use of case studies.  

The two empirical ethics chapters analysed seven benefit sharing case studies from four 

continents, dating from 1984 and falling under two overarching governance frameworks; one 

recently implemented (CBD), the other well-established regarding human research participants. 

Both chapters were based on the literature, and primary and secondary data collected into case 
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study reports by GenBenefit’s subject experts,9 supplemented by additional material, and 

emerging questions about implementation post-Nagoya Protocol.  

There was a strong methodological and editorial challenge in analysing and presenting  this 

complexity in a form which would be both accessible and useful as “a helpful resource for 

policymakers, civil society and academics” (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013b, p. 6). This was 

achieved through the development of what I describe as a curated comparative analysis of case 

studies in applied ethics. 

The term curation represents my reflexive responsibility for organising the material to identify 

trends and themes to develop and present the resulting analysis. An outline summary of the 

steps in the method is shown in Table 3.1. The first stage of the process addressed each case 

study individually, identifying the relevant Situation, Context, and Frameworks, in order to select 

and apply Axes/Lenses of Analysis. These identified specific suites of Exploitation Risks. The 

results were presented as individual case-based ‘Good Practice, Criticisms and Challenges’ (Cook 

Lucas, Schroeder, Chennells et al., 2013, pp. 73, 77, 81, 89; Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et 

al., 2013, pp. 104, 115, 121). In the second stage, I compared individual case findings across the 

two groups of biodiversity or human samples cases (Appendix J: MAYA-ICBG – San-Hoodia –- 

Kani – Nigeria Comparison 2013; Appendix K: Iceland – Kenya – Indonesia Comparison 2013). 

The emergent cross-cutting themes were verified by the co-author subject experts, and 

summarised to conclude chapters 4 and 5. In the third stage, all results were synthesized to 

make generalised recommendations, presented in chapter 10, “Towards Best Practice: 

Conclusions & Recommendations” (Section 3.4). 

The curated comparative analysis method relied on my deep familiarity with the material 

through immersion over time. This helped to retain the individual character of each case within 

a complex international and theoretical context.  

Appendix L (Indicative example of use of curated comparative analysis of collective case studies 

in applied ethics) provides a detailed example of the method’s application. 

  

 
9 GenBenefit was funded to produce 5 original case studies; San-Hoodia, Kani, Nigeria, Iceland and 
Kenya. MAYA-ICBG data was drawn from my previous work; Indonesian data from the literature and 
wider project group. 
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Table 3.1.  

Curated Comparative Analysis of Collective Case Studies in Applied Ethics: Summary 
Structure of Method. 

 

 

 

Curated comparative analysis of collective case studies in applied ethics 

Summary Structure of Method 

Stage 1: Apply process to each individual case 

Step in process Purpose Analytical categories Shaping 

considerations 

Situation 

Focus and define the 

analysis. 

Identify specifics: 

▪ Topic/issue 

▪ Stakeholders 

▪ Location 

▪ Timeline. 

Open • Assess existing 

evidence. 

Context 

Dependent on the 

research question. 

Identify the key features. ▪ Setting 

▪ Population 

▪ Intervention 

▪ Outcomes … 

E.g., 

▪ (Geo)political 

issues. 

Frameworks  

Decisions made here 

set the analytical 

parameters 

▪ Identify frameworks 

that apply directly. 

▪ Consider if any others 

are relevant. 

▪ Identify what 

frameworks have 

been put in place. 

▪ Policy 

▪ Legal 

▪ Ethical 

▪ Human rights 

▪ Binding/non-

binding/voluntary/

aspirational … 

What impact 

do/could these 

frameworks have if 

they are/not applied 

in the case/to the 

analysis? 

Identifying 

Lenses/Axes of 

analysis 

Based on the data, 

which are most 

appropriate? 

▪ Identify the patterns. 

▪ What / who is missing 

/ overrepresented? 

▪ What have you 

noticed (bias / 

specialism)? 

▪ Indigeneity 

▪ Gender 

▪ Poverty 

▪ Historical 

colonisation 

▪ Vulnerability … 

This will structure 

the analysis. 

Exploitation risks 

These should 

emerge from the 

analysis. 

Identify and assess these 

in relation to the selected 

frameworks. 

▪ E.g. Corruption 

undermines legal 

protections. 

What happened / 

when / who to – 

could that have 

been foreseen or 

mitigated? 

Recommendations ▪ Mitigate risks 

▪ Model best practice 

What could be done 

differently/better? 
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Stage 2: Cross-map findings with other case studies to identify comparative themes 

Step in process Points noted (examples) Counterpoints noted  

(examples) 

Themes (examples) 

Situation Export of samples for R&D. R&D retained in 

country. 

Impact of R&D 

location. 

Context Politically unstable setting. Politically stable setting. Setting underpins 

risks. 

Frameworks Local laws and regulations 

followed. 

Local laws and 

regulations unenforced. 

Frameworks alone 

may not be 

sufficient. 

Lens / Axes of 

analysis 

Poverty Wealthy population Financial status  

differentiates risks. 

Exploitation risks Low levels of literacy in 

population. 

Well-educated 

population. 

Educational levels 

relate to validity of 

consent. 

Stage 3: Synthesis produces recommendations which would be weaker, or missed 

altogether, based on an individual case study/limited set of case studies. 

Recommendations need to be: 

▪ Proportionate, supportive and relevant 

▪ Contextual, (to settings / frameworks etc.), and  

▪ Implementable by those they are aimed at. 
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3.2.3. Biodiversity 

“Sharing traditional knowledge: Who benefits? Cases from India, Nigeria, Mexico 

and South Africa.” (Chapter 4) 

(Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Chennells et al., 2013) 

Here, I built on my previous comparative analysis of the Maya-ICBG/San-Hoodia case studies 

(Feinholz Klip, Garcia Barrios & Cook Lucas, 2009) with two TK benefit sharing case studies from 

India and Nigeria (Chaturvedi, 2007; Wambebe, 2007), using updated timelines and adapted 

indicators (Appendix J).  All four cases concerned research access to indigenous traditional 

(healing/plant) knowledge for commercialisation. 

The case from India commercialised Kani (Tribal) peoples’ TK into an Ayurvedic anti-fatigue 

medicine, Jeevani. Research commenced pre-CBD in 1987 and the product was marketed in 

1994, as India ratified the CBD.  Analysis further evidenced the impact of: researchers’ 

commitment to benefit sharing; a sympathetic national regime; active inclusion of TK holders 

and communities in research and development, and underscored the need for transparent and 

supportive decision-making processes and structures (e.g., a benefit sharing trust to manage 

income; training to avoid over-harvesting of plants). However, my analysis identified concerns 

about the initial access to TK, and the late involvement of the wider community. 

The Nigerian case (commencing 1992) concerned an individual traditional health practitioner’s 

(THP) medication (Niprisan/Nicosan) for the management of sickle-cell disease. This was 

licensed to a US company, becoming the first example of reverse transfer of medical technology 

in Africa. A unique Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between researchers and the THP 

has been adopted by the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) and the World Health 

Organization (WHO) as model practice. However, my case analysis raised issues around the 

individual THP’s assumption of TK rights. The lack of affordability of the drug in Nigeria, including 

to those who participated in clinical trials, identified concerns about the availability of any 

benefits to the wider originating communities. 

The curated methodology led me to structure the second stage (comparative) analysis of these 

four TK case studies chronologically. The resulting synthesis was the first to analyse benefit 

sharing cases along an axis of the introduction of the CBD; they straddled the uneven boundary 

between unregulated and regulated access to non-human biological resources, as countries took 

time to introduce national legislation to enact the CBD (Appendix H). The findings therefore 

offered useful insights into what works, under what conditions, and identified barriers and 

facilitators to fair benefit sharing processes. This created a bridge to fruitful comparisons with 

three case studies on the donation of human research samples/data.  
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3.2.4. Human genetics 

“Donating human samples: Who benefits? Cases from Iceland, Kenya and 

Indonesia.” (Chapter 5) 

(Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et al., 2013) 

 

Case study: Majengo HIV/AIDS research case. (Andanda & Cook Lucas, 2007) 

Human biological/genetic ‘resources’ fall outside the scope of the CBD, but within a long-

standing biomedical governance regime of largely non-binding ethical instruments/guidelines, 

e.g.: the Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical Association, 2013)10; International Ethical 

Guidelines for Health-related Research Involving Humans (CIOMS, 2002; 2016), and the 

Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights (UNESCO, 2005). Generally, access to the 

benefits of scientific advancement is seen as a universal and generic right (e.g., UN, 1948, Article 

27[1]). There are deeply ingrained ethical sensitivities to undue inducement (coercion) to 

participate in biomedical research, which intersect with safeguarding for vulnerable participant 

groups to problematise benefit sharing arrangements for individuals or communities to ‘profit’ 

from participating in research (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013b; Arnason & Schroeder, 2013). 

In lead-authoring chapter 5 (Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et al., 2013), I used the steps of 

the curated case studies method to explore the risks of research exploitation in three settings: 

Iceland (deCODE biobank, commencing 1996) (Arnason, 2007); Kenya (sex workers and 

HIV/AIDS research, commencing 1984) based on (Andanda & Cook Lucas, 2007), and Indonesia 

(H5N1 virus samples, 2005-11).  In the first stage of analysis I introduced additional key 

indicators as they emerged from the data (e.g., highly vulnerable populations; risk of 

inducement; export of samples). In the second stage (comparative) analysis (Appendix K), the 

cross-cutting exploitation themes were verified as relating primarily to gaps in the global legal 

framework governing access and benefit sharing for human samples.   

The attempt by the company deCODE genetics to effectively use Iceland as a genetics laboratory, 

using samples and an opt-out database, in return for free population-wide access to new 

treatments, was declared unconstitutional in 2003. Analysis of this case raised deep ethical 

issues about meaningful community participation and consent to such proposals, even in an 

affluent, high-functioning democracy. 

Indonesia withdrew from WHO virus sample-sharing during the H5N1 pandemic in 2006. This 

exposed how LMIC resources underpin richer nations’ pharmaceutical industries and public 

health strategies, whilst e.g., vaccines are not accessible to the originator countries. Crucially, 

 
10 The 2008 Declaration of Helsinki was current when writing Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et al., 
2013. 
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Indonesia appealed to its sovereignty rights over biological resources under the CBD as its point 

of reference. This demonstrates the rhetorical power of symbolic/material connections between 

internationally exploited people (and their biological samples) and ‘nature’, akin to ecofeminist 

analyses. This unprecedented action eventually leveraged a significant international Pandemic 

Influenza Preparedness (PIP) Framework and related SMTAs (Standard Material Transfer 

Agreements) in 2011, to safeguard global virus sharing and address the distribution of resulting 

‘benefits’, particularly access to vaccines. 

However, it was the large cohort of impoverished female Kenyan sex workers’ participation in 

international HIV/AIDS research since 1985 that connected most strongly with my research 

interests. I co-authored the original GenBenefit case study Majengo HIV/AIDS Research Case: A 

Report for GenBenefit with a Kenyan legal expert (Andanda & Cook Lucas, 2007). Interview data 

with researchers, participants from Majengo in Nairobi, and governance stakeholders enriched 

my examination of the negotiation and decision-making procedures throughout the Kenyan 

research programmes. The most significant ethical issues emerged as participants’ multiple 

vulnerabilities, their inclusion in research design, and consent to export of samples,11 and the 

limited potentiaI for ethical benefit-sharing within existing frameworks. This exposed tensions 

regarding structural exploitation risks in even well-managed research.  

I agreed because when I am sick they help me a lot and when my immunity is down they 
will also help me. (Majengo research participant, as cited in Andanda & Cook Lucas, 
2007, p. 10; Cook Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et al., 2013). 

My conclusions for the original Kenyan case study were therefore foundational to the third 

(synthesizing) stage of the curated comparative analysis of all three human samples case 

studies for this chapter, particularly in relation to recommendations to strengthen compliance 

with existing biomedical benefit-sharing frameworks (Section 3.4).  

Before presenting GenBenefit’s final recommendations, I will consider the development of the 

use of gender analysis in my research around benefit sharing in theory and practice. 

 

3.3. Including Gender as a Category of Analysis in Benefit Sharing Theory and 

Practice, 2007-13 

There was significant originality in opening up the nascent debate around women’s role in 

benefit sharing in the 2000s, in relation to the CBD (1992) and the development of its Nagoya 

 
11 “The volunteer (sex worker) participants themselves have at all stages given individual consent to their 
participation in the ongoing studies, which use their blood, cervical, vaginal and saliva samples.” (Cook 
Lucas, Schroeder, Arnason et al., 2013, pp. 107-8). 
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Protocol (CBD, 2010b). GenBenefit’s gender specialist, Professor Fatima Castillo (University of 

the Philippines), was one of the few people who had previously published in this area (Alvarez-

Castillo & Feinholz, 2006). 

My existing philosophical skills in conceptual analysis could be applied regarding, for example, 

meanings and justifications embedded in benefit sharing-related social practices (e.g., Warren, 

2000, pp. 43-71).12 But taking an applied ethics approach to the topic (Appendix I) required 

integration of the empirical aspects of GenBenefit’s work. I was unfamiliar with using relevant 

methods such as sociological gender analysis, which was originally developed as a tool to 

uncover and challenge gender-based dimensions in development projects (UNDP, 2016). 

Warren emphasises that, “A feminist approach uses gender analysis as the starting point; gender 

is the lens through which the initial description and analysis occur” (2002, p. 2). But one has to 

do something with a ‘description’ in order to turn it into an ‘analysis’, especially when aiming 

for real-world recommendations. My ecofeminist-orientated applied empirical ethics approach 

emerged in the three publications discussed in this Section. I think of this methodological 

development as moving from a gender ‘lens’ through which one observes and describes things, 

to the introduction of axes (in my case ecofeminist sightlines) (Sections 4, 5, 6), along which one 

locates intersections where interventions might have an impact. 

 

3.3.1. “Gender and vulnerable populations in benefit sharing: an exploration of 

conceptual and contextual points.”  

(Alvarez-Castillo, Cook Lucas & Cordillera Castillo, 2009) 

This approach was first applied to concepts around benefit sharing for an article in a special 

journal issue which focussed on vulnerability in research (Schroeder & Arnason, 2009). I applied 

feminist conceptual analytical tools to critique Schroeder’s generic definition of vulnerability 

(Schroeder & Gefenas, 2009), addressing their appeal to the “problem of ‘false categorisations’, 

by specifying the vulnerabilities of individuals and groups in the context of gendered relations” 

(Alvarez-Castillo, Cook Lucas & Cordillera Castillo, 2009, p. 130). Building on this, the article 

defined vulnerability as both complex, due to interacting factors, and fluid due to shifting power 

relations; it demonstrated how for women vulnerability is “layered, multidimensional, and 

dynamic”, involving multiple factors (axes) including gender, poverty and class. Here I built on 

the Kenyan case study (Andanda & Cook Lucas, 2007), and my existing commitments to inclusive 

ecofeminist analyses, including critiquing Andanda’s (2009) work in the same journal issue for 

 
12 All three publications used Warren’s philosophical formulations to ground descriptions of patriarchy 
and domination: (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009, p. 145; Alvarez-Castillo, Cook Lucas & Cordillera 
Castillo, 2009, p. 136; Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013, p. 130). 
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“not addressing the gendered nature of the vulnerabilities she identifies” in Majengo. I 

contributed the significant recognition that “where vulnerable populations are at risk from 

exploitation in medical research, this should act as a marker to indicate that benefit sharing 

arrangements must explicitly protect women’s rights” (Alvarez-Castillo, Cook Lucas & Cordillera 

Castillo, 2009, p. 131). I have returned to this idea of vulnerability as a marker in subsequent 

work (Sections 4, 5). 

 

3.3.2. “Fairness and gender in benefit sharing: Learning from the Kani, San, Nigerian, 

Kenyan and Icelandic cases for moving forward.” 

(Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) 

This article identified gender inequality concerns in benefit sharing using data from GenBenefit’s 

five original case studies (Kenya, Nigeria, South Africa, India and Iceland). It focused on benefit 

sharing decision-making, from consent to access TK, through to allocation of benefits. Using 

gender analytical tools the analysis was situated “in the larger social matrix of the societies 

where the cases are located” (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009, p. 151). A range of 

independent gender equality criteria, which were both sensitive to context and comparable (e.g. 

% women’s political participation) were used to draw case comparisons with each national 

context. Cross-comparisons were then drawn between the five settings. (Appendix M: Gender 

Analysis: Selected Indicators 2009, with 2021 comparison): 

We did not find any significant differences in issues of fairness in benefit sharing arising 
from gender between the human and non-human resources cases. (Alvarez Castillo & 
Cook Lucas, 2009, p. 163).  

This analysis related to the five case studies, contextualised by women’s general rights, rather 

than referring specifically to the CBD framework. But our findings that the variations in gendered 

inequalities between the five nations precisely differentiated the gender concerns identified in 

each case study provided evidence that gender issues had a strong impact on outcomes 

regardless of the governance frameworks in place: 

We see that in societies characterized by very low female political participation, high 
poverty incidence and lack of control of economic assets among women, their direct 
participation in negotiations and decision-making regarding benefit sharing is minimal. 
By contrast, in a society like Iceland, although the political gender gap exists ... there 
was a greater degree of women’s direct involvement compared to the other cases. 
(Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009, p. 163). 

The successful extension of gender analysis to an empirical ethics approach to benefit sharing 

laid the ground for my later curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics 

method in 2013, and demonstrated how: 
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The questions we ask here are important in that these can lead us to search for data 
that may not be immediately obvious. The challenge is to identify the sites of 
vulnerabilities and inequalities which are hidden in socio-political formations in order to 
be able to formulate responses that address the roots of inequality and vulnerability. 
(Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009, p. 144). 

 

3.3.3. Impact of this work in the pre-Nagoya Protocol context 

These findings were presented in policy circles. This included a presentation and lively debate at 

an event at the sixth meeting of the Ad-Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Access and 

Benefit-sharing to the CBD, November 2009, Montreal, Canada (Appendix N; CBD, 2010c). Our 

empirical data demonstrated that men had dominated decision-making. We made strong 

recommendations that to be consistent with the CBD Preamble in “Recognizing also the vital 

role that women play in the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and 

affirming the need for the full participation of women at all levels of policy-making and 

implementation for biological diversity conservation” (CBD, 1992), guidelines and policies for 

benefit sharing in human and non-human genetics should explicitly require women’s meaningful 

participation in all phases of decision-making, and should include examples of the kinds of 

mechanisms that will enable women to have an effective voice. I was told by one delegate that 

it was “the best-flowering debate on gender and benefit sharing” they had seen (personal 

communication). 

GenBenefit’s gender output therefore formed part of the debate around finalising the content 

of the 2010 Nagoya Protocol, which includes specific references to the identification and 

enhancement of the capacity needs and priorities of women (CBD, 2010b, Articles 22.3, 22.5j, 

25.3j) (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013, p. 137; Section 3.3.4). The outcomes of the 10th Conference 

of the Parties to the CBD (CBD, 2010a) incorporated many ‘Decisions’ on the active inclusion of 

women and gender issues in national and international biodiversity strategies and targets (CBD, 

2012, pp. 14-18), and changed the landscape so that consideration of gender in benefit sharing 

became mandatory. 

 

3.3.4. Chapter 6: “Fair for women? A gender analysis of benefit sharing.” 

(Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013) 

In 2013, I lead-authored a chapter for the GenBenefit book, “Fair for women? A gender analysis 

of benefit sharing” (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013). Here, I built on previous findings in the post-

Nagoya Protocol context of an international ABS implementation framework. This was another 

milestone in my development as a researcher, with lead-authorship of 3/8 topic chapters in the 
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book I was co-editing with the leading subject expert (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013a). This 

gave me a real sense of empowerment and confidence in this work, where I wanted to paint a 

broader, more integrated picture of the relationship between benefit sharing, sustainability and 

global women’s issues.  

This analysis was framed by the CBD Preamble’s recognition (1992) of the need for women’s full 

participation in policymaking and implementation around biodiversity, and the Nagoya Protocol 

Preamble’s reiteration of this in relation to benefit sharing (CBD, 2010b). Using the curated 

comparative analysis method, I revisited the Situation elements of the case study data to identify 

a broader range of updated gender issues (Appendix O: Comparison of Gender Indicators 2009-

13). This enabled me to apply additional Frameworks to the analysis of benefit sharing guidelines 

and the extent to which they incorporated and protected international commitments to 

women’s rights; including biomedical governance guidelines, international women’s rights 

instruments, and guidelines relating to sacred sites, Indigenous Peoples and TK. 

The biggest Exploitation Risk continued to be women’s marginalization in decision-making. This 

connects strongly with ecofeminist concerns that ‘gendering’ global governance policies 

assumes women’s uncritical participation rather than empowerment (Francisco & Antrobus, 

2009; Cook, 2010).  Given the Nagoya Protocol’s commitment to address consideration of 

women, particularly indigenous communities and their TK (CBD, 2010b, Articles 2.3, 22.5j)13, one 

of the ‘Axes’ applied here considered what ‘fair representation’ or ‘full participation’ in benefit 

sharing might look like. This discussion was situated in the global context that the UN 30% 

threshold for the minimum share of decision-making positions held by women by 1995 was still 

rarely met, despite having been adopted across many sectors (UNDP, 1995; 2005). 

The analysis reflexively acknowledged the need for caution around the imposition of a 

‘Northern’ (feminist) framework, e.g., when setting targets for public participation, particularly 

in vulnerable or indigenous societies. However, my research found that many IPs’ perspectives 

already incorporated demands for 50% representation rights, while others were more nuanced; 

our San consultee suggested simply that women should be asked about what would work for 

them. The chapter recommended that: 

The definition of meaningful participation should be contextualised in but not bound by, 
cultural, social, political and economic practices and relationships. This is because these 
practices and relationships could be the sources of inequality and women’s exclusion, 
as shown in the case analysis. (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013, pp. 138, 146). 

 
13 The Nagoya Protocol and its appendices provide examples of such mechanisms. 
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This informed the strong Recommendations that emerged from GenBenefit (Section 3.4). 

 

3.4. “Towards Best Practice for Benefit Sharing Involving Access to Human 

Biological Resources: Conclusions and Recommendations.” (Chapter 10) 

 (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013c) 

The implementation element of ‘how’ benefit sharing should take place was a major theme in 

GenBenefit’s work, with a clear distinction made between substantive (should) and process 

(how) elements (Schroeder & Cook Lucas, 2013c, p. 227), strongly informed by the case study 

analyses and gender work. 

GenBenefit’s Recommendations included that guidelines and policies for benefit sharing should 

explicitly require women’s meaningful participation in all phases of decision-making, allowing 

for appropriate consultations to include women’s views, with equal membership of bodies that 

negotiate or take decisions.  

The Recommendations’ central focus however, was on the significant governance role for 

Research Ethics Committees (REC) in benefit sharing; to mitigate exploitation in biomedical 

research, and develop the potential for long-term equitable relationships between researchers 

and participants. This could deliver alternative benefits to participants via community-building 

and empowerment to generate fairer outcomes, particularly in international research between 

HIC and LMIC settings. These Recommendations were carried forward beyond benefit sharing, 

in CPE’s subsequent research programme, as reflected in my portfolio publications discussed in 

Sections 4 and 5. 
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SECTION 4  

ETHICS DUMPING 

 

4.1. TRUST (2015-19) 

The term “ethics dumping” originated in the European Union Horizon 2020 programme to 

characterize research carried out by institutions from HICs in LMICs in a way which would not 

be accepted in the home settings (European Commission, n.d.; 2015. p. 35). 

The TRUST project was funded to catalyse a global collaborative effort to improve adherence to 

high ethical standards around the world (European Commission, 2015-19), expanding CPE’s 

previous work. The four portfolio publications presented in this Section emerged from this 

project.  

TRUST’s ultimate goal was the transdisciplinary Global Code of Conduct for Research in Resource-

Poor Settings (GCC) (TRUST, 2018; Appendix P). This frames the overall work and impact of 

TRUST, including my contributions to its development (Schroeder et al., 2019). The GCC is 

currently applied in around 50 countries in Europe, Africa and Asia through a range of 

adopters, including the European Commission, European & Developing Countries Clinical Trials 

Partnership (EDCTP), funders, universities, foundations and individual projects. I am one of its 

56 authors. However, the GCC is not included in my portfolio or discussed in detail here for 

reasons of proportionality. 

 

4.2. Ethics Dumping 

(Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a) 

From its inception, TRUST’s work considered multiple axes of vulnerability to exploitation in 

research, as expressed in my co-authored “Introduction” to the project book, Ethics dumping: 

Case studies from North-South research collaborations: 

Achieving equity in international research is a pressing concern. Exploitative North-
South research collaborations often follow patterns established in colonial times. 
Whether the objects of exploitation are human research participants, institutions, local 
communities, animals or the environment, this raises questions about how such 
exploitation can be avoided. (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018b, p. 1). 

Ethics Dumping (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a) presented 14 case studies, including one 

of good practice. Each concluded with specific recommendations. Contributions were sourced 
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from academics, policymakers, NGOs and multi-stakeholder engagement (Section 4.3.1). I had 

an extensive co-editorial role to select and verify submissions, ensuring inclusion across  

research disciplines and geographical location.  

My curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics method was instrumental in 

evidencing the circumstances where ethics dumping flourishes. I analysed the 14 selected case 

studies through adapting the method to this larger more heterogenous sample (Appendix Q: 12 

Ethics Dumping Case Studies: Selected indicators for comparison 2018).  In the first stage, 

charting individual case-based Situation, Context, and Frameworks suggested that useful Axes 

of Analysis to identify Exploitation Risks would be: the dynamics between research setting and 

source of researchers/funding; interactions between external elements and host researchers, 

participants and governance regimes; vulnerabilities of potential participants in relation to 

relevant frameworks; and outcomes. 

These emergent cross-cutting themes were verified by the co-editors in the second stage. I then 

provided tailored iterative support to the diverse range of international contributing authors to 

explore these themes further in each case study. This ensured the original contributions 

remained contextually authentic, whilst generating specific case-based recommendations which 

took the themes into account.  

In the third stage, the synthesized results from the curated comparative analysis of the finalised 

case studies identified six overarching Exploitation Risks. While there is significant overlap, the 

analysis demonstrated that research participants’ pre-existing vulnerability was the strongest 

pre-disposing factor for ethics dumping, compared to e.g., topic, research design or governance 

issues. Again this emphasised how vulnerability itself is a marker for exploitation (Sections 3; 5). 

I used these Exploitation Risks to structure the 14 case studies in the collection, as described in 

the “Introduction” (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018b): 

▪ Vulnerable participants (4/14); 

▪ Clinical trials (3/14);  

▪ Benefit sharing (1/14);  

▪ Animal research (1/14);  

▪ New & Emerging Technologies (3/14);  

▪ Ethical Governance & Processes (2/14).  

These themes of where we should look for vulnerability to exploitation in ethics dumping were 

my primary significant original contribution to Ethics Dumping, which has become a seminal 

collection, with 153,000 downloads demonstrating its reach and engagement (Appendix E).  
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4.3. Towards Creating Equitable Research Relationships 

‘Ethics dumping’ occurs mainly in two areas. First, when research participants and/or 
resources in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) are exploited intentionally, for 
instance because research can be undertaken in an LMIC that would be prohibited in a 
high-income country. Second, exploitation can occur due to insufficient ethics 
awareness on the part of the researchers, or low research governance capacity in the 
host nation. (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018b, p. 2). 

As indicated in Sections 3.2; 3.2.1; 3.4, TRUST developed its work to address well-intentioned 

and/or under-resourced researchers and governance systems, in order to have most impact.  

 

4.3.1. “Promoting equity and preventing exploitation in international research: The 

aims, work and output of the TRUST project”  

(Cook, Chatfield & Schroeder, 2019) 

I showcased TRUST’s methodological approach in the opening chapter of Ethics and integrity in 

health and life sciences research (Koporc, 2019). This work was commissioned by the series 

editor, Ron Iphofen, the European Commission’s mid-term reviewer, in order to raise awareness 

of ethics dumping issues among a health and life sciences readership. I undertook 90% of the 

research and writing, with verification by co-authors.  

This chapter provided me with an opportunity for further reflexive analysis of four Ethics 

Dumping case studies and to advocate for the effectiveness of TRUST’s innovative multi-

stakeholder involvement when developing resources to protect vulnerable participants (Fig. 

4.1).  
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Figure 4.1. 

The TRUST Circle of Engagement. Engagement activities brought together a broad range 
of stakeholders who worked collectively to achieve the TRUST goals. (Cook, Chatfield & 
Schroeder, 2018, p. 19) 

 

 

This engagement strategy enabled identification of good as well as poor practice, on which 

ultimately to build the GCC (Schroeder et al., 2019; Appendix R: TRUST Timeline of Stakeholder 

Engagement).  

There are enormous strategic benefits from incorporating multi-stakeholder perspectives in the 

development of governance tools and guidelines. But TRUST also facilitated connections and 

dialogue between disparate vulnerable research populations (the San; Nairobi sex workers) to 

share concerns and strengthen input. This enabled additional long-term capacity-building.  

Developing mutual understanding between stakeholders and a range of participant experiences 

has led to ongoing collaborations. For example, my co-edited journal symposium “Looking for 

justice from the health industry” (Schroeder & Cook, 2019a; 2019b, not included in portfolio) 

focussed on the under-researched area of the role of private industry in maintaining ethical 

conduct in international health research, with four industry-led submissions from contributors 

involved in TRUST’s fora. 
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4.3.2. Preventing ethics dumping: “The challenges for Kenyan research ethics 

committees”.  

(Chatfield, Schroeder, Guantai et al., 2021) 

This co-authored article drew further on data from TRUST’s multi-stakeholder engagement 

(Section 4.3.1), literature, and case studies. Kenya has been an important focus for TRUST as it 

is an LMIC with a sophisticated research governance system. This study identified 11 specific 

challenges for Kenyan RECs in preventing ethics dumping: variations in governance standards; 

resistance to double ethics review (in external researchers’ institution and host setting); 

resource constraints; management of biological samples; management of primary data; 

informed consent procedures; cultural insensitivity; standards of care; feedback to research 

communities; power differentials which facilitate exploitation of local researchers, and lack of 

local relevance and/or affordability of resultant products.  

 

While broadly familiar, these issues always manifest in a specific context, and cannot be solved 

‘top-down’ from ‘outside’ by HIC researchers. This article acknowledged these tensions, and 

pioneered an innovative model of collaborative and inclusive research and publication, to 

demonstrate how researchers from HICs and LMICs can work together with research 

participants from vulnerable populations, to identify both setting-specific and general solutions 

to ethics dumping challenges (Fig. 4.2). 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2.Co-production and co-authorship on preventing ethics dumping in Kenya. 
(Chatfield, Schroeder, Guantai et al., 2021, p. 27) 
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This process relied on mutual respect and the creation of long-term trusting relationships, such 

as those established during San-Khoba!, GenBenefit, and TRUST. My previous work is cited 

throughout the paper, in background, results and discussion. My methodological experience 

with the curated comparative analysis of case studies helped to frame the ethics dumping 

themes and analytical structure. I also made critical and theoretical contributions to the 

innovative method, particularly around publishing controversial or ‘exposing’ examples in a safe 

way, based on my experience editing Ethics Dumping (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a). 

 

4.4. Reflection 

The use of curated case studies as an analytical method was enhanced in TRUST through the 

active inclusion of multiple stakeholder voices in the co-creation of research outputs, including 

governance guidance. This enriched both the findings and their impact. However, while I 

continued to leverage an (eco)feminist understanding or sightline in relation to ethics dumping, 

it will be clear that gender aspects were not foregrounded in TRUST. I have subsequently begun 

to address this, as discussed in Section 5. 
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SECTION 5 

“AVOIDING GENDER EXPLOITATION AND ETHICS DUMPING IN 

RESEARCH WITH WOMEN” (COOK, 2020) 

 

The final publication in my portfolio is a sole-authored journal article. It drew on the theoretical 

feminist foundations discussed in Sections 2 and 3, and the methodological approach to 

empirical data from Sections 3 and 4. I first seeded this idea in Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas 

(2009, pp. 163-4), which noted that “risk … becomes, additionally, a gender issue, when all of 

the participants in the study are female.” 

In Cook (2020), I argued that strategies to redress the historical under-representation of women 

in biomedical and health research, as researchers, participants, or beneficiaries (known as a Fix 

the Numbers of Women; Fix the Institutions; Fix the Knowledge approach) (e.g., Schiebinger et 

al., 2011-20) have resulted in hidden risks of exploitation for women participants. As there had 

been no opportunity to address gender as a category of analysis/theme in Ethics Dumping 

(Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a), I linked these issues here, following the operational and 

policy-driven approach established throughout my portfolio work. 

I selected two Ethics Dumping case studies with 100% female cohorts; “Human Food Trial of a 

Transgenic Fruit” (van Niekerk & Wynberg, 2018), and “Cervical Cancer Screening in India” 

(Srinivasan et al., 2018). Using the curated comparative analysis of case studies method, with 

gender as the Axis of Analysis I identified a range of gendered Exploitation Risks (Appendix S: 

Ethics Dumping Case Studies. Selected Gender Indicators for Comparison, 2020). Analysis of 

these case studies revealed that women were differentially vulnerable to exploitation in 

research, both in relation to men (e.g., financial coercion due to gender pay gap), and to other 

(groups of) women (e.g., illiteracy), due to contextual pre-existing and structural gender-based 

inequalities. This reinforced my previous findings in GenBenefit regarding gendered 

vulnerabilities (Alvarez-Castillo, Cook Lucas & Cordillera Castillo, 2009; Alvarez Castillo & Cook 

Lucas, 2009). Connecting with TRUST’s orientation, here I argued that enriched understanding 

of the patterns which underlie ethics dumping can support more robust ethics review of 

research. For example, exploitative research designs and practices may be missed by reviewers 

without a nuanced understanding of gender-based harms.  Based in my experience as an ethics 

reviewer, my recommendations provided practical tools for REC/IRB14 members (Fig. 5.1). 

 
14 US Research Ethics Committees are known as Institutional Review Boards (IRB). 
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Figure 5.1. 

Recommendations for REC/IRB Reviewers to Avoid Ethics Dumping in Single Gender 
Cohorts (Cook, 2020) 

 

This approach connects with that outlined by Margaret Little early in the development of 

feminist bioethics, suggesting the field was:  

useful in ways that far outstrip the particular policy recommendations that feminists 
might give to some standard checklist of topics. For one thing, feminist reflection may 
change the checklist, altering what questions people think to ask, what topics they 
regard as important, what strikes them as a puzzle in need of resolution ... what dangers 
one is alerted to watch for. (1996, p. 2). 

Throughout my portfolio outputs, my work has been about ‘changing the checklist’ of what 

dangers one is alerted to watch for. I have recently revisited the GenBenefit gender data, using 

curated comparative analysis (Appendix T: 2021: Reflection on 2009/13 gender indicators - 

Traditional Knowledge Cases; Appendix U: 2021: Reflection on 2009/13 gender indicators – 

Human Samples Cases). It is clear from this reflexive exercise that there are now (2021) more 

frameworks and protections in place for vulnerable research participants in international 

research, but also that my own understanding of the potential for gender-based harms and how 

to locate them has developed considerably. 
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Attention to gender nuances across the various fields within bioethics (e.g., health care, 

biotechnology) is increasingly a policy focus. For example, Integrating a Gender Equality 

Perspective, an expert report for the Council of Europe Committee on Bioethics, concludes that 

one overall goal should be to: 

decrease the data gap for women (their ‘invisibility’) in biomedical research. (Wagner, 
2020, p. 34). 

However, this does not acknowledge the hidden risks of involvement in biomedical research for 

vulnerable women (Persampieri, 2019). The need to embed a gender dimension in research 

ethics and our understanding of ethics dumping remains, so: 

perhaps it is time that discussions about the gendered ethical issues raised by these case 
studies … became embedded in … broader debate on the conditions under which 
research on women only should take place. (Cook, 2020). 
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SECTION 6 

BIOETHICS AT THE INTERSECTIONS 

 

In Cook (2020) I noted the intersections of policy frameworks around international women’s 

rights (e.g., UN Women) and sustainability (UN Millennium Development Goals 2000–2015; UN 

Sustainable Development Goals 2016–30), and how it is now recognized that sustainable 

development cannot be achieved without the empowerment of all women and girls (UNDP, 

2021; Ryder & Boone, 2021). It is therefore no longer necessary to constantly defend the 

‘women and environment’ point. 

However, accepting this link has never implied an ecofeminist orientation (Section 2). Despite 

current interest in ecofeminism, it remains on the academic margins, with ecofeminist 

philosophy categorised as a subset of feminist environmental philosophy (McAfee, 2018). 

There is however a well-established field of feminist bioethics (Tong, 1997; Tong, 2001; Donchin 

& Dodds, 2004; Scully et al., 2010), which questions how research is conducted and arguments 

are framed:  

Feminist bioethics is characterized by shared theoretical and political orientations that 
favor certain methodological approaches, including a focus on empirical experience; 
attention to the effects of social, political or epistemic power; and a commitment to 
influencing social and political change. (Donchin & Scully, 2015). 

There have been calls to broaden the focus of feminist bioethics to engage with other feminisms 

including ecofeminism, and encompass environmental concerns and environmental justice 

(Twine, 2010b).  

The work in my portfolio takes a recognisably feminist bioethical approach. But from its initial 

concern with benefit sharing to broader ethics of international research, it also links directly to 

ecofeminist commitments to 1. exploring intersections between women and the 

environment/‘nature’, and 2. including a plurality of voices in building ethics and practice 

(Gaard, 1993a, p. vii; Cook, 1998; Warren, 2000; Kheel, 2008, p. 215; Cook Lucas, 2009). The 

inclusion of empirical data is understood as central to this configuration (Warren, 1997b; 

Schiebinger et al., 2011-20). In my work, this has taken shape within the contemporary research 

methodology of empirical ethics.  

This approach has enabled development of an original method of curated analysis of case 

studies in applied ethics. This method has not only become embedded in CPE’s ongoing work; 

in terms of impact, its use in gender analyses played a direct role in debates around the content 
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of the 2010 Nagoya Protocol, and it was foundational for the Ethics Dumping collection 

(Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a), on which considerable further work has been based.  

Research into prevention of ethics dumping connected strongly with my ecofeminist 

commitments, evidencing how such exploitation occurs between some of the most vulnerable 

people globally (e.g., the Southern African San; sex workers in Nairobi; illiterate women in rural 

India), and some of the most powerful (e.g., world-leading scientists funded by the US National 

Institutes of Health; the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation). Paying attention to the quality of the 

relationship between researcher and researched has influenced widely adopted 

recommendations to prevent ethics dumping (Section 4).  

The materialist ecofeminist perspective I bring pays attention to the connections between 

vulnerable people and their bodies/labour as, for example, resources for scientific endeavours. 

In my sole-authored work this has culminated in highly specific recommendations for research 

ethics reviewers to avoid gender exploitation and ethics dumping in research with women 

(Section 5).  A challenge for me now is to expand our understanding of ethics dumping to 

incorporate gender issues. 

The emphasis on identification of gendered differential vulnerability to risk has thus become 

central to my approach, and links directly to intersectionality. This orientation gives me a specific 

sightline along which to locate exploitation risks in international research. This idea of a sightline 

resonates with Crenshaw, who recently described intersectionality as: 

basically a lens, a prism, for seeing the way in which various forms of inequality often 
operate together and exacerbate each other. (TIME, 2020). 

For me, this enables the application of a distinctively ecofeminist approach to bioethics. My work 

demonstrates one way of approaching what Plumwood called:  

the key justice (north/south) issue of relationship with other communities ... Taking 
responsibility for remote places requires strong institutional and community networking 
arrangements. The responsibility principle is compatible with some forms of exchange, 
and with the desirability of some exchange of goods and bads between places, provided 
this meets the ecojustice criterion of making one or both places involved in the exchange 
better and no places worse. (2008, p. 9). 

Revisiting Cook (1998/2016) from an academic perspective has required some reflection on the 

double-edged role of academic activism, and especially the ongoing risk of appropriation and 

de-politicisation of discourses (Mies, 1993; Bilge, 2013). Being reminded of how I and other 

activist ecofeminists experience(d) misrepresentation and exclusion encourages me towards 

more respectful methodologies. My work has included curated activities and analyses which aim 

for authentic inclusion of multiply marginalised people in the creation of research outputs. This 
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extends to co-authorship, and I look forward to developing this early-stage methodology with 

the input of those whose voices most need to be heard. 

As I complete this thesis, I have a role in a new Wellcome Trust-funded project in the Centre for 

Professional Ethics; Leaving No-one Behind in Research (2021-5) (UCLan, 2021), where I am 

continuing to  develop the application of  ecofeminist intersectional theory to resist the 

exploitation of vulnerable populations in global research, alongside those who are most affected 

by it. 
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Appendix B 
 

Women’s Environmental Network (WEN) 
Population: An Ecofeminist Perspective 

(1992 not in portfolio) 
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Appendix C 

Ecofeminism Lecture Series 

January 1993, and September – October 1993 
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Appendix D 
 

Ecofeminism Course at Birkbeck College (1994-5) 
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Appendix E 
 

Impact: Ecofeminism and Ethics Dumping 
 

This appendix reflects on the citation and readership impact of the included publications in two 
areas – Ecofeminism (Section 2), and  Ethics dumping: Case studies from North-South research 
collaborations (Schroeder, Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a) (Section 4). 

 

These are not only different areas thematically, but also in terms of the shape of the 
publications’ impact, offering a useful perspective on the different trajectories of published 
academic output. 

 

Ecofeminism (Section 2) 
 

Cook, J. (1998). The philosophical colonization of ecofeminism. Environmental Ethics, 

20(3), 227-246. (Translated and anthologised, 2016.) (Cook, 1998) 

 

This paper was a slow-burn in terms of impact for many years. I was told by Val Plumwood, who 
had been one of the peer-reviewers for Environmental Ethics, that its controversial nature 
meant it was unlikely to be cited much. Although this is not possible to assess, there were indeed 
few citations for a long time, except in very specific area of interest, which included theological 
approaches to ecofeminism, or amongst UK and Australian ecofeminists. I consider this is likely 
related to a) my resistance to the theoretical move to ‘essentialise’ anything that appealed to 
any value or experience beyond ‘reason’, including ‘spiritual’ activism, or b) (related), some deep 
differences at this time between US academic feminism and global activism with a political focus. 

No doubt my withdrawal from the field (see Section 2) and lack of follow-up also contributed to 
this. 

I was therefore both surprised and delighted to be contacted by the publisher Cambourakis on 
behalf of Emilie Hache in 2015, to ask if the article could be included in a French translation of 
“a selection of hard-to-find Eco-feminist texts and to make them accessible to the wider public”,  
to coincide with the Paris Climate Agreement events. 

This publication, which became Reclaim (Hache, 2016), saw Cook (1998) included as  a “rare 
activist voice” (p. 27) alongside high-profile ecofeminists such as Susan Griffin, Vandana Shiva, 
Ariel Salleh and Starhawk, whose work has been important both to me personally, and to my 
own work. 
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Figure E.1. 

Reclaim (Hache, 2016) cover and Contents 
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As part of the publication process, I learned from Environmental Ethics that I held the copyright 
to Cook (1998). As the paper is still not freely available online from the journal, I therefore 
created a Researchgate account and added a copy of the original paper to my profile, in the 
hope that those who could not read it in French might find it there. It has subsequently attracted 
increasing research attention and recently reached 100 reads, with weekly activity currently 
being quite buoyant. 
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I have also added the ecofeminist book reviews from Environmental Values (Cook, 1994; Cook, 

2000; Cook Lucas, 2009; Cook Lucas, 2010) to Researchgate, where they receive a steady stream 

of reads, particularly for Salleh (2009). 
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The Researchgate activity is possibly related to the inclusion of Cook (1998) as a resource in a 
number of university reading lists, for example as further reading in ecofeminism for Theorising 
Gender 2 at the University of Leeds.  

Google scholar citations are still low (31), but range through student dissertations, articles and 
books across disciplines from theology to philosophy to environmental sciences to post-
colonialism. 

The article is pleasingly referenced in the “Ecofeminism” chapter in pioneering bioethicist 
Rosemarie Tong’s classic,  Feminist thought, student economy edition (2015), and in the revised 
Feminist Thought: A More Comprehensive Introduction (Tong & Botts, 2018). 

It has a growing presence online, for example on encyclopedia.com 
https://www.encyclopedia.com/science/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-
maps/environmental-ethics-iv-ecofeminism 

And I can be found listed as a “known ecofeminist author” on Wikipedia’s Ecofeminism page, 
although I have yet to populate my waiting page 

https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C3%89cof%C3%A9minisme  

 

My ecofeminist work has not of course ever been funded in any way. This provides a useful and 
historical comparison of both the impact of high-profile funding on research outputs, and the 
changes in academic publishing and the accessibility of academic outputs over the timespan of 
this thesis. 

  

https://www.encyclopedia.com/science/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/environmental-ethics-iv-ecofeminism
https://www.encyclopedia.com/science/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/environmental-ethics-iv-ecofeminism
https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C3%89cof%C3%A9minisme
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Ethics Dumping (Section 4) 
 

By contrast, Ethics dumping: Case studies from North-South research collaborations (Schroeder, 
Cook, Hirsch et al., 2018a) has had huge impact in terms of reads and citations in the three years 
since its publication in November 2018. 

Due to the European Commission funding for the TRUST project, Ethics Dumping was published 
gold open access, meaning that it can be downloaded freely direct from Springer’s site. This has 
facilitated its impact and reach, and at the time of writing (20.11.21) it has achieved 153,000 
downloads, with 77 recorded citations for the book. 

 

 

 

The list of citing books and journals provided by Crossref (https://www.crossref.org/ 20.11.21) 
demonstrates the interdisciplinary reach of the collection. 

https://www.crossref.org/
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Google Scholar also provides citations for the individual chapters / cases in the book. The sources 
of these citations again evidence the broad appeal and use of these case studies for those 
involved in a range of research disciplines and endeavours, but perhaps indicate some gaps in 
interest (gender). 

Table E.1. 

Current citations for individual ethics dumping cases 

Chapter / Case study Google Scholar citations 
20.11.21 

1 Introduction 8 
2 Social science research in a humanitarian emergency 

context 
6 

3 International genomics research involving the San 
people 

24 

4 Sex workers involved in HIV/AIDS research 5 
5 Cervical cancer screening in India 17 
6 Ebola vaccine trials 9 
7 Hepatitis B Study with Gender Inequities 1 
8 Healthy volunteers in clinical studies 4 
9 An international collaborative genetic research 

project conducted in China 
11 

10 The use of non-human primates in research 14 
11 Human food trial of a transgenic fruit 3 
12 ICT and mobile data for health research 3 
13 Safety and security risks of CRISPR/Cas9 16 
14 Seeking retrospective approval for a study in resource-

constrained Liberia 
5 

15 Legal and Ethical Issues of Justice: Global and Local 
Perspectives on Compensation for Serious Adverse 
Events in Clinical Trials 

1 



11 
 

However, verifying these figures is always contentious, as Researchgate currently records a 
further 1000 reads of the book’s “Introduction” via my pages. This has also brought me a number 
of useful contacts and potential collaborators in academic activism for the future. 

 

 

 

Conference output 

I presented TRUST’s Ethics Dumping results at UCLan’s 4th International Health & Wellbeing 
Research with Real Impact Conference on 4.2.18. My presentation, “How to Counter ‘Ethics 
Dumping’ in International Health Research”, presented the overall ethics dumping concept 
illustrated by data from two case studies from the curated collection: “Cervical Cancer - Clinical 
Trials In India”, and “Seeking Retrospective Ethical Approval  
for Ebola Research in Liberia”. 

 

Teaching 

I have also used the case study research and overarching ‘ethics dumping’ analysis to provide 
‘research-informed teaching’ on post-graduate Health modules at UCLan. I have taught “Ethics 
and Governance Processes” on the module Design and Interpretation of Clinical Trials, and I 
teach an ongoing single session each semester, “Linking Research Ethics with Critical Evaluation” 
on the module Evidence for Practice. This too relies on specific case study examples from the 
collection. 
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Appendix F 
 

GenBenefit International Conference: New Delhi, March 2008 
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Appendix G 
Table G.1. MAYA-ICBG – San-Hoodia Comparison 2009 

 

 

Research project MAYA_ICBG San-Hoodia

Time Period 1998 - 2001 2003 - 2009

Country Mexico South Africa

Indigenous Peoples (IP) Maya San

Pharma products from plant Traditional 
Knowledge (TK)

 

External (international) research funding & 
design

USA public / Wales private UK  private 

Local / national host research partners ECOSUR public SA CSIR public

IPs / TK holders involved  in research design / 
project

X X

R&D benefit sharing intention  X

National  CBD policy framework in place X X

Functioning implementation / 
operationalisation  of existing  policies

Q X

Adequate processes and structures for 
negotiating CBD-style benefit sharing 

X X

TK holders identified Q X

Consent from TK holders to access biodiversity Q post-hoc

Stakeholders adequately represented  in 
decision-making (around benefit sharing)

X Following intervention

Local resistance to planned activities Q 

Organised resistance within country to planned 
activities

 

International support for resistance to planned 
activities

 

Conflict between concepts / governance of 
community / relevant territories (land)

 

Stable / safe political situation
Post-Zapatista uprising. 
Militarisation, displacement

Historic genocide. Contemporary 
marginalisation

Conflict over nature of knowledge / IPR  

Benefit sharing agreement reached X 

Research enacted X 

Benefits paid X 

MAYA-ICBG / San-Hoodia Cases: Selected indicators for 
comparison (Feinholz Klip, Garcia Barrios & Cook Lucas, 2009)
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Appendix H 
Timeline of CBD Cases 1987-2010 

Table H.1. 

Timeline of CBD Cases 1987-2010 
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Appendix I 

 

Methodological Approach for this Inquiry 

 

 

Applied ethics 

The methodological approach for the published research presented in this portfolio falls within 

applied ethics. ‘Applied ethics’ describes the use of philosophical methods to examine particular 

issues for the purpose of ethical decision-making. It emerged in the 1970s as a philosophical 

movement (Singer, 1980) to address “pressing moral problems in society” (Beauchamp, 2008, 

p2). The ‘problems’ in question may relate to issues such as reproductive choices, end-of-life, 

mental health care or racial and sexual equality. They may address personal (e.g. dietary: Singer, 

1975) or professional conduct, or broader contemporary social and political issues such as 

technology (Grunwald, 2021), or climate change. Specifically in my thesis, the use of applied 

ethics is of broad value for informing research policy and practice. 

 

Applied ethics often requires practical, feasible solutions to problems in addition to theoretical 

analysis of them (Bayertz, 2002). Therefore an applied ethics approach requires understanding 

of the specific fields it addresses, as well as the synthesis and analysis of information drawn from 

diverse sources, which can range through academic literature, empirical studies, philosophical 

enquiry, policy documents and so on (Frey and Wellman, 2008). There are no set rules about 

how to find the relevant information; the analysis of each case will be unique, therefore this 

type of analysis requires a flexible approach which can adapt to the topics under consideration.  

 

Applied ethical analysis is most commonly desk-based, involving critical thinking and conceptual 

philosophical analysis of existing data, as well as dialogue and exchange with other scholars, 

expert informants etc. However, the use of empirical methods to actively obtain data that is 

then included in applied ethical analysis has become more widespread, and is often termed 

‘empirical ethics’ (Molewijk & Frith, 2009).  

 

 

 



2 
 

Empirical ethics 

Empirical research in ethics has been captured as relevant to determining what course of action 

is right or wrong, good or bad, respectful or disrespectful etc. It involves the collection and 

analysis of “ethically relevant empirical data” for making these decisions; “bioethicists may use 

empirical data to generate ‘evidence-based’ recommendations about how ethical principles 

should be realized in specific settings.” (DuBois, 2009, p. 72). Empirical ethicists may therefore 

analyse data that has been collected via a wide variety of means, and methods. This may include 

their own empirical work, or other researchers’ studies, information from civil society, or 

industry and media. Consequently, the approach to data collection for ethical analysis can draw 

upon any tradition or approach to obtain the ethically relevant data. In my trajectory from a 

campaigning perspective to academic research, this has been an appropriate method to 

develop, as it relies on the same skillset in locating and working with information from diverse 

sources, and a transferable critical perspective of ‘What is relevant here?’. 

 

The relationship between traditional social sciences and empirical ethics, including any 

distinctions between them, are ongoing matters of debate in this relatively new field (Frith, 

2010). However, there is significant overlap and sharing of approaches, particularly in multi- or 

trans-disciplinary research projects, such as those reported in this thesis. 

 

Case studies are a well-established method in the development of applied ethics, including  for 

education, training  and communication, particularly in transdisciplinary contexts, where they 

bring this ‘real-life’ empirical evidence to situations which demand ethical decision-making 

(European Commission, 2010). 

 

The applied ethics research presented in Sections 2 and 3 is largely based on an empirical ethics 

method which made substantial use of case study data. 

 

Case studies 

Research case studies are usually (a combination of) exploratory, descriptive or explanatory 

(Zainal, 2007; Ebneyamini, 2018). Whilst often used in isolation, multiple (or collective) case 

studies can enhance generalized understandings of a topic (Noor, 2008).  

Stake’s work (1995) grounded the intention to capture complexity in case study research, with 

in-depth consideration of historical background, setting, and institutional and political factors. 
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Yin’s (2018) description of case studies that investigate a contemporary phenomenon within its 

real-life context, when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 

evident, and in which multiple sources of evidence are used, is close to the analytical approach 

I developed for the published work which is presented in Sections 2, 3, and 4. 

I describe this as a curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics.  

 

Curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics 

The term curation represents my reflexive responsibility for organising the material to identify 

trends and themes to develop and present the resulting analysis and make recommendations. 

The method relied on my deep familiarity with the material under investigation through 

immersion over time. This helped to retain the individual character of each case within a 

complex international and theoretical context. 

This approach connects to the need for “de-abstraction” when using such an analytical method. 

Complex mapping and synthesis of multiple evidence sources will produce general conclusions, 

about for example the (non)adoption of specific practices and their impacts (see Stage 2, Cross-

map findings with other case studies included in the collection). However, the outcomes in each 

case are sensitive to and dependent on multiple and diverse contextual factors, which need to 

be identified and accounted for: “transferring ‘evidence-based’ conclusions to other cases 

requires de-abstraction in the sense of collecting detailed knowledge about these contextual 

factors that led to adoption of programmes and their outcomes under different conditions.” 

(Konig et al., 2021, forthcoming). 

The curated comparative analysis of case studies in applied ethics is a reflexive method which 

incorporates this understanding. Crucial contextual factors are identified early in Stage 1 of the 

method in order to establish the Situation, Context and Frameworks. This shapes the 

subsequent Axes of Analysis for each case study. These factors are then incorporated into the 

identification of comparative themes between and across the case studies, in Stage 2.    Synthesis 

of the themes and contextual factors in Stage 3 generates nuanced but widely applicable 

conclusions and recommendations which take the contextual factors identified into account.  

These recommendations can aim either to support and build such factors, or to resist or defend 

against them, dependent on the ethical orientation of the analysis. For example, in my analysis,  

identifying conditions in which ethics dumping flourishes (Section 3) enables recommendations 

which will counter these, as well as recommendations to support the factors which strengthen 

ways to resist ethics dumping. 
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A detailed indicative example of applying the steps in the curated comparative analysis method 

is shown in Appendix L. 

 

 

 



1 
 

 

 

Appendix J 
 

 

Table J.1. MAYA-ICBG – San-Hoodia – Kani  –  Nigeria Comparison 2013 
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Appendix K 
 

Table K.1. Iceland – Kenya – Indonesia Comparison 2013 
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Appendix L 
Table L.1. Indicative example of curated comparative analysis of collective case studies in applied ethics 
 

Curated comparative analysis of collective case studies in applied ethics 
(indicative example relates to fair benefit sharing in research) 

Stage 1: Apply process to each individual case in the collection 

Step in process Purpose Categories for analysis 
(indicative examples) 

Shaping considerations 

Situation 
 
 
This will focus and define the 
rest of the analysis 

Who is doing what, to who? 
 
Identify specifics: 
 
 What is the topic/issue? 
 
 What happened? 
 
 Who are the stakeholders? 
 
 What’s the location? 
 
 Establish the timeline. 

 
 
Completely open 

 
 
 Is this a paradigm/familiar case? 
 
 Does it seem unusual or unique? 
 
 What are its specific features? 
 
 What is the existing context for analysis – 

evidence/literature/media coverage? 

Applying additional gender 
lens 

Enable baseline data collection 
for this analysis. 

 Single gender cohorts 
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 Women’s role in case 
 
 Differential gender 

roles/status in case. 

Context 
 
This will be dependent on the 
research question you bring – 
what are you interested in? 
 
 

 
 
What are the relevant key 
features? 
 

 Single country 
 
 HIC or LMIC 
 
 Cross-border 
 
 Disaster/conflict  zone 
 
 Indigenous people  
 
 Pandemic 

 
 
 Are there any (geo)political issues to be 

considered? 
 
 Who or what is/has been funding, driving or 

opposing this case/project? 

 
 
Applying additional gender 
lens 

 
 
Enable contextual baseline data 
for the analysis. 

 Single gender cohorts 
 
 Women’s roles/status in 

community of interest 
 
 Specific data for women e.g.,  

maternal mortality rate. 

 
 
Differential gender status in 
community/country, e.g., gender pay 
gap/education. 
 

Frameworks  
 
Decisions made here set the 
analytical parameters e.g. 
human v non-human 
specimens. 
 

 
 What overarching 

frameworks apply here 
directly (e.g. CBD)? 

 
 Could any others be 

relevant/comparable (e.g., 
Declaration of Helsinki)? 

 

 
 Policy 
 
 Legal 
 
 Ethical 
 
 Human rights 
 

 
 
 What impact do/could these frameworks 

have if applied (in the case to the analysis)? 
 

 What has been/will be the impact of not 
applying them in the case/to the analysis? 
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 What specific frameworks 
have been put in place (e.g., 
consent/benefit sharing 
agreement)? 

 Binding v non-
binding/voluntary/aspiration
al 

 
 Codes/statements 

 
 
 
Applying additional gender 
lens 

 What overarching gender-
based frameworks apply here 
directly? 

 
 What gender-based aspects 

of overarching applicable 
frameworks (e.g., Nagoya 
Protocol) are relevant here? 

 
 Could any others be relevant 

or comparable? E.g., Does the 
country have a Constitution? 

 
 What specific frameworks 

have been put in place (e.g., 
in a consent/benefit sharing 
agreement)? 

 National/international 
women’s rights guidelines 
and commitments. 

 
 Indigenous guidelines for 

women’s political 
participation. 

 
Could these frameworks help to identify e.g., 
gender-biased gaps in inclusion and 
participation, and offer support  to underpin 
recommendations? 

 

Identifying 
Lenses/Axes of 
Analysis 
 
Based on the data, what 
lenses/axes are most 

 
 What are the patterns? 
 
 What or who is missing or 

overrepresented? 
 
 What have you noticed? 

(Your bias/specialism) 
 

 
 Indigeneity 
 
 Poverty 
 
 Disease status 
 
 Funding 
 

 
This principle will influence/structure 
presentation of the whole analysis:  
 
 e.g., a historical presentation will give pre-

post something and indicate changes but 
the analysis of cause/effect/impact of any 
particular change is part of your 
interpretation.  
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appropriate for your research 
question? 
 

 What are the sources of 
information? 

 
 Might other lenses be 

helpful? 
 

 Historical situation 
(colonisation) 

 
 Vulnerability 
 
 External perspectives: 

NGOs/media. 

 
 e.g., a focus on impacts related to poverty 

as a mechanism will not necessarily look at 
the causes of poverty as part of the 
interpretation. That would require a further 
lens/axis. 

 
 
Applying additional gender 
lens 

 Identify where are the 
women. 

 
 What are they doing / what  

is happening to them and 
why? 

 
 Are there other impacted 

gender groups? 
 
 What are the gender 

differentials? 

 Women’s participation in 
consent processes and 
negotiations. 

 
 Women’s role in identifying, 

managing or distributing 
benefits. 

 
 Women’s access to/share of 

benefits. 
 
 Women’s political 

participation in wider 
community. 

 
 
Can findings/status quo be 
critiqued/triangulated against gender-based 
guidelines or normative comparisons? 

Exploitation risks 
 
These should emerge from the 
analysis. 
 

 
 
Identify and assess these in 
relation to the selected 
frameworks. 
 
 

 
 Lack of appropriate consent 

procedures. 
 
 Population vulnerable to 

coercion. 
 
 Lack of effective governance. 

 
 
Gauge against the story – what 
happened/when/how/who to/outcome – could 
that have been foreseen or mitigated? 
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Applying additional gender 
lens 

Identify and assess these in 
relation to the selected 
frameworks. 
 

 Coercion/consent made (or 
denied) on women’s behalf. 

 
 Unfair share of benefits. 

 
 Exclusion from democratic (or 

other) process. 

 

Recommendations 
(individual case) 

 
 
 To mitigate risks 
 
 To model best practice 

 
 
Completely open 

 What could be done differently/better? 
 
 Recommendations need to be contextual – 

who are they aimed at? 
 
 Are they implementable by those (or any) 

parties? 
 

 If not, what are the alternatives? 
 
Applying additional gender 
lens 

To ensure inclusion of women’s 
needs/targets in 
recommendations. 

Completely open  

 
Stage 2:  

Cross-map findings with other case studies in the collection to identify comparative themes 
 

Step in process Points noted 
(indicative examples) 

Counterpoints noted  
(indicative examples) 

Themes 
(indicative examples) 

Situation Biodiversity exported for R&D R&D retained in country Location of R&D shapes benefit sharing. 

Context Politically unstable setting/LMIC Politically stable setting/HIC The country setting underpins many capacity 
issues and exploitation risks. 
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Frameworks Relevant local laws and 
regulations followed. 

Cases subject to different 
international regimes, e.g., if CBD 
not yet promulgated in country. 

Confusion about conflicting frameworks and 
expectations has a negative impact on 
outcomes. 

Lens / Axes of 
analysis 

Poverty Wealthy population Indicates potential vulnerabilities and risks e.g., 
coercion with a potential impact on informed 
consent. 

Exploitation risks Poor practice regarding export of 
samples is notable in cases with 
strong external research input. 

Strong host involvement in 
research is reflected in more local 
involvement in research design 
and analysis. 

Who designs and implements the research 
seems to be significant. General risk of poorer 
practice when HIC researchers conduct activities 
in LMICs. 

Stage 3. Synthesis produces recommendations which would be weaker, or missed altogether, based on 
an individual case study / limited set of case studies. 

(Example) Recommendations 
 Need to build researcher capacity regarding benefit sharing theory and practice/frameworks and requirements, especially in international research 

settings. 
o Capacity-building needs and strategies will be very different for HIC or LMIC research settings. 

 Need to build compliance with regulations through Research Ethics Committee structures to address exploitation risks within existing systems.  
o This requires support and capacity building, particularly in LMICs. 

 Need to build participant capacity/empowerment , including development of community permission. 
 
Additional gender lens Address requirements for women’s involvement at all relevant stages; build into compliance mechanisms and extend 

capacity-building initiatives in contextually sensitive ways. 
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Appendix M 
 

Gender Analysis: Selected Indicators 2009 (with 2021 comparison) 
 

 

Indicator 
/ Country 

Iceland Kenya Nigeria San 
(Southern 

Africa) 

Kani (India) 

% of Women 
in parliament 
 
UN 2008 data 

34.9 (2000)  
30.2 (2004) 

3.6   (2000) 
7.10 (2004) 
 
Men 
dominate 
political 
sphere. 

3 (1999) 
7 (2008) 
 
Women have 
a minimal 
role in politics 
despite a 
constitutional 
guarantee for 
equal rights. 

Women’s 
participation in 
political affairs 
dwindled with 
sedentarisation 
and women 
are 
marginalized in 
politics. 

Women by 
tradition do 
not 
participate in 
political 
activities. 

Maternal 
mortality rate 
(per 100,000 
live births) 
 
WHO 2006 
data 

0 (2000)  1000 (2000) 800 (2000) 
 
Lack of 
female 
autonomy 
over 
reproduction. 

No specific 
data available 

Women lack 
autonomy 
over their 
fertility. 
Pregnancy-
related health 
problems 
related to 
physical 
labour. 

Life 
expectancy 
(years)  
 
WHO 2004 
data 

79 (men) 
83 (women) 
 

51 (men) 
50 (women) 

45 (men) 
46 (women) 

No specific 
data available 

No specific 
data available 

UN 2007/8 
data 

High 
#1 

Medium 
#148 

Low  
#158 

No specific 
data available 

No specific 
data available 

Women in 
key benefit 
sharing 
decision-
making 
bodies. * 
 
 

Act on a Health 
Sector Database 
(1998) passed by 
a parliament 
with 25% 
women 
members. 
 
Women’s 
participation in 
debates: 24% 
(TV); 39% 
(radio).  

0 0 2/7 (San 
Trustees) 
 
WIMSA (no 
woman officer 
during 
negotiations) 

2/11 (Kani 
Trust 
Executive 
Committee). 
Appointed by 
men as no 
woman would 
stand. 

 

Table M.1. 2009. Comparison of selected indicators for gender analysis: women’s participation 
in benefit sharing negotiations, management and distribution of funds. 
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Combined original data reproduced from: (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009): Table 3. Gender 
Inequality in Kani society; Table 4. Gender inequality in San society; Table 5. Gender inequality in Nigerian 
society; Table 6. Gender inequality in Kenyan society; Table 7. Comparison of selected indicators in 3 non-
indigenous social settings; Table 8. Women in bodies involved in 5 x benefit sharing decision making and 
GenBenefit aggregated data (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013, p. 133). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table M.2.  

Reflexive Analysis: Comparative Gender Data 2021 

 
The Global Gender Gap Index 2020 rankings* 
 

My 
comparative 
data 

 
Rank 

 
Country 

 
Score 

(scale 0-
1) 

 
Rank 

change 
since 2018 

 
Score 

change 
since 2018 

 
Score 

change 
since 2006 

Rank change 
since Alvarez 

Castillo & 
Cook Lucas 

(2009) 
1 Iceland 0.877 - +0.018 / +0.095 - 

17 South 
Africa 

0.780 +2 +0.025 +0.068 
 

No data for 
San 

109 Kenya 0.671 -33 -0.029 +0.023 
 

+39 

112 India 0.668 -4 +0.003 
 

+0.066 No data for 
Kani 

128 Nigeria 0.635 +5 +0.015 +0.025 
 

+30 

 

*Data from: Global Gender Gap Report. (2019). World Economic Forum (p. 9)  
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Appendix N 
GenBenefit Side-Event  at the sixth meeting of the Ad-Hoc Open-Ended Working 

Group on Article 8(j) and Related Provisions in November 2009, Montreal 
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Appendix O 
 

Table O.1. Comparison of indicators selected for gender analysis (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) 
with curated analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013) 
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5 CASES:  
Comparison of indicators selected for gender analysis (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009)  

with curated analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013):  
 

                                     San-Hoodia / Kani (Jeevani) / Nigeria – Niprisan                                                    Iceland / Kenya 
TK cases: themes 
where significant 
differentials applied for 
gender analysis (Kani / 
San / Nigeria)  
 

(Alvarez Castillo & Cook 
Lucas, 2009) 

(Cook Lucas & Castillo, 
2013): Gender 
dimensions 
considered in broader 
analysis 

Human cases: Themes 
where significant 
differentials applied 
for gender analysis 
(Kenya / Iceland) 

(Alvarez Castillo & Cook 
Lucas, 2009) 

(Cook Lucas & Castillo, 
2013): Gender 
dimensions 
considered in broader 
analysis 

SITUATION 2009 2013 SITUATION 2009 2013 
Country   Country   

Indigenous Peoples (IP) Strong emphasis Strong emphasis Indigenous Peoples (IP) Strong emphasis This is developed with 
new data 

Pharma products from 
plant TK X X Human samples / data X Not explicitly presented 

as gender issue 

External (international) 
research funding & design X 

In 2013, I discussed 
emerging funder 
expectations 

External (international) 
research funding & 
design 

n/a 
In 2013 I discussed 
emerging funder 
expectations 

Local / national host 
research partners X X Local / national host 

research partners X X 

IPs / TK holders involved  
in research design   Clinical trials n/a Not explicitly presented 

as gender issue 
IPs / TK holders involved  
in research project   Export of human 

samples / data n/a X 

Research enacted X X Research enacted X X 
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CONTEXT 2009 2013 CONTEXT 2009 2013 

Local resistance to 
planned activities 

Only data from one case - 
collapsed into framework 
themes 

Some emphasis on 
empowering women to 
say 'no' independently 

Vulnerable Participants 
re frameworks Addressed in general terms Directly addressed re 

gendered dimensions 

Organised resistance 
within country to planned 
activities 

Only data from one case - 
collapsed into framework 
themes 

Some emphasis on 
empowering women to 
say 'no' independently 

Organised resistance 
within country to 
planned activities 

Strong resistance in Iceland 
indicated potential gender 
dimension 

Strong resistance in 
Iceland indicated 
potential gender 
dimension 

International support for 
resistance to planned 
activities 

Gender dimension notably 
missing, hence analysis here 

E.g. NGO action not 
addressed here 

International support for 
resistance to planned 
activities 

Very few discussions 
considered gender analysis 
in Majengo, probably due to 
single gender cohort 

Not explicitly presented 
as gender issue 

Conflict between 
concepts/governance of 
community/territories 
(land) 

  
Risk of inducement for 
individuals to participate 
compromising consent 

Not addressed directly 
Gendered aspects 
addressed e.g. individual 
v community consent 

Stable / safe political 
situation   Stable / safe political 

situation 

I first introduced the idea 
that it was a gender issue 
when cohort is all female 

 

Conflict over nature of 
knowledge / IPR 

 Noted that Nigerian women 
with TK interest wren 
excluded 

 A more nuanced 
approach to IP cultures 
was included based on 
new data 

Conflict over nature of 
knowledge / IPR 

Not addressed directly as 
gender issue 

Not addressed directly 
as gender issue 
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FRAMEWORK 2009 2013 FRAMEWORK 2009 2013 
R&D intention to abide by 
CBD-style benefit sharing 
principles 

X X Benefit sharing 
intentions n/a 

Addressed contextually. 
E.g. exclusion of women 
in Nigerian case 

National  CBD policy 
framework in place X X International laws / 

regulations apply Directly addressed 
Relevance of 
international framework 
developed strongly 

Functioning 
implementation of 
relevant existing  policies 

Situated critique applied  Strong focus 
Functioning 
implementation of 
relevant existing  policies 

Directly addressed Directly addressed and 
expanded 

Adequate processes and 
structures for negotiating 
CBD-style benefit sharing  

Regarding women's 
representation/participation 
in decision-making 

A strong focus on this -
Nagoya Protocol applied 

Potential alternative 
benefits in accordance 
with governance regimes 

Not addressed directly 
Synthesis of 2009 
indicators re better 
targeting funds 

TK holders identified 
Regarding women's 
representation/participation 
in decision-making 

Nagoya Protocol applied       

Consent from TK holders 
to access biodiversity 

Regarding women's 
representation/participation 
in decision-making 

Additional emphasis on 
empowering women to 
say 'no' independently -  
Nagoya Protocol applied 

Individual consent to 
access and use 
samples/data 

Not addressed directly  

Benefit sharing 
agreement reached 

Regarding women's 
participation in 
management, distribution 
and use of benefits 

Synthesis of 2009 
indicators re better 
targeting funds 

Benefit sharing 
agreement reached with 
governance structure 
and payment schedule 

Regarding women's 
representation/participation 
in decision-making, 
management, distribution 
and use of benefits 

Extended discussion of 
participation and 
representation in 
decision-making in 
multi-level contexts 

Structure for payment of 
benefits 

Regarding women's control 
of and access to the benefits 
(given exclusion from 
previous stages) 

Synthesis of 2009 
indicators - Nagoya 
Protocol applied 

Appeal to CBD-style 
benefit sharing n/a n/a 

Adequate governance 
structure for distribution 
of benefits 

Regarding women's 
participation in 
management, distribution 
and use of benefits 

Synthesis of 2009 
indicators - Nagoya 
Protocol applied 

Dramatic parliamentary 
/ legal intervention 

Women's representation in 
parliament addressed 

Women's representation 
in parliament addressed 
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Appendix P 
 

Global Code of Conduct for Research in Resource-poor Settings 
 

https://www.globalcodeofconduct.org/ 
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Appendix Q 
 

Table Q.1. 
12 Ethics Dumping Case Studies: Selected indicators for comparison: 
(Schroeder, D., Cook, J., Hirsch, F., Fenet, S., & Muthuswamy, V. (Eds.).  (2018) ) 
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THEME Benefit 
Sharing

Case study / 
Indicators

Social Science 
Research in a 
Humanitarian 
Emergency 
Context

International 
Genomics 
Research 
Involving the 
San People

Sex Workers in 
HIV/AIDS 
Research

Cervical Cancer 
Screening in 
India

Ebola Vaccine 
Trials

Hepatitis B 
Study with 
Gender 
Inequities

Healthy 
Volunteers  in 
Clinical Studies

International 
Collaborative 
Genetic 
Research 
Project in 
China

Human Food 
Trial of a 
Transgenic 
Fruit

ICT and Mobile 
Data for Health 
Research

Seeking 
Retrospective 
Approval for a 
Study in Liberia

Compensation 
for Serious 
Adverse Events 
in Clinical Trials

Time period Redacted 2010 Since 1985 Since 1998 2015 2014 Generic 1994-2007 2014 2006-11 2014 2006-13

Country African country Southern Africa Kenya India African Country Russia LMICs CHINA USA South Africa Liberia China

Indigenous 
Peoples / TK

X  X X X X X X X X X X

Human 
samples / data

Health-seeking 
behaviours

Genetic 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Biological 
samples / data

Health data
Qualitative 

data


Export of 
human samples 
/ data

X  Variable  Actively unclear  Variable  X Variable  

Clinical Trials X X      X  X X 

New / 
emerging 
technology

X X X X X X X X  Tele Health X X

External (HIC) 
research 
funding/design

International 
NGO (HIC). 

Dual purpose

Multiple 
international 

authors

Multiple 
international 

funders

Multiple 
international 

funders
 

Generic  clinical 
studies

US University / 
science funder 

/  pharma 

HIC 
philanthropic 

funder
X

UN Public 
Health Agency

Global pharma 
company

Research 
discipline

Socio-
anthropology

Human 
Genomics

Biomed (HIV-
AIDS)

Biomed 
(Cancer)

Biomed (Ebola 
vaccine)

Biomed (Hep B 
vaccine)

Biomed
Biomed 
genetics

Biomed 
(Nutrition)

Service 
evaluation

Sociological 
research

Biomed (DVT 
drug)

LMIC host 
research 
partners

X Limited     Variable  X  X Unclear

Community 
involved in  
research design

X X
Improving 
research 
literacy

X X X X X X X X X

Research 
enacted

   
Stopped during 

recruitment
Governance 
blocked trial

   
Retrospective 

ethical 
approval 



Vulnerable Participants Clinical Trials

SITUATION

Questionable / conflicted / challenged
Occurred / YES

(12) Ethics Dumping Case Studies: Selected indicators for comparison: (Schroeder, D., Cook, J., Hirsch, F., Fenet, S., & 
Muthuswamy, V. (Eds.). (2018)

New & Emerging 
Technologies

Did not occur / NO or N/A
Ethical & Governance 
Processes
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Case study / 
Indicators

Social Science 
Research in a 
Humanitarian 
Emergency 
Context

International 
Genomics 
Research 
Involving the 
San People

Sex Workers in 
HIV/AIDS 
Research

Cervical Cancer 
Screening in 
India

Ebola Vaccine 
Trials

Hepatitis B 
Study with 
Gender 
Inequities

Healthy 
Volunteers  in 
Clinical Studies

International 
Collaborative 
Genetic 
Research 
Project in 
China

Human Food 
Trial of a 
Transgenic 
Fruit

ICT and Mobile 
Data for Health 
Research

Seeking 
Retrospective 
Approval for a 
Study in Liberia

Compensation 
for Serious 
Adverse Events 
in Clinical Trials

Vulnerable 
Participants re 
frameworks

Research by 
humanitarian 

assistance NGO
   

Indirect 
involvement of 

female 
partners

   
Ebola survivors 

/ family
X

Risk of 
inducement for 
individuals to 
participate

Provision of 
food

Comprehensio
n compromised

Healthcare 
otherwise 

inaccessible

Healthcare 
otherwise 

inaccessible

Political 
announcement

s Health and 
financial 
benefits

Indirect 
involvement of 

female 
partners

  
Lack of clear 

consent
 X

Local / country 
resistance

Conflict over 
revealing FGM 

findings
After the fact X X 

Governance 
blocked trial

X X  X After the fact X

Stable / safe 
socio-political 
situation

Refugee camp
Historic 

genocide; 
marginalisation

Illegal sex 
workers

Extreme rural 
poverty

     Variable Ebola epidemic 

Active 
individual risks 
identified

FGM. 
Stigmatized 
displaced 

community

Breaches of 
privacy and 

pejorative use

Breaches of 
anonymity in 
stigmatized 

group

Risk from no 
treatment trial 

arm

Planned 
recruitment of 

children

Indirect 
involvement of 

female 
partners

Multiple trial 
registration

X
To female 

participants
Potential

Extreme 
distress

Victim of SAE

Conflict over 
ownership of 
samples/data 

Conflict over 
revealing 

unexpected 
findings

 X X Actively unclear
Follow-up of 

indirect 
participants

X  X Potential X X

CONTEXT
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Table excludes exploratory case study, “Safety and Security Risks of CRISPR / Cas 9”, and animal research case study, “The use of non-human primates in research”. 

 

Case study / 
Indicators

Social Science 
Research in a 
Humanitarian 
Emergency 
Context

International 
Genomics 
Research 
Involving the 
San People

Sex Workers in 
HIV/AIDS 
Research

Cervical Cancer 
Screening in 
India

Ebola Vaccine 
Trials

Hepatitis B 
Study with 
Gender 
Inequities

Healthy 
Volunteers  in 
Clinical Studies

International 
Collaborative 
Genetic 
Research 
Project in 
China

Human Food 
Trial of a 
Transgenic 
Fruit

ICT and Mobile 
Data for Health 
Research

Seeking 
Retrospective 
Approval for a 
Study in Liberia

Compensation 
for Serious 
Adverse Events 
in Clinical Trials

International 
laws / 
regulations 
apply

Also Human 
Rights

Also 
Indigenous 
Research 
Protocols

      
Governance 

unclear
 

Specific 
national laws 
apply

FGM illegal X Sex work illegal X
Local age of 
consent was 

relevant

Related to 
immunization 

calendar
X X X

Governance 
unclear

Emergency 
research 

regulations
X

Functioning 
(ethical) 
governance 
regime

National REC 
approval failed 
to identify risks

4 x REC 
approvals 
failed to 

identify risks 

High-
functioning 
governance 

regime

Non-drug trial 
lacked 

oversight; now 
corrected

Initial national 
REC approval 
disguises lack 

of credible 
governance

Governance 
regime blocked 

trial

Appropriate 
ethical 

approval not 
obtained


Governance 

unclear

Overwhelmed 
by Ebola 

emergency

Issues around 
governance of 
compensation 

for harm

Individual 
consent to 
access and use 
samples/data

Complexity 
over quality of 

consent

Complexity 
over quality of 

consent
  Misleading

Follow-up of 
indirect 

participants


Many 
participants did 

not consent
Unclear

Lack of clear 
consent

Appropriate 
ethical 

approval not 
obtained



Individual 
consent to 
export 
samples/data

Disagreement 
re revealing 

human rights 
abuses

Lack of clarity 
about 

intentions
Unclear Unclear X X 

Many 
participants did 

not consent
X Unclear

Appropriate 
ethical 

approval not 
obtained



Political / 
regulatory 
intervention

X X X

Non-drug trial 
lacked 

oversight; now 
corrected


Governance 

regime blocked 
trial

X
Sample export 
restricted later

X X

Denial of  
retrospective 

ethical 
approval 
blocked 

Compensation 
paid direct by 
company not 

insurers

FRAMEWORK
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Appendix R 
 

TRUST Timeline of Stakeholder Engagement October 2015 – September 2018 
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Appendix S 
 

Table S.1. (3) Ethics Dumping Case Studies: Selected Gender indicators for 
comparison 2020 

 

Identified as mild gender 
issue 

 
(3) Ethics Dumping Case Studies: 
Selected Gender indicators for 
comparison: (Cook, J., 2020). 

Identified as moderate 
gender issue 
Identified as strong  gender 
issue 
Not identified as a gender 
issue 

SITUATION 
 

Final theme in Ethics 
Dumping 

Vulnerable 
Participants 

New & Emerging 
Technology 

Clinical Trials 

 
Case Study 

Cervical Cancer 
Screening in India 

Human Food Trial 
of a Transgenic 
Fruit 

Hepatitis B Study 
with Gender 
Inequities 
*(excluded from 
Cook (2020) as 
trial not approved) 

Time period Since 1998 2014 2014 
Country India USA Russia 
100% female participants    

Human samples/data Biological 
samples/data 

Biological 
samples/data 

Biological 
samples/data 

Export of human 
samples/data  X  
Clinical trials    

New & Emerging Technology X  X 
External (international HIC) 
research funding & design 

Multiple 
international 
science / 
philanthropic 
funders (including 
BMGF) 

HIC philanthropic 
funder (BMGF) 

External sponsor 
(unidentified) 

Research discipline Biomedical 
science (Cancer) 

Biomedical 
science 
(Nutrition) 

Biomedical science 
(vaccine) 

LMIC host research partners  X  

Involvement of 
community/participants in 
research design 

X X X 

Research enacted   
Governance 
regime blocked 
trial 
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CONTEXT 

 Cx Cancer Transgenic fruit Hepatitis B 

Vulnerable participants re 
frameworks 

  
Governance 
regime blocked 
trial 

Risk of inducement/coercion 
for individuals to participate 
compromising consent 

Otherwise 
inaccessible 
healthcare 

$900 paid to 
participants 

Indirect 
involvement of 
female partners 

Local/country resistance to 
planned activities X 

Increasingly less 
prominent 

Governance 
regime blocked 
trial 

Stable/safe socio-political 
situation 

Extreme rural 
poverty; women 
always poorer 

X  

Active individual risks 
identified 

Risk from no 
treatment trial 
arm 

To female 
participants 

Indirect 
involvement of 
female partners 

Conflict over nature of 
ownership of samples/data 

X X 
Follow-up of 
indirect 
participants 
without consent 

FRAMEWORK 

 Cx Cancer Transgenic fruit Hepatitis B 
Specific national laws apply X X  
Functioning (ethical) 
governance regime 

Non-drug trial 
lacked oversight - 
now corrected 

Failed to address 
gender dimension 

Governance 
regime blocked 
trial 

Individual consent to access 
and use samples/data 

Illiteracy rates 
worse for women 

$900 paid to 
participants 

Follow-up of 
indirect 
participants 
without consent 

Individual consent to export 
samples/data 

Unclear. Illiteracy 
rates worse for 
women 

X X 

Political / regulatory 
intervention 

Non-drug trial 
lacked oversight. 
Now corrected. 

X 
Governance 
regime blocked 
trial 
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Appendix T 
 

Table T.1. 
 

2021: Reflection on  comparison of indicators selected for gender analysis (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) compared to curated 
analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013): Traditional Knowledge Cases: San-Hoodia / Kani (Jeevani) / Nigeria – Niprisan 
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Original data from  Appendix O: 
Comparison of indicators selected 
for gender analysis 2009 / 2013 
was binary coded 'identified / not 
as gender issue'. Here I code this - 
mild - moderate - strong gender 
issue and reflect on this

(Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 
2009) (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013) 2021: Reflections on gender dimensions

SITUATION 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

Country  
I would also analyse LMIC setting against GCC and 
ethics dumping risks, as a gender issue.

Indigenous Peoples (IP) Strong emphasis Strong emphasis 2021: GCC would also apply

Pharma products from plant TK
Emerging acknowledgement of gender-
based knowledge

Developed acknowledgement of 
gender-based knowledge

Stronger acknowledgement of gender-based 
knowledge systems

External (international) research 
funding & design

X
Discussed emerging funder 
expectations.

I would now expect/assume funder frameworks to 
require gender considerations of various research 
aspects and would analyse against these

Local / national host research partners X X GCC expectation for this now applies

IPs / TK holders involved  in research 
design

  2021: not to do this would be contra the GCC

IPs / TK holders involved  in research 
project

  2021: not to do this would be contra the GCC

Research enacted X X
I would now analyse a halted study for gender 
issues

Traditional Knowledge Cases: San-Hoodia / Kani - Jeevani / Nigeria - Niprisan.          
2021: Reflection on  comparison of indicators selected for gender analysis (Alvarez 

Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) compared to curated analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013)
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CONTEXT 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

Local resistance to planned activities
Only data from one case - collapsed 
into framework themes

Emphasis on empowering women to 
say 'no' independently

I consider this a significant area for analysis as it 
may obscure gender dimensions (Cook, 2020) or 
reveal dimensions unseen by the researcher (me)

Organised resistance within country to 
planned activities

Only data from one case - collapsed 
into framework themes

Emphasis on empowering women to 
say 'no' independently

I consider this a significant area for analysis as it 
may obscure gender dimensions (Cook, 2020) or 
reveal dimensions unseen by the researcher (me)

International support for resistance to 
planned activities

Gender dimension notably missing, 
hence analysis here

E.g., NGO action not addressed here
I consider this a significant area for analysis as it 
may obscure gender dimensions (Cook, 2020) or 
reveal dimensions unseen by the researcher (me)

Conflict between concepts/governance 
of community/territories (land)


A more nuanced approach to IP 
cultures was included based on new 
data

I would see this as a gender issue and look at 
differentials

Stable / safe political situation  
I would directly address gender aspects of this - 
does situation affect women differently? What is 
women's situation?

Conflict over nature of knowledge / 
IPR

Noted that Nigerian women with TK 
interest were excluded but this was 
not explored

A more nuanced approach to IP 
cultures was included based on new 
data

I would see this as a gender issue and look at 
differentials
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FRAMEWORK 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

R&D intention to abide by CBD-style 
benefit sharing principles

X X
N/A  -  Not to do so would be contra national / 
international laws under CBD

National  CBD policy framework in 
place

X X X

Functioning implementation of 
relevant existing  policies

Situated critique applied  Strong focus 

Adequate processes and structures for 
negotiating CBD-style benefit sharing 

Regarding women's 
representation/participation in  
decision-making. Did not include data 
on differential gender opinions 
(Vermeylen, 2009b)

A strong focus on this - Nagoya 
Protocol applied

2021: Nagoya Protocol and GCC would also apply

Identification of TK holders
Regarding women's 
representation/participation in 
decision-making

Nagoya Protocol applied 2021: GCC would also apply

Consent from TK holders to access 
biodiversity

Regarding women's 
representation/participation in 
decision-making

Additional emphasis on empowering 
women to say 'no' independently. 
Nagoya Protocol applied.

2021: GCC would also apply

Benefit sharing agreement reached
Regarding women's participation in 
management, distribution and use of 
benefits

Synthesis of 2009 indicators re better 
targeting funds

2021: GCC would also apply

Structure for payment of benefits
Regarding women's control of and 
access to the benefits (given exclusion 
from previous stages)

Synthesis of 2009 indicators - Nagoya 
Protocol applied

2021: GCC would also apply

Adequate governance structure for 
distribution of benefits

Regarding women's participation in 
management, distribution and use of 
benefits

Synthesis of 2009 indicators - Nagoya 
Protocol applied

2021: GCC would also apply

Benefits paid
Regarding women's control of and 
access to the benefits

This was further critiqued here 2021: GCC would also apply
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Appendix U 
 

Table U.1. 
 

2021: Reflection on  comparison of indicators selected for gender analysis (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) compared to curated 
analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013): Human Samples Cases: Iceland / Kenya 
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Original data from  Appendix O: 
Comparison of indicators selected 
for gender analysis 2009 / 2013 was 
binary coded 'identified / not as 
gender issue'. Here I code this - 
mild - moderate - strong gender 
issue and reflect on this

(Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 
2009)

(Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013): 
Gender dimensions considered 
in broader analysis

2021: Reflections on gender dimensions

SITUATION 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

Country  
I would also analyse LMIC setting against GCC and 
ethics dumping risks, as a gender issue.

Indigenous Peoples (IP) / Traditional 
Knowledge (TK)

Strong emphasis This is developed with new data 2021: GCC would also apply

Human samples / data X
Not explicitly presented as gender 
issue

I would now look at this carefully as gender issue

External (international) research 
funding & design

n/a
 2013 I discussed emerging funder 
expectations.

I would now expect/assume funder frameworks to 
require gender considerations of various research 
aspects and would analyse against these

Local / national host research partners X X
This would relate to GCC so would be addressed - 
gender impact might relate more to researchers

Clinical trials n/a
Not explicitly presented as gender 
issue

In 2021 I consider this an area for gender analysis

Export of human samples / data n/a X
I am currently considering ways to genderise this 
issue in an accessible way using ecofeminist 
understandings.

Research enacted X X
I would now analyse a halted study for gender 
issues - see Ethics Dumping case (Kubar 2018)

Human Samples Cases: Iceland / Kenya.  2021 Reflection on comparison of indicators 
selected for gender analysis (Alvarez Castillo & Cook Lucas, 2009) compared to curated 
analysis (Cook Lucas & Castillo, 2013)
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CONTEXT 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

Vulnerable Participants re frameworks Addressed in general terms
Directly addressed re gendered 
dimensions

2021: I consider any single gender cohort to be a 
gender issue and am developing this

Organised resistance within country to 
planned activities

Strong resistance in Iceland indicated 
potential gender dimension

Strong resistance in Iceland indicated 
potential gender dimension

I consider this a significant area for analysis as it 
may obscure gender dimensions (Cook, 2020) or 
reveal dimensions unseen by the researcher (me)

International support for resistance to 
planned activities

Very few discussions considered 
gender analysis in Majengo, probably 
due to single gender cohort.

Not explicitly presented as gender 
issue

I consider this a significant area for analysis as it 
may obscure gender dimensions (Cook, 2020) or 
reveal dimensions unseen by the researcher (me)

Risk of inducement for individuals to 
participate compromising consent

Not addressed directly
Gendered aspects addressed e.g. 
individual v community consent

I would emphasize gendered nature of 
vulnerabilities

Stable / safe political situation
I first introduced the idea that it was a 
gender issue when cohort is all female


I would directly address gender aspects of this - 
does situation affect women differently? What is 
women's situation?

Conflict over nature of knowledge / 
IPR

Not addressed directly as gender issue Not addressed directly as gender issue
I am currently considering ways to genderise this 
issue in an accessible way using ecofeminist 
understandings.
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FRAMEWORK 2009 2013 REFLECTIONS 2021

Benefit sharing intentions n/a
Addressed contextually, e.g. exclusion 
of women in Nigerian case

I now consider this to be a potential gender issue in 
every case

International laws / regulations apply Directly addressed
Relevance of international framework 
developed strongly

Relevance of international frameworks of increasing 
importance along with awareness of developments 
which may have differential impacts.

Functioning implementation of 
relevant existing  policies

Directly addressed Directly addressed and expanded
This is a crucial area for analysis of e.g., ethics 
dumping or exploitative research

Potential alternative benefits in 
accordance with governance regimes

Not addressed directly
Synthesis of 2009 indicators re better 
targeting funds

The potential for this is ever-expanding

Individual consent to access and use 
samples/data

Not addressed directly  2021: GCC would also apply

Benefit sharing agreement reached 
with governance structure and 
payment schedule

Regarding women's 
representation/participation in 
decision-making, management, 
distribution and use of benefits

Extended discussion of participation 
and representation in decision-making 
in multi-level contexts

2021: GCC would also apply

CBD-style benefit sharing appealed to n/a n/a
This is an area I would like to explore because of 
the ecofeminist intersections

Dramatic parliamentary / legal 
intervention

Women's representation in parliament 
addressed

Women's representation in parliament 
addressed

If this occurred I would look at gender angle around 
e.g., issues raised, who by etc. as well as women's 
representation in parliament

Benefits paid n/a no benefits paid n/a no benefits paid 2021: GCC would also apply
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