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Abstract: Open science, accessibility and knowledge sharing, especially of articles and monographs
stemming from publicly funded research, seem to be moving in quite a positive direction toward
scientific development and have received almost unanimous approval from the scientific community.
However, when it comes to data sharing, the existing practice reveals a different picture, and not
exclusively a discipline-dependent one. FAIR principles are developed and promoted as guiding
tools for creating contextualized standards. The fact that data obtained by a qualitative method-
ology deserve special attention and treatment regarding the accessibility principle is recognized.
Although FAIR principles provide ways to anonymize the data and interlocutors, individuals coming
from smaller communities or even communities of practice can sometimes be easily recognized by
members of the same community if data are openly accessed. Sometimes the interlocutors might
agree with these terms, but sometimes they do not. According to the disciplinary code of ethics, a
researcher is obliged to thoroughly describe the ways of the raw data management and usage, and
in the case of mandatory raw data sharing (e.g., for receiving funding), it can inevitably impact the
narratives collected. The prerogative to make all data open inevitably leads to autocensorship among
interlocutors, i.e., resulting in a kind of FAIRy tale being collected. The article discusses the results
obtained from the survey carried out among Croatian ethnologists and cultural anthropologists about
the currently practiced data sharing, their attitudes about data sharing and their perceived behavior
in hypothetical situations connected with data sharing. The results show mixed opinions about data
sharing and a desire to follow the disciplinary code of ethics first, i.e., to follow the interlocutors’
wishes in the case of data management and usage.

Keywords: open science; data sharing; FAIR principles; CARE principles; ethnology; cultural
anthropology; humanities and social sciences; qualitative methodology; confidentiality

1. Introduction

Open science is praised as a great step toward reducing some of the inequalities
existing between scientific communities all over the world and paving the avenues for
science in the future [1]. This is especially true, among other things, for the open access
journal agenda that has been democratizing access to scientific results, diminishing existing
hierarchies and power relations. Having the financial resources to access pay-walled jour-
nals and papers is a significant form of capital [2] that can make a difference in generating
scientific achievements, receiving access to funding and enabling someone to pursue a
successful academic career. The pros and cons of open access are still being evaluated
and negotiated [3], and the distinction between true and fake open access should become
clearer [4,5], but a major part of the scientific community agrees that open access represents
a positive change.

However, the open science agenda has one more goal: to make data accessibility or
data sharing praised as a vehicle that not only speeds up science and its achievements but
also strengthens trust in the scientific process [1,6,7].
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Data sharing is praised as a beneficial practice, but Tenopir et al. have noted differences
between what scientists practice and preach [8]. In other words, there “is a willingness to
share data, but it is difficult to achieve or is done only on request” [8].

Tenopir et al. point out studies revealing how the type of data impacts the willingness
to data sharing (e.g., “Whereas 90% of scientists working in atmospheric science were
willing to share their data, only 58% of the questioned social sciences scientists were ready
to do this” [8]). This indicates the specific nature of data as well as the specific nature of the
research process.

Pampel and Dallmeier-Tiessen emphasize some reasons for this “unwillingness”.
Enhanced documentation of data is a time-consuming task competing with many other
activities and/or priorities and many disciplines lack standards by which data can be
described, and researchers do not have proper incentives to publish data, despite several
already-developed ideas. The ideas about so-called data papers or enriched publications
(research data published as an enrichment of an article) are good, but one has to keep in
mind that in a competitive academic environment, scientists are still ranked and promoted
upon the publishing of scientific papers, monographs and edited volumes [9].

Nevertheless, the scientific debate about open data has resulted in the creation of
the FAIR principles (FAIR stands for Findable, Accessible, Interoperable and Reusable).
The FAIR principles were introduced by the open science agenda in 2016 [10], after a
workshop held in Leiden, The Netherlands, in 2014. They were formulated with the aim
of enabling digital resources in order to become more FAIR for machines as well as for
humans [10]. Although they were most commonly considered unproblematic and had
a positive impact on various levels (e.g., speeding up the research, enabling evaluation
processes, and raising trust in science), some voices shared different experiences and
pointed to the barriers [11,12].

The most prestigious and competitive research funding program in Europe, HORI-
ZON, as well as other competitive funding agencies, adopted the open science agenda as
an appropriate way of performing science. Soon, this made open data according to FAIR
principles a desirable practice with different implementation choices, making it difficult to
achieve convergence. Some researchers consider that FAIR certifications or requirements
for funding could prove a strong driving force toward convergence in creating Data Man-
agement Plans (DMPs) [13]. However, the joint DMP is unachievable and undesirable. It
should be “tailored to the context in which research is conducted” [14].

Open science and its goals are promoted in the Croatian context through various
platforms and initiatives, websites, blogs and conferences [15], with the annual PUBMET
conference in Zadar being a very important event. The National Initiative for Open
Science in Europe (NIOS) has published a document in Croatian language, explaining
the mentioned principles (https://training.ni4os.eu/pluginfile.php/3637/mod_resource/
content/0/HR-NI4OS%20-%20FAIR.pdf (accessed on 3 February 2024)) [16].

The Croatian Science Foundation (CSF), the most important Croatian funding institu-
tion, strives to follow the trends set by the European Commission. As of 15 March 2022, the
Research Data Management Plan (RDMP) became e a mandatory part of the application
documents for all projects funded by the Croatian Science Foundation [17]. Although it
puts more demands on researchers, the main goal is to improve a research methodology
and science in general, as stated in the following sentence: “Sharing research data increases
visibility, citation of publications and collaboration between scientists”. The online docu-
mentation contains examples, even specific ones, for social sciences and humanities, where
the researcher can find the options available.

Given the fact that Social Science and Humanities (SSH) still has a quite marginal
position within interdisciplinary funding (such as EU funding) [18] and that SSH include
economics, business, management and law, it is not a surprise that arts and humanities
receive only 5% of EU funding (humanities being within the SSH umbrella).

This means that the perspective of cultural anthropology and ethnology in some
aspects of data sharing can be considered as a kind of “minority report”. This means that

https://training.ni4os.eu/pluginfile.php/3637/mod_resource/content/0/HR-NI4OS%20-%20FAIR.pdf
https://training.ni4os.eu/pluginfile.php/3637/mod_resource/content/0/HR-NI4OS%20-%20FAIR.pdf
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their perspective can be inaudible in comparison to disciplines that do not question the
accessibility aspect of the FAIR principles and simultaneously receive significantly higher
funding. Therefore, a rather “weak” position of SSH and especially of humanities in the
global funding market cannot be a reason not to take into consideration their disciplinary
“minority reports” on data sharing.

The accessibility and reusability of data are being questioned in qualitative research,
due to the sensitivity of data, GDPR and licenses [19]. Likewise, the security aspect of the
intelligence data has been identified as an important challenge to the FAIR principles in
terms of accessibility requirements [20]. Speaking about FAIR principles, one has to bear in
mind that:

“FAIR is not a new standard; is not a top-down requirement; is not an all-or-nothing
binary state (FAIR or not FAIR). The FAIR principles were conceived and designed as a
resource for optimal choices to be made during many aspects of data and tool generation
as well as (re)use and long-term stewardship” [21].

Furthermore, Mons et al. explained what FAIR principles are intended to serve:
“FAIR refers to a set of principles, focused on ensuring that research objects are

reusable, and actually will be reused, and so become as valuable as is possible. They
deliberately do not specify technical requirements, but are a set of guiding principles that
provide for a continuum of increasing reusability, via many different implementations. They
describe characteristics and aspirations for systems and services to support the creation of
valuable research outputs that could then be rigorously evaluated and extensively reused,
with appropriate credit, to the benefit of both, creator and user” [21].

Some authors have also elaborated on levels of accessibility, ranging from non-existent
to fully accessible, stressing that “The letter A’ in FAIR stands for ‘Accessible under well-
defined conditions” [19] while others mentioned personal privacy, national security and
competitiveness as reasons for data to be shielded as well” [20]. Mons et al. [22] have
elaborated the varying degrees of FAIRness (Figure 1.) in order to explain, even in visual
form, how data sharing can have different degree for different kinds of data and contexts.
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Researchers dealing with people are always under particular ethical scrutiny, and
rightly so. Since the implementation of the GDPR into the European legislation, data
sharing can also be considered a kind of violation, especially if the individuals did not
agree or sign the informed consent to allow data sharing. Some of the data collected by



Publications 2024, 12, 42 4 of 22

qualitative research can be quite sensitive and confidential and should be treated with
caution, especially when it comes to further possible exploitation for the advancement of
science. And exploitation is quite common with indigenous data. Therefore, only three
years after the FAIR principles were introduced, the CARE principles for indigenous data
management were also introduced after an important scientific and public debate [23].
There are even examples of indigenous community archives, such as the one promoted by
the Mukurtu platform, that tends to “put cultural protocols around access to knowledge”, as
Kim Christen described in an interview24. The idea that “indigenous community members
curate the content through their own narratives” (ibid.), as well as co-writing processes, is
quite exciting as an idea for adhering to building principles in relation to access” [24].

They refer to people and the purpose of data: “Collective Benefit, Authority to Control,
Responsibility and Ethics and their respective sub-principles” and specifically target the
data of communities that were “Historically plagued by data inequities and data exploita-
tion, Indigenous Peoples” [25]. They seek to ensure that data collected from indigenous
peoples lead to “tangible benefits for Indigenous collectives through inclusive development
and innovation, improved governance and citizen engagement, and result in equitable
outcomes” [23].

The CARE principles refer to “data, information and knowledge in any format that
impact Indigenous Peoples, nations and communities at collective and individual levels;
data about their resources and their environment, data about them as Individuals and data
about them as collectives” [23]. This article argues for extending these principles to all
communities’ data, from which professional benefits are collected from.

The CARE principles should not be, therefore, associated exclusively with indigenous
peoples. Some studies have made this clear. For example, the study of data repositories
conducted by Dunning et al. [26] analyzed 37 data repositories. Certain data sets (described
in social sciences as personal) did not comply with FAIR principles, despite the fact they
could. This led the authors to the conclusion that “disciplinary norms have developed
specific ways of making data accessible that do not always tally with the FAIR principles”.
The authors concluded that “Compliance should not be seen as a stick, but rather a desirable
goal, with the recognition that some of the guidelines are open to interpretation and
to debate. Indeed, the term compliance, at least for some of the facets, is misguided.
Rather facets provide targets that will help with getting a recognition and a reward for the
publication of data. Given that the EU now includes FAIR guidance as a part of its H2020
program, it is important that funders and peer reviewers take heed of this, so the principles
do not get misused as sanctions” [26].

Apart from the impossibility of achieving full compliance with the FAIR principles in
the repository, some researchers pointed out the “selfish scientist paradox” [27] according
to which the same group of researchers (usually individual scientists, as the survey was
conducted in the life sciences research community) were happy to receive the shared data
but reluctant to provide any [27]. Their research showed that early career researchers
reluctantly shared their data prior to publication (but wanted to consider data sharing
in case of publishing in high-ranking journals), and that experienced researchers saw the
receipt of funding (or collaboration under certain conditions) as a strong incentive to data
sharing [27].

Based on an online survey conducted among working members of the small but active
Croatian community of ethnologists and cultural anthropologists, this article argues for
(1) a discipline-specific RDMP that prevents the mandatory disclosure of the raw data
and (2) an extension of the application of CARE principles to all population/individuals
whose data are collected using qualitative methodological tools (and not to Indigenous
Peoples exclusively).

The need to protect interlocutors and not harm them is the core part of disciplinary
ethics. If interlocutors wish to share their stories with the rest of the world, this should be
clearly stated in the informed consent form. If they express that they do not want to share
their narratives, researchers are obliged to abide by this will. This should be recognized
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and applied by funding organizations. Not all raw data are the same, and therefore they
have to be protected differently. Anthropologists and ethnologists have been applying
this principle, together with the anonymization processes (if requested) for a long time.
The collected data are shared (and especially un-anonymized) only if the interlocutor
provides permission to do so. This means that he/she is a priori familiar with ways of
data processing.

The informed consent form (together with the information about the project) is the cru-
cial part of the documentation submitted to Ethical Boards before the research approvement
and therefore this part has to be carried out very carefully. Apart from “project information”,
it contains the “permissions” part that regulates the accessibility aspects of the collected
data. This argues that the standard for application of FAIR principles in ethnology and
anthropology must be based on interlocutors’ permissions clearly marked in the informed
consent form. This means that the permissions are and can be different from case to case
and that in cultural anthropology and ethnology, one cannot apply “one-size-fits-all”.

Qualitative research, especially ethnological and anthropological, in most cases implies
an encounter between the interlocutor and the researcher. The encounter can sometimes be
very deep and emotional, and in some cases, it can mark the beginning of a long-lasting
friendship. The trope of the “field” is linked to people anthropologists meet “there” and
to their relationships with “them”. Interlocutors are not just providers of data, as the
shift in anthropological thinking shows [28]. This space of confidentiality, empathy and
emotion created during such encounters is perceived by each participant as a unique one.
The bumpy road and unpredictable ways in which you manage to find and engage an
interlocutor and gather data are also an important part of becoming an anthropologist,
which is perceived as a disciplinary initiation process. Therefore, it is also difficult to simply
share data as if you have never been emotionally involved in the process.

2. Methodology

In January 2024, the questionnaire was created by using Google Forms and sent to
145 e-mail addresses of working ethnologists and cultural anthropologists. The Croatian
Ethnological Society consists of less than 300 members and some of them are not profession-
als. There are between 150 and 180 membership fee-paying members, including several
students and many non-paying retired colleagues. Students and retired ethnologists and
cultural anthropologists were deliberately excluded from the survey in order to assess
current practice only. This means that the number of e-mail addresses to which the ques-
tionnaire was sent approximately corresponds to professionals actively working in the field.
Therefore, this small sample should be perceived as a result of purposive/purposeful [29,30]
sampling, used as a research strategy, according to Patton “when one wants to learn some-
thing and come to understand something about certain select cases without needing to
generalize to all such cases” [29]. The same principle is used in proper qualitative research.
This study was quantitative, but the whole professional community in question is quite
small, and therefore the study could not have aimed at larger numbers and in the end did
not seek statistical significance [30].

The questionnaire consists of 18 + 1 questions (the last question is intended for those
who want to add something), and the first three are foreseen for socio-demographic data
deemed important for the research, i.e., gender, age and occupation).

Then follows a first set of questions about how respondents inform the public about
their research results, how they store their raw data, and the existing practice of their own
data sharing and using other researchers’ data.

Aside from current practices, respondents are also asked about their opinion on who
should have access to the raw data and on the practice of data sharing in general. The last
question is considered more complex, so this section is followed by a single open-ended
question asking respondents to explain the previous answer.
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The second part of the questionnaire consists of six statements (partly adopted from
Damalas et al. [27]) in which the degree of agreement with certain statements in relation to
hypothetical situations is checked according to the Likert scale.

Here are these statements:

1. I would agree to share the raw data before publication.
2. I would agree to share data if it is a requirement for funding.
3. I would agree to share raw data to achieve open science’ goals.
4. I support open science’s goals of the raw data sharing.
5. I would agree to share raw data if it ensures publication in high-ranking scientific journals.
6. I would agree to share raw data if it means I can collaborate with reputable scientists.

The final question was yes/no question targeting attitudes about raw data sharing
under certain conditions. This section is followed by an open question where respondents
are asked to explain their answer to the previous yes/no question.

3. Results

Within two weeks, 33 responses were received (i.e., 22.7%). The majority of respon-
dents were women (87.9%, 12.1% men), reflecting the fact that is a fairly female profession
(this unproportionable gender ratio (compared to the general population) was already
noted by Lidija Sklevicky [31] for members of CES (a ratio 70.7: 29.3%)). Despite the low
response rate (22.7%) of quite a small number of potential respondents, the conclusions
could easily be a point of critique but there have been several reasons to consider them
valid. The first and most important one was the above-mentioned fact that the professional
community of Croatian ethnologists and cultural anthropologists is very small. Also, the
retired colleagues and students were deliberately excluded from the survey.

The low response rate can be explained by the fact that respondents do not perceive
the topic as relevant to their particular situation.

The age of respondents was from 29 to 62, reflecting the fact that only the working
population of Croatian ethologists and anthropologists was included. The majority of
respondents were from academia, research institutions, and museums (including several
responses from museum pedagogists) and only one response was from a cultural heritage
protection service.

3.1. Analysis of the First Set of Questions in the Questionnaire
3.1.1. Analysis of the Closed Questions in the First Set of Questions

In the first set of questions, respondents had to provide information about the ways of
informing the public about their research results. In total, 90.9% of responses stated that
it was in scientific papers, book chapters or similar and 45.5% referred to exhibitions and
catalogs, 18.2% included blogs and social media posts, while 15.1% named documentaries
and serials, 15.1% named public (and popular) lectures and performances for audience.
One respondent (3%) mendtioned TV, one (3%) radio, and one (3%) open repositories such
as PhD thesis repository.

The second question was “How do you keep/store your data?”. Responses to this
question were: On my own computer, I do not print transcripts (27.3%); I keep the data
in the computer and in the documentation of the institution I work at, I do not print
transcripts (39.4%); I keep printed transcripts and audio recordings on my own computer
(24.2%); I store on an institutional server (15.2%); I am storing it as secondary material of
the institution (6.1%); If funding sources ask for it, I make them available (18.2%); Other
(6.1%) (Appendix A, Figure A1).

The following question “Do you share data with other colleagues?” was aimed to
check the current practice of data sharing within a professional environment. Responses
were the following: With collaborators, completely (30.3%); With collaborators, partially
(27.3%); No (21%); Other (15.2%); Yes (3%); Only transcripts, not audio files and photos
(3%) (Appendix A, Figure A2).
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Answers pointed to the conclusion that the majority of ethnologists and cultural
anthropologists in Croatia were practicing data sharing, completely or partially, but this
referred mainly to collaborators (i.e., peers). In total, 21.2% of respondents did not share
data, while almost the same percentage (21%) contextualized their answers into particular
situations, i.e., added their own sentences to the questionnaire: depending on the project
propositions; depending on the research, the topic, the project’s propositions and the
interlocutors’ informed consent; depending on the sensitivity of data; depending on topics
discussed and on agreements with the interlocutors. One respondent (3%) claimed that
usually there is no interest in sharing and that he/she usuallyshares data with colleagues.

The next question was “Do you use other researcher’s data?” The majority of the
answers stated that the use of other researchers’ data happened during the collaboration
process. Together with the rest who claimed that they shared data, it totaled 60.6%. A
further 39.4% of respondents claimed that they did not share data (Appendix A, Figure A3).

The next question was “Who should have access to the data?”. More than 50% (54.5%)
thought that all members of a research team and interlocutors should have data access,
33.3% thought that the data access should be granted only to the researcher and the
interlocutor, and 9.1% thought that only the data collecting researcher should have the
data access. A further 15.2% thought that, apart from the above-mentioned (researchers,
interlocutors), the sources of financing (regardless of the funding type—private or public)
should have data access as well. A further 21.2% of the respondents agreed with the
following sentence: “If the research project was financed with public money, then all
collected data should be publicly available”. Finally, 15.2% of the respondents marked
Other (Appendix A, Figure A4).

Then respondents were asked “Do you think data should be shared?” and if so, several
options were offered. The majority of respondents answered negatively—33.3%. Further,
24.2% of the respondents answered data should be shared, while 15.2% specified that
this should be related only to transcripts, not audio tapes and photographs. However,
21% stressed the complexity of data sharing by adding explanations in the section where
open-ended answers were allowed. The decision was to be made depending on a research
and an agreement with the interlocutors, according to several explanations. Others stressed
that data should be shared within members of the research/project. One respondent stated
that data should be shared after the researcher himself uses everything he needs, and other,
similarly, stressed that data should be shared only if there is no fear that someone will
use data and thus prevent original work to be published. According to other respondent,
the data should not be shared as a rule, but in some situations they could be shared.
One respondent stressed the need to strictly observe the indicated method of protection.
One answer provided summarized it all: “I do not thin that it is possible to answer these
questions with an exclusive answer. I think that everything depends on the research, the
topic and the participants.

This analysis showed that for 1/5 of the respondents the YES/NO questions were
oversimplified, and they felt the need to elaborate the answers more deeply and explain
their opinion (Appendix A, Figure A5).

3.1.2. Analysis of Open-Ended Question in the First Set of Questions

The following question was the open one, and was provided as the further elaboration
of the previous question (Do you think data should be shared?). The majority of responses
were grouped around the idea of data sharing with colleagues of the same team (project or
research team). Some stressed the need for prior agreement within the research team:

“If there is an agreement between researchers at the beginning of the project, I share the
data in the form of an anonymized transcript.”

Some stressed the fact that data should be anonymized, while others simply described
the existing protocol of keeping/safeguarding the data in their institution:
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“This practice I carry out according to rules of the institution I work at, and with which I
agree as a rule: the research team has access to the raw data, with storage in documentation
of the institution that is the holder of the research project, and with the participants in the
research at their own request.”

Some of the respondents recognized the potential benefits of data sharing but also
emphasized the need to define rules of sharing.

“I believe it can be useful to share because it will make it easier for us to speed up our
work, but it must be under clearly defined rules.”

The other set of answers stressed the sensitivity and confidentiality of the data col-
lected, together with the need to grant protection and anonymity to those who provided
this kind of, mostly personal, data.

“Care should be taken and the interlocutor protected in case of dealing with sensitive topics”.

“During the conversation, the informant can tell us, for example, some personal things
that are not necessarily related to the topic of the conversation. Such things are (at the
request of the informant or at the discretion of the examiner) omitted from the transcript.”

“Within qualitative research, everyone is a subject to confidentiality, because interlocutors
can be easily recognized, scientific research is not a gossip column!!!!”

“Anthropological research in practice has very broad topics and spectrums of possibilities.
If we work with vulnerable groups on sensitive topics or with very small easily recogniz-
able communities, then it is not easy to categorically ensure the principles of data sharing.
As a rule, I believe it is necessary to share data, but only if it does not inconvenience our
participants and when they themselves have clearly chosen to do so.”

Also, the attitude that a research interview is an authorial act, or an act of confidential-
ity between the researcher and interlocutors that cannot be simply reused because of the
possible superficial or even incorrect interpretation, was indicated:

“Interviews are an authorial act between two or more participants. The other researcher
cannot always understand the context of the interview and it is possible that data will not
be interpreted correctly. The interviewer and the interviewee necessarily develop some
interaction, deeper or more superficial, and it is unique to each individual interview. The
teller decided to share his information and time with a certain researcher, without going
into the motivation. It is much more acceptable to me not to hand over the raw data, but
to publish and structure them”.

Several respondents mentioned a kind of moratorium as a possible solution for data
access in case of sensitive topics, similar to archival praxis. But even then, one respondent
expresses the inadequacy of using other researchers’ data.

“I believe that the biggest problem of using the raw data “from a second hand” is of an
ethical nature, precisely because of possibly wrong or superficial interpretation.”

Two of the most elaborated answers tackled principles of data interoperability and
reusability in ethnographic research. While accessibility of the numerical raw data makes it
possible to evaluate the data collected or to use them in your own research, it is not possible
to do the same with transcripts of interviews, because of the specific nature of the discipline
and its methodology:

“The ethnographic research is rather complex and often intimate in nature, biographical
and inseparable from the context of its origin. That being said, the transcript can appear
in one of three versions—it can be arranged for consultation and sharing, and it can serve
as an image of the audio track. Since it is a conversational relationship that does not
register repeatable and totally comparable data that can be extrapolated and used out of
context, my opinion is that sharing data is counterproductive and dangerous.”

The second quotation refers, additionally, to the fear of not being able to “find” inter-
locutors for future research, if one cannot grant them anonymity.
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“If all raw data are available to everyone, there is a fear that it could be difficult to find
interlocutors for the research of “tricky” topics. I also wonder how misuse of such data
could be prevented. And finally, in the context of cultural anthropology and ethnology, the
raw data obtained as a consequence of a field research represent a result of the ineraction of
two people (a researcher and an interlocutor), i.e., the raw data are contextual by nature.
Another researcher might get different answers to the same questions in a conversation
with the same interlocutor. This is the reason, why the use of the raw data by other
researchers, especially in other projects and analyses, is not necessarily justified. In this
case, the use and analysis of the raw data makes sense only if the research is based on the
anthropologist/ethnologist himself and his approach to the field.”

Other respondents stressed the fact that, regardless of the technique used, it was impos-
sible to anonymize interlocutors from small communities. One of them even emphasized
the need to primarily rely on the disciplinary code(s) of ethics (the Code of Ethics of Croat-
ian Ethnological Society [32] and American Anthropological Association were mentioned)
and to show responsibility toward the researched community and interlocutors.

Some respondents saw the need to define raw data first, and stressed the fact that per-
sonal notes in anthropology could be considered as data as well. In this answer, the care of
exposing a researcher himself/herself i.e., of the researcher’s personal data was expressed.

Only one respondent admitted that Croatian ethnologists need to have a wider dis-
cussion about the issue, and only one stressed the fact that exclusive metadata sharing (a
solution incorporated into one of the FAIR principles) was the acceptable one for the discipline.

This section showed that some negative attitudes toward data sharing could be caused
due to unclear data definitions.

According to the answers to these questions, ethnologists and cultural anthropologists
were open to transcripts sharing with colleagues. The answer about metadata, being the
only acceptable solution for sharing (more broadly), seemed to pinpoint the appropriate
way toward using the principles of data sharing that are acceptable to disciplinary ethics of
ethnology and cultural anthropology.

3.2. Analysis of the Second Set of Questions in the Questionnaire
3.2.1. Analysis of the Closed Questions in the Second Set of Questions

In the next set of questions, the respondents were asked to express levels of agreement,
ranging from strong agreement to strong disagreement, with some claims.

According to the provided data, over 50% (66.6%) of respondents were against data
sharing prior to publication, while 12.2% would not mind data sharing prior to publication.
Further, 21.2% of them opted for “Undecided” (Appendix A, Figure A6).

If data sharing was a prerequisite for funding, then again, according to the collected
responses, 54.6% of respondents did not take into consideration data sharing, while 15.2%
considered data sharing. Further, 30.3% opted for “Undecided” (Appendix A, Figure A7).

The claim related to raw data sharing as a way of achieving open science goals had
the most “Undecided” respondents—42.4%. This could reflect the fact that ideas and
concepts of open science related to data were not very well known within the researched
community. A further 30.3% of respondents did not agree to share data in order to achieve
open science goals, while 27.3% agreed to share the data having this particular goal in mind
(Appendix A, Figure A8).

A further 27.3% of the respondents agreed with the claim that they supported open
science goals related to raw data sharing, 36.3% did not agree with this claim, and the option of
individual largest percentage chose the “Undecided” option (36.4%) (Appendix A, Figure A9).

The next two questions, adapted from Damalas et al. [27], were offered to evaluate
to what extent Croatian ethnologists and cultural anthropologists were ready to compro-
mise their ideas in order to reach certain types of praised achievement within the scien-
tific/academic community (such as publishing in high ranked journals and collaboration
with praised scientists).
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A high percentage—63.4% of them—do not agree to share data if this could guarantee
them the publication in high-ranking journals. On the other side, 15.2% are willing (or
at least willing to admit so) to do so. The “Undecided” option was chosen by 21.2% of
respondents (Appendix A, Figure A10).

Almost the same percentage of respondents declared they would agree to share the
raw data if it could allow them to cooperate with respected scientists (57.4%). Further,
18.2% of the respondents reported that they would not be willing to do so, while 24.2% of
those remained “Undecided” (Appendix A, Figure A11).

3.2.2. Analysis of the Open-Ended Question in the Second Set of Questions

The following question addressed the data sharing under certain conditionsattitude.
According to 84.8% of respondents, the answer in case of data sharing under certain
conditions was “yes” and according to 15.2% of them the answer was “no”.

The open question followed this one, with the request made to the respondent to
elaborate/explain their answer.

For the majority of interlocutors, data sharing related primarily to already existing
practices of sharing data with the interlocutor(s) and colleagues with whom the collabo-
ration on the particular project/topic was carried out. This was often described as data
sharing with colleagues you trust (with whom you usually collaborate). Some stressed the
need to clearly state this in the informed consent, as it had also been partially practiced.

“In addition to the previous explanation, I would like to note that I believe the partial
sharing of the raw data with scientists and colleagues from a joint project is justified
because it contributes to the overall research of a certain topic or area, analysis and
interpretation of data with the aim of ensuring excellence. However, I consider important
to clearly indicate it to the interlocutor in the process of creating the Informed Consent
form. Interlocutor must be familiar not only with the re-search objectives, but also with
the information to whom the data will be made available.”

The majority of answers were imbued with a care for the interlocutor primarily, and not
so much for the open science goals. The emphasis was on the protection of the interlocutor,
and on the “do no harm” principle, indicating that the disciplinary code of ethics has
priority over the open science agenda.

“Protection should be ensured for both, the interlocutor and the researcher.”

“The raw data may contain information that whistleblowers, for example. . .(. . .). . .do not
want to be known to anyone”.

However, there are researchers that are clearly against data sharing and some of them
acknowledge the fact that ethnography is a special cognitive strategy and therefore the
data collected cannot be treated the same way as numbers and impersonal data.

“As in the previous answer, I consider data sharing in ethnography to be a missed way of
understanding ethnography as a cognitive strategy.”

Of course, there are also anthropologists and ethnologists who do not see any problems
in data sharing:

“The raw data should be shared in any case. Just as we have access to the data in the
archives, so we should enable others to access our data. Of course, in addition to solving
ethical issues, sensitive information and extracting the transcript of the conversation
from the field notes.”

Also, some stress the need to thoroughly explain the interlocutor what the raw data
mean, prior to the interview:

“The respondent or teller must be familiar with the term “the raw data” and its further
distribution within open access. This is a prerequisite for agreeing to an interview. The
raw data should not be shared afterwards, if the interlocutor was not previously informed.
It is common to introduce the teller to the purpose of the research, which is almost always
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limited to a certain topic, and to collect “the raw data” for tellers can be too general
and vague.”

Although none of the respondents mentioned that autocensoring interlocutors do and
will apply during the interview, many of them have encountered such a praxis during field
work. For example, sometimes the interlocutors tell one story while being recorded, and
then at the end of the conversation, they add something controversial or oposite.

Sometimes interlocutors ask the researcher to stop the recording at a certain point.
Some researchers working with vulnerable groups do not use dictaphones, in order for the
interlocutors to feel safer and freer.

The main fear that raw data sharing could bring to qualitative research is the fact
that researchers might receive the “polished” data, and might never receive information
revealing topics, e.g., frictions within the community, certain secrets or uncommon or
sensitive practices, or intimate information. This might in the long run make ethnologists
and anthropologist FAIRy tale collectors.

However, respondents emphasized the other side of the medal, too. Some of them
mentioned the need to take more care about the raw data by the researchers themselves,
because they quite often store the data on personal computers and do not share it. The
worst is if they do not analyze or publish it.

“From my own work experience, I know that many raw data from research in Croatia
(not only ethnological and anthropological) are kept in researchers’ private computers,
external hard drives, printed out on shelves at home, in offices and the like. It would be
necessary to increase researchers’ awareness of taking more care and at the same time
providing more open storage for this data, which can serve other researchers as well.”

“If the researcher plans to use data for his work, it is logical that he will not share it. If he
does not intend to publish the data, it is better to make it publicly available.”

However, the attitude that the final decision should be left to the interlocutors was
also mentioned here, as stressed by one respondent: “They determine what can and must
be public”.

4. Discussion

The results obtained from the questionnaire reveal that Croatian ethnologists and
cultural anthropologists do not consider the topic very relevant to their particular situation.
This is indicated by a low response rate of 22%. Such attitude (if this is the reason) could
mean that they have not yet encountered the requests to make raw data they have collected
available or that they think this could relate to them. In this sense, more research is needed,
especially after a certain period of time, to see if the situation has changed. However, the
first set of questions aimed at the current practice of data management (including sharing)
reveal that the majority of respondents share data to a certain extent and usually during
collaboration with other colleagues. The last two questions from this section aimed to
obtain not only the opinions about who should have access to raw data, but to see what they
think about the practice itself. This required further explanations via open-ended questions.
Open-ended questions revealed that data sharing is acceptable within the team, and that the
protection of the interlocutors and, especially, sensitive information has priority. However,
some respondents stressed the need to acknowledge different cognitive and emotional
efforts involved in qualitative research. Especially important was the argument which
stressed the fact that in qualitative research it is the researcher who does the interpretation,
not the scale. Therefore, “second hand” interpretation is not considered to be a “validation”
of results, but more of a threat to data, because the context of the research is lost.

This kind of research is considered, by some respondents, as an authorial act, deserv-
ing special status. Some respondents stressed that in this kind of research conversation [33]
(with a purpose, despite the fact that it might look like a “regular” conversation to other
people), the researcher sometimes reveals personal data about him/herself and that maybe
he/she would not like to share it. However, this attitude shows certain hypocrisy within the
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discipline, since it is precisely diaries and personal notes of famous anthropologists (for ex-
ample, Malinowski’s [34]) that revealed the difference between the researcher’s front/back
stages [35] (front stage being the published manuscript positioning the researcher into the
scientific community while diaries revealed the back stage i.e., the personal experiences
of the researcher in the process of research). These diaries were extremely worthy for
understanding disciplinary development and for betterunderstanding of diverse processes
underlying the published materials.

In the second part of the questionnaire, the respondents were asked to mark their level
of agreement with certain statements in order to see how they believe they would act in
hypothetical situations.

While in the first question, the willingness to share data prior to publication is low
as expected, in the second question, the unwillingness to share data as a prerequisite for
funding was also quite high, as opposed to results in Damalas et al. [27] This might be
a reflection of the situation in which the respondents came from various areas, not only
from academia, combined with the situation where they were not under high pressure to
seek funding. Also, this might be a socially desirable answer. The following two questions
related to data sharing with the aim of supporting open science goals had quite a high
response rate for the “Undecided” option. This might reflect the insufficient information
about the goals of open science.

In the end, publication in high-ranking journals or collaboration with reputable scien-
tists does not seem to be a relevant incentive for data sharing, according to respondents.
These attitudes might also reflect socially desirable answers.

The following question asked respondents to express their opinion about the need to
share data under certain conditions. Since this was a complex topic with a yes/no answer,
it was followed by an open-ended one where respondents were able to further elaborate
their opinions.

The majority were for at least partial data sharing, especially in collaboration. However,
here again, the emphasis was on the care for the protection of the interlocutors (and their
data) and the confidentiality of the data. The code of ethics of the discipline was to be
followed, and the respondents stressed the need to obtain the permissions in the informed
consent allowing various degrees of data sharing.

Some of the respondents were aware of the fact that data shouldbe shared and used,
instead of being neglected in the private documentation of the researcher (in the case of
unpublished results). Some even stressed that it would be beneficial, and were critical of
the fact that in some cases the raw data are not stewarded with care.

The results point to an important topic for qualitative researchers, especially in the
long run. Researchers skilled primarily in qualitative methodology always struggle with
the interpretation of the data collected, especially in the light of interlocutors describing
“order imagined” vs. “order achieved” [36,37]. Having in mind these differences between
narratives recollected and the realities lived, the ethical considerations of the raw data
sharing options being presented to interlocutors were not the only ones.

The obligation or possibility to share the raw data will inevitably lead to changes
in the nature of narratives told in all qualitative research. The personal narratives could
become autocensored or less intimate (in some cases) and in the case of small communities,
the “desirable” narrative could become the one shared with the researcher. Of course, this
would not be the case with all interviewees, but the tendency could be anticipated.

The anonymization processes are often mentioned as possible solutions for such a
situation [6]. Landi et al. admit that “health data deriving from patients affected by rare
diseases should be considered more sensitive (e.g., identifiable) and additional safeguards
measures should be taken” [19]. The interlocutors from small communities or particular
groups could be more easily identified as well and therefore additional measures should be
taken for them.

Landi et al. display an argumentation that is in line with anthropologists’ and ethnolo-
gists’ opinions and their primary concerns to protect the interlocutors. They also agree that
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informed consent (providing a priori information to data subjects about the way their data
will be processed) should be the main guideline [19].

“Additionally, considering the GDPR aims to strengthen the rights of individuals to
be better informed about the processing of their data, which should be lawful and fair,
and give them greater control over their own data; it is important to verify that existing
metadata take into account the original consent and all existing and applicable data sharing,
data use agreements and data protection policies. Moreover, it should be investigated
that metadata have already been implemented with the information provided to the data
subject in personal data processing according to Articles 13 and 14 of the GDPR, and that
all the data subject’s rights have been and will be respected” [19].

Furthermore, these authors stress the need for metadata, not data, to be shared, and
this is in line with certain opinions expressed in the survey. These metadata should have
clearly stated the conditions under which accessibility is possible, if at all.

Other authors, e.g., Mons et al. [21], underline that “The A’ in FAIR stands for ‘Acces-
sible under well-defined conditions’” and mention personal privacy, national security and
competitiveness as reasons for data to be shielded.

It is important, however, to keep in mind what Briggs [38] has pointed out, i.e., that
“Once informed consent” is “obtained”, researchers ordinarily gain exclusive rights over
how that discourse circulates and is interpreted, along with who receives it and who
benefits from it.

“Interviews thus impose standardized social scientific knowledge production and
circulation practices that further subordinate and obscure the knowledge-making practices
that interviewees use in making social worlds and challenging forms of symbolic and other
violence” [38].

This power imbalance can be mitigated with the CARE approach toward raw data and
metadata sharing. As mentioned above, CARE principles are developed for Indigenous
People and their protection. They are developed having in mind the power imbalance of
colonial encounters. However, even in cases where the interlocutor and researcher belong
to the same community, the power imbalance exists and the majority of the respondents
of the survey take this protective and caring standpoint when elaborating their opinions.
They clearly express the need to protect the sensitive data and confidentiality obtained in
the process of research.

A standard procedure in conducting an in-depth interview (the most common quali-
tative methodological tool used in cultural anthropology (today mostly anthropology by
appointment [39])) is providing enough information for the interlocutor in order to sign an
informed consent form. Apart from describing the research, the informed consent form
has to contain the data explaining the procedure of keeping and managing the data, as
well as mentioning the media in which the data will be presented (articles, exhibitions,
documentaries, etc.). Anonymity is always one of the possibilities the informed consent
offers, and the majority of interlocutors opt for it, but not all. Occasionally, the interlocutor
insists on periodically switching off the recorder by the researcher, usually when something
delicate is being recollected. Also, quite often, after the interview ends, the researcher can
hear the information not intended for recording. Although there are ways to anonymize the
data (as explained in Celjak et al. [6]), interlocutors from smaller communities or groups
could be recognized due to the transcript parts not being removed, not to mention by voice.

While preparing the informed consent form for the Solidarity Economy in Croatia:
Anthropological Perspective (SOLIDARan) project (SOLIDARan) project Informed consent
form, Appendix B), the research team tried to follow disciplinary ethics requirements. The
process prior to the interview related to the informed consent form went as follows: each
interlocutor takes a personal copy of the informed consent form, so they can later review
the documents they have signed. However, the researchers often had to explain everything
orally because most of them did not want to take the time to read it prior to interview.
They made decisions about their anonymity and the modes of receiving the raw data (if at
all). While preparing the documentation for the Ethical Board (to approve the research),
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the Ethical principle of CES, as well as other relevant sources, were followed. Also, it was
clearly stated who will have access to the raw data and how the data will be used. This is
the way all collaborators on the project have to treat the data obtained.

All these issues raise a question: is it really the ideal goal for all the data to be only
FAIR ones? The answers received with the questionnaire revealed that sharing data among
Croatian ethnologists and cultural anthropologists means primarily sharing data within the
team or project members and keeping it within institutional documentation. The majority
of the respondents expressed accordance with the principle “do no harm” to the community
researched. They also stressed the interview topic-dependent decision about data sharing,
and the need to protect sensitive and personal data. Some of them constantly stressed
the fact that anonymization does not fully work in small communities. Also, the majority
emphasized the fact that the interlocutors should be in charge of deciding to what extent
the data provided by them, should be subject to sharing, if at all. Some ethnologists and
cultural anthropologists stated that raw data obtained by the qualitative methodology and
ethnography are not the kind of data one can simply reuse because they can be simplified or
incorrectly interpreted without knowing the rich context of the research encounter. Some of
them went even so far as they envisage the production of digital waste that in the end will
not be useful. However, some researchers thought that raw data should be made available
in the same way as the archival data and that if the researcher will not use the data, then it
is better to share them.

Related to two questions adopted from Damalas et al. [27] that would reveal the selfish
scientist paradox, the Croatian answers were a bit different. Respondents mainly claimed
that they would not share data if it grants them funding, publishing in high-ranking
journals or collaborating with reputable scientists.

FAIR should not be a top-down requirement, but an increasing projectification of
science (grants received and project funding have become an important means of scientists’
validation), as well as the publish-or-perish principle, create a clear IF NOT—THEN
causal logic. Therefore, not only further research is needed in order to evaluate the above-
mentioned claims and praxis, but continuous discussions within the broader scientific
community would facilitate the incorporation of specific values and ethical principles of
ethnology and cultural anthropology more clearly into open science.

5. Conclusions

The results of the study suggest that Croatian ethnologists and cultural anthropologists
consider the disciplinary code of ethics and care for interlocutors as their most important
obligation. They do share data, but usually only within a limited circle of collaborators,
usually while working on the same project or topic. For the majority, this was the only
meaningful option. This is in line with the ethical principles of disciplines and is not in
conflict with the FAIR principles related to metadata sharing exclusively. This is in line with
the authors mentioned above (Figure 1) [22] who emphasize that the degree of openness
(i.e., accessibility) varies depending on the context of the discipline.

Metadata should be open, but accessibility should be applied to each particular case,
regulated by the informed consent in each particular case (the interlocutors have different
attitudes toward the idea of their data being revealed). Some researchers stress the need for
data to undergo a moratorium time, or that only metadata should be fully accessible.

Some consider ethnology and acultural anthropology to be a special cognitive strategy
where there is no meaningful way of reusing someone else’s raw data. The need to have a
further discussion and to clearly define what raw data are (especially if they are considered
the researcher’s own data, such as notes and opinions and personal information revealed
to the interlocutor during the interview).

Results of the questionnaire carried out within the purposeful sample of working
ethnologists and cultural anthropologists in Croatia showed that the majority of the respon-
dents would follow a kind of combined FAIR/CARE approach to data sharing (although
the respondents did not use these terms!), because of reasons of complying with the dis-
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ciplinary Code of Ethics primarily. They stressed the need to protect the interlocutors.
Different situations and topics also dictate the approach the researchers have to take toward
data sharing as a desirable goal of open science.

If FAIR principles fail to be considered as guidelines, and become a standard, in ethnol-
ogy and anthropology (and disciplines using the qualitative methodology) it may lead to
collecting auto censored narratives from interlocutors, (and therefore can be perceived as a
kind of FAIRy Tales). In the long run, it can impoverish the data available for interpretation,
even for the ones who collected the data, not to mention the ones reusing it.

Funding agencies, including our national one too, may fund the research of so-called
“hard” sciences more intensively, but they nevertheless fund the humanities as well, regard-
less of the marginality of such endeavour. They must keep in mind that not all disciplinary
raw data cannot be shared in the same way.

In the case of data collected by interviewing a simple additional question in the
informed consent form related to interlocutors’ willingness to open access data sharing
could be a solution:

Do you want your data (anonymized/not anonymized) to be completely available in
the open access (available in various online repositories)?

YES/NO
Additionally, a set of options (as elaborated in Mons et al. [22] and Celjak et al. [6]) can

be offered to interlocutors to choose the option that does not make them feel exposed.
This is in line with opinions expressed by respondents who often mentioned the need

to inform the interlocutor and to follow their wishes related to data processing. Some
respondents followed the institutional procedure, while others criticized the fact that there
is a praxis that shows neglect toward data-keeping.

The results of a survey point to the need for further advocacy for both FAIR and
CARE principles as important and ethical building blocks of open science in Croatia. This
includes not only further research but further educational activities as well, especially
among the researchers who are not sufficiently aware of the open science requirements and
their meaning. The requirements for each discipline concerning evaluation and proposing
of the optimal model for implementing FAIR and CARE principles in their perspective
RDMP have to be met. Apart from this, differences between disciplines have to be taken
into account (and respected) by funding agencies when promoting open science and FAIR
principles as their standard or prerequisite for funding.
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The numbers in the brackets refer to the actual number of respondents to a particu-
lar question.
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Appendix B

Informed consent was created and used for the “Solidarity Economy in Croatia: An-
thropological Perspective” (SOLIDARan) project.

Informed consent—information for interlocutor
Dear Madam or Sir,
You are invited to participate as an interlocutor in the scientific research conducted by

the Institute for Anthropological Research (Zagreb) as a part of the “Solidarity Economy
in Croatia: Anthropological Perspective” (SOLIDARan) project, financed by the Croatian
Science Foundation.

The principal investigator of the research is dr.sc Olga Orlić, the senior research
associate at the Institute for Anthropological Research (Zagreb). The research will be
conducted on the territory of the Republic of Croatia (Zagreb and its surroundings, Slavonia
Dalmatia, Istria and Primorje regions). The main goal of the research is to provide a
contribution to theoretical reflections on a solidarity economy. In this part of the research,
the elements of the solidarity economy phenomenon in the contemporary Croatian context
is to be explored, primarily from the anthropological perspective. This is to gain a better
insight into practices and potential problems different actors in the practices of the solidarity
economy have as well as into ways of solving them, if such exist.

For this project, its applied goal is also extremely important—to create a model (guide-
lines) for implementation of solidarity economy practices’ elements in public policies, but
also to encourage such practices in a wider society. The data collected in this way can
significantly contribute to the creation of such guidelines that can be useful to practitioners
of the solidarity economy, if implemented in an appropriate manner.
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For all additional questions about the research, please contact dr.sc Olga Orlić at:
xxxx.xxxx@inantro.hr

Please read this Informed Consent for Research Participation carefully. In case you do
not understand any part of the Informed Consent, please contact the examiner or the project
manager for an explanation. Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you may
withdraw or choose to skip any of the questions at any time. If you decide to participate
in this research, you will be asked to sign the Informed Consent with an indication of the
date. Beside by the project leader/principal investigator, the Informed Consent is signed
by the interlocutor and the researcher who conducts the research interview before the start
of the interview. The informed consent is signed in 2 copies, one of which remains in the
possession of the research interviewee.

Your personal data collected through this research interview will be used exclusively
for scientific purposes. The data from your interview can be used (in the form of quotes or
isolated statements) during the dissemination of research results by all collaborators on
the project: in scientific papers, books or during conference presentations, at presentations
or on posters. If you want to remain anonymous, your name and surname will not be
mentioned anywhere, and your anonymity is guaranteed. In that case, you can choose a
pseudonym The audio recording of the conversation and/or the transcript of the interview
can, if you wish, be delivered to you by e-mail or to your home address.

The audio recording of the research conversation will be stored in the main researcher’s
computer and in the Audio Materials Database of the Institute for Anthropological Research.
Transcripts of the conversation (coded information about the interlocutor, the code book
will be stored the project leader) will be printed and stored in the Database of Qualitative
Research of the Institute for Anthropological Research under a project number. Also, the
transcripts of the research interview will be available for use only to collaborators of this
research, for purposes of scientific analyses.

Informed consent—permissions
I want my data to remain anonymous during the abovementioned form of use (please

circle the desired answer)
YES/NO
If the answer is YES, I want the following pseudonym to be used in addition to the

statements and data I provided to the researcher:

I would like to receive an audio recording and a transcript of the conversation after
the research completion (please circle the desired answer)

YES/NO
If the answer is YES, please, indicate the e-mail address to which you would like to

receive the materials, considering that we are unable to send the audio recording by post.
e-mail address:

Home address (in this case, only the conversation transcript’s printout will be sent
by mail):

I confirm with this signature that I am informed about the goals, advantages and risks
of this research, that I agree to participate in it, and that the abovementioned approved
ways of using my data and statements in the dissemination of research results are correct.

, (Date).

Signature of the interlocutor, Dr.sc. Olga Orlić,
SOLIDARan principal investigator

Institute for Anthropological Research
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Name and surname of the interlocutor (printed letters)
I, the researcher, hereby confirm that I verbally provided the necessary information

about this study and gave one copy of the informed consent, signed by the interlocutor
and the researcher, to the interlocutor before the research interview.

The name and surname of the researcher—project collaborator, the institution of the
collaborator (printed letters and signature).
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