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When setting up

1. How will we address disciplinary definitions of
authorship and writing conventions?

2. What kind of labour and contribution will count
as “writing” or “authorship” and allow a researcher
to be listed as “co-author™?

3. How will the power dynamics and hierarchies
in our group be recognized, addressed, and
represented in the author order we choose?

4. What kinds of referencing systems will we use?

When planning
5. What collaborative writing process will we use?

6. What kco-writing process will work best given
our co-writers experiences of academic writing?

7. How can different forms of reasoning inform the
approach to writing we take?

When writing

8. How will we support and care for other co-
writers during the co-writing process, and how will
they support us and each other?

9. Who will lead the process intellectually, and who
will manage the project?

10. How will we deal with the time zones and
technological issues that may arise?

11. How will we plan for and commit to the task of

writing the research output in terms of timescales
and deadlines?

12. What processes will we use for giving each

other feedback?



These guides, curated by the Bartlett's Ethics Commission
in collaboration with KNOW (Knowledge in Action for
Urban Equality), and edited by Jane Rendell, (Director of
the Bartlett Ethics Commission 2015-20), offer insights by
experienced researchers into how to negotiate the ethical
dilemmas that can arise during a research project. The
aim is to help you practise built environment research
ethically. David Roberts (Bartlett Ethics Fellow 2015-20)
devised the format and structure of these guides to follow
the ethical issues that arise during the development of
a research process — from planning, to conducting, to
communicating and producing outcomes — and Ariana
Markowitz wrote some of the introductory text that runs
across all guides. The guides focus on the different kinds
of ethical issues you might encounter as a result of using
specific processes or methods, and pay attention to the
particular contexts and ways in which these methods are
practised. Because when practising research, methods
and context inform one another, we consider this series
of guides as embedded in a mode of applied ethics called
situated or relational ethics. Where you see words that
are highlighted, they refer back to our definitions of key
ethical principles and to terms contained in institutional

protocols as found on Practising Ethics.

1. Making Images (David Roberts)

2. Asking Questions (Yael Padan)

3. Co-producing Knowledge (Yael Padan)

4. Staging Research (David Roberts)

5. Researching, Risk, and Wellbeing (Ariana Markowitz)
6. Researching Internationally (Emmanuel Osuteye)

7. Analysing Secondary Data (Tania Guerrero Rios and
Jens Kandt)

8. Co-Writing Research (Alejandro Vallejo and Catalina
Ortiz)

The Bartlett Ethics Commission worked alongside the
Bartlett Ethics Working Group from 2015-8, and so
benefitted greatly from the input of Martin Austwick,
Claire Colomb, Helen Dougal, Helen Fisher, Efrosyni
Konstaninou, Rowena Lamb, James O'Leary, Niamh
Murtagh, Hedley Smyth, and Steve Ridge, but in
particular Jens Kandt, Mike Raco, Michelle Shipworth,
and Michael Walls. The project was supported
educationally and economically by the Bartlett Faculty,
and specifically its former Dean, Alan Penn.

Writing is a creative act and as such can also be a
joyful practice and craft. Writing is thinking with...
weaving reflections — an interlocution.’

Built environment research is as much about people as
it is about places: the people who use and inhabit the
places you are researching, the people who engage with
those places emotionally or spiritually even if they are
not physically present, the people who build them, and
the people who own or manage them. In addition, you
the researcher are necessarily a key actor: you devise
the research approach, become a participant in the
place where you gather data, and you determine how to
interpret that data and what to do with it. Because people
are unpredictable, research can also be unpredictable,
and you are likely to encounter unexpected situations
that require you to think on your feet whilst navigating
high expectations with limited time. Even the best-laid
plans often go awry when they come into contact with
reality and real people and you will need systems in place
to support you throughout that process, minimising
harm to those participating in your research as well as
to yourself Ethics concerns the kind of lives we lead,
the qualities of character we seek to develop, and the
responsibilities we have for each other and our social
and ecological system. To conduct research ethically, it
is important to consider the benefits, risks, and harms to
all connected with and affected by it.



For the purpose of this guide, co-writing research
refers to Writing processes that engage more than one
researcher in the co-production of a written piece of
research. We take the researcher “subject” of this guide
to be a co-writer who writes as part of their research
practice. In this way, we aim to acknowledge that subtle
differences exist between, for example, a researcher
who is a “writer” and who understands writing as their
practice, and a researcher who, despite being the author
of research papers, does not see themselves as a “writer;
but for whom writing is an important aspect of their
identity as a subject, and who recognises that the ways
in which they write are embedded in organisational
layers of complexity that involve power dynamics. This
guide neither explains “how to write a research paper”
methodologically nor linguistically, but rather seeks to
uncover and address the ethical imperatives involved
in addressing how a researcher collaborates with other
researchers throughout the Writing process.

As it is grounded in interpersonal relations co-
writing research embodies a myriad array of ethical
considerations. Establishing an ethical collaborative
writing process involves not only making a commitment
to all the writers involved in their own capacities as
writing subjects, but also securing conditions of parity
to avoid discriminating with respect to the identities,
geographical locations and power positions of the writers.
The writing of research outputs together requires diverse
kinds of contributions and does not only refer to the final
words on the page, but this process also raises issues of
authorship and author order, recognition, and respect.
Acknowledging the often-invisible labour involved in
making an output become a reality in written form is key;
for example, care about and for team members, and the
brokering of access with informants and archival work
can benefit good practice. These can be crucial elements
for enacting a research ethics of care through your co-
writing process that you certainly also wish to critically
reflect upon throughout the process.

These guides to Practising Ethics define appropriate
ways to engage ethically in research. Co-Writing
Research aims to assist you in recognising the ethical
dilemmas which arise from co-writing and to address
and reflect on these with confidence. It is designed to be
a point of reference at any stage of your research - from
planning your project, to conducting activities in the
field, to communicating what you have learned through
the production of particular research outputs.

Co-Writing Research contains principles, questions,
guidelines and resources. The principles in the next section
inform best practice. These are not just regulatory
hurdles for you to jump through at the beginning stages
of your research but concepts that ground ethical
inquiry throughout. They help you develop and refine
an approach that it is sensitive to the physical and
emotional challenges that may arise in the research
process, enabling you to be a more effective researcher.
The series of guiding questions act as prompts for you
to reflect on the potential ethical considerations which
emerge throughout a project, before, during, and after
you conduct your research. The guidelines expand on
the questions, illuminate the different ethical concerns
they raise, and recommend actions which embody these
principles. The resources section provides additional
information.

These guides are not exhaustive and cannot address all
the possible situations you will face, particularly for
research on sensitive topics or in places experiencing
violence or instability. But learning from the experiences
of others, will help you gain the ability to reflect on what
you encounter, and to make informed judgements about
the best way to practise your research ethically. Insightful
and imaginative research encompasses a range of sites,
cultural contexts, and people and there will always be a
need for flexibility and care.



The people, places, and research methods you use and the
contexts in which they are practised will each raise their
own ethical considerations related to a common set of
principles that encourage ethical conduct and promote
interaction based on good faith and mutual respect.

Benefit not harm: Your research should have a benefit to
society and any risks that participants could face must be
minimised, balanced against the potential benefit to the
overall community, and clearly explained to participants
before they give their consent.

Informed consent: You need to inform your participants
aboutthe studyand whatis being asked of them, including
any potential risks or benefits, in order for them to make
an informed and voluntary decision about whether or
not to participate in the research.

Confidentiality: You need to inform participants of
the extent to which confidentiality can be assured
and respect their right to remain anonymous in

dissemination and display.

Additionally Co-Writing Research highlights  the
following principles:

Transparency: You need to transparently inform your
co-writers and researchers of the nature and amount
you can contribute and the level of commitment you
can make to the co-writing process in order to be fairly
credited for the work done.

Accountability: You should be accountable and
responsible for the research you have conducted and
for the co-written piece of research in which you have
participated.

Consensus (or Collegiality): You and your co-writers
and researchers should have “[t]he right to be heard
through a democratic process and a right to influence
said process for the common good” in order to foster a
“mutual recognition of perspectives and practices.”



When setting up: Recognising disciplinarity and
unravelling power dynamics

1.

How will we address disciplinary definitions
of authorship and writing conventions, and
which will we use?

What kind of labour and contribution will
count as “writing” or “authorship” and allow a
researcher to belisted as ‘co-author™? Is writing
the only kind of research labour that will count
towards being considered an author?

How will the power dynamics and hierarchies
in our group be recognized, addressed, and
represented in the author order we choose?
What kinds of referencing systems will we
choose to use and how will these different
kinds of citational practice recognise other
authors and other kinds of contribution?

When planning: Transforming co-writing research
epistemologically and axiologically

5.

What kind of collaborative writing process will
we use, and what references and contexts will
we consult to in order to make this decision?
What kind of co-writing process will work best
given our co-writers’ different experiences of
academic writing and their preferences for
writing styles?

How can different forms of reasoning inform
the approach to writing we take, including the
choice of writerly “voice,” and so enrich the
research outputs we aim to produce while also
preserving the coherence and consistency of
the overall piece?

When writing: Learning by doing responsible and
accountable research

8.

10.

11.

12.

How will we support and care for other co-
writers during the co-writing process, and
how will they support us and each other? And
how will we address the institutional context
of the neoliberal university and its potential
to undermine caring work within the writing
process?

Who will lead the process intellectually, and
who will manage the project? Will these roles
be played by the same or different writers?
How to decide?

If the co-writers are in different geographical
locations, how will we deal with the time zones
and technological issues that may arise?

How will we plan for and commit to the task
of writing the research output in terms of
timescales and deadlines?

What processes will we use for giving each
other feedback, foraddressingin a constructive
and timely manner comments and suggestions
made by all co-writers, and for negotiating the
completion of unfulfilled tasks and deadlines?



1. How will we address disciplinary definitions of
authorship and writing conventions, and which
will we use?

Negotiating differences and unevennessin the co-writing
process is paramount. The built environment is claimed
and contested, designed and produced, researched and
written by and across the whole range of disciplines - the
sciences, social sciences, and humanities. We propose that
disciplinarity is pivotal for situating the writing process,
for understanding who is conducting the research, which
paradigm is used, and which roles are being performed.
The Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE),” refers
to the fact that while researchers may be aware of the
differing conventions and traditions in their disciplines
around recognising authorship, workload, assigning
roles, and ordering co-authors;* these processes continue
to be the source of incommensurable disagreements
which at their core concern ethical issues.” Co-writing
research requires the framing of an ethics of engagement.
As one author of this guide, architect and urbanist
Catalina Ortiz, explains “the ethics of engagement is not
only a fixed moral code of conduct but rather it is: a) a
reflexive practice of one’s responsibility for others; b) a
constant inter-subjective negotiation on how to guide
collective action; and c¢) a systematic way of framing
issues, respecting cultural sensitivities’

Enacting disciplinarity is one way of claiming the
recognition of architectural researchs methods and
outputs. Referring to the Research Assessment Exercise
of 2008, architectural designer and historian Jane
Rendell, and editor of these guides, contends that the
current system of definition of output and assessment
criteria differs across built environment disciplines,
while the funding allocation to produce those kinds
of output and the outputs itself varies “from books to
buildings.” Rendell explains that the ways in which
research outputs are produced and authored across
disciplines is not the same. For example, she notes how
science-based research teams focus on producing articles
for high-ranking journals, with research fellows and
assistants (and/or PhD students) often carrying out the
“actual” research, and more senior academics expected to
provide intellectual leadership. She contrasts this to the

arts and humanities, where researchers tend to focus on
the production of “solo authored books” or monographs
based on research conducted by independent
individuals, with PhD students also tending to publish
their work as sole authors — traditionally, supervisors are
not included as co-authors, but their research is often
cited in references and their support mentioned in the
acknowledgements.®

In the sciences, the Contributor Role Taxonomy
(CRediT) model has been used since 2014 in over
120 journals in an attempt to shift from “authorship”
to ‘contributorship” in order to produce a greater
transparency and recognition. This CRediT model
acknowledges that contributions to research range across
a whole series of activities, from conceptualization,
investigation, methodology, data curation, formal
analysis, visualization, to writing an original draft,
reviewing and editing work, and beyond.” The division
of research labour varies enormously across disciplines,
as well as inside them.

2. What kind of labour and contribution will we
count as “writing” or ‘authorship” and allow a re-
searcher to be listed as ‘co-author™? Is writing the
only kind of research labour that will count to-
wards being considered an author?

COPE notes that to be considered a “co-author” or to
claim authorship for the writing of a research output, an
author must have made a “substantial contribution” to
the conception, design or writing of the research output,
and be accountable for that work and its disclosure as a
publication. For example, in the same vein, researchers
Sylvie Noél and Jean-Marc Robert point to a range of
roles associated with writing, so as well as being a writer,
also being a consultant, an editor, a reviewer, a leader-
facilitator or/and a copy editor-typographer — as well as
the possibility for multi-tasking several roles at once.
But are there other kinds of labour, besides those listed by
COPE and CRediT, that you and your co-writers should
consider counting towards “co-authorship™?

Other experiences of writing as part of a collaborative
team include a myriad array of “soft” care work, for
example, training and learning, which we suggest that
you take into consideration due to the educational
and personal benefits for all members of your team —
including staft and students, early and established career
researchers alike."! Some more radical teams may also
wish to include as co-authors those in their teams who
have undertaken activities other than writing as part of



their processes of co-writing. Max Liboiron and her co-
researchers include “training new members on protocols;
maintaining equipment; cleaning up; contributing
to logistical tasks including note taking, scheduling,
sending email reminders and booking rooms; caring
for members” physical and mental health by listening,
sending sick people home, providing ‘time outs, and
telling jokes; and thanking each other” as other activities
that grant authorship and determine author order.'

3. How will the power dynamics and hierarchies in
our group be recognized, addressed, and represent-
ed in the author order we choose?

It is important to disentangle the power dynamics and
hierarchies within your team in order to recognise,
address, and represent these as core ethical issues
informing co-writing processes and co-authorship
sequences. If the impacts of the institutional power
structures of the academy upon the roles and positions
of those involved in the writing process — from identities,
geographical locations, and power positions, to career
experiencesand expectations — are nottaken intoaccount
in the co-writing process and addressed by the full team,
then this can lead to one writer — intentionally or even
unintentionally — exerting discriminatory, exploitative,
and patronising practices over another.® As Susan J.
Cheng et al argue, both authorship and author order run
the risk of perpetuating practices embodied in ‘racism,
misogyny, ableism, colonialism and other harmful
systems of domination’'* Health ethicists Daniela Cutas
and David Shaw emphasise the unevenness and pitfalls
of current practices of co-authorship and publishing,
especially for early career researchers.” As a feminist
science-based laboratory team stresses, women and early
career researchers ‘consistently receive less credit for
equal work "

You and your co-writers will need to set up a process
agreeing the terms of your writing partnership for jointly
and transparently deciding on issues of authorship and
author order as part of the setting up or designing of the
research project and the establishment of a broader set
of agreements between researchers. Doing so at an early
stage, by clearly agreeing and declaring a set of shared
principles or protocols that express and define the ethos
of your team, will help avoid future misunderstandings
and unpleasant situations that could lead to the end
of the partnership. The dimensions foregrounding the
declaration of principles could include: equity (disputed
with equality), transparency, accountability, consensus
(collegiality), shared commitment (shared vision), an

ethics of care, and the reciprocal recognition of identity
groups within the team."”

If we take these factors into account, it is clear that author
order is not necessarily decided according to hierarchical
positions in the academy or notions of a “politically
correct” order, but instead can be chosen together
according to the different kinds of contributions authors
have made to the co-writing process, including even the
more long-term ones involved in research, for example,
those that might have propelled this specific research
projectand/or output at an earlier stage.'® Author order is
relational, contextual, and temporal; and so the decisions
taken around who is to be named as an author and how
these names will be sequenced should be made in a case-
by-case manner.

4. What kinds of referencing systems will we choose to
use and how will these different kinds of citational
practice recognise other authors and other kinds of
contribution?

Such concerns with acknowledging the differing
contribution to co-writing processes authors make can
extend to processes of referencing and citation. Rendell
has described “referencing as an ethical act, and citation
as an academic correspondent to that act, one which
recognises the earlier contributions to the field made by
others and which situates ones own writing in relation
to those contributions.” Drawing on decolonial and
feminist theory — specifically in art and architecture,
Rendell critically reflects on the ways in which a critique
of citational practice can raise ethical questions around
visibility and invisibility, consent and autonomy, and
the difhiculties of citation in artistic and architectural
practice-led research — in other words, how is it possible
to cite the contribution ofanotherresearcherin aresearch
‘outcome” whose form does not allow conventional
referencing, such as an artefact, building or event.

Citation is never neutral. It is, as feminist theorist
Sara Ahmed affirms, “a rather successtul reproductive
technology, a way of reproducing the word around
certain bodies.® For geographers Carrie Mott and Daniel
Cockayne, citation itself can work “as [a] performative
technology of power.?' The politics of citation “can be a
tool for either the reification of, or resistance to, unethical
hierarchies of knowledge production.”



In order to engage with an understanding of citation as a
contested practice, we recommend authors and writers
critically reflect at the outset of a project on the ways
in which co-writers will engage with, select, or possibly
even invent, referencing and other citational practices
appropriate to both their project and the place in which
they choose to publish. The ethics and politics of citation
might require you then to decide on which authors,
writers, and works you will include.

5. What kind of collaborative writing process will we
use, and what references and contexts will we con-
sult to in order to make this decision?

The different types of co-writing practice are so varied
and extensive as to be almost uncountable; any attempt
to map and categorise them thoroughly depends on a
range of factors. Although there are several taxonomies —
mostly made by researchers in the sciences™ - no single
one includes every type.

You and your co-writers may choose or adapt or develop
your own strategy primarily based on your own and your
co-writers abilities, skills, and needs. It is also possible
to consider synchronous writing, especially given the
current technical possibilities offered by a range of digital
platforms, where a number of co-writers can all write
at the same time;*! you may also want to think of your
contributions in terms of “voices - yours and others;*
and economically, you may wish to foster co-writing as
an enhanced form of research productivity.*®

6. What kind of co-writing process will work best giv-
en our co-writers different experiences of academic
writing and their preferences for writing styles?

From our research into the field of co-writing research
here are four types of co-writing to consider:

The first type involves just one researcher from your team
writing the first draft of the output. Although this is the
least variable of the types, there are a couple of variations,
for example, whether to include any group deliberations
prior to the writing of the first draft and/or whether the
lead writer is also the lead-facilitator. This type of co-
writing is often called “single-author writing,” “collegial
writing,” “lead-writing,” “first-draft writing,” “first cut,
“layering,” “scribe writing” and “principal writer.”’

The second type is the most commonly used as well as
the one with most variations. It encompasses each co-
writer writing a part of the output — mostly by dividing
the output into sections — with one co-writer stitching
together all the parts. Be aware here of the variations,
these include whether your team decide to jointly outline



the output and its structure and negotiate together the
decisions concerning who will write each section based
on their abilities, skills, and needs; whether the writer
putting the draft together is to act as curator, editor and
writer; whether this writer is also the lead-facilitator; and
whether the “voices” of each of those writing are identified
by author name or merged under one list of authors
assigned to the whole output. These are decisions you and
your co-writers should ideally determine together. This
type of co-writing is described as “horizontal division or
parallel writing,” “turn-writing,” “write-in-section,” “cut it
up and put it back together; “bricolage” and “lego.? The
pandemic has brought limitations to the possibility for
bodily proximity when writing together but there are still
ways — some synchronous and others asynchronous - of
keeping the flow of collective writing going.

The third type, and the least used, comprises each co-
researcher in the team writing on every section of the
output, adjusting, and commenting on each others
work. Although others have described this approach as
“inefficient,”” we find it a thought-provoking approach,
that can work well in small teams or for those who value
reflective practice. As adult educators Dorothy Lander
and Leona English demonstrate, dialogical inquiry, for
example, might allow you to critically reflect on the ways
you can read and re-join your co-writers’ works through
critical action research. Adopting a literary style, Lander
and English state that “this approach of relational
knowing contextualizes transformative action research
and authorship at the intersection of T and ‘you, self and
other, theory and practice, public and private, reader and
writer and text.*

The fourth type, the last one for now, and from our
research, the most challenging and least reported upon,
consists of writing side-by-side, metaphorically called
“writing as a piano duet® Here bodily presence is
necessary as you and your co-writers and researchers
will be talking and writing the research output as the
same time. “The talking spills onto the page with the co-
writers taking turns to do the actual keyboard work, as
educators Pat Thomson and Barbara Kramler note in
their discussion of the way in which they have written
many of their works through, what they call, “type-talk;’
that is writing side-by-side.”* But for this kind of co-
writing you should be aware of the need to schedule extra
time to meet personally — this could include travelling
— and that the necessity for bodily presence could
also discourage some people. Previous collaborations
among your co-writers and researchers might improve
the likelihood of this practice being effective as well as
making the requirement for openness and trust easier to
achieve.”

7. How can different forms of reasoning inform the
approach to writing we take, including the choice of
writerly “voice,” and so enrich the research outputs
we aim to produce while also preserving the coher-
ence and consistency of the overall piece?

The notion of a writerly “voice” summons up both
epistemological and ethical connotations. Recognising
the writers have different “voices” both from other writers
but also in their own writing, that relate to shifting
subject positions both inside and outside the written text,
allows us to consider co-writing in terms of the inclusion
of narratives of the self and the others. Co-writing in
different voices certainly includes taking into account the
reflexivities and positionalities of your own writing self
and the writing selves of the other co-writers, as well as
other researchers involved in the project, including those
who have contributed to the research but who are not
involved in the writing. Yael Padan, Vanesa Castan Broto,
Rendell, and David Roberts reflect on the situatedness
of co-writing outputs in “A ‘Minifesta’ as the Promise of
Collective Voice:”

Achieving a collective voice is a utopian idea.
Voices, individual and collective, are not waiting
there to be collected into a monolithic narrative of
what is to be done. Voices are shaped by the history
of the people and communities they live with and
by the events and situations in which their voices
are expressed. In contrast, the manifesto belongs
to the event in which it is produced. It can only
be understood with the cacophony of voices that
created this moment of agreement that we call a
minifesta.*!

As Rendell notes elsewhere,” by italicizing, bracketing,
marking quotations, bolding or changing the typography
of a text, you can acknowledge and enact different voices
in a written text. The use of these textual signs occurs
in the ‘Minifesta’ of Padan, Broto, Rendell and Roberts,
which includes their voices but also many others from
their research group. Using a sort of “bricolage;” they
enunciate changes in voice and declare shifts in sections,
corresponding to each other by using such signs. Another
piece by Rendell, this time where she contributes a text
of her own alongside those of other feminist architects
— perhaps this could be classified as a “write-in-section”
piece — showing how separately, name-attached sections
can work, and can work well.*

And from an epistemological perspective you may find
the work of educators Rachel Handforth and Carol Taylor
helpful here, in proposing “bricolage as an experimental
feminist praxis of doing collaborative writing differently”
by undoing “normalised practices of academic writing”



and “becoming-feminist” through research narratives.”
Whilst researchers Melissa Burchard, Amy Lanou, Leah
Mathews, Karin Peterson, and Alice Weldon — a feminist
interdisciplinary writing team — suggest that developing
skills in critical self-reflection through storytelling can
help to enact transformative capacities of “knowledge-
making” in co-writing teams, allowing responses to
negative institutional environments to surface, and for
these to be worked through, so transforming relations
between “knowing, working and living*

Co-writing a research output that considers writing
in terms of voice will not only entail recognising the
different styles of other co-writers and researchers voices
but can also mean acting to ensure that the voices of
others get heard — the oppressed, the marginalised, the
underrepresented — those that often suffer from epistemic
injustices. Alejandra Boni and Diana Velasco refer to a
specific form of epistemic injustice present in written
outputs, that they call “hermeneutical injustice.”

From an ethical perspective, it is also important then
that you consider carefully whether you have a moral
responsibility to, for or with the subject(s) of your
research. We recommend taking a principled approach
in which you decide not to reproduce stereotypes
that marginalise others, especially those who are
already marginalised. As Stephanie Butcher states,
“Ask yourself: are you writing in solidarity with the
vulnerable communities you are working with? If it is
not in solidarity, you should not write” at all.** Butcher
later reflects on how the situational contexts that arise
allow writers and researchers to understand from which
perspective they might narrate the story. When taking
into consideration how each community is a complex
scenario, researchers may first wish to disentangle the
everyday power dynamics of those living there, in order
to find and choose those who to partner with, and how to
incorporate their voices.

Although organisational and procedural processes are
important to take into account, first while setting up a
research project, and then while planning to write, when
you do start to write, with all that this entails, aiming for
a comfortable interaction between members of the co-
writing team can be a good way of trying to avoid the
emergence of highly unethical transgressions. But as
Ariana Markowitz discusses in Practising Ethics Guides
to Built Environment Research: # 5 Researching, Risk,
and Wellbeing, *' you and/or your co-writers may also
be conducting research with high levels of risk, that can
impact on your wellbeing, and produce, for example,
feelings of anxiety, anger, discomfort, or frustration.
At the same time, the pressure of deadlines, as well as
intersubjective relations and contextual situations, can
require, as James D. Todd describes, time to reflect.* It is
important to recognize the impact of external situations
and group dynamics on your ability to write.

8. How will we support and care for other co-writers
during the co-writing process, and how will they
support us and each other? And how will we ad-
dress the institutional context of the neoliberal uni-
versity and its potential to undermine caring work
within the writing process?

Barbara Groot and her co-writers remind us of how
embedding an ethics of care as a research ethos for your
project can beameaningful way of sharing responsibility
for an ethical practice, especially highlighting “the
importance of self-care and existential safety” - in
particular, when we are working in participatory
paradigms. An ethics of care, Barbara Groot and her co-
writers affirm, “can help to sensitise researchers for the
complex moral responsibilities of their work in a highly
hierarchic context, and strengthen their reflexivity”
as well as the situational, relational, and emotional
character of such praxis.”” They provide a useful set of
questions that you can use to stimulate reflexivity in
your co-writing and/or research team.**

Researchers Karen Collet, Carolien van den Berg, and
Belinda Verster, inform us of the benefits of adopting an
ethics of care in co-writing outputs, noting that this is
not only a way of building sustained partnerships of care



and enhancing creative meaning-making,” but also of
finding joy and pleasure while co-writing alongside your
co-researchers. They also find factors that thwart their
partnership of care, Collet, van den Berg, and Verster
regret how, “we lost the connection and caring because
we started to be driven by the output and not the process”
The process — writing, the pressure of writing, and writing
asa ‘creative act” — oras Colletand her co-researchers put
it “the complexity of the fluid emergent multidimensional
process of meaning-making through multi-modalities
and spaces” may be constantly threatened. This kind of
disarticulation is something you may encounter in your
transit through the academy. It can afflict your, and others,
caring work. The embracing of neoliberal practice in
universities that exacerbates productivity and pushes
for mass publication — according to research assessment
criteria — can annihilate caring practices such as those
recommended by Collet and colleagues.*® As such, it is
really worth focusing on how to nurture an ethics of care
during the co-writing of your output, how to care about
and for, give care, and receive each others care.

9. Who will lead the process intellectually, and who
will manage the project? Will these roles be played
by the same or different writers? How to decide?

Leadership is crucial in research and when it comes to
the writing of a research output as it may require specific
kinds of skills in organisation as well as involve cognitive
and creative ability, and expertise. The team of Collet,
van den Berg, and Verster decided to use a rotational
process of leadership — as they put it metaphorically—
“like birds flying in formation,” working “together to
take the lead XM Working in this collaborative way and
sharing leadership built our confidence and cohesion as
a group. They continue, this time, citing Black et al., “this
way ‘allows room for other and otherness. Flying in this
kind of formation is an ethical choice. It isn’t a common
choice” Later, reflecting on power dynamics they vividly
affirm:

Power is a maker or a breaker in a collaborative
group. It may be different in different stages but
it is always there. Rotating the lead, for example,
helps to break the power dynamics. The trust shifts
at different times, but being in and working with
an EoC [Ethics of Care] framework helps to make
you mindful when you are not paying attention.”

We consider Collet, van den Berg, and Versters style as
a form of best practice, a kind of utopian leadership, a
destination where co-writing teams may aim to end up.

Whether the leadership is rotational or not, the lead
author should be deeply engaged in the co-writing
process, along with the other co-writers, and could be a
source of inspiration to the other co-writers, especially
if the lead author is an early career researcher and other
early career researcher are also involved as co-writers.
As educators Elizabeth Marquis, Katarina Martensson,
and Mick Healey state, strengthening the claims of Collet
et al for team cohesion, the right kind of leadership
can ‘foster community and encourage members to
take responsibility for tasks” in collaborative writing
groups.* Lead authors may be exemplary, working side
by side with their co-writers rather than managing a team
from a hierarchical position. This kind of behaviour - the
managing of a team from a hierarchical position - can
actually discourage partners and be a rather unhealthy
way of working for the whole writing team.

An apprenticeship — to learn by doing - can offer a great
opportunity for co-writing. As researchers Charlotte
Wegener and Lene Tanggaard enthusiastically affirm,
“apprenticeship as a pedagogical methodology as well as
a theoretical framework makes co-writing more than an
output-driven technique for increasing productivity.*
Throughout a ten-month email exchange, Wegener
and Tanggaards dialogue explains how their comments,
suggestions, and responses advanced. Since power
dynamics are not exempt here either, it is important to
consider how thissupervisorinvites “the student explicitly
to revise the supervisors writing” — as an act of trust and
confidence. Navigating this apprenticeship involves the
studentin the whole process — from outlining the paper to
assessing the reviewers comments — and the supervisor
invites the student for quick exchanges, redirecting and/
or advising when it is necessary to maintain the pace of
the work.

The benefits of this learning process include the student
getting acquainted with academias technicalities by
working with the supervisor and so avoiding the student
experiencing performance anxiety. As both writers
have a mutual interest in getting published, this can lead
to mutual benefits, important for both building and
maintaining their track records. Doing so in a process-
driven manner — co-writing as an apprenticeship — rather
than via an output-driven technique or hierarchical
process is what makes this interaction flourish.



10. If the co-writers are in different geographical lo-
cations, how will we deal with the time zones and
technological issues that may arise?

So when you are embedded in the writing process, do be
aware of co-writers’ conditions and contexts, consider
where your co-writers are writing from. This may
strengthen ties with your co-writers and help you build
lasting relationships - that may endure for a lifetime.
You and/or any co-writers you are working with may be
located in insecure and unstable contexts or in negative
institutional environments and so any support co-
writers can provide can be an encouraging factor both
in and beyond the co-writing process. This caring about
co-writers wellbeing is something to take into account
and not to take for granted - if you intend to nurture an
ethics of care in your team this may be only the first step.

In addition to those broader contexts are the various
situations within them. Your co-writer may be located
in a low or middle-income country where unstable
conditions can impact on whether your co-writers
have the technological means to engage in co-writing
an output, whether they can access the internet reliably
and at affordable prices, and indeed whether an on-
line meeting tool is even accessible in their countries.
Emotional, material, or other kinds of support and
care that you can provide could be of enormous help to
your co-writers. As such, before engaging in co-writing
an output, it is best to find out whether any of your co-
writers are involved in contexts and situations that pose
challenges to writing together, and to be mindful of these
when deciding on co-writing processes and protocols.

11. How will we plan for and commit to the task of

writing the research output in terms of timescales
and deadlines?

Deadlines, as noted above, can be a major source of
anxiety for writers and more broadly entail ethical
considerations that you may wish to consider when
setting out. Equally important, are the timescales of
each co-writers specific tasks and related deadlines —
you may decide to set these out early, realistically and
effectively to facilitate “on-schedule paper completion.™
But timescales depend on the type of co-writing you
and your writers choose — sequential or write-in-section
approaches can be deeply affected by delays. In order to
take into consideration each co-writerss skills, experience
and knowledge, it is also preferable for co-writers to
volunteer for tasks rather than to be assigned them.

Ideally, from the outset, all those involved in co-writing
need to be transparent concerning their levels of
commitment to the co-writing process and to be involved
in settingdeadlines together. Scientists Kendra Cheruvelil
and her co-writers refer to this as “researchers who are
committed to a common purpose™ Acknowledging
levels of commitment can also help co-writers bear both
responsibility and credit for the work done. The level of
commitment each team member can offer needs to be
respected, and it is important for all writers to respect
each other’s time and other life commitments.™

Importantly, if any adjustment to task allocation or
deadline is considered necessary during the writing
process, then a response to this needs to be decided by
all co-writers together rather than imposed by any one
of them. When co-writers are not able to fulfil their tasks
or meet deadlines agreed, they should promptly inform
the co-writer leading the team and the other co-writers
in order to redistribute tasks so as to not jeopardise
the work of the whole team. Providing this kind of
information transparently and as soon as possible is
vital in avoiding causing discomfort to other co-writers.
The redistribution of tasks could become a burden for
other co-writers and so should not be decided without
their consent.

12. What processes will we use for giving each other
feedback, for addressing in a constructive and time-
ly manner comments and suggestions made by all
co-writers, and for negotiating the completion of

unfulfilled tasks and deadlines?

Feedback, commentsand suggestions usuallyfocuson the
publication process itself, i.e. when peer-reviewers and
editors assess the quality of your work for publication.”
However, peer-reviewers and editors are not the only
ones who can offer comments and suggestions; you and
your co-writers can also do so too. Due to their critical
nature, comments and suggestions need to be considered
from an ethical perspective, that takes into account the
power dynamics within the writing team, and the relative
positions of early and established career researcher
relationships, or supervisor and student relationships.

Ideally, all co-writers should treat each other as equals,
and as such, when making comments and suggestions in
response to another person’s writing you should always
be polite and respectful. When you suggest, accept or
decline changes it is important to try to clearly explain
your perspective and point of view. When reviewing
and/or editing another persons work, your comments



need to be specific and preferably contain a proposal for
an alternative rather than simply a deletion or noting that
something “needs review. In some disciplines, comments
and suggestions should be based on evidence, while
aspects of interpretation and clarity of argument can be
important in other disciplines.

* % ok

Wed like to end this guide by proposing some questions
for you to critically reflect on before, during or after
consulting some of the resources listed below, especially
Wendy Laura Belchers book Writing Your Journal Article
in Twelve Weeks.>*

What kind of journal article do you want to
write and why?

How will you agree upon the argument and
structure of the text?

What is the best place to publish the type of
research you are conducting?

Who will carry out the administration for sub-
mitting the paper, compiling the abstract, the
authors’ biographies, and authors agreement
forms?

Who is responsible for deciding on images and
captions, and for providing this information?
Who will fund any costs of reproduction and
permissions?

Who should address comments and suggestions
made by anonymous reviewers?

How will these comments and suggestions be
addressed?

How will the final edits be made?

How will you decide on a contingency plan if
our research output is rejected?

If conditions or interests in the project change
or unworkable intellectual clashes occur, how
will you ensure to factor in a friendly withdraw-
al mechanism?
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perhaps authorship. We wish to draw your attention to
this specific selection:

Belcher, Wendy Laura. Writing Your Journal Article in
Twelve Weeks: A Guide to Academic Publishing
Success. Second Edition. Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 2009.

Boni, Alejandra, and Diana Velasco. “Epistemic
Capabilities and Epistemic Injustice: What Is the
Role of Higher Education in Fostering Epistemic
Contributions of Marginalized Knowledge
Producers?” Global Justice: Theory Practice
Rhetoric 12, no. 1 (2019): 69-73.

Burchard, Melissa, Amy Joy Lanou, Leah Greden
Mathews, Karin Peterson, and Alice Weldon.
“Co-Writing, ~ Co-Knowing.  Transforming
Epistemologies. Praktyka Teoretyczna 4, no. 10
(2013): 89-111.

Butcher, Stephanie. “Research Solidarity? Navigating
Feminist Ethicsin Participatory Action-Research
in Kathmandu, Nepal” Gender, Place & Culture
28, no. 4 (2021): 497-518. https://doi.org/10.10
80/0966369X.2020.1751087.

Collet, Karen, Carolien van den Berg, and Belinda
Verster. “Sympoiesis Becoming with and through
Each Other:” Exploring Collaborative Writing as
Emergent Academics.” Cristal: Critical Studies
in Teaching & Learning 8, Special Issue (2020):
168-84.

COPE https://publicationethics.org/

Eechoud, Mireille van, ed. The Work of Authorship.
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2014.

Frassl, Marieke A., David P. Hamilton, Blaize A. Denfeld,
Elvira de Eyto, Stephanie E. Hampton, Philipp
S. Keller, Sapna Sharma, et al. “Ten Simple Rules
for Collaboratively Writing a Multi-Authored
Paper” PLoS Computational Biology 14, no. 11
(2018): €1006508.

Handforth, Rachel,and Carol A. Taylor."Doing Academic
Writing Differently: A Feminist Bricolage”
Gender and Education 28, no. 5 (2016): 627-43.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2015.11154

70.
Inside Higher Ed (blog) https://www.insidehighered.
com

Lander, Dorothy A., and Leona M. English. “Doing
Research “With:" Reading and Writing Our
Difference” Reflective Practice 1, no. 3 (2000):
343-58. httpS://dOi.Org/10.1080/713693 160.

Liboiron, Max, Justine Ammendolia, Katharine Winsor,
Alex Zahara, Hillary Bradshaw, Jessica Melvin,
Charles Mather, et al. “Equity in Author Order:
A Feminist Laboratory’s Approach” Catalyst:
Feminism, Theory, Technoscience 3, no. 2 (2017):
1-17.

Mott, Carrie, and Daniel Cockayne. “Citation Matters:
Mobilizing the Politics of Citation toward a
Practice of Conscientious Engagement.” Gender,
Place & Culture 24,n0.7 (2017): 954-73. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2017.1339022.

Ortiz, Catalina. “Ethics of Engagement in Design
Research” In BUDD Lab: Dwelling Practices
in the City: Design Workshop 9. London: The
Bartlett Development Planning Unit, 2017.

Padan, Yael, Vanesa Castan Broto, Jane Rendell, and
David Roberts. ‘A ‘Minifesta” as the Promise of
Collective Voice.” Axon: Creative Explorations 10,
no. 2 (2020).

patter (blog) https://patthomson.net/



https://publicationethics.org/
https://www.insidehighered.com/
https://www.insidehighered.com/
https://patthomson.net/

Rendell, Jane. ‘Architectural Research and Disciplinarity”
arq: Architectural Research Quarterly 8, no.
2 (2004): 141-7. https://doi.org/10.1017/
$135913550400017X.

Rendell, Jane. “Gridlock, ‘Blindspot, About to Touch,
and ‘Inversion, in Anne Tallentire, From, in and
with, (2013)” Field 7, no. 1 (2018): 13-38.

The  Research ~ Whisperer  (blog)  https://

researchwhisperer.org/

Ritchie, Stephen M., and Donna L. Rigano. “Writing
Together Metaphorically and Bodily Side-by-
Side: An Inquiry into Collaborative Academic
Writing” Reflective Practice8,n0.1(2007): 123-35.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623940601139087.

Thomson, Pat, and Barbara Kamler. Writing for Peer
Reviewed  Journals: ~ Strategies for  Getting
Published. London: Routledge, 2013.

The  Research ~ Whisperer  (blog).

researchwhisperer.org/.

Vicens, Quentin, and Philip E. Bourne. “Ten Simple
Rules for a Successful Collaboration” PLoS
Computational Biology 3, no. 3 (2007): e44.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal pcbi.0030044.

https://

Wegener, Charlotte, and Lene Tanggaard. “Supervisor
and Student Co-Writing: An Apprenticeship
Perspective.” Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/
Forum: Qualitative Social Research 14, no. 3
(2013): Art 14,

Alejandro Vallejo is a Lecturer at the Havana School
of Architecture, Polytechnic José Antonio Echeverria
(CUJAE). His research lies at the interplay of inequalities
in urban sociology, politics, planning, and critical theory,
with a focus on urban infrastructure and poverty, and
participatory processes in urban areas in the global
South. (email: alejandval@arquitectura.cujac.edu.cu /
twitter: @VallejoDelgadoA).

Catalina Ortiz is an Associate Professor at The Bartlett
Development Planning Unit, University ~College
London (UCL). Her research includes the negotiated co-
production of space in global South cities around urban
design, strategic spatial planning, and urban policy
mobility practices. (email: catalina.ortiz@ucl.acuk /
twitter: @cataortiza).


https://researchwhisperer.org/
https://researchwhisperer.org/
https://researchwhisperer.org/
https://researchwhisperer.org/

10

11

12

13

14

15

16
17

A conversation between the authors, the late Friday night, 10
September 2021.

Elise Smith, A Theoretical Foundation for the Ethical
Distribution of Authorship in Multidisciplinary Publications,’
Kennedy Institute of Ethics Journal 27, no. 3 (2017): 401,
https://doi.org/10.1353/ken.2017.0032.
https://publicationethics.org/

COPE Council, “COPE Discussion Document: Authorship,”
September 2019, https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.3.3.
See this series of cases of ethical issues reported by COPE
Members: https://publicationethics.org/guidance/Case.
Catalina Ortiz, “Ethics of Engagement in Design Research” in
BUDD Lab: Dwelling Practices in the City: Design Workshop 9
(London, The Bartlett Development Planning Unit, 2017),
11.

Jane Rendell, ‘Architectural Research and Disciplinarity; arg:
Architectural Research Quarterly 8, no. 2 (2004): 145, https://
doi.org/10.1017/5135913550400017X.

Rendell, “Architectural Research and Disciplinarity, 141-
2.

Amy Brand et al, “Beyond Authorship: Attribution,
Contribution, Collaboration, and Credit;” Learned Publishing
28, no. 2 (2015): 151-5, https://doi.org/10.1087/20150211;
Liz Allen, Alison O’Connell and Veronique Kiermer, “How can
we ensure Visibility and Diversity in Research Contributions?
How the Contributor Role Taxonomy (CRediT) is Helping
the Shift from Authorship to Contributorship, Learned
Publishing 32, (2019): 71-4, https://doiorg/10.1002/
leap.1210; Marcia K. McNutt et al,, “Transparency in Authors’
Contributions and Responsibilities to Promote Integrity in
Scientific Publication” Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America 115, no. 11 (2018):
2557-60, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1715374115.

Sylvie Noél and Jean-Marc Robert, “Empirical Study on
Collaborative Writing: What Do Co-Authors Do, Use, and
Like?” Computer Supported Cooperative Work 13 (2004): 66,
https://doi.org/10.1023/B.

Kendra S. Cheruvelil et al,, “Creating and Maintaining High-
Performing Collaborative Research Teams: The Importance
of Diversity and Interpersonal Skills,” Frontiers in Ecology 12,
no. 1 (2014): 31-8, https://doi.org/10.1890/130001.

See Max Liboiron et al., “Equity in Author Order: A Feminist
Laboratorys  Approach” Catalyst: ~ Feminism, — Theory,
Technoscience 3, no.2 (2017): 6-7.

Liboiron et al. “Equity in Author Order; 8.

Susan J. Cheng et al., “Moving Scientific Publishing Toward
Social Justice, Inside Higher Ed (blog), 9 September 2021,

https ﬂwwwmmdehlghered comzadv1ce[2021[09109[call

Damela Cutas and Dav1d Shaw, “Writers Blocked: On the
Wrongs of Research Co-Authorship and Some Possible
Strategies for Improvement, Science and Engineering Ethics 21,
no. 5 (2015): 1315-29, https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-014-
9606-0.

Liboiron et al., “Equity in Author Order; 3.

We suggestthese principles drawing on thereflective practice of
ourownexperiencesand ontheworksofLiboiron etal., “Equity
in Author Order;” and Smith, “A Theoretical Foundation for
the Ethical Distribution of Authorship” Regarding equity and
equality Liboiron and her co-researchers contend that “Equity
is different than equality. Equality involves treating everyone

18

19

20

21

22
23

24

25

26

27

28

29

exactly the same, and as a result has no impact on the uneven
positions from which different people start. Equity, in contrast,
is sensitive to the different positions of participants and so is
potentially transformative of power relations. Existing author
order protocols favor equality. Our own protocols foreground
equity and are shaped by a shared commitment to consensus,
care work, and acknowledgement of social location” Liboiron
etal., “Equity in Author Order; 5
Alsonotethateverydiscipline hasauthororder conceptualisms,
for example, alphabetically, sorting the names and other ways
as listed by Liboiron et al., “Equity in Author Order;,’ 3-4.

Jane Rendell, “ ‘Gridlock; ‘Blindspot, About to Touch, and
‘Inversion, in Anne Tallentire, From, in and with, (2013),” Field
7,n0.1(2018): 13-38.

Sara Ahmed, “Making Feminist Points] feministkilljoys
(blog), 11 September 2013, https://feministkilljoys.
com/2013/09/ 1lzmaking—feministfpoints(.

Carrie Mott and Daniel Cockayne, “Citation Matters:
Mobilizing the Politics of Citation toward a Practice of
‘Conscientious Engagement,” Gender, Place & Culture
24, no. 7 (2017): 969, https:z[doi.orgz10.1080(096636
9X.2017.1339022.

Mott and Cockayne, “Citation Matters; 954.

Noéland Robert, “Empirical Study on Collaborative Writing;”
Paul Benjamin Lowry, Aaron Curtisand Michelle Rene Lowry,
“Building a Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Collaborative
Writing to improve Interdisciplinary Research and Practice,
Journal of Business Communication 41, no. 1 (2004): 66-99,
https://doi.org/l().l177/0021943603259363.

See Stephen M Ritchie and Donna L Rigano, “Writing
Together ~ Metaphorically and  Bodily  Side-by-Side:
An Inquiry into Collaborative ~Academic Writing,
Reflective Practice 8, no. 1 (2007): 123-35, https://doi.
org/10.1080/14623940601139087.

See for example, Yael Padan et al., ‘A ‘Minifesta’ as the Promise
of Collective Voice,” Axon: Creative Explorations 10, no. 2
(2020); and Rachel Handforth and Carol A Taylor, “Doing
Academic Writing Differently: A Feminist Bricolage,” Gender
and Education 28, no. 5 (2016), https://doi.org/10.1080/0954
0253.2015.1115470.

Cheruvelil et al,, “Creating and Maintaining High-Performing
Collaborative Research Teams.

See for example, Ritchie and Rigano, “Writing Together
Metaphorically and Bodily Side-by-Side;” Pat Thomson, “Co-
Writing Strategies — or — What Could Possibly Go Wrong?”

Patter (blog), 15 December 2016, https://patthomson.

net/2016/12/15/co-writing-strategies-or-what-could-
possibly-go-wrong/; Pat Thomson and Barbara Kamler,

Writing for Peer Reviewed Journals: Strategies for Getting
Published (London: Routledge, 2013); Marieke A. Frassl et
al, “Ten Simple Rules for Collaboratively Writing a Multi-
Authored Paper; PLoS Computational Biology 14, no. 11
(2018): €1006508; and Tseen Khoo, “Making Co-writing
Work,” The Research Whisperer (blog), 21 February 2012,
https://researchwhisperer.org/2012/02/21/co-writing/.
Ritchie and Rigano, “Writing Together Metaphorically and
Bodily Side-by-Side;” Thomson, “Co-Writing Strategies;”
Thomson and Kamler, Writing for Peer Reviewed Journals;
Khoo, “Making Co-writing Work:” Frass] et al., “Ten Simple
Rules for Collaboratively Writing a Multi-Authored Paper”
Frassl et al., “Ten Simple Rules for Collaboratively Writing a
Multi-Authored Paper; 3.


https://doi.org/10.1353/ken.2017.0032
https://publicationethics.org/guidance/Case
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2021/09/09/call-action-more-socially-just-publishing-opinion/
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2021/09/09/call-action-more-socially-just-publishing-opinion/
https://feministkilljoys.com/2013/09/11/making-feminist-points/
https://feministkilljoys.com/2013/09/11/making-feminist-points/
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2017.1339022
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2017.1339022
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2015.1115470
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2015.1115470
https://patthomson.net/2016/12/15/co-writing-strategies-or-what-could-possibly-go-wrong/
https://patthomson.net/2016/12/15/co-writing-strategies-or-what-could-possibly-go-wrong/
https://patthomson.net/2016/12/15/co-writing-strategies-or-what-could-possibly-go-wrong/
https://researchwhisperer.org/2012/02/21/co-writing/

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47
48

Dorothy A. Lander and Leona M. English, “Doing Research
‘With:"Readingand Writing Our Difference;’ Reflective Practice
1, no. 3 (2000): 343, https://ClOi.Org/lO.1080/713693160.
Ritchie and Rigano, “Writing Together Metaphorically and
Bodily Side-by-Side, 123.

Thomson and Kamler, Writing for Peer Reviewed Journals,
147.

Ritchie and Rigano, “Writing Together Metaphorically and
Bodily Side-by-Side”

Padan et al,, “A ‘Minifesta’ as the Promise of Collective Voice,
9.

Rendell, “Gridlock.”

Torsten Lange et al, “Making Trouble to Stay With:
Architecture and Feminist Pedagogies,” Field 7, no. 1 (2018):
89-99.

Handforth and Taylor, “Doing Academic Writing Differently:
A Feminist Bricolage”

Melissa  Burchard et al, “Co-Writing, Co-Knowing:
Transforming Epistemologies,” Praktyka Teoretyczna 4, no. 10
(2013): 91.

Alejandra Boni and Diana Velasco, “Epistemic Capabilities
and Epistemic Injustice: What Is the Role of Higher Education
in Fostering Epistemic Contributions of Marginalized
Knowledge Producers?” Global Justice: Theory Practice
Rhetoric 12, no. 1 (2019): 69-73.

Stephanie Butcher, “Research Solidarity? Navigating Feminist
Ethics in Participatory Action-Research in Kathmandu,
Nepal, Gender, Place & Culture 28, no. 4 (2021): 498-99,
httpS://dOi.Org/10.1080/0966369X.2020.1751087.

Ariana Markowitz, Guide #5 Researching Risk, & Wellbeing,
in Practising Ethics Guides to Built Environment Research, ed.
Jane Rendell (London: Bartlett’s Ethics Commission and the
KNOW Project, 2021), https://wwwipracticingethics.org/
practice; Also see John N. Parker and Edward J. Hackett, “Hot
Spots and Hot Moments in Scientific Collaborations and
Social Movements, American Sociological Review 77, no. 1
(2012): 21-44.

James D. Todd, “Experiencing and Embodying Anxiety in
Spaces of Academia and Social Research, Gender, Place &
Culture 28, n0.4(2021): 475-96, https://doi.org/10.1080/096
6369X.2020.1727862.

Barbara C Groot et al., “Ethics of Care in Participatory Health
Research: Mutual Responsibility in Collaboration with Co-
Researchers, Educational Action Research 27, no. 2 (2019):
297, https://doi.org/lo.1080/09650792.2018.1450771.

See Groot et al., “Ethics of Care;’ 299, figure 3.

See Karen Collet, Carolien van den Berg, and Belinda Verster,
“Sympoiesis ‘Becoming with and through Each Other:’
Exploring Collaborative Writing as Emergent Academics;
Special Issue of Cristal: Critical Studies in Teaching & Learning
8, (2020): 175.

Brita Bergland, “The Incompatibility of Neoliberal University
Structures and Interdisciplinary Knowledge: A Feminist Slow
Scholarship Critique;” Educational Philosophy and Theory 50,
no. 11 (2017): 1031-36, httpS://dOi.Org/10.1080/00131857.2
017.1341297.

Collet, van den Berg, and Verster, “Sympoiesis, 175.
Elizabeth Marquis, Katarina Martensson, and Mick Healey,
“Leadership in an International Collaborative Writing Groups
(ICWQ) Initiative: Implications for Academic Development,
International  Journal ~for Academic  Development 22,
no. 3 (2017): 211-2, ht‘[ps://dOi.Org/10.1080/136014
4X.2017.1291429.

49

50

51

52

53

54

Charlotte Wegener and Lene Tanggaard, “Supervisor and
Student Co-Writing: An Apprenticeship Perspective,” Forum
Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research
14, n0. 3 (2013): Art 14.

Frass| et al., “Ten Simple Rules for Collaboratively Writing a
Multi-Authored Paper; 5.

Cheruvelil et al,, “Creating and Maintaining High-Performing
Collaborative Research Teams, 31.

Quentin Vicens and Philip E. Bourne, “Ten Simple Rules
for a Successtul Collaboration,” PLoS Computational Biology
3, no. 3 (2007): e44-e44, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pcbi0030044; see also Collet, van den Berg, and Verster,
“Sympoiesis.

For a thorough description of the publication process see
Wendy Laura Belcher, Writing Your Journal Article in Twelve
Weeks: A Guide to Academic Publishing Success, second edition
(Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2009).
Belcher, Writing Your Journal Article in Twelve Weeks.


https://www.practicingethics.org/practice
https://www.practicingethics.org/practice

	_gjdgxs

