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摘要：
Del Casino discusses ethnographic decisions he made in relation to location, positionality, and social and physical distance, as they informed his dissertation research conducted in Chiang Mai, Thailand. Fieldwork is always affected by choices made in the research process, which begins before geographers enter the field and continues as they attempt to describe, interpret, and analyze the data they collect.
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[Headnote]
DECISION MAKING IN AN ETHNOGRAPHIC CONTEXT* 
One day in 1996 1 made a choice to study the development of outreach programs for people living with Hiv and AIDS (PLWHA) in Thailand. As an ethnographer, I weighed social location and distance in relation to the field and its occupants. I grappled with the partiality of the research process. More difficult to consider was how hard it is to make choices that cut off one avenue of research while opening up another. I failed to think through how ethnographers make decisions subconsciously and "on the fly" when confronted with challenges and unexpected issues. 

Making choices, consciously and unconsciously, forced me to regard the constant state of flux in my research and the people that it involved. Certain people became central in my life; others grew marginal. As Michael Angrosino and Kimberly Mays de Perez point out, "Ethnographers and their collaborators do not step into fixed and fully determined positions; rather, their behaviors and expectations of each other are part of a dynamic process that continues to grow" (20oo, 683). I had to make decisions about what my relationships with others around me should be and could be. 

I made many decisions while conducting dissertation research in Chiang Mai, Thailand, and in this essay I examine how some of those both closed off and opened up opportunities for geographical inquiry. I discuss location and positionality, and social and physical distance, as they informed the research process. Fieldwork is always affected by choices made in the research process, which begins before we enter the field and continues as we attempt to describe, interpret, and analyze the data we collect (Wolcott 1994). 

DECISION ONE: STUDYING AIDS IN THAILAND 

My research began with my decision to study Thailand and its burgeoning AIDS crisis. A general interest in Asia started in high school and intensified in college. Attempting to gain some sort of understanding, I began to study Asian culture and society, Japanese, and Buddhism. My undergraduate experience with political-economic and Marxist theory led me to study not developed Japan but the developing world of Southeast Asia. Thailand came to be my area of study when, in graduate school, Thai was the only mainland Southeast Asian language taught yearly. 

After a short stint in Thailand as a master's student studying the representational politics of the sex-tourism industry (Del Casino 1995; Del Casino and Hanna 2000), I shifted my focus to Hiv and AIDs-related research. My interest in the growing epidemic was piqued when discussions with commercial sex-work industry people usually led them to mention the growing AIDS crisis and its impact on Thai society. Had I chosen another facet of the tourism industry, such as ecotourism, it is perhaps unlikely that I would have had to confront the AIDS epidemic. 

Back in the United States, I became interested in how the HIV/AIDS crisis started, its relationship to the historical development of the commercial sex industry, and its ties to the distribution and use of heroin. Delving into the literature, I found that almost everyone was focusing on the transmission of HIV. In the early- to mid199os, governmental programs were highly invested in an epidemiological model that focused outreach on high-risk groups, such as commercial sex workers and intravenous drug users, as vectors for the spread of HIv. The message seemed clear: The Thai government and a majority of the academic establishment were convinced that prevention was the cure. If there were no new HIV cases, care was not going to be an issue. Although this is true, by 1994 Thailand faced a crisis with the potential to far outstrip the cost of the prevention campaign: health care. The risk-group model collapsed as rates of mother-to-child transmission increased, signaling that HIV transmission was much more prolific than had been thought. Creating risk groups might contain HIv discursively, but the reality of complex networks of sexual intercourse and drug use meant that HIV could now be found in any social group, including Buddhist monks, married women, and children. HIV-positive people began to develop full-blown AIDs, hospitals grew overwhelmed, and the infected were literally sent home to care for themselves. The crisis spurred a reaction unique in Thai history, with large-scale coordination between the nongovernmental and governmental sectors. It was to this that my interest turned: I decided to focus my attention on the care of people living with HIV and AIDS and on the organizations that were established to assist them (Del Casino 2001). 

Because health care is a multifaceted and complex process that includes not simply issues of health but also issues of socioeconomic and political development, I wanted to study an organization that employed a diverse set of health-care approaches and practices. In the end I studied one nongovernmental entity, AIDS Organizationa pseudonym-and its outreach approaches, techniques, and spatialities. Across projects that ranged from "community health care" to "holistic health care" to an "AIDS Orphans Fund," AIDS Organization's focus has been on developing a multisectoral, community-centered outreach strategy, by coordinating with government ministries, community groups, mor muang (village healers), PLWHA support groups, and local tambon (subdistrict) or bor for (administrative organizations). 

DECISION Two: LOCATING My RESEARCH IN AN NGO 

To be honest, the decision to study nongovernmental organizations (NGOS) in general and AIDS Organization in particular was not one I made after lengthy contemplation. I didn't intend to examine NGOS when I went to Thailand in 1997; instead, I envisioned myself collecting data in a clinic or an AIDs hospice. Early in my research, however, I discovered that few hospices for PLWHA existed and that gaining access to the public health-care sector for research purposes was difficult: Bureaucracies and credentialism limited my ability to interact with government officials. After realizing that I had spent almost two months in Thailand without securing a research site I was in a panic, running out of time before I was supposed to return home for a year of grant writing-I needed to have a field site, so that when I wrote the grants I could say I had a place to go. I made contact with a number of NGOS in the Chiang Mai area. Because these organizations were less concerned with formal researcher credentials, I found NGOS very receptive to my research and to my ability to assist them. The day I met Somchai, AIDS Organization's dynamic leader, I made the decision to study the organization's programs. Rather inauspiciously, I began ethnographic fieldwork in July 1997-the panic of not having a field site was quelled. 

I chose ethnography as a methodological framework for studying AIDS Organization because I believed that ethnography, particularly participant observation, offered an opportunity to examine the action of organizational dynamics (Denzin and Lincoln 2000). Participant observation would allow me, I believed, to build relationships with people in the field, creating an atmosphere of trust and providing me with a sense of day-to-day politics. Through extended engagements I hoped to reach the subtleties and nuances of everyday experience that would be difficult to discern using interviews or focus groups exclusively. I also believed that participant observation data-field notes and organizational documents I would collect-could provide the contexts and details that would allow me to hone my interviews with organizational staff and outreach constituencies. What I failed to consider seriously, however, was how, over time, participant observation would change as my role in the organization evolved: I made conscious and unconscious decisions in the field that redirected my research and altered its questions. 

At first my role in AIDS Organization was ambiguous. I knew little of either the organization's politics or its outreach efforts. The staff asked me questions about my research, the goals of my project, and how they could assist me in my efforts to understand their outreach programs. Individuals varied in the assistance they offered. Some left me to my own devices; others tried to integrate me immediately into the outreach efforts of the organization. Decisions that influenced research were never simply my own, for my research was guided by these early interactions, and I relied more heavily on the people with whom I established a better rapport. Choosing to be as unobtrusive as possible, I tried not to disturb the work of the organization or its staff. I certainly did not want to be a burden. I was, as the Thais might say, employing my own understanding of the concept of krengjai (a reticence to impose one's self on others).' 

Early in my stay I translated documents-summary reports for funding agencies, grant proposals, and incoming e-mail messages. With little knowledge of the organization or its activities, I found it difficult to really interpret organizational documents, for I had to translate not only the Thai but also a Thai form of "NGO speak" not easily found in a dictionary. Yet the translations, though challenging, provided an opportunity to learn about the organization's policies, its outreach goals and objectives, and its targeted funding agencies. I made the decision, therefore, to work with staff members whenever I could on constructing proposals for funding organizations. 

I also decided that, because my partner at the time was with me in Thailand, I would not stay around the organization after the workday ended, so I tended to go home after the meetings had concluded. This decision to keep my research and personal lives separate was noted by some of the staff: One confessed to me later that at first he thought I was "using the organization and had no real interest in their work." His datum for making such an observation was the comment, "When the meetings were over you just ran off." The after-hours of NGO life turned out to be a critically important part of the day-and my decision to maintain the separation between my social and academic lives proved an obstacle to understanding organizational dynamics and may have impeded the relationships I had hoped would develop in the process of collecting data through participant observation. That would change when I returned alone to Thailand in 1998.2 

In that second field season I immersed myself in organizational procedures, documents, and goals. I took liberties with document translations and became involved in organizational activities. I hung around the office after the workday ended, attending as many events as I could, including the organization's planning meetings. My language skills improved and, with increased understanding, I found myself more involved. In my continuing work as a document translator, I became less concerned with the letter of the translation and more interested in the document's spirit. At times I was as much consultant as translator. Although it was not my intent to become so entwined in the day-to-day planning of organizational activities and programs, it happened over time through the decisions I made. 

In addition to work at headquarters, I followed staff to the field. Early on, I made no decisions about where I would go or what meetings I would attend. Rather, I wanted to be in the field, meeting with PLWHA, health-care officials, and personnel from other NGOS. I traveled throughout Chiang Mai Province and attended PLWHA support-group meetings, mor muang meetings, training projects, and meetings organized by AIDS Organization with governmental health-care officials. As the organizational staff became more comfortable with me, they engaged me in discussions, asking me what I thought and whether I had questions, and they introduced me to others. I found myself, willingly or not, participating in the organization's field outreach activities. I felt comfortable asking questions when I did not understand the goal of a meeting or the way activities were being organized. 

I began to notice how my choice to conduct fieldwork in Thailand meant dealing with a number of identity positions, as people attempted to place me in relation to themselves and others. My citizenship, race, gender, sexual orientation, marital status, educational experience, position as a researcher, and friendships mediated my work. I found myself being positioned and positioning myself, in relation to these different identity categories: They were present in the language I and the other people around me used and in the body politics of the organization and its field sites. Sometimes I was described as a farang (an Occidental), sometimes I was called doctor (for someone with a doctorate, in English), and sometimes I was identified as an asasamak (volunteer) for AIDS Organization. Early on, Sompong, one of the organization's coordinators, identified me as his luuk sit (student or disciple). Later, when my role shifted from observer and student of AIDS Organization's outreach to someone who assisted in writing grant proposals, he referred to me as ai (Northern Thai for older sibling).3 

In the organization, I was given preferential status as someone who "knew things" (mii khwamruu) because I was a doctoral student. And I made the decision that I had to try to reconfirm my position as a researcher. This was important for ethical reasons, because I wanted to maintain the "overtness" of my research, and I also wanted people to understand that I was in Thailand to learn, not teach, about AIDSrelated outreach. But, as people became more comfortable with me and I became a regular on the scene, I felt as though I had lost what I saw as control over how I selfidentified. Sometimes, without thinking, I fell into an assumed role-as a volunteer, for example-which, it turned out, was a difficult position to escape. 

As a result, I made the choice to correct staff at meetings when they introduced me exclusively as an AIDS Organization volunteer. I took time to explain why I was at a particular meeting and the methods I was using to collect my research data, introducing myself by explaining my project and my dual role at the organization. I sought approval for my presence as a researcher from those who attended meetings. It was difficult to remove all moments of coercion in the research process, and I found myself making spontaneous decisions to censor my data collection when I felt people might be uncomfortable with my position as researcher. For example, at a PLWHA meeting in which everyone seemed apprehensive -it was their first formal meeting-I was not sure whether people were nervous because I was there or because it was a meeting with NGo and governmental workers in general. I decided that, even though everyone had said it was all right for me to record the meeting, I would not, so I put my notebook away and just listened to the speakers. 

After eight months of research I decided it was time to move to one of AIDS Organization's target areas to study outreach in depth. I had even written the move into my grant proposal as a goal to get below the surface of AIDS Organization's outreach and see what happened after its staff went home. When I wrote the proposal, however, I did not take into consideration that such a move would also mean I would have to create some distance between AIDS Organization and me: I could not participate as fully in the day-to-day operations of the organization. In other words, I failed to anticipate the new challenges that my changing research position would present. 

DECISION THREE: CREATING DISTANCE? 

Despite my decision to move into Pa Muang District-one of the twenty-three districts in Chiang Mai Province-to collect detailed information on AIDS Organization's outreach efforts in that district and in neighboring Thung Chang District, I still attended what I thought of as important events at organizational headquarters. Struck with a feeling that I might miss out on something if I did not attend meetings on a regular basis, I also continued to assist staff in writing proposals and translating documents. In reality, I was probably at headquarters working and collecting data at least two days a week. In addition, I also met some AIDS Organization staff and other NGO personnel in Chiang Mai City after-hours. NGO workers had become a critical part of my social network in Chiang Mai, and some of my closest friends were working in AIDS Organization and in other organizations throughout the province. I struggled with this at first but decided later that the boundary between research subject and friend was a blurry one. This meant that I was contradicting what I had earlier attempted, to maintain my identity as a researcher and be a volunteer for the organization. Friendship highlighted the partiality of the two identity positions.' 

Social interactions allowed me to contend with some people in the organization who might have thought I had abandoned them when I moved to Pa Muang. I discussed my decision with the staff, particularly those who had been so helpful to me. Through those discussions, most staff, I believe, came to understand my position and my choice to be around less often. 

Despite my commitment to understanding the everyday lives of the people AIDS Organization claimed to serve, I initially found that putting distance between myself and AIDS Organization's daily operation was challenging. I struggled with where I should be. It was easier to be at headquarters because I knew everyone. When I moved into Pa Muang I had to start all over again, to build relationships and learn a whole new set of social networks. It was not as though I went in blind, however: I already knew many people in the area from my participation in AIDS Organization's outreach efforts. The local hospital and district government officials helped me find a place to live, and the PLWHA network president invited me to her own meetings and events. 

My anxiety about pulling away from AIDS Organization was allayed when I started to participate more actively in Pa Muang and Thung Chang Districts. I built relationships with PLWHA, key government personnel, and concerned community members, and I discovered how different PLWHA'S perceptions of the health-care and social-welfare landscapes were from those of the AIDS Organization personnel. I began to understand how AIDS Organization, and other organizations working in the area, looked from another point of view. I also began to interact with PLWHA more informally. I visited them at home and accompanied them as they conducted activities for their PLWHA support groups. In tambon Baan Nan I accompanied Aun and Warunee, two HIV-positive PLWHA volunteers, when they visited the houses of other PLWHA. I did the same in tambon Baan Phrao with two other PLWHA, Noi and Oh. I began to understand how PLWHA negotiate the multiple health-care and social-welfare spaces associated with district outreach. Becoming more engaged with what was going on in Pa Muang and Thung Chang, it became obvious to me and to others at AIDS Organization that I knew the area better than did the outreach staff who worked there. As one staff member put it, "You know where all the PLWHA live. I don't even know that.' 

At the same time, even though I had begun to get to know PLWHA well, I did not develop the same relationships with all of the community and health-care officials in the area. Many people outside AIDS Organization associated me with that organization. At one PLWHA support-group meeting in tambon Baan Nan, the head of the health station, Mor Kip, and the local administrator from the tambon came in order to discuss a new job-training program supported by the local tambon or bor tor. PLWHA would be trained to design and sew small garment bags, and the bags would be sold in the tambon. As part of the project, AIDS Organization would donate two foot-powered sewing machines. Because no AIDS Organization staff could make the meeting, Mor Kip asked me to tell them to have the sewing machines delivered on the following Saturday. 

I was surprised, because his request assumed that I had contact with the AIDS Organization staff and that I would be able to facilitate their participation in the job-training program. I had not intended to go back to headquarters at all that week. For Mor Kip, however, I was the go-between-so I played that role. I knew that Mor Kip, who was less than supportive of PLWHA activities, would never contact AIDS Organization himself. Even though he was aware of my research project, he still believed that I would act in AIDS Organization's capacity in the absence of its staff. I guess he was right, because I made the choice to play along. Throughout my time in Pa Muang and Thung Chang I struggled to reaffirm my identity as a "semi-autonomous" researcher working through, and not necessarily for, one particular organization. 

Despite having to negotiate my identity as an AIDS Organization volunteer in Pa Muang and Thung Chang, I spent less and less time at AIDS Organization. I felt more comfortable in the districts, and I knew I could see any number of people without feeling as though I were imposing. As in my earliest research, I placed some distance between AIDS Organization and myself, not because I was uncomfortable, shy, or unsure but because I could not dedicate myself fully both to AIDS Organization and to my study of people's experiences living with Hiv and AIDS. The distance became greatest during the last months, when I returned to AIDS Organization only to interview the staff, examine organizational documents, or attend informal after-hours events. If specifically asked, I participated in monthly staff meetings but limited my time by not participating in other meetings. 

I spent more time at home with my computer. I took time to reflect on my notes and interviews, so that I could ask follow-up questions before I left. I hoped that my research might provide AIDS Organization with a point of view different from its own, so I shared my experiences in Pa Muang and Thung Chang with the AIDS Organization staff. I offered insights I had gained through my extended research experience in one of their outreach areas. I gave a formal presentation of my findings at a meeting, arranged by AIDS Organization, about AIDs-related coordination efforts at Pa Muang District Hospital. My dual experience at AIDS Organization and in Pa Muang and Thung Chang afforded me the opportunity to speak from several positions simultaneously. On that final day I was neither in AIDS Organization nor in Pa Muang; I drew instead from multiple perspectives and positions in which I had been situated. I was a researcher offering a somewhat distanced perspective on the progress of AIDs-related outreach in Chiang Mai. 

THE CONTENTIOus FIELD 

As any ethnographer will tell you, the field is a highly contentious space, only partially understood through the collection and analysis of data. Less often discussed, however, are day-to-day decisions that change our understanding of and relationships with the people we meet. My conscious decision to make a break from AIDS Organization and live full-time in Pa Muang let me better understand how PLWHA negotiate the myriad spaces of health care in Thailand. I had achieved, in part, what I had hoped that ethnography would provide: a deeper connection with the people whose lives I wanted to understand and describe, at least partially. Choosing to move into Pa Muang, however, I had to close off my study from the subtle nuances of one part of the field, in the form of AIDS Organization's office politics and broader outreach programs, in order to be able to examine another part. I had not moved from one place to another, for I still collected data within a field broadly defined as AIDS Organization's outreach area, but I had decided to reposition myself to see the field in a new way. By altering my vantage point I was able to comprehend how some PLWHA view the landscapes of health care and social welfare that organizations such as AIDS Organization take so much time constructing. 

My conscious decisions about conducting research were supplemented by other less-than-conscious ones that I made on the fly as I worked in Thailand. My choice to remain distant from AIDS Organization in the beginning for personal reasons and because of my basic lack of knowledge may have limited my ability to interact with some staff. As I gained experience and confidence grew, I took the opportunity to participate in conversations more often. As this happened I became more involved and made choices about when to offer comment and when it was best to keep quiet. My immersion in AIDS Organization, however, was not necessarily mimicked. In some cases, as when dealing with Mor Kip, I never really reached a level of comfort that would allow me to interact with him the way I did with AIDS Organization staff or PLWHA. Subconsciously, I conceded to his construction of who I was and what role I was to play in tambon Baan Nan. 

I resituated myself in relation to other people, and they did they same in relation to me. I made decisions that altered relationships, modified my understanding of what was happening, and reformulated research questions, all to deal with the changes I experienced. But I did not realize that I had made many decisions until later, when I considered what I had learned. I recognized some decisions while still in Thailand, through my dialectic relationship with my field notes. Others I understood only after I started the process of writing and analysis. And some are still coming to me now, as I pen this final paragraph in Chiang Mai on my first trip back since I completed my dissertation (2000). What I do know is that my story reinforces the notion that ethnography is always a partial and contested narrative informed by the decisions we make before we begin, after we have started, and once we have completed our research. 

[Footnote]
* I owe particular thanks to Drs. Anchalee Singhanetra-Renard and Sanay Yanorsan of Chiang Mai University's Department of Geography for their guidance and support, and I am indebted to Kittima Ngurn, who assisted me in the field. I appreciate the generous financial support offered by the National Science Foundation (#sBR-98o02o91) and the 


University of Kentucky. Most of all, I would like to thank the people who assisted me in Thailand, particularly the staff of AIDS Organization, the health-care personnel in Pa Muang and Thong Chang Districts, the local community members who have become so active in the care of PLwHA, and especially the people living with HIV and AIDS who shared with me their homes and their experiences. 

[Footnote]
NOTES 

[Footnote]
1. There is no literal translation for this term into English. According to William J. Klausner, "The word is a compound of two separate words, kreng, meaning to be in awe of, to fear and jai, meaning heart. When made into the compound krengjai, the word has the meaning of being reluctant to impose upon, have consideration for ... Krengjai is, most often, an attitude displayed towards one higher in rank, social status or age scale" (1993, 258). The concept of krengjai can limit dialogue when one-particularly someone with less power-does not want to "impose" on someone else. When people are not krengjai enough, they can be sanctioned socially, often through gossip, although they are rarely confronted directly. 

[Footnote]
2. As a result of my partner's choice to remain in the United States while I finished my research in Thailand, the rift in our relationship widened, and after six months we decided to separate. The impact that one's fieldwork has on relationships "back home" cannot be overestimated. Although some research on relationships in the field has been undertaken, one of the "taboos" of fieldwork is that it can strain a relationship, In the current era of dual-income, sometimes dual-academic, families, this becomes an even greater challenge. 

[Footnote]
3. He may have also referred to me as ai because of my position in relation to Somchai, his superior, who asked that he consult me on writing proposals. Once identified with his superior, it was appropriate to refer to me using the superior prefix as well. 
4. In contradistinction, one day Somchai was sharing his vision for outreach. I raised the question as to who was defining the "community," which was the center of the organization's "vision" (an English term used often in Thai NGOS). He turned to me and said, "That's the difference between an activist and a researcher. You want to ask questions, I want to do things." Reasserting my position as a researcher proved to be a powerful discursive tool. 

[Reference]
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