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Ethics, Institutional Review Boards, and the
Changing Face of Educational Research

KENNETH R. HOWE

Educational research has enjoyed special exemptions from formal
ethical oversight of research on human subjects since the original
mandate from the federal government that such oversight must
occur. Although interpreting these exemptions has always been
a potential source of controversy and conflict for university Institu-
tional Review Boards, the burgeoning use of qualitative methods
has further complicated matters. This article discusses the original
rationale for special exemptions for educational research and then
examines which varieties of qualitative educational research are con-
sistent with it and which varieties are not. The article also ex-
amines the formal ethical oversight of student research practica,
an issue also complicated by the advent of qualitative methods.
Specific policies are offered both for determining which varieties
of qualitative research should qualify for the special educational
exemptions and for formally overseeing student research practica.

Educational Researcher, Vol. 22, No. 9, pp. 16-21

status with respect to formal ethical oversight because

a significant portion of it is singled out for “‘exempt’’
status in the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection
of Human Subjects (45 CFR 46). Determining precisely
which educational research projects should qualify as ex-
empt has always been a source of conflict, potential as well
as real, between educational researchers and the universi-
ty Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) responsible for inter-
preting and applying the federal regulations. (The ambiguity
of ““exempt,”’ to be discussed later, is an important part of
the problem.) However, this source of conflict has become
more pronounced over approximately the last decade, as
the face of educational research has been changed by the
ever-increasing use of qualitative methods. Because of the
intimate and open-ended features of qualitative methods (also
to be discussed later), their increased prominence within
educational research raises new ethical issues with which
educational researchers must grapple. These features also
provide the impetus for taking a closer look at the general
rationale and criteria for affording educational research a
special status vis-a-vis IRB review.

In this article we will discuss several ethical issues asso-
ciated with qualitative research, with a particular emphasis
on the role of IRBs. This emphasis squares with what ini-
tially motivated our reflection, namely, controversies be-
tween education faculty and the IRB at our university about
what should be required of educational research to ade-
quately protect human subjects—controversies rooted in
uncertainty about how to apply key provisions of the Code
of Federal Regulations and about how to fill in the gaps
where the regulations are largely silent. Three such con-

' ducational research has historically enjoyed a special
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troversies will be the focus of our analysis: the interpreta-
tion of the special exemptions for educational research, the
accommodation of qualitative research methods, and the
oversight of student research practica.

Preliminary to our analysis, however, we will make a few
remarks about our position regarding IRB oversight of
educational research, for it is by no means universally shared
among educational researchers and is itself a source of
controversy.

Generally speaking, we believe IRB oversight is a good
thing (granting that the ways in which IRBs actually func-
tion sometimes leave much to be desired). Contrary to our
view, many educational researchers challenge IRB oversight
on the grounds that it is researchers, not members of IRBs,
who possess the specialized knowledge and experience
needed to appreciate the ethical nuances associated with dif-
ferent research methods and different research contexts.
They charge IRBs with, among other things, obstructing
academic freedom, obstructing the free pursuit of knowl-
edge, and being especially hostile toward qualitative re-
search (e.g., Murphy & Johannsen, 1990). Accordingly, these
researchers question the legitimacy of IRBs’ looking over
their shoulders and demanding they fill out the designated
forms.

In our estimation, this view is misguided. In the first place,
the portrait of researchers assumed is a bit unrealistic. Al-
though moral abominations in social research are rare (but
consider Milgram!?), other pressures—for instance, pressures
to ‘‘publish or perish’’—are real and ubiquitous, and one
need not be a bad person to be tempted to cut ethical cor-
ners in response to them, especially if cutting corners is the
norm. Furthermore, one need not be a bad person to some-
times be oblivious to ethical worries that others are able to
detect, particularly others who have a good deal of experi-
ence with the pertinent issues. The portrait of researchers
assumed also misconstrues the nature of ethics, inasmuch
it commits what the ethicist Robert Veatch (1977) labels the
“fallacy of generalized expertise.”” For example, just as
physicians qua physicians have no special expertise regard-
ing whether a women should accept a slightly greater risk
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of death from breast cancer by opting for radiation therapy
over a mutilating mastectomy, educational researchers qua
educational researchers have no special expertise regarding
whether parents should be given the opportunity to refuse
to have their children involved in a given educational re-
search project. Indeed, given their aims and interests, physi-
cians and educational researchers are probably in the worst
position to make these judgments. It is for this reason that
45 CFR 46 requires IRBs to be staffed by persons who repre-
sent a range of perspectives and interests, including at least
one member of the community who is not affiliated with
the university and at least least one member whose chief
interests are nonscientific (e.g., member of the clergy,
lawyer, or ethicist).

In the second place, although IRBs are often overly
bureaucratic and discharge their duties in a rather perfunc-
tory manner that takes too lightly the ethical complexities
involved (Christakis, 1988; Dougherty & Howe, 1990), they
are the only formal mechanism in the United States for over-
seeing social research (McCarthy, 1983). The shortcomings
in the practices exemplified by IRBs is insufficient to aban-
don or radically change this oversight tool. The alternative
of no policing or self-policing is likely to have worse conse-
quences, on balance, than the consequences associated with
the institution of IRBs, especially if the choice is to err on
the side of overzealousness in protecting human subjects
rather than generating social scientific knowledge. Further-
more, remedies for these shortcomings are not altogether
lacking (e.g., Silva & Sorrells, 1988, suggest ways for IRBs
to enhance informed consent by focusing on the process of
consent rather than the wording of the consent form). Final-
ly, IRBs can serve an important educational function. In our
experience (which we suspect reflects what is generally
true), the IRB is the chief, and often only, locus of reflec-
tion and debate about the ethics of social research.

Assuming, then, that IRBs both serve a legitimate func-
tion and are here to stay, we now return to the three con-
troversies introduced previously.

The Interpretation of Special Exemptions for
Educational Research -

Paragraph 46.101(b)(1) of 45 CFR 46 singles out the follow-
ing kinds of educational research as ““exempt’’ from its
requirements:?2

Research conducted in established or commonly accepted
educational settings involving normal educational practices
[italics added] such as (i) research on regular and special
educational instructional strategies, or (ii) research on the
effectiveness of or the comparison among instructional tech-
niques, curricula or classroom management methods.

This provision potentially includes a large part of educa-
tional research, but is so vaguely worded as to leave much
room for competing interpretations among educational re-
searchers and local IRBs. In view of the inherent vagueness
of this provision, it will be useful to begin with a brief ex-
amination of its history and rationale.3

The first policies set up for the protection of human sub-
jects were done with a primary focus on biomedical re-
search, which had already shown itself to be potentially
harmful to the subjects involved. At that time, in the early
1960s, research in the social sciences was not believed to
be hazardous to those involved because it did not involve
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any ‘‘invasive’’ procedures. However, as the National In-
stitutes of Health, and then the Department of Health and
Human Services, became involved, the initial guidelines
were seen as more and more problematic. Thus, in the 1970s
a national commission was set up for the protection of
human subjects which thoroughly reviewed policies for the
social sciences, including education. With the commission
using essentially the same model as medical research, the
idea of an independent review board and the emphasis on
the need for informed consent prevailed in the new policies
on social research.

The commission made provisions in its final recommen-
dations to allow some discretion on the part of IRBs to re-
duce the burden placed upon them. Specifically, a series of
thresholds were developed that defined three levels of
review: exempt (no IRB review), expedited (review by a
representative of the IRB), and full IRB review. The com-
mission also reduced the burden placed upon IRBs by giv-
ing prospective research subjects, through the vehicle of in-
formed consent, a significant role in determining the worth
and moral acceptability of research projects for which they
are recruited. (Partly because of this, the issue of informed
consent has become of paramount concern for research in
the social sciences.)

The commission believed that educational research, in par-
ticular, required less stringent oversight than other varieties
of social research, both because the risks were perceived as
slight and because district- and school-based procedures to
screen and guide research were believed to already exist.
Thus, the.commission believed that educational research
was one area where the IRBs’ role could be minimized,
especially since it believed that mechanisms of accountability
for educational research were already in place at the local
level. Accordingly, it crafted 45 CFR 46 so as to provide ex-
plicit exemptions for educational research.

The commission, nonetheless, mandated in 45 CFR 46 that
some sort of administrative review (e.g., by department or
college) would take place in every case of research involv-
ing human subjects. As a consequence, the apparent wide
latitude afforded educational research was significantly nar-
rowed by many universities as they went about the task of
articulating the purview and responsibilities of their IRBs.
In particular, IRBs typically do not permit educational re-
searchers (or any other social researchers, for that matter)
to decide for themselves whether their research is exempt
from the 45 CFR 46 regulations. Instead, in order to com-
ply with the 45 CFR 46 requirement that all research involv-
ing human subjects undergo some kind of institutional re-
view (and perhaps because of some prodding from federal
agencies*), many universities simply extended the scope of
their IRBs (Dougherty & Howe, 1990). Under this system,
if an educational researcher believes that his or her research
is exempt, then he or she submits a proposal to the IRB in-
dicating that the proposed research is of this kind. A dele-
gated member of the IRB then decides whether the research
is exempt from certain requirements of the regulations (e.g.,
informed consent) and may proceed as proposed, or wheth-
er it should go before the full IRB committee. In short, in
many universities “‘exempt’’ has come to mean exempt from
certain requirements and full committee review, not exempt
from IRB oversight altogether.

This interpretation of “‘exempt’’ will be assumed hereafter.
An important consequence of it is that IRBs, not educational




researchers, are responsible for determining when educa-
tional research qualifies as exempt from the normal require-
ments of 45 CFR 46, and this engenders potential conflicts
between educational researchers and IRBs. For taking the
responsibility for determining what educational research
satisfies the exemptions in 45 CFR 46 out of the hands of
educational researchers, and placing it in the hands of IRBs,
makes the IRBs the arbiter of key questions such as what
constitutes ‘‘normal educational practice.”” This is proble-
matic for educational researchers because IRBs are composed
mostly of university faculty who have little knowledge of
the workings of public schools.

With this brief historical digression in hand, we may now
return to the issue of how to interpret paragraph 46.101(b)1).
Two related questions need be addressed: (a) What kind of
educational research should qualify as exempt, and (b) who
should make this determination?

The first question may be answered by explicating the ra-
tionale employed by the commission. In particular, certain
educational research has features that should qualify it for
special exemptions, namely, educational research that is very
low risk and aimed at evaluating and improving normal in-
structional practices. First, such research is often indisting-
uishable from or closely resembles the kinds of activities in
which schools engage informally as part of their normal ef-
forts to evaluate instruction (e.g., trying out new instruc-
tional methods and materials and assessing their effective-
ness). Second, such research promises rather immediate
benefits regarding instructional practice at the sites of re-
search, exclusive of or in addition to the more customary
social science aim of contributing to ‘’generalizable knowl-
edge.” Both of these features mitigate the ethical concern
attending much social research that only the investigators
rather than the subjects (participants) and institutions under
investigation stand to benefit from the conduct of research.

This leads to the second question of who should make
the determination of when educational research satisfies the
above description. We are skeptical of the commission’s
claimi that local school authorities can be depended upon
to independently oversee educational research conducted
by universities, for there is no evidence to support this
assumption—indeed, many rest their approval solely on the
approval of the university IRB (Dougherty & Howe, 1990).
But we are also skeptical of allowing educational researchers
to decide for themselves whether their research should be
judged exempt. As we observed earlier, educational re-
searchers are not necessarily the best judges of what re-
search should be permitted and under what constraints.

Notwithstanding what our arguments so far might sug-
gest, we share the concern of other educational researchers
about whether the typical IRB is composed of individuals
who are in a good position to determine when educational
research should qualify as exempt, that is, qualify as ‘““nor-
mal educational practice.’” In our view, there is an answer
to the question of how to make such a determination that
stops short of the extremes of permitting educational re-
searchers to decide for themselves, or placing the decision
exclusively in the hands of IRBs. Our suggestion is to for-
mally include school people in the review process, particu-
larly regarding the judgment of what is to count as “'nor-
mal educational practice.”” (This suggestion strikes us as so
straightforward and simple that we were amazed to find
that it is novel; Dougherty & Howe, 1990).
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We do not advocate including school people as arbiters
regarding educational research. We advocate including them
in order to provide an additional, needed perspective in the
IRB review process. Given this proviso, including school
people in the review process can take at least two forms.
First, IRBs might include in their regular membership a per-
son who works in the schools and who has broad knowl-
edge of local norms and practices, and that person could
take special resonsibility for determining whether a proposal
for educational research should be classified as exempt. Sec-
ond, IRBs might develop a procedure whereby an appro-
priate representative of the school at which the research is
to be conducted assures the IRB that the proposed research
constitutes ‘‘normal educational practice’’ and satisfies cer-
tain other conditions regarding risks, benefits, confidentiali-
ty, and the like.’

Either kind of policy has the advantage of requiring the
active involvement of school people in determining what
educational research should qualify as normal—a determina-
tion that they are typically in a better position to make than
members of an IRB and about which they are likely to be
less biased than educational researchers. In particular, the
second policy—requiring the input of school people closely
connected to the site(s) of research—also helps ensure that
school people will be explicitly involved in evaluating, and
will therefore be knowledgeable about, the research pro-
posed for and conducted in their schools.

The Accommodation of Qualitative Research Methods

Our discussion in the preceding section is partially respon-
sive to the changed face of educational research to the ex-
tent that our suggested policies could result in exempt status
for certain qualitative research techniques (e.g., short inter-
views of students regarding a lesson). Because we include
certain provisos, however—that such techniques not be too
personal, not depart in any significant way from what or-
dinarily goes on in given schools, and not require students
to forgo educational benefits as a result of being pulled out
for such activities (see note 5)—our suggested policy alter-
natives serve largely to cull the more traditional educational
research methods and aims from the newer, qualitative ones.
As a consequence, much qualitative research presently con-
ducted in schools would not qualify as exempt and would
be subject to the same IRB requirements as social research
generally.

We wittingly and explicitly embrace this outcome. In our
view, qualitative research has two features—intimacy and
open-endedness—that both significantly muddy the ethical
waters and exclude much of it from the scope of the special
45 CFR 46 exemptions for educational research.

Qualitative research is intimate (in comparison with ex-
perimental research) because it reduces the distance between
researchers and sub)ects "’ Indeed, there is a tendency to
abandon reference to ‘’subjects’’—for whom “‘treatments’’
are to be developed———m preference to *‘participants’”’ —with
whom ““meanings’’ are to be negotiated. The methods asso-
ciated with this general emphasis engender certain poten-
tial ethical difficulties that do not typically attend experimen-
tal methods. Interviewing, for example, requires one-to-one
contact as well as removing children from their ‘’'normal”
educational activities. Video- and audiotaping create records
that poses a potential threat to confldentlahty

Qualitative research is open-ended (again, in comparison




with experimental methods) because parameters and a
mapped research direction—instead of having to be set at
the outset—unfold during the course of the investigation.
This significantly complicates obtaining participants’ “‘fully
informed consent’’ before the research begins because re-
search directions will constantly be renewed and revised as
a result of the researcher’s activities and discoveries along
the way. In particular, the prior weighing of research risks
and benefits, not unproblematic in the case of experimen-
tal research, is further complicated by the open-ended
nature of qualitative research.

In light of these features of qualitative research, it should
be borne in mind that the special exemptions for educational
research were formulated prior to the advent of qualitative
methods in educational research. These special exemptions
were justified on the grounds that educational research is
extremely low risk and does not substantially deviate from
practices routinely conducted by schools themselves for the
purposes of evaluating and improving curricula, testing, and
teaching methods. When educational research departs from
this. model to take a close look at social structure and to
establish an intimate relationship with participants, there
is no justification for providing it with greater latitude than
other social research merely because it has to do with educa-
tion, is conducted in schools, or is conducted by educational
researchers.

Viewed another way, the advent of more intimate and
open-ended methods in educational research creates a dis-
tinction between educational research as conceived in 45
CFR 46 and what might be termed social research on educa-
tion. The latter variety includes much of “’qualitative’” re-
search and is “‘educational research’’ by virtue of only its
topics and settings, not its aims and methods. In its aims,
and methods, this kind of educational research is thus in-
distinguishable from the work of other researchers, partic-
ularly fieldwork sociologists and anthropologists, working
in other contexts. Accordingly, it should receive no especially
liberal treatment with respect to the protection of human
subjects.

As we have already intimated, the issue of informed con-

sent is especially tangled and contested where qualitative
methods are involved. However, we cannot accept the sug-
gestion (e.g., by Lincoln, 1990; Murphy & Johannsen, 1990)
that, because the informed consent requirements of 45 CFR
46 were initially designed primarily for biomedical and ex-
perimental research, they are inappropriate for qualitative
research. Informed consent is central to research ethics per
se, not to any particular kind of research method: It is the
principle that seeks to ensure that human beings retain their
autonomy and judge for themselves what risks are worth
taking for the purpose of furthermg scientific knowledge
It just so happens that accomphshmg these aims is more
difficult in the case of qualitative research than in experimen-
tal research for two reasons, having to do with the distin-
guishing features of qualitative research discussed previous-
ly. First, because qualitative research typically involves more
intimate interpersonal relationships among researchers and
subjects (participants), it is more ethically charged and un-
predictable from the outset. Second, because qualitative re-
search is open-ended regarding its questions, participants,
and modes of analysis, informed consent, even if obtained
to a reasonable degree initially, can decay over time as the
research process unfolds. (This contrasts with experimen-
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‘tal research, in which the description of ‘‘treatments,”’ their

duration, and what is being looked for can be stated relative-
ly precisely ahead of time.)

We are thus led to the conclusion that instead of aban-
doning or loosening the requirement of informed consent
for qualitative research, we should, if anything, make it
more demanding. We are not alone in advancing such a sug-
gestion. One proposal for more demanding consent pro-
cedures has been advanced by a pair of qualitative educa-
tional researchers (Cornett & Chase, 1989) in response to
the issue of open-endedness. In particular, they suggest (and
have tried out) periodic reaffirmations of consent as a study
unfolds. In a similar vein, Smith (1990), also a qualitative
educational researcher, has suggested reconceiving informed
consent in the context of qualitative research as ongoing
““dialogue.”” To also take into account the intimacy of
qualitative methods, we might take this one step further and
add .the requirement that someone other than the re-
searcher(s) obtain the consent. This would help mitigate the
potential for subjects (participants) to be subtly pressured
to continue in studies from fear of possible repercussions
for withdrawing or from a sense of personal obligation to
the researcher(s).

The Oversight of Student Research Practica

As qualitative methods in educational research have prolif-
erated, so have undergraduate and graduate courses that
teach their use. Such courses often take the form of prac-
tica, in which students try out and practice the qualitative
techniques. Just as the advent of qualitative methods in
educational research prompts closer scrutiny of the ques-
tion of what kinds of educational research should qualify
as exempt, their introduction into courses prompts closer
scrutiny of the question of whether such student research
should fall within the purview of IRBs.

The 45 CFR 46 regulations nowhere explicitly refer to re-
search practica. Instead, they apply to university ‘‘resear:
which they define as “‘a systematic investigation designed
to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge.” Given
that most research that is required as part of a course is
variously perceived as no more than a ‘‘trial run,”” a “pilot
study,”” "'getting one’s hands a little dirty’” (Dougherty &
Howe, 1990), and, in particular, not as an attempt to con-
tribute to generalizable knowledge, it would seem that it
should not fall within the scope of the regulations. '

Although the appeal to the criterion of whether an activity
““contributes to generalizable knowledge’’ is certainly ger-
mane to its ethical dimensions—for example, it is related
to the intent of an activity and to whether information about
individuals will become public—it is quite insensitive to the
ethical dimensions of the interactions between persons, par-
ticularly the intimate ones associated with qualitative meth-
ods. Furthermore, given the nature of such interactions, one
can reasonably ask whether neophytes, just learning to in-
teract with research subjects (participants), might require
more, not less, oversight than experienced researchers.

In this connection, our preceding observations about the
potential for increased ethical difficulties associated with
qualitative, research—particularly its intimacy and open-
endedness—apply a fortiori to student research in courses.
There simply is no defense for the kind of policy common
among university IRBs (Dougherty & Howe, 1990) in which
the ethical standards and procedures governing studies




done by the most inexperienced members of a research com-
munity are lax or nonexistent in comparison with those
governing studies by its more experienced members. (Com-
pare medical students’ interactions with patients.)

On the other hand, it does not necessarily follow that stu-
dent research in courses should be subject to the very same
review procedures as faculty research, in which each and
every student activity must be submitted to the IRB. A sen-
sible policy would be not too cumbersome relative to the
protections it provides for human subjects. In our view, a
workable alternative places responsibility on course instruc-
tors to judge when a student activity is exempt and when
it should be submitted to the IRB.¢ Such a policy provides
some oversight but avoids the absurdity that research which
would be reviewed by the full IRB if conducted by a faculty
member escapes such review if conducted by a student. On
the other hand, it also avoids burdening students and in-
structors with preparing, and IRBs with reviewing, numer-
ous virtually risk-free exercises (e.g., passive observation of
public behavior) whose function is merely to provide stu-
dents with practice in applying data collection techniques.

In addition to being ethically sound, this kind of policy
also has a desirable educational spin-off. To comply with
its requirements, instructors and students alike must famil-
iarize themselves with the ethical requirements of research
involving human subjects, particularly regarding the differ-
ent levels of review associated with different kinds of re-
search activities. Such issues typically receive too little at-
tention, and too late. (Students often don’t give ethics a
thought until—surprise! —they learn they must have their
dissertation proposals approved by the IRB.)

Insofar as more sophisticated and ethically complex re-
search requires normal IRB review, this policy will no doubt
inhibit instructors from encouraging and students from con-
ducting such research. But this is not a bad thing, for stu-
dents just learning to conduct research involving human
subjects are the least prepared to grapple successfully with
ethically complex situations that arise in the course of plan-
ning and carrying it out.

Conclusion

The general arguments of this article are not to likely endear
us to educational researchers, particularly qualitative re-
searchers who believe their methods and special problems
are poorly understood by IRBs. We should make clear that
we offer our arguments tentatively and with humility, not
with the intent to inflame those who may substantially dis-
agree with us. On the other hand, we wouldn’t mind be-
ing responsible for providing the spark that might prompt
more serious and sustained attention by both university IRBs
and the educational research community to the issues we
have raised—and to the ethics of educational research more
generally.

Notes

The research on which this article is partially based was funded by
the University of Colorado at Boulder Graduate School.

Stanley Milgram conducted a series of studies on obedience in which
he deceived subjects into believing they were participating in the in-
vestigation of the relationship between punishment and learning (see,
e.g., University of Pennsylvania, 1969). In one experimental situation,
subjects communicated with a sham subject whom they could hear
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but not see. They were instructed to read a series of unrelated words
to the sham subject, ask the sham subject to repeat the words, and
administer an electric shock, which increased in severity, each time
the sham subject responded incorrectly. Placed in front of the sub-
jects was a board for administering the shocks (also a sham). It had
a number of switches, ranging from low voltages to very high voltages
that were accompanied by a warning that they shouldn’t be used.

As the sham subject responded incorrectly more and more, and the
intensity of the (sham) shocks increased, he began to say ouch to pro-
test that he wanted to stop, to claim he had a bad heart, and ultimately
to fall silent. As these events unfolded, subjects began to protest that
the experiment should stop, but a researcher (part of the sham) would
insist that they continue, no matter what the (sham) subject did. A
surprising number of subjects continued to administer what they be-
lieved to be real shocks until they reached the highest level, even after
the sham subject had presumably been rendered unconscious if not
dead.

Milgram’s studies are ethically objectionable (and would never be
permitted today) for the extreme distress (if not permanent harm) ex-
perienced by subjects that resulted from the related actions of deceiving
subjects, failing to obtain their informed consent, and refusing to per-
mit them to withdraw from the research.

2Paragraph 46.101(b)(2) singles out another variety of educational
research as exempt: ‘‘Research involving use of educational tests (italics
added). . .. if information taken from these sources is recorded in such
a manner that subjects cannot be identified directly or through iden-
tifiers linked to the subjects.”” We have not included this exemption
in our discussion because, at least at our university, it has not been
an issue. This does not mean, of course, that it does not have the poten-
tial to raise serious ethical questions, particularly given the current
clamor for more and more testing.

3Qur subsequent discussion of these issues depends heavily on an
interview with Charles MacKay, former deputy director of the Office
for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPPR), as reported 'in
Dougherty and Howe, 1990.

¢A reviewer of this article suggested that this is probably the case.
We have no reason to doubt this claim. Indeed, our IRB periodically
distributes the Human Research Report, and the October 1991 issue is
devoted to a discussion of the increasing scope of IRBs mandated by
new federal regulations.

5This is the kind of policy that has been adopted at the University
of Colorado at Boulder (with the approval of the School of Education
Faculty). It reads as follows:

In order for a project involving educational research to be
reviewed under the exempt category, the investigator must supply

a letter from the appropriate school district official that certifies

the project meets the following conditions:

The research activities will:

1. not differ in any significant ways from the normal range of
activities of the classroom, school, or district

2. involve only customary and noncontroversial instructional

oals

& 3. not deny any students educational benefits they would other-

wise receive

4. promise direct benefits (at least in the form of evaluative in-
formation) to the classroom, school, or district

5. incorporate adequate safeguards to protect the privacy (i.e.,
anonymity or confidentiality) of all individuals who might be sub-

jects of the research h

OR

6. involve only existing data on students that is, or is to be ren-
dered, non-identity specific.

6We are familiar with two variants of this policy. Michigan State Uni-
versity employs a policy as roughly described in the body of this arti-
cle, in which instructors are solely responsible for making the judg-
ment of when student activities should be subject to IRB review. At
the University of Colorado at Boulder, instructors collaborate with
liaisons from the IRB in making these decisions.
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Future AERA Meetings

1994—New Orleans—April 4-8
1995—San Francisco—April 18-22
1996—New York—April 8-12

A joint effort between AERA and the College of Educa-
tion at Arizona State University has resulted in the crea-
tion of 11 electronic discussion forums on the INTERNET;
each forum is associated with one of the 11 AERA Divi-
sions. They are intended to serve as a place for educa-
tional researchers to discuss research issues, share infor-
mation, announce meetings, and receive communiques
from the Central Office and the divisional leadership.
There is no charge to subscribe or participate; you may
sign up for as many forums as you wish. If you have an
e-mail facility that reaches outside your institution or
organization, you are probably able to participate.

The forums operate under the control of IBM main-
frame software known as LISTSERV; hence, they are
sometimes referred to as “‘Lists.”” A List is more than a
mail redistributor. Every posting (and any subscriber may
post) is archived in log books that are stored and can be
retrieved. Moreover, these log books can be searched
from remote nodes (anywhere on the INTERNET) and
any posting that mentions the search-word(s) can be
recalled by the searcher.

The AERA Division Lists are known as AERA-A through
AERA-K. Their topics follow the division structure:

List Name List Topic

AERA-A Division A: Administration

AERA-B Division B: Curriculum Studies

AERA-C Division C: Learning and Instruction

AERA-D Division D: Measurement and Research
Methodology

AERA-E Division E: Counseling and Human
Development

AERA-F Division F: History and Historiography

AERA-G Division G: Social Context of Education

AERA and ASU Create Division-Based
INTERNET Forums

AERA-H  Division H: School Evaluation and
Program Development

AERA-I Division I: Education in the Professions

AERA-] Division J: Postsecondary Education

AERA-K  Division K: Teaching and Teacher

Education

Each of the 11 Lists is housed at Arizona State Univer-
sity on the IBM VM/CMS system. The computer has both
a BITNET address and an INTERNET address: ASU-
ACAD.BITNET and ASUVM.INRE.ASU.EDU. You can
subscribe to a List by sending an e-mail letter to LIST-
SERV@asuvm.inre.asu.edu and making your subscrip-
tion commands the sole contents of your letter. For ex-
ample, if Leslie Townes wished to subscribe to the
Division A and C forums, Dr. Townes would send a let-
ter to LISTSERV@asuvm.inre.asu.edu that read as
follows:

SUBSCRIBE AERA-A Dr. Leslie Townes
SUBSCRIBE AERA-C Dr. Leslie Townes

Within minutes Dr. Townes would receive a confirma-
tion of the subscription. Within hours, most likely,
Townes would begin receiving mail from fellow List
subscribers.

The existing general List, ERL-L which is also located
at Arizona State, will be continued as an outlet for com-
munications from AERA and the U.S. Department of
Education to educational researchers. It is expected that
specialized research discussion and announcements will
gravitate to the Division Lists.

For more information, direct inquiries to Gene Glass
(glass@asu.edu) or Jean Pierce (P30JWP1@NIU.BITNET).
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