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Abstract The ethical conduct of research requires the informed consent and volun-
tary participation of research participants. Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) work
to ensure that these ethical standards are met. However, incongruities in perspective
and practice exist across regions. In this article, we focus on informed consent as prac-
ticed by agricultural and applied economists, with emphasis on research conducted in
low income and/or developing countries. IRB regulations are clear but heterogeneous,
emphasizing process rather than outcome. The lack of IRBs and institutional reviews
in some contexts and the particulars of the principles employed in others may fail to
adequately protect research participants.
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Introduction
The ethical conduct of research requires the informed consent and volun-

tary participation of research participants. As such, much effort goes into
ensuring that informed consent is practiced in research, particularly in survey
and experimental work (Barrett andCarter 2020). Institutional ReviewBoards
(IRB)1 guarantee that relevant regulations are followed and that researchers
are familiar with the process of obtaining informed consent. However,
though ethical principles are clearly defined at most Western institutions,
including those in the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the

© 2020 Agricultural & Applied Economics Association

1Such boards are also known as Research Ethics Boards (REB), Independent Ethics Committees (IEC),
or other similar names. We refer to them in this article as IRBs.
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United Kingdom, and across the European Union, discrepancies still exist
across countries and regions (Israel 2015). In the field of agricultural and
applied economics, Josephson and Michler (2018) identify two limitations to
the ethical review of study design and implementation. First is the discrep-
ancy between requirements and practice: there may be differences in the de
facto reality of ethical standards practiced and de jure stipulations from IRBs.
Second is the use of institutional review primarily within Western universi-
ties, which results in a significant number of economists engaged in human
subject research who have no requirement to obtain ethical approval of new
studies.

We use these two limitations to motivate and frame this article. We specif-
ically focus on the process of informed consent, as most economic studies are
“exempt”2 and approval requires only that research participants are informed
of all of their rights as research subjects and they consent to participation vol-
untarily. Our purpose is not to review all ethical standards that researchers
face in the process of obtaining IRB approval; we instead seek to highlight
recent issues germane to informed consent. Specifically, we focus on these
topics in an international context, for research in the field in low-income or
developing countries. A large amount of applied economics work is con-
ducted in these contexts and there are associated complexities of ensuring eth-
ical treatment of subjects in these environments.

In this article, we explore informed consent as required by IRBs and prac-
ticed by researchers in the United States. Although (of course) not all agricul-
tural and applied economics researchers are located in the United States, as
Schrag (2010) observes, the standards of research ethics are by and large set
in the United States. To this end, we focus on the standards as set by institu-
tions and the government in the United States. We review informed consent
material on IRB websites of land grant universities in the United States. To
extend this analysis for international development economics work, we also
review material at the centers of the CGIAR and other development research
organizations. We find heterogeneity in requirements: most, though not all,
public universities (though few CGIAR centers) have IRBs. The lack of IRBs
in some contexts and, for those that exist, the emphasis on process, raises
questions about whether research participants are adequately protected and
if the regulations imposed by IRBs achieve their stated goals. To further study
this finding, we survey researchers at universities to evaluate informed con-
sent practices of researchers. We find that though regulations are clear, mod-
ifications may be needed to adapt standard practices to be appropriate for the
context of the work.

The specific regulation and practice of interest in this article is that of
informed consent. Informed consent advises research participants of their
rights as research participants. Of these rights, perhaps the most important
are that participation is voluntary and that the research participant can with-
draw at any time. In the United States, the standards for conducting ethical
research and obtaining consent are rooted in longstanding issues with differ-
ent application of IRB standards to vulnerable groups. Historically, women,

2“Exempt” studies still require IRB review and registration, but the process is generally less rigorous than
a full committee review. Research falls into six federally defined categories (see 45 CFR 46.101(b)) and in all
cases “exempt” research presents low to no risk to subjects. An “exempt” study per these classifications dif-
ferentiates from studies which are completely outside of the process of IRB review, for example, those which
use secondary data. In this article, we are referring only to studies which would go to the IRB for review.
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children, those not in power, and other marginalized research participants
have faced abuse, mistreatment, and violation of their rights. A number of
specific cases have shaped the relevant regulations and practices. Perhaps
the most infamous case is that of the Tuskegee Syphilis Study, in which
researchers deliberately did not treat African American men for syphilis, so
that they could study the disease’s progression. More cases of mistreatment
of research participants occur in Native American populations, including
the specific case of the Havasupai Tribe.3 While these cases are largely within
the medical discipline, social scientists have also perpetrated mistreatment,
including on LGBTQ populations (Humphreys 1970). In all cases, the mis-
treatment is focused on marginalized groups or individuals. These marginal-
ized peoples are often referred to as “vulnerable populations,” indicating
some disadvantage of the group, in comparison with the broader population
(Caballero 2002). The freedom and capability of vulnerable individuals to
protect themselves from intended or inherent risks may be abbreviated
(Shivayogi 2013). By extension, research participants outside the US have
comparable limits on their ability to secure their rights in accordancewith reg-
ulations from IRBs located a continent or more away. Due to these vulnerabil-
ities, diligent attention is needed to ensure that individuals are made aware of
and are secure in their rights.

In addition, there may be further considerations for researchers that may
complicateworking in contexts in low-income or developing countries. Popu-
lations may not be literate, their language may not be written, or they may
have conceptions of the self that extend beyond an individualmaking the typ-
ical wet signature.4 Additionally, the consent process may not be viable if
enumerators in charge of data collection do not have training relevant for
obtaining informed consent and thus not see its value and role in the research
process. Further, it may be the case that researchers are able to “get away
with” research in developing countries that would be impermissible in
high-income countries in the modern era.5

Following the evolution of thought on this topic, ethical research must not
only meet codified standards, but should also consider potential harms and
benefits, equity, and autonomy. Ethical research is not satisfied by completing
forms that can be read and distributed, but is an ongoing process, extending
from the genesis of an idea, through data collection and analysis, and through
publication itself (Lybbert and Buccola 2020; Michler, Masters, and Joseph-
son 2020). These practices must be culturally appropriate and recognize the
rights of the individuals and groups involved.

In this article, we attempt to provide a thorough discussion on informed
consent, though our coverage and the associated ethical considerations are
far from exhaustive. We address several sensitive issues and make recom-
mendations for adapting informed consent procedures based on these com-
plications, but we do not claim to hold all the answers to the problems
discussed, nor dowe claim to be the ethical arbiters of the profession or of sur-
veywork broadly. The goal of this article is to engage agricultural and applied

3For more information on the Tuskegee Syphilis Study, see: Brandt (1978), Corbie-Smith (1999), Freimuth
et al. (2001). For more information on the case of the Havasupai Tribe, see: Adolf and Tuttle (2008) and
Garrison (2013).
4A wet signature is created when a personal physically marks a document.
5Examples in the medical science literature abound, including Nie (2002), Kelly (2015), Schiebin-
ger (2017). This does not mean to suggest that such experimentation has not occurred in the United States
and other high-income countries; see Washington (2006) for more.
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economists in a discussion about the current structure of the IRB system, spe-
cifically our use of informed consent and the ethical considerations, best prac-
tices, and procedures of our economic development work.

Background and Status of IRB
The protection of individuals has long been inherent to scientific, in partic-

ular biomedical, practice. However, such standards were only codified fol-
lowing World War II. At that time, internationally recognized declarations
formalized regulations on the conduct of research with human participants.
Chief among these is the Nuremberg Code, which states that “the voluntary
consent of the human subject is absolutely essential” in any experiment
involving humans. According to the Code, voluntary consent means that.

the person involved should have legal capacity to give consent; should be
so situated as to be able to exercise free power of choice, without the interven-
tion of any element of force, fraud, deceit, duress, over-reaching, or other ulte-
rior form of constraint or coercion; and should have sufficient knowledge and
comprehension of the elements involved as to enable him to make an under-
standing and enlightened decision” (USGPO 1949: pp. 181–182).

The key elements of this definition are both “free choice” and “sufficient
knowledge and comprehension.” Though the Nuremberg Code was and is
not legally binding, it influenced the formation of national guidelines, rules
and regulations on the conduct of research. The Helsinki Code, created by
the World Medical Association (WMA) in 1964, further codified ethical
behavior in biomedical science, building on provisions of the Nuremberg
Code (WMA 2018).

In 1974, regulations were formalized and codified in law in the United
States. The United States Congress established the National Commission for
the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research fol-
lowing revelations of abuse of humans by the U.S. Public Health Service at
Tuskegee University. The Commission issued the Belmont Report in 1978,
which defined the basic principles of the US system of ethical research
(Childress, Meslin, and Shaprio 2005; Israel 2015). Three core principles were
identified: respect for persons, beneficence, and justice (Belmont 1978).
Belmont (1978) also defined three areas of application of these principles:
informed consent (respect for persons), assessment of risks and benefits
(beneficence), and recruitment and selection of participants (justice).

The Belmont Report does not explicitly specify rules for application in eco-
nomics research specifically, though the profession has adopted many of the
rules and regulations, including those related to informed consent.6 The pres-
ence of IRBs at universities ensures the de jure application of the ethical prin-
ciples of the Belmont Report in economics research (Josephson and
Michler 2018). Field guides written to assist economists and social scientists
in designing research projects and the increasing use of preanalysis plans in
specifying research projects before approval and implementation of research
also serve to dictate norms in the profession.7 Applied economists at univer-
sities typically obtain approval of study design and survey instruments prior

6Little consideration for social science, broadly, was given in the forming of the Belmont Report or the stan-
dards and practices derived from it. The application to social science and humanities today comes as a result
of IRB “mission creep,” resulting from regulations associated with the Common Rule (Schrag 2010).
7Relevant literature includes Burgess (1984), Alderman, Das, and Rao (2013), Duflo and Banerjee (2017),
and Barrett, Cason, and Lentz (2020), Janzen and Michler (2020), among others.
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to fieldwork. Through the Belmont Report the United States government
plays an important role in regulating the treatment of research participants;
if an organization receives federal funding of any kind, the Common Rule
(Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects, Title 45 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 46) stipulates that an IRB approval be obtained
before undertaking research involving human subjects.

The Common Rule likewise effectively enforces the practices and standards
associated with informed consent procedures. This requires that researchers
explain any risks of harm associated with participation in a study to those
involved. The researcher must also obtain consent from the study partici-
pants, after informing them of the risks associated, but before proceeding
with research activities. The requirement of a signed consent form may be
waived under particular conditions, e.g., if the only record linking the subject
and the research would be the consent document and the principle riskwould
be potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality; and/or if the
research presents no more than minimal risk of harm to the participants and
involves no procedures for which written consent is normally required out-
side the research context. However, even if the IRB approves a waiver of writ-
ten documentation, other accommodations may be stipulated. For example,
an oral statement may be required at the outset of each interview or a cover
letter that includes the essential elements of informed consent may be neces-
sary when introducing a web or mail survey. Further, such waivers of writing
documentation are increasingly rare (Schrag 2010).

Although the standards for informed consent seem straightforward, the
process itself can be complex. Such complications arise, for example, when a
service is provided to an entire community, in the interest of research, as an
individual may be unable to opt-out of participation (Hutton, Eccles, and
Grimshaw 2008; Glennerster 2017).8 Extending this, there may be negative
externalities from an experiment even when participants have been appropri-
ately given an opportunity to engage in informed consent. An example of this
is case of Bertrand et al. (2007), in which drivers were encouraged to secure
drivers licenses, resulting in a number of potential drivers engaging in extra-
legal payments and thus obtaining licenses without actually knowing how to
drive. These individuals may cause damage outside the scope of the experi-
ment, to others who are unaware of the experiment and did not consent to
participate. These community-level effects can result in unintended harm
and thus may confound the meaning and practice of informed consent.

Further, it is possible to violate participants’ rights, despite adherence to the
written regulations of informed consent. An example of this is demonstrated
in a case of medical research undertaken on the Kenyan Coast: Molyneux,
Peshu, and Marsh (2004) reported that parents signed consent for over 4,000
children to be involved in ongoing research each year, ranging from observa-
tional studies to testing of new drugs. Additionally, thousands more commu-
nity members consented to interviews and sometimes invasive procedures.
Despite the review of study design and consent forms by national and inter-
national committees, Molyneux, Peshu, and Marsh (2004) found that the
study participants were not appropriately treated. Compliance with IRB

8Examples from Glennerster (2017) include “adding chlorine to the community well, erecting streetlights,
modifying the rules under which the mayor is elected, or changing how teachers teach.”While typically the
community may give assent before proceeding with this type of intervention, it is still possible that individ-
ual members of the community do not, or do not feel, they have consented.
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regulations and informed consent procedures still failed adequately protect
subjects, as such regulations purport to achieve.

The problems associated with informed consent and research ethics gener-
ally are well documented in the biomedical profession.9 As the roots of ethical
standards are set in this field, this is not surprising (Childress, Meslin, and
Shaprio 2005; Schrag 2010; Israel 2015). However, less is said in the field of
applied and agricultural economics. Some of this is due to the nature of the
questions at hand: for applied economists, the research questions of interest
are generally of low risk10 to participants. Yet some of it may also be attribut-
able to a minimal discussion of ethics within the field generally (Josephson
andMichler 2018). With this article, we hope to broadly encourage the discus-
sion of the ethical considerations and to specifically stimulate discussion on
the process of obtaining IRB approval and engaging with informed consent
procedures.

Method
The issues surrounding IRB are generally discussed and studied qualita-

tively, with case studies or anecdotes from the field. So, to contribute some
empirical evidence to discussions on this topic, we make efforts to include
quantitative perspectives. To gain an understanding of the current status of
informed consent practice and policieswith agricultural and applied econom-
ics profession, we conduct a layered search. We follow the issues raised by
Josephson and Michler (2018), including: (i) the discrepancy between regula-
tions and practice, and (ii) the use of IRBs primarily within Western
universities.

To address this first issue of discrepancies between practice and regulation,
we conduct a university search.We downloaded a list of universities from the
National Institute of Food and Agriculture’s list of land grant universities or
(LGUs; USDA-NIFA n.d.).11 NIFA has lists of 1862, 1890, and 1994 LGUs.
Of these, there are 191890 LGUs, 311994 LGUs12, and 501862 LGUs, excluding
the District of Columbia and the territories of the United States. We excluded
our home universities, leaving us with 481862 LGUs. From this list of 108 uni-
versities, we collect details on their ethical review policies. We screened uni-
versities according to whether a search of their main website with the letters
“IRB” (or permutations thereof) led to information about ethics review
and/or research protocols. If the IRB location resulted, we then searched for
informed consent language in the policy documents or online tools provided
for researchers. Finally, we searched for language about the waiver of
informed consent. The information from this search gives us an overall pic-
ture of the expectations for ethical review across universities.

Based on the findings of this search, and to examine how researchers at uni-
versities actually practice research ethics in agricultural and applied

9For more details, see Kegley (2004), Wicher and Michalek (2005), Ilfeld (2006), Rady, Verheijde, and
McGregor (2011), and Milner and Magnus (2013), among many others.
10The definition of low risk (also called minimal risk) follows the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human
Subjects, Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 46, in which a study is low risk if the probability
and magnitude of harm or discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater than those ordinarily
encountered in daily life or during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or
tests.
11List available at https://nifa.usda.gov/land-grant-colleges-and-universities-partner-website-directory.
12Of these thirty-one, two were added in 2014. The original list from 1994 included only twenty-nine. We
include all thirty-one universities for completeness.
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economics, we distributed a survey to agricultural and applied economics
researchers. Our target respondent currently had work in the field some-
where outside of the United States. On October 9, 2018, a survey and short
message13 were sent to 283 researchers across the United States.14 On October
18, 2018, the survey was distributed again, through the listserv of the Interna-
tional Section of AAEA, with the objective of reaching additional researchers
who were missed in the initial search process. Fifty-five researchers ulti-
mately responded to the survey. Although this gives us limited capacity to
make inferences, we discuss briefly the practices and some of the perspectives
of respondent researchers.

To consider the second issue, the use of IRB primarily within universities,
the next component of our search focused on nonuniversity research institu-
tions. These included the fifteen CGIAR centers, as well as organizations such
as the Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL) and Innovations for
Poverty Action (IPA). As in the case of land-grant universities, we screened
each center or organization with a search of their main website to see if using
the terms “IRB,” “Research Ethics,” or “Protection of Human Subjects” led to
information about the Institutional Review Board or research protocols. We
also searched for informed consent language in the policy documents or
online tools provided to researchers. The information from this part of our
search gives us a picture of the expectations for ethical review outside of
universities by institutions that are often partners in research conducted by
university faculty or students.

Status of Ethical Review across Academic Institutions in the
United States

We review the IRB procedures for land grant universities or LGUs, includ-
ing the 1862, 1890, and 1994 LGUs. We focus our discussion on the 1862
LGUs, due to the emphasis within these institutions on research.

IRBs in 1862 Institutions

Results of screening the websites of 1862 LGUs are presented in table 1. In
the vast majority of these schools, a search for “IRB” on the homepage yields
links or the main page of the university’s review process for research involv-
ing human participants.15 In the case of the University of California system or
the University of Massachusetts, more extensive web information is revealed
by searching within the individual universities. IRB offices are named differ-
ently across LGUs, and there is a range of electronic systems for researchers to
use when submitting proposals. These typically reference the Common Rule
in the Code of Federal Regulations, in varying level of detail, and offer exam-
ples of informed consent documents. Most refer to federal regulations permit-
ting oral informed consent in specific situations and with prior consent,
obviating the use of a signature of the subject or legally authorized
representative.

13The survey instrument and email request are included in the Appendix A2.
14Thanks to Leah Palm-Forester who shared a list of researchers at many land grant universities, which pro-
vided a starting point for the list we ultimately developed.
15Searching individual universities within the system (e.g., the University of California at Berkeley) leads
to extensive web information. We do not modify our search, however, but follow the NIFA list. This may
smooth over some larger systems, which have decentralized IRBs, across individual institutions.
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Most 1862 IRBs do not provide explicit standards for international work,
though the University of Georgia and the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign are two exceptions.16 The University of Georgia website has a
stated policy for research conducted internationally, noting that the UGA
IRB has “the responsibility to ensure that research performed in other coun-
tries meets equivalent levels of protection that would be required in the
University’s principal locations” (UGA 2017). International research is dis-
cussed under the tab of “vulnerable populations” on the University of Illinois
website: “procedures normally followed outside the United States for
research engaging human subjects may differ.… (as a result of) differences
in language, culture, social history, and societal norms (UIUC n.d.).” Both
statements draw attention to context and the importance of cultural circum-
stance and also acknowledge the intrinsic power differences which may arise
in the research context of developing nations.

Some IRBs draw attention to the power dynamics inherent with research.
Iowa State University states that researchers need to be aware of any process
that includes “power imbalances” between investigators and potential partic-
ipants, or “undue influence or coercion” (Iowa State University 2018). This is
essential to consider, particularly when one pauses to visualize power
dynamics of a team of PhD researchers from the United States or Europe,
along with national PhD counterparts and local language interpreters or enu-
merators, in a remote rural village. These power dynamics may lead to the
informal waiving of rights.

IRBs emphasize requirements clearly. Although waiver options are not
always found quickly on LGU websites, when found, they generally refer to
the specific conditions as cited in the Code of Federal Regulations. The IRB
websites and procedures of the 1862 LGUs are designed to adhere to and
emphasize the regulations from the federal government, in line with ensuring
funding compliance. The systems are pro forma, intended to adhere to federal
guidelines. This is perhaps unsurprising: universities are adhering to regula-
tions and have little incentive to do more than this.

IRBs in 1890 Institutions

Detailed tables for the 1890 and 1994 LGUs, akin to Table 1, are presented in
the Appendix A1 (Tables A1 and A2, respectively). We include a brief discus-
sion of these results here. Generally speaking, the 1890 LGUs are Historic
Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). For these schools, a search of
“IRB” on the homepage led to a webpage with supporting materials. It is
more difficult to find detailed information about informed consent and
waiver options on these websites, although this may reflect receipt of
research-related funding from the US government.

IRBs in 1994 Institutions

The 1994 LGUs are often known as the Tribal Colleges and Universities. A
number of the home pages of these colleges were not searchable as of late
2018. Even when they were, most when searched with “IRB” did not lead to
further information about review boards. But, detailed and well-developed
IRB websites were found for a number of schools. Notably, tribal colleges

16While other IRBs may also provide similar information, these two were found using our search process
described above.
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and universities give particular attention to treatment of the populations
which they serve. For example, the Fort Peck website states that, in addition
to the three guiding principles of the Belmont Report, “Lead Researchers will
respect the culture of the residents of the Fort Peck Reservation when design-
ing and carrying out proposed research” (Fort Peck n.d.). The IRBs associated
with many of the 1994 institutions acknowledge that Tribal College missions
are different than mainstream public institutions: founded in order to save
lives and to revitalize cultures and languages through Tribal education and,
as such, research should be to the benefit and enhancement of the community.
Informed consent in this environment includes sharing all mediums in which
the research may be utilized. Other messages draw attention to the impor-
tance of individual and Tribal rights and benefits of research to these people
and communities who participate in it.

Across the LGUs, existence and requirements of IRBs are heterogeneous,
though there is consistency between the 1862, 1890, and 1994 institutions.
The 1862 LGUs largely have IRBs that are easily found, with extensive, clear
language about informed consent and waivers. For the most part, the 1890
LGUs have IRB policies that can be located on websites with some difficulty;
1994 LGUs have IRB policies that uniquely reflect the history of these univer-
sities and the populations they serve. This heterogeneity likely reflects varia-
tion in research funding received from the federal government, but it is
surprising that not all public institutions in the United States have an IRB to
support research done at the school and to protect potential research partici-
pants associated with research done by the university.

Practice by Agricultural and Applied Economists within Academic
Institutions

Beyond stated regulations of IRBs, we also seek in this article to better
understand how researchers within a university environment perceive and
practice ethical research. We asked researchers in agricultural and applied
economics to respond to a brief survey.17 The majority of respondents were
professors of various rank. Responses were also received from research direc-
tors, emeritus professors, adjunct professors, and postdoctoral fellows.
Respondents were mostly male (two-thirds), with PhD completion dates
ranging from 1953 through 2018. Respondents provided specific details as
to location and nature of projects, including sampling methods and questions
of interest. Of the forty-eight respondents collecting primary data with pro-
jects outside of the United States, just over four-fifths received IRB approval
for their project and most (thirty-seven) used a consent form or waiver before
initiating data collection. Seven did not. The remaining researcherswerewait-
ing for final IRB approval, but intended to obtain consent waivers.

Of the researchers who used a consent form, there was a wide variety in
type, including oral, signed, witnessed, shared in an information packet dis-
tributed to participants, and community consent.18 The two most reported
forms of obtaining informed consent are signed and oral. Signed consent

17IRB approval was obtained prior to distribution from the University of Arizona protocol #1809927014.
18The signed consent form is perhaps the most familiar, in which details about the participant rights are
given on a form that is then signed by the participant. Similarly, with oral consent the same information
required in a written consent document is given, but the signing of the consent form has been waived by
the IRB. In witnessed consent, details are given, as in an oral consent, but the consent of the research par-
ticipant is witnessed and recorded by a neutral third party or enumerator.
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and witnessed consent are the standard methods for research with human
participants, as they provide a written record and the identity of the person
who consented. Oral consent, however, was themost frequently usedmethod
of informed consent in our sample of researchers.

We also inquired about the level of consent obtained, which is also an
essential consideration in the informed consent process. The standard level
is for the individual. However, attaining individual consent may be compli-
cated. Over three-quarters of consents among our survey respondents were
obtained from individuals, though consent was also obtained from spouses,
parents (in the case of minors), small groups, and villages. Several respon-
dents also reported in a few cases that consent was either obtained at a higher
level of aggregation (group or village) or from a partner, rather than from the
individual survey respondent.

Changes and Extensions to Practice

The practices of researchers who responded to our survey were in line with
university requirements, standard field work practices, and US federal regu-
lations for research with human subjects. In this section, we discuss possible
changes, extensions, and problems with some of the current practices. We
focus on the method of obtaining informed consent and on the level at which
informed consent is obtained.

Many of these methods used by researchers who responded to our survey,
although in accordance with IRB regulations, are inflexible to the challenges
which may be associated with informed consent in a lower income or devel-
oping country. Chief among them is the concern about the method of consent.
In areas with lower literacy rates or average years of formal education, writ-
ten consent forms may not be comprehensible or may be daunting. However,
the emphasis is on obtaining informed consent with written documentation,
rather than ensuring that research participants understand the research pro-
cess and their rights within that process. Further, it may be the case that other
observed forms of consent have drawbacks. For example, oral consent is often
used when it is not feasible to provide participants with an information sheet
with a place for a wet signature. Oral consent frequently reduces the lengthy
process of adhering to signed informed consent and other IRB procedures in
these contexts, also avoiding issues arising in areas of low literacy. However,
oral consent practices may fail to fully appraise research participants of their
rights. There is likely a middle ground between obtaining only oral consent,
which could easily result in type 1 errors, and the complex distribution and
translation of informed consent documents. Bhutta (2004) suggests that audio
recording of informed consent or witnessed consent by individuals may be
appropriate. Similar practices are often used by oral historians, ethnogra-
phers, and/or psychologists. Suchmethods of informed consentmay bemore
contextually suitable than written forms and could be explored moving for-
ward by researchers in agricultural and applied economics.

The level of consent obtained is also an essential consideration in the
informed consent process. The standard level is for the individual. However,
attaining individual consent may be complicated in low-income or
developing-country contexts. In these environments, local chiefs or leaders
(both traditional leaders and government representatives) may provide
day-to-day guidance, research clearance, and protection of villagers, or where
the understanding of the individual may differ from conceptions in the
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United States. To this latter point, Tindana, Kass, and Akweongo (2006)
observe that individual-based models of consent may be challenging where
decision-making does not give emphasis to individual autonomy.19 Some
work may ignore the traditional role of the extended family in decision-
making or fail to address social issues within group identity and community
rights. While these dynamics pose concerns to which researchers must be
attentive, cultural traditions—group-based or otherwise—do not preclude
the ability to make individual decisions. An iterative and collective process
is one alternative. In such a model, after sharing the informed consent script,
participants would convene and discuss, ultimately returning to individually
sign or provide witnessed consent. Such accommodations allow for a collec-
tive aspect to what is, characteristically, an individual decision.

The concern around consent given by a local leader is that the ability to con-
sent is taken away from the individual. This persists in another case: when a
spouse gives consent for his or her partner. Generally, having any individual
consent on behalf of another adult is not permitted, as the expectation is that
individuals will consent on their own behalf. The observance of a partner con-
senting on behalf of another is common in studies in low-income or develop-
ing countries, at least anecdotally. Husbands will provide consent for wives
who are busy doing household farming or caring for children. In some cul-
tural contexts, a husband may not permit his wife or daughters to be inter-
viewed individually in the absence of a male relative. Cultural norms like
this complicate the meaning of informed consent and confidentiality, as the
practice removes the ability to consent from the actual research participant.20

Regardless of context an individual base must remain at the center of
informed consent. Tindana, Kass, and Akweongo (2006) find that all female
respondents in their survey consulted their husband before participating,
with differing degrees to which their husband’s desires affected their own
decisions on participation. The responses ranged from: “… if he says I should
go then I will go, but if he refuses, I won’t go” to “I make that decision… If I
don’t want to participate, my husband cannot force me to participate.” This
consultation of a partner allows for research participants to provide individ-
ual consent, while encouraging discussion between parties, as with group dis-
cussions and community engagement. These consultations can allow for both
perspectives of individual and group to be taken into consideration.

To be clear, obtaining communal consent is not inherently a bad idea.
Cultural importance in many developing countries lies with a local chief,
headman, or other leader. However, the need for a community manager’s
approval must be balanced with obtaining consent from other levels of aggre-
gation, including families and individuals. Often, this balance remains uncer-
tain (Bhutta 2004).

19Tindana, Kass, andAkweongo (2006) also indicate that illiterate populations may benefit from group con-
sent. However, acknowledging that individually written and signed forms may not be appropriate in these
cases, witnessed and other forms of individualized informed consent are appropriate. Even if a researcher
participant cannot read or lives in a culture that does not include a written language, there are accommo-
dations and revisions that can be made.
20It is imperative to be attentive to these cultural norms and customs. Many thanks to the reviewer who
shared experience on using “tiered consent,” wherein, as contextually appropriate, a male head of house-
hold is asked to consent for a female enumerator to interview his wife or daughter. Then the enumerator gets
informed consent from the female respondent. The tiered process allows for multiple consent levels, as
appropriate for the context.
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Culture is never fixed, but it continues to evolve. Increasingly we see more
individualism tolerated and encouraged in “traditional” societies. Thus, there
must be a place ensuring that for individuals within groups, opting out is fea-
sible. All this discussion emphasizes that it is essential to acknowledge the dif-
ference in cultural standards researchers and researched. We do not suggest
that researchers obligate the participants in their studies to hold the same
views as themselves, but rather that knowing the context, including the cul-
tural norms and customs, in which one works is imperative (Barrett, Cason,
and Lentz 2020).

Status of Ethical Review within Other Development
Institutions

In low-income and/or developing countries, a great deal of research in
agricultural and applied economics is conducted in the CGIAR system, by
other research organizations such as J-PAL and IPA, or in projects that are
jointly implemented by these institutions and universities. Using a similar
search procedure from the search of the LGUs, adapted for these other insti-
tutional systems, we perform another search for IRBs. Table 2 presents rele-
vant information about IRB requirements and status of development within
these CGIAR institutions and the other development research organizations
of interest.

Both J-PAL and IPA post detailed procedures, akin to those at 1862 univer-
sities, which are easily found on their websites. However, the lack of review
boards is acute within the CGIAR system. During our initial search in
December of 2018, only eight of the fifteen CGIAR centers require research
involving human participants to be cleared by an ethical review board.
Broadening our scope and re-conducting the search in July of 2020, we found
that ten of the fifteen CGIAR centers either had IRBs in place for social science
research or ethical research policies. The latter does not imply that approval
for research with human subjects is required, however. Because of the dispa-
rate nature among the conditions of the IRBs in the CGIAR, compared with J-
PAL and IPA, we focus our discussion on the CGIAR institutions in this
section.

In an examination of the websites for these eight institutions only IFPRI’s
2003 document “Principles, Policies and Procedures for the Protection of
Human Research Subjects” and CIFOR’s 2015 document “Research Ethics
Review (RER) Policy and Toolkit” were easily obtained on websites. We
found ILRI’s research compliance website, with information about the
research process with animal and human participants. Additionally, policies
on research ethics were available and easily found from CIMMYT, ICARDA,
and ICRAF. Codes of conduct, which include references to research ethics,
were often available on CGIAR institution websites, as well.

This is not the first time that IRB status within the CGIAR system has been
surveyed. The Stripe Review of the Social Sciences in the CGIAR (Barrett
et al. 2009) found that CGIAR social scientists were often unaware of IRBs
and routinely failed to adhere to current international practices for the ethical
protection of human participants in data collection. In response to a survey
distributed by the review team, only IFPRI andWorldFish had a form of Insti-
tutional Review Board to “clear ethical issues as a routine part of project
approval.” Barrett et al. (2009) note that several Centers stated that “this is
not an issue,” or that they “are not really ‘using’ human participants in

Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy

14



research,” or that “researchers are responsible enough to know the level of
confidentiality of the data that they are collecting.” At that time, the Science
Council had commissioned earlier studies that made clear recommendations
for the use of IRBs by Centers, but the team found “the ethical review of
CGIAR research processes is deficient in many instances” (Barrett
et al. 2009).21 Though often known for their applied research in the agricul-
tural sciences rather than social science, the system as a whole and cross-cen-
ter, multidisciplinary projects include a sizeable number of social science
researchers. Particularly due to recent emphasis on impact assessment, the
role of social science within the CGIAR is increasing, but without attention
to human subjects in the process of research. Similarly, there is increasing
attention to ethics review and the creation of related boards, but the process
is slow.

There is a continued to push for use of IRBswithin the CGIAR. Doug Gollin
of Oxford University, long-term research partner and advisor to the CGIAR,
observes that though individuals working in the CGIARs are not quite in
the same role as individuals working in the medical profession, there are
“… genuine ethical issues associated with introducing new agricultural tech-
nologies to people when you don’t know how/whether they will work”
(Gollin 2018). He further observes that, within these complex technologies,
interventions do not all have decidedly positive impacts: “Indeed, it is rare
for a technology to have unambiguous effects; most technologies create losers
as well as winners. So the potential for doing harm is real” (Gollin 2018). Of
course, this holds for many interventions of interest in economic studies,
not just agricultural technologies.

Much of the impetus for IRBs within universities is motivated by regula-
tions and the CGIARmust take similar protections. An IRB process could pro-
vide both legal and moral protection so that if a technology or intervention
developed and/or distributed by the CGIAR causes harm, the institution is
able to show that it is not through a failure of oversight or a lack of attempts
to minimize risk. Due to existing synergies, the CGIAR systemwould be well
suited to a centralized IRB system, which could serve all the centers in a con-
sistent manner.

Conclusion and Recommendations
In this article, we investigated the process and practice of informed consent,

particularly as implemented in the developing country context by researchers
based in the United States. We consider informed consent material on IRB
websites of LGUs in the United States, as well as at the centers of the CGIAR
and other development research organizations. We also use a survey of
researchers at universities to evaluate informed consent practices. We find
heterogeneity in the presence of IRBs among LGUs in the United States and
within the CGIAR centers. Without well-developed systems for tracking
research conducted with federal funds, many 1890 and 1994 LGUs, as com-
pared to the 1862 LGUs, have weak IRBs. Further, IRB systems often do not
exist in well-funded CGIAR institutions.

Currently, innovations to IRB are focused on reducing burdens or require-
ments on researchers, with the objective of decreasing the administrative

21The Science Council was disbanded and was replaced by the Independent Science and Partnerships
Council, which has since been replaced by the Independent Science for Development Council.
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weight on universities and decreasing the time between submission of pro-
jects and their final approval. However, such innovations fail to address a
basic query: is the IRB process working?22 IRBs and informed consent proce-
dures are largely motivated by the protection of university interests and focus
attention on issues of confidentiality and data privacy, rather than the protec-
tion of participants themselves. This is an acceptable incentive: good can
come from impure motives. Still, it underscores existing concern for research
participants.

IRBs take a deontological approach to ethics requirements: the rules exist
prior and we must undertake them for our research to be ethical. This system
simply provides a checklist for researchers to go through, rather than a goal of
rights and protection to work to ensure. This checklist of requirements is sim-
ply a lower bound on researchers’ ethical obligations. Moreover, many
researchers and institutions fail to even achieve and respect that lower bound.
We, as a discipline, can and must do better to conduct research ethically, par-
ticularly with respect to ensuring the protection of research participants
through procedures like securing informed consent. It is imperative that we
acknowledge and practice research and informed consent as ongoing pro-
cesses, which are culturally appropriate and recognize the rights of the indi-
viduals and groups involved (Michler, Masters, and Josephson 2020). To
this end, more attention should be given to research participants: how do they
perceive the current regulations; how do they perceive the researchers; how
do they perceive the outcomes of the research? Though we hope the motives
of most researchers are likely ethical, we, in the field of agricultural and

Table 2 IRB, Status of IRB and Relevant Documentation, CGIAR Centers

Center
Status of IRB or
Ethics Policy

Documentation
provided

BIOVERSITY Rely on partners’ or external IRB processes. No.
CIAT Yes. No.
CIFOR Yes. Yes.
CIMMYT Yes. No.
CIP In the process of defining IRB procedures. No.
ICARDA Yes. No.
ICRAF Yes. No.
ICRISAT No. No.
IFPRI Yes. Yes.
IITA Yes. No.
ILRI Yes. No.
IRRI Yes. No.
IWMI Yes. No.
WORLDFISH Yes. No.
J-PAL Yes. Yes.
IPA Yes. Yes.

Notes: Thanks to Frank Place for sharing information relevant to this table. Initial of IRB information as of
August 2017. Initial status of documentation provision, following search in December 2018. Updates made
to both columns in July of 2020.

22Some debate remains about the value of IRB regulations themselves. A natural question is whether ex
ante approvals are preferred to ex post punishment when violations occur. This is beyond the scope of
the current article, however.
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applied economics, should turn our attention more closely to the
participants—the individuals, households, and communities with whom we
interact in our research. This will give us a better understanding of what is
meant, what is understood, and how we can improve in the process of
informed consent in our work around the world.

References

Adolf, Melvina, and Sabrina Tuttle. 2008. Research in Indian Country. Tucson: Ari-
zona Cooperative Extension No. AZ-1460. https://extension.arizona.edu/sites/
extension.arizona.edu/files/pubs/az1460.pdf

Alderman, Harold, Jishnu Das, Vijayendra Rao. 2013. Conducting Ethical Economic
Research: Complications from the Field. World Bank Policy Research Paper
No. 6446. https://ssrn.com/abstract=2265757

Barrett, Christopher B., and Michael R. Carter. 2020. Finding our Balance? Revisiting
the Randomization Revolution in Development Economics Ten Years Further On.
World Development 127: 104789.

Barrett, Christopher, Jeffrey Cason, and Erin C. Lentz. 2020. Overseas Research: An
Overseas Guide, 3rd ed. Abingdon, UK and New York: Routledge.

Barrett, Christopher, Arun Agrawal, Oliver T. Coomes, Jean-Philippe Platteau. 2009.
Stripe Review of Social Sciences in the CGIAR. CGIAR Science Council. https://
ispc.cgiar.org/sites/default/files/ISPC_StripeReview_SocialScience.pdf

Belmont Report. 1978. The Belmont Report: Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protec-
tions of Human Subjects of Research. Bethesda, MD: The Belmont Commission.

Bertrand, Marianne, Simeon Djankov, Rema Hanna, and Sendhil Mullainathan. 2007.
Obtaining a driver’s License in India: An Experimental Approach to Studying Cor-
ruption. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 122(4): 1639–1676.

Bhutta, Zulfiqar A. 2004. Beyond Informed Consent. Bulletin of the World Health Orga-
nization 2004(82): 771–777.

Brandt, AllanM. 1978. Racism and Research: The Case of the Tuskegee Syphilis Study.
Hastings Center Report: The Experiment and Hew’s Ethical Report 8(6).

Burgess, Robert G. 1984. In the Field: An Introduction to Field Research. London:
Routledge.

Caballero, Benjamin. 2002. Ethical Issues for Collaborative Research in Developing
Countries. The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 76(4): 717–720.

Childress, James F., EricM.Meslin, andHarold T. Shaprio, eds. 2005. Belmont Revisited.
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

Corbie-Smith, Giselle. 1999. The Continuing Legacy of the Tuskegee Syphilis Study:
Considerations for Clinical Investigation. American Journal of the Medical Sciences
317(1): 5–8.

Duflo, Esther, and Abhijit Banerjee, eds. 2017. Handbook of Field Experiments. North
Holland: Amsterdam.

Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes. n.d. Institutional Review Board, Operating Prin-
ciples. http://www.fortpeckirb.org/index.php/about-us/about-us-2 (accessed
December 12, 2018).

Freimuth, Vicki S., Sandra Crouse Quinn, Stephan B. Thomas, Galen Cole, Eric Zook,
and Ted Duncan. 2001. African Americans’ Views on Research and the Tuskegee
Syphilis Study. Social Science and Medicine 52(5): 797–808.

Garrison, Nanibaa A. 2013. Genomic Justice for Native Americans: Impact of the
Havasupai Case on Genetic Research. Science Technology and Human Values 38(2):
201–223.

Glennerster, Rachel. 2017. The Practicalities of Running Randomized Evaluations:
Partnerships, Measurements, Ethics, and Transparency. In Handbook of Field Experi-
ments, ed. E. Duflo and A. Banerjee. North Holland: Amsterdam.

Gollin, Douglas. 2018. Personal Communications, Via Email, with Melinda Smale:
16 October 2018.

What Do you Mean by “Informed Consent”? Ethics in Economic Development Research

17

https://extension.arizona.edu/sites/extension.arizona.edu/files/pubs/az1460.pdf
https://extension.arizona.edu/sites/extension.arizona.edu/files/pubs/az1460.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2265757
https://ispc.cgiar.org/sites/default/files/ISPC_StripeReview_SocialScience.pdf
https://ispc.cgiar.org/sites/default/files/ISPC_StripeReview_SocialScience.pdf
http://www.fortpeckirb.org/index.php/about-us/about-us-2


Humphreys, Laud. 1970. Tearoom Trade: Impersonal Sex in Public Places. London:
Duckworth.

Hutton, Jane,Martin P. Eccles, and JeremyM.Grimshaw. 2008. Ethical Issues in Imple-
mentation Research: A Discussion of the Problems in Achieving Informed Consent.
Implementation Science 3 article 52.

Ilfeld, Brian M. 2006. Informed Consent for Medical Research: An Ethical Imperative.
Regional Anesthesia and Pan Medicine 31(4): 353–357.

Iowa State University. 2018. Institutional Review Board: Elements of Informed Con-
sent. https://www.compliance.iastate.edu/sites/default/files/imported/irb/
forms/docs/Elements%20of%20consent%20guidance%20-1.23.2018%20Final.pdf
(Accessed December 12, 2018).

Israel, Mark. 2015. Research Ethics and Integrity for Social Scientists: Beyond Regulatory
Compliance. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications.

Janzen, Sarah, and Jeffrey D. Michler. Forthcoming. Ulysses’ Pact or Ulysses’ Raft:
Using Pre-Analysis Plans in Experimental and Non-Experimental Research. Applied
Economics Perspectives and Policy .

Josephson, Anna, and Jeffrey D. Michler. 2018. Beasts of the Field? Ethics in Agricul-
tural and Applied Economics. Food Policy 79: 1–11.

Kegley, Jacquelyn A.K. 2004. Challenges to Informed Consent. EMBO Reports 5(9):
832–836.

Kelly, Ann H. 2015. The Territory of Medical Research: Experimentation in Africa’s
Smallest State. In Para-States and Medical Science: Making African Global Health, ed. P.
Wenzel Geissler. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Lybbert, Travis J., and Steven T. Buccola. Forthcoming. Evolving Ethics: Analysis,
Publication, and Transparency in Applied Economics. Applied Economics Perspectives
and Policy .

Michler, Jeffrey D., William A. Masters, and Anna Josephson. Forthcoming. Beyond
the IRB: Selection Bias in Applied Economics Research.Applied Economics Perspectives
and Policy .

Milner, Lauren C., and David Magnus. 2013. Can Informed Consent Go Too Far? Bal-
ancing Consent and Public Benefit in Research. American Journal of Bioethics 13
(4): 1–2.

Molyneux, C. Sassy, Norbert Peshu, and Kevin Marsh. 2004. Understanding of
Informed Consent in a Low Income Setting: Three Case Studies from the Kenyan
Coast. Social Science & Medicine 59(12): 2547–2559.

Nie, Jing-Bao. 2002. Japanese Doctors’ Experimentation in Wartime China. The Lancet
360: S6–S6.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Institute for Food and Agriculture (USDA-
NIFA). n.d. Land Grant Colleges and Universities Map. https://nifa.usda.gov/
land-grant-colleges-and-universities-partner-website-directory (accessed September
1, 2018).

Rady, Mohamed Y., Joseph L. Verheijde, and Joan L. McGregor. 2011. Informed
Consent for Organ-Donor Management Research: Antemortem or Postmortem
Human Research. Critical Care Medicine 39(6): 1605–1606.

Schiebinger, Londa. 2017. Secret Cures of Slaves: People, Plants, and Medicine in the
Eighteenth-Century Atlantic World. Palo Alto: Stanford University Press.

Schrag, Zachary M. 2010. Ethical Imperialism: Institutional Review Boards and the Social
Sciences 1965–2009. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Shivayogi, Preethi. 2013. Vulnerable Population and Methods for their Safeguard.
Perspectives of Clinical Research 4(1): 53–57.

Tindana, Paulina O., Nancy Kass, and Patricia Akweongo. 2006. The Informed Con-
sent Process in a Rural African Setting: A Case Study of the Kassena-Nakana District
of Northern Ghana. National Institute of Health: IRB 28(3): 1–6.

United States Government Printing Office (USGPO). 1946–1949. Trials of War Criminals
before the Nuernberg (Nuremberg) Military Tribunals under Control Council Law

Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy

18

https://www.compliance.iastate.edu/sites/default/files/imported/irb/forms/docs/Elements%20of%20consent%20guidance%20-1.23.2018%20Final.pdf
https://www.compliance.iastate.edu/sites/default/files/imported/irb/forms/docs/Elements%20of%20consent%20guidance%20-1.23.2018%20Final.pdf
https://nifa.usda.gov/land-grant-colleges-and-universities-partner-website-directory
https://nifa.usda.gov/land-grant-colleges-and-universities-partner-website-directory


No. 10, Vol. 1: “TheMedical Case.”. Washington, DC: United States Government Print-
ing Office.

University of Illinois, Urbana Champaign. n.d. Office of the Protection of Human
Research Subjects. https://oprs.research.illinois.edu/frequently-asked-questions
(accessed November 12, 2018).

University of Georgia. 2017. Human Research Protection Program: International
Research. https://research.uga.edu/docs/policies/compliance/hso/PP_
International_Research.pdf (accessed December 12, 2018).

Washington, Harriet A. 2006.Medical Apartheid: The Dark History of Medical Experimen-
tation on Black Americans from Colonial Times to the Present. New York: Doubleday
Broadway Publishing Group.

Wicher, Camille P., and Arthur M. Michalek. 2005. When Is Informed Consent Not
Enough? Journal of Cancer Education 20(1): 9–10.

World Medical Association (WMA). 2018, WMA Declaration of Helsinki – Ethical
Principles for Medical Research Involving Human Subjects. https://www.wma.
net/policies-post/wma-declaration-of-helsinki-ethical-principles-for-medical-
research-involving-human-subjects/ (accessed October 14, 2020).

What Do you Mean by “Informed Consent”? Ethics in Economic Development Research

19

https://oprs.research.illinois.edu/frequently-asked-questions
https://research.uga.edu/docs/policies/compliance/hso/PP_International_Research.pdf
https://research.uga.edu/docs/policies/compliance/hso/PP_International_Research.pdf
https://www.wma.net/policies-post/wma-declaration-of-helsinki-ethical-principles-for-medical-research-involving-human-subjects/
https://www.wma.net/policies-post/wma-declaration-of-helsinki-ethical-principles-for-medical-research-involving-human-subjects/
https://www.wma.net/policies-post/wma-declaration-of-helsinki-ethical-principles-for-medical-research-involving-human-subjects/


Appendix

Table A1 IRB, Informed Consent and Waiver Options, 1890 Land Grant Universities

Land Grant University State Type

Ag
Econ
Dept

IRB in
homepage
search

Informed
Consent
language

Waiver
Option

Alabama A&M
University

Alabama 1890 0 Yes Did not
find

Did not
find

Alcorn State University Mississippi 1890 1 yes Did not
find

Central State University Ohio 1890 0 Yes Yes Did not
find

Delaware State
University

Delaware 1890 0 Yes Yes Did not
find

Florida A&MUniversity Florida 1890 1 Yes Did not
find

Fort Valley State
University

Georgia 1890 0 yes Did not
find

Kentucky State
University

Kentucky 1890 No

Langston University Oklahoma 1890 0 yes Yes Yes
Lincoln University Missouri 1890 0 Yes Yes Did not

find
North Carolina A&T

State University
North
Carolina

1890 1 Yes Did not
find

Did not
find

Prairie View A&M
University

Texas 1890 0 Yes Yes Yes

South Carolina State
University

South
Carolina

1890 0 Yes Yes Did not
find

Southern University
System

Louisiana 1890 0 No

Tennessee State
University

Tennessee 1890 1 yes Yes Yes

Tuskegee University Alabama 1890 1 Yes Yes Yes
University of Arkansas

Pine Bluff
Arkansas 1890 0 Yes Did not

find
University of Maryland

Eastern Shore
Maryland 1890 0 Yes Yes Yes

Virginia State
University

Virginia 1890 1 Yes Yes Did not
find

West Virginia State
University

West
Virginia

1890 0 incomplete No No

Source: USDA-NIFA (n.d.), accessed September 18, 2018.
Notes: There are 191890 land grant universities today out of over 100 Historic Black Colleges
and Universities.
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Appendix 1890 and 1994 LGUs

Appendix Invitation to Survey Email

Dear Researchers,
I am writing to request your participation in a research study on the Status

and Role of IRB in Applied Development Economics of faculty at land grant
universities, who participate in applied economics research internationally.

The survey is being conducted by Dr. Anna Josephson of the University of
Arizona and Dr. Melinda Smale of Michigan State University. The objective is
to learn more about the process of IRB in international research, in particular
the use of informed consent.

The survey will take no more than five minutes to complete. Some respon-
dents may be asked to participate in a follow-up survey, which, if the respon-
dent is willing to participate, will be no longer than one hour. To participate,
please click on the following link:

<LINK TO SURVEY>.
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary and you may opt

out of any question in the survey. All of your responses will be kept confiden-
tial. They will only be used for statistical purposes and will be reported only
in aggregated form. An Institutional Review Board responsible for human
subjects research at The University of Arizona reviewed this research project
and found it to be acceptable, according to applicable state and federal regu-
lations and University policies designed to protect the rights and welfare of
participants in research.

If you have any questions about this survey, or difficulty in accessing the
site or completing the survey, please contact Anna Josephson (<EMAIL> or
<PHONE>).

Thank you in advance for providing this important feedback.
Sincerely,

Survey Instrument

This research is investigating the use of informed consent in research out-
side of North America. The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding
of the status of the practices of informed consent within the agricultural and
applied economics profession. The results of this survey will be presented at
the Annual Meeting of the Allied Social Sciences Association in January of
2019. This survey should take you no more than five minutes.

The project has been approved on ethical grounds by the University of
Arizona Institutional Review Board, which has indicated that there are no
foreseeable risks. Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may
be addressed to that committee through the Institutional Review Board
<EMAIL> or <PHONE>.

Confidentiality of records will be maintained. Records will be kept on
encrypted drives and on Box at U of A, to ensure confidentiality and security.
Datawill be shared between researchers and thuswill be transmitted between
Dr. Smale (Michigan State University) and Dr. Josephson (University of
Arizona).

In order to complete this survey, you may be required to answer certain
questions; however, you are never obligated to respond and you may
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withdraw from the survey at any time by closing your internet browser. Par-
ticipation is strictly voluntary.

By selecting to complete this questionnaire, your free and informed consent
is implied and indicates that you understand the above conditions to partici-
pate in this study.

For more information, please contact: <EMAIL> or < PHONE>.

1. Email: (short answer)
2. What is your organization / university and department? (short answer)
3. What is your title? (mark one)

a. Assistant Professor
b. Associate Professor
c. Professor
d. Other (short answer)

4. In what year did you complete your PhD? (short answer)
5. With what gender do you identify? (mark one)

a. Female
b. Male
c. Prefer not to say
d. Other

6. Are you currently working on a research project outside of North Amer-
ica? (By current, we mean about to collect data, collecting data, or com-
plete data collection within the last 12 months.) (short answer)

7. What is your research question? (short answer)
8. In what way are you collecting data (RCT, survey, etc.)? (short answer)
9. In what country or countries are you working? (short answer)

10. Did you receive IRB/ERB approval for this project?
a. Yes
b. No

11. Did you use a consent form or waiver before initiating data collection?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Other (short answer)

12. If you used a consent form, was it: (check all that apply)
a. Oral
b. Signed
c. Witnessed
d. Other (short answer)

13. Was consent obtained from the: (mark one)
a. Individual
b. Spouse
c. Parent(s)
d. Small Group
e. Village
f. Other (short answer)

14. How do you perceive the value of informed consent, in the context of
your current project? (mark one)
a. 1 (low)
b. 2
c. 3
d. 4
e. 5 (high)
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15. When you provide information about informed consent, to what extent
do you perceive that respondents understand their rights, as stated?
(mark one)
a. 1 (low)
b. 2
c. 3
d. 4
e. 5 (high)
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