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A bstract

POTENTIAL SUBJECTS VIEW PSYCHOLOGY EXPERIMENTS:

AN ETHICAL INQUIRY 

by

E lino r G. Mannucci 

A dviser: P ro fesso r S tanley  Milgram

I
U n til f a i r l y  re c e n tly  con troversy  over e th ic a l  is su e s  in  psychology 

experim ents has not been anchored in  system atic  em p irica l s tu d ie s . Much of 

what has been sa id  about th e  presumed re a c tio n s  o f su b je c ts  o r  th e i r  a t t i ­

tudes toward psycho log ica l procedures, has been based on pure co n jec tu re  o r 

on an ecdo ta l re p o r ts .  A fte r a th e o r e t ic a l  d iscu ss io n  o f e th ic a l  is s u e s ,  

such as decep tion , s t r e s s ,  th e  r i s k  of Harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s ,  informed con­

s e n t,  and the  p o ss ib le  s o c ia l  value of psycho log ica l re sea rc h , an em p irica l 

s tudy  o f p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts  re a c tio n s  to  psychology experim ents i s  des­

c rib e d .

The procedure of th i s  study was designed w ith  two purposes in  mind: 1) 

to  exp lo re  re a c tio n s  o f p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts  to  v a rio u s  e th ic a l  is su e s  th a t  

concerned p sy ch o lo g is ts  and o th e rs ;  and 2) to  develop a procedure fo r  p re ­

te s t in g  experim ents when t r a d i t io n a l  informed consent would in v a lid a te  the 

proposed re sea rch . Both purposes were accomplished sim ultaneously  by having 

the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th i s  study ev a lu a te  c o n tro v e rs ia l psychology experim ents 

such as A sch 's conform ity study , M ilgram 's obedience study and Turner and 

Solomon's avoidance le a rn in g  study .

Ten experim ents were described  in  n o n -tech n ica l language, emphasizing 

the experience of the a c tu a l  su b je c ts . E ight o f the experim ents employed
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e th ic a l ly  c o n tro v e rs ia l  procedures and one was e s s e n t ia l ly  ben ign , w ithout 

notew orthy c o n tro v e rs ia l f e a tu re s .  The rem aining experim ent, conducted by 

th e  N azis and condemned a t  Nurenberg, was p a te n tly  u n e th ic a l and inhumane.

This experim ent was Included as a check on the  face  v a l id i ty  o f co n su ltin g  

" p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  and on th e  technique used in  th is  study .

Each p a r t ic ip a n t  was given a book le t th a t  d escrib ed  s ix  experim ents and 

a lso  con tained  a s e t  o f id e n t ic a l  qu estio n s about each experim ent. The 

q u estio n s  covered p o ss ib le  b e n e f i ts  and harm from p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  whether 

they considered  the  experim ent e th ic a l  o r u n e th ic a l and whether they would 

consent to  be s u b je c ts  them selves. The f in a l  q u e s tio n , asking i f  they would 

vo te  a perm it fo r  th e  experim ent to  be conducted, a lso  p resen ted  them w ith  

two s e ts  o f a l te r n a t iv e s ,  one fo r  "Yes" answ ers, ano ther fo r  "No", re p re ­

sen tin g  v a rio u s  e th ic a l  I s s u e s . Each experim ent was scored on a 21 p o in t 

s c a le  and the a l te r n a t iv e s  re sp re se n tln g  e th ic a l  is su e s  were scored se p a ra te ­

ly .  In  a d d it io n , each p a r t ic ip a n t  gave w r i t te n  ex p lan a tio n s  o f h is  resp o n ses.

P a r t ic ip a n ts  n o t only overwhelmingly r e je c te d  th e  Nazi experim ent but 

made d e f in i te  d is t in c t io n s  among the  rem aining experim ents. The r a t in g s  of 

a l l  experim ents, except th e  Nazi experim ent, f e l l  in to  th re e  d i s t in c t  groups 

and th e  w r i t te n  exp lan a tio n s  r e f le c te d  th e se  d i s t in c t io n s .  There was a Low 

group where th e  experim ents were g e n e ra lly  condemned (e .g . Turner and 

Solomon), an In te rm ed ia te  group where the  experim ents were c o n tro v e rs ia l ,  

h ig h ly  applauded by some, condemned by o th e rs  ( e .g .  M ilgram ), and a High 

group where the  experim ents were u su a lly  e n th u s ia s t ic a l ly  endorsed (e .g .

Asch). C ontrary to  th e  ex p ec ta tio n s  of some c r i t i c s  o f psychology ex p e ri­

m ents, two o f the th re e  experim ents th a t  were e n th u s ia s t ic a l ly  endorsed, 

used decep tive  cover s to r ie s  and were a lso  s t r e s s f u l .

The im p lica tio n s  o f the  f in d in g s  were d iscu ssed  in  term s o f how a ’p re­
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sumed co n sen t' procedure can be used in  decid ing  i f  an experim ent should be 

conducted and the  Inform ation th a t was provided on e th ic a l  is s u e s . The reac ­

tio n s  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th i s  study were s c ru tin iz e d  in  terms of p h y s ica l 

and p sy ch o lo g ica l s t r e s s  and harm, acceptance of "d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts "  and 

th e  use o f d ecep tio n . The con ten t o f the  responses as w e ll as th e  r a t in g s  

o f th e  experim ents, in d ic a te d  th a t  p o te n tia l  su b je c ts  favor those experim ents 

th a t  p rov ide  them w ith  an opportun ity  to  " le a rn  about them selves". This 

m otive fo r  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  psychology experim ents can provide the  means fo r  

p sy ch o lo g is ts  to  "reward" th e i r  su b je c ts . I t  obviously  a lso  needs to  be 

heeded in  p lanning experim ents s in ce  the  d e s ire  fo r  self-know ledge can c re a te  

v u ln e r a b i l i t i e s  as w e ll. Although " in s ig h t"  i s  c e r ta in ly  sought, acceptance 

of derogato ry  In s ig h ts  i s  s t i l l  an open qu estio n  in  terms of i t s  u ltim a te  

e f f e c t  on su b je c ts .

D espite th e  p re d ic tio n s  of many, th a t  decep tion  i s  d is tu rb in g  and poten­

t i a l l y  harm ful, th e  fin d in g s  o f th is  study in d ic a te  th a t  decep tion  i s  u su a lly  

n e i th e r  condemened, nor ob jec ted  to ,  by p a r t ic ip a n ts .  D eception was consld— 

ered  onerous only  when the  deception  "entrapped" su b je c ts  in to  s i tu a t io n s  

th a t  were considered  d is t r e s s in g  on o th e r grounds. An a l te rn a t iv e  type of 

Consent Agreement i s  suggested th a t  can provide informed consent to  ex p e ri­

ments th a t  employ decep tion : a consent form based on In d iv id u a l c la u se s  and 

ap p lic ab le  to  a wide range of experim ents. Indeed, decep tion  i t s e l f  can be 

consented to ,  o r  re je c te d , by fu tu re  su b je c ts .
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Chapter X 

INTRODUCTION TO AN ETHICAL INQUIRY

E th ic a l questions a r is in g  from th e  p a r t ic ip a t io n  o f human su b je c ts  

in  experim ental re sea rch  have become in c rea s in g ly  im portan t. Two fa c to rs  

c o n tr ib u tin g  to  th e  sa lie n c e  o f e th ic a l  issu es  have been th e  con troversy  

w ith in  psychology over c e r ta in  p ra c tic e s  in  th e  experim ental trea tm en t 

o f human s u b je c ts ,  such as deception  and s t r e s s  (Baumrind, 1964, 1971, 

1972; B randt, 1971; Brown, 1965; Jo u rard , 1967, 1968; Kelman, 1967; 

S ch u ltz , 1969; Seeman, 1969; Vinacke, 1954), and the  re c e n t re v is io n  of 

th e  APA E th ic a l P r in c ip le s  (APA, 1973).

Another im portan t fa c to r  has been th e  in creased  p u b lic  concern 

over th e  trea tm en t o f human su b jec ts  in  a l l  k inds o f experim ental en­

deavor, bu t e s p e c ia lly  in  c e r ta in  m edical experim ents (e .g . cancer c e l l  

im p lan ta tio n , psychosurgery , Tuskagee, e t c . ) .  This concern has expressed 

i t s e l f  in  c e r ta in  governmental re g u la tio n s  such as i n s t i tu t io n a l  review 

committees (1966, 1969) and in  the '" P ro te c t io n  o f Human S ubjects A ct' 

th a t  fo r  th e  f i r s t  time makes the re g u la tio n  o f human re sea rch  a le g is ­

la t iv e  r a th e r  than an a d m in is tra tiv e  m a tte r"  (Smith, 1973).

The con troversy  surrounding e th ic a l  issu es  has in te n s if ie d  in  

recen t y e a rs . Ring (1970) very  a p tly  comments in  h is  in tro d u c tio n  to  an 

em pirica l study  on th e  mode of d eb rie fin g  s u b je c ts :

The fe e lin g s  aroused by th is  debate a re  c le a r ly  as a rd en t as 
da ta  re le v a n t to  many o f the issu es  d iscussed  a re  sp a rse —and i t  
may w ell be th a t  th e  very s c a rc i ty  o f p e r t in e n t  data  i s  one o f the 
fa c to rs  which c o n tr ib u te s  most to  th e  p ass io n a te  in te n s i ty  o f  much 
o f the  commentary as w ell as to  i t s  p e rs is te n c e . While i t  i s  
p e r fe c t ly  obvious th a t  some o f  th e  disagreem ents can never be s e t ­
t le d  by reco u rse  to  em pirica l p rocedures, many o f th e  s p e c if ic
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charges a g a in s t and defenses o f th is  k ind  of experim entation  r e s t  
on assum ptions concerning i t s  e f fe c ts  on p a r t ic ip a t in g  s u b je c ts .

(u n d erlin in g  mine)

Most o f th e  debate concerning e th ic a l  p ra c tic e s  in  the  trea tm en t 

o f  su b je c ts  has n o t been anchored in  system atic  em pirica l in q u iry . Much 

o f  what has been s a id  about th e  presumed re a c tio n s  o f s u b je c ts ,  o r th e i r  

a t t i tu d e s  toward p sy ch o lo g ica l p rocedures, has been based on pure con jec­

tu re  by p sy ch o lo g is ts  and o th e rs ,  o r on anecdo tal r e p o r ts .

When questions f i r s t  a ro se  concerning th e  use o f decep tion  in  

psychology experim ents in  1954, E. Vinacke suggested  two problems fo r 

em p irica l s tu d y : one, a comparison o f experim ental r e s u l t s ,  w ith and

w ithout d ecep tion , and th e  o th e r , an attem pt to  f in d  ou t d i r e c t ly  from 

su b jec ts  and o th e rs ,  what e f f e c t  th e  use o f decep tion  might have on th e  

su b je c ts  them selves and on th e  g en era l atmosphere surrounding psychology 

experim ents. But th e  debate con tinued  u n t i l  q u ite  re c e n tly  w ithout being 

b o ls te re d  by em pirica l procedures which might c o n tr ib u te  to  answering 

some o f th e  questions th a t  have a r is e n  during th is  con tro v ersy .

As sc ien ce  r e s ts  on c e r ta in  v a lu es , so do alm ost a l l  values depend 
on knowledge, and thus to  some ex ten t in  tu rn  on sc ie n c e , i f  they  are  
to  proceed from the  realm  of words to  th a t  o f a c tio n . This im plies 
a c i r c u la r  chain  o f cau sa tio n  or a feedback p ro ce ss , as do many proc­
esses o f s o c ia l  and c u l tu r a l  development. To a c t  m orally  i s  in  one
sense th e  opp o site  o f a c tin g  b l in d ly . I t  is  a c tin g  in  the  presumed
knowledge of what in  f a c t  i t  is  th a t  we a re  doing.

. . . The duty to  have good in te n tio n s ,  in  o th e r  words, is  mean­
in g le ss  w ithout the duty  to  t r y  to  know th e  f a c ts  and t ry  to  fo resee  
c o r re c t ly  the  consequences o f o n e 's  deeds. (Deutsch, 1958)

The prevalence o f co n tro v ersy , both  genera l and s p e c i f ic ,  and the 

lack of knowledge w ith re sp e c t  to  some o f the b a s ic  is s u e s , a re  recognized  

even w ith in  the code o f  e th ic s  o f the  APA (1973) which o f fe rs  g u id e lin es

fo r the e th ic a l  conduct o f  re se a rc h . For example:

. . .  We know a ls o ,  however, th a t  p sy ch o lo g is ts  d i f f e r  w idely 
among them selves as to  whether such experiences a re  f e l t  by the
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re sea rc h  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  be harm fu l, in co n seq u en tia l, or p o s i t iv e .
The same ex p erien ce , fo r example, re a c tio n  to  p sycho log ica l s t r e s s ,  
is  judged by some to  be p o te n t ia l ly  harm ful and by o th e rs  to  provide 
a v a lu ab le  o p p o rtu n ity  fo r the development o f se lf -u n d e rs ta n d in g .
S t i l l  o th e rs  w il l  say  th a t  the s t r e s s  concocted by p sy ch o lo g is ts  is  
so t r i v i a l  compared to  normal every day s t r e s s  experiences th a t  r e ­
search  p a r t ic ip a n ts  c h a r a c te r i s t i c a l ly  shrug i t  o f f  as inconse­
q u e n t ia l .  . . .  (p. 12)

There rem ains a se rio u s  and c o n tro v e rs ia l is su e  to  be noted . One 
fre q u e n tly  hears  i t  a s s e r te d  th a t  b eh av io ra l re sea rch  is  c o n tr ib u tin g  
d i r e c t ly  to  th e  m oral i l l s  o f  s o c ie ty .  According to  th is  argument, 
when an in v e s t ig a to r  invades the  p riv acy  o f ano ther person , employs 
d e c e i t ,  o r occasions pain  or s t r e s s ,  he c o n tr ib u te s  to  le g itim iz in g  
th e se  in d ig n i t i e s ,  and th e re fo re  to  th e i r  p revalence in  in te rp e rso n a l 
b eh av io r. Many p sy ch o lo g is ts  d iscoun t such c la im s, no ting  th a t  i t  is  
q u ite  easy fo r  a re sea rch  p a r t ic ip a n t  to  understand  th e  reasons fo r 
th e se  behaviors when they occur in  a re sea rch  con tex t and to  d i s t i n ­
gu ish  them from th e i r  co u n te rp a rts  in  everyday l i f e .  Research is  
needed to  help  e s ta b lis h  th e  f a c tu a l  b a s is  for e s tim a tin g  e th ic a l  
c o s ts  and gains o f  c o n tro v e rs ia l  procedures in  th i s  re sp e c t as in  
o th e r s . (p. 17; u n d e rlin in g  mine)

One way to  approach th e  problem o f em p irica lly  based knowledge of 

the re a c tio n s  o f  su b je c ts  (and p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts )  to  psychology e x p e ri­

ments i s  very  sim ply to  co n su lt them. We c e r ta in ly  do no t want to  ge t 

o u rse lv es in  a p o s it io n  where we m erely engage in  pompous polem ics. Em­

p i r i c a l  d a ta , and a c a re fu l co n s id e ra tio n  o f  the  is s u e s ,  a re  needed.

E th ic a l  q u estio n s  may a r i s e  w ith  re sp e c t to  many asp ec ts  o f psycho­

lo g ic a l re se a rc h —why th e  re se a rch  is  being conducted, i t s  sponso rsh ip , 

how th e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be used , p ro te c tin g  th e  confidence of p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  

and so on. This study  does no t a ttem p t to  exp lo re  a l l  p o ss ib le  fa c e ts  in  

th e  e th ic a l  conduct o f  re se a rc h . Nor does i t  a ttem pt to  s o l i c i t  a t t i tu d e s  

tow ard-conducting , o r n o t conducting , experim ents invo lv ing  human s u b je c ts .  

Some p sy c h o lo g is ts  f e e l  the t r a d i t io n a l  experim ental approach is  q u es tio n ­

a b le , bo th  on m ethodological and e th ic a l  grounds (Jou rard , 1968; S ch u ltz , 

1969), and th e re  a re  undoubtedly o th e rs  o u ts id e  the  f ie ld  o f psychology 

who sh are  th i s  view.
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Since, fo r th is  study , p a r t ic ip a n ts  were in v ite d  to  tak e  p a r t  in 

an experim ent, i t  must be assumed th a t  they  have no o b jec tio n s  per se  to  

experim ents w ith human s u b je c ts .  This approach is  considered  necessary  

sin ce  o b jec tio n s  to  s p e c if ic  experim ental procedures would no t have the  

same meaning i f  they were m erely a r e f le c t io n  o f a genera l condemnation 

o f any and a l l  experim ents, r a th e r  than p e r ta in in g  to  a p a r t ic u la r  con tro ­

v e r s ia l  dimension of a c e r ta in  type o f experim ent. Thus, th e  procedure 

in  th is  study is  designed to  focus p rim arily  on those  e th ic a l  issu es  

d i r e c t ly  r e la te d  to  the  s u b je c t 's  p e rcep tio n  o f h is  experience o f  being 

a su b je c t.

N onetheless th e  scope is  by no means lim ite d . ' Some o f the  issu es  

which can be examined a r e :  th e  re la tio n s h ip  o f th e  experim enter and the

su b jec t in  p sycho log ica l re sea rch ; decep tion ; p sycho log ica l and p h y s ica l 

s t r e s s ;  lin g e rin g  and harm ful a f te r - e f f e c t s ;  s e lf - r e v e la t io n  which i s  not 

under v o lu n ta ry  c o n tro l;  entrapm ent (no informed co n sen t); and, balanc ing  

the  I n te re s ts  o f s o c ie ty  and s c ie n t i f i c  p rogress w ith the  r ig h ts  o f in d i­

v id u a l re sea rch  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  These issu es  w i l l  be d iscussed  b e fo re  pro­

ceeding to  r e la te d  s tu d ie s  and a d e sc rip tio n  o f the  method.

The R ela tionsh ip  o f Experim enter and 
Subject in  Psychology Experiments

Some o b jec tio n s  to  psychology experim ents a r is in g  from th e  r e l a ­

tio n sh ip  o f experim enter and su b jec t have been in  the  form o f a genera l 

condemnation o f the  experim ental approach, i r r e s p e c t iv e  o f p a r t ic u la r  pro­

cedures. A sserting  th a t  the t r a d i t io n a l  experim ent is  m anipulatory  and 

uses su b je c ts  as a means to  an end, some p sy ch o lo g is ts  fe e l  th a t  o th e r  

methods o f in v e s tig a tin g  human behavior should be s u b s t i tu te d  fo r th e  ex­

perim ental approach (Jou rard , 1967; S ch u ltz , 1969). The endeavor o f
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e x p e rim en ta lis ts  to  remain a t  an o b jec tiv e  d is tan ce  from th e i r  in v e s t i ­

g a tio n  c re a te s  a s i tu a t io n  in  which the  ex p erim en te r-su b jec t re la t io n s h ip  

is  o f  n e c e ss ity  a " d e f ic ie n t  in te rp e rso n a l re la t io n s h ip  from an e th ic a l  

p o in t o f view" (p. 1 ), according to  some o f i t s  c r i t i c s .  "The human being , 

i t  is  s a id ,  is  debased in  h is  ro le  as a re sea rch  su b je c t and the  e x p e ri­

m enter i s  u n e th ic a l in  h is  m anipulation  and trea tm en t o f su b je c ts "  (M ille r, 

1972).

Others f e e l  th a t  a m utually  s a t is fy in g  In te rp e rso n a l re la tio n s h ip  

can be m aintained  i f  th e  su b je c t i s  no t under any p ressu re  o r coercion 

(Leake, 1970) and th e  complementary r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  o f  the  experim enter 

to  h is  su b je c t is  acknowledged, thus avoid ing  a d e f in i t io n  o f th e  s i tu a t io n  

in  terms o f an im plied d i f f e r e n t i a l  in  s ta tu s  o r power (Golann, 1970). Yet 

Crawford (1970), who defends the  experim ental approach, s ta te s  th a t  s o c ia l  

s c ie n t i s t s  alm ost a u to m a tica lly  v io la te  th e  K antian e th ic  of never t r e a t ­

ing any person as a means to  an end, when "conducting re sea rch  with the  

prim ary purpose o f te s t in g  a theory  o r in c reas in g  our understand ing  of 

some g en era l b eh av io ra l phenomenon" (p. 181) and "a c e r ta in  dehumanizing 

d is tan ce  between the re sea rc h e r  and h is  su b je c ts  o fte n  r e s u l t s .  This 

d is in te r e s te d  a t t i tu d e  c a r r ie s  w ith i t  a p o te n t ia l ly  dangerous p ro p en sity  

to  ignore  the r ig h ts  and w elfare  o f th e  in d iv id u a ls  from whom we o b ta in  

our d a ta ."

S chu ltz  (1969) f e e ls  th is  " p o te n tia l ly  dangerous p ro p en sity  to  

ignore th e  r ig h ts "  o f su b je c ts  has been s tro n g ly  re in fo rc e d  by th e  be- 

h av io ris tm odel o f man as "an organic roachine--an inanim ate, determ ined, 

r e a c t in g , empty organism " (p. 29) who can be "poked, prodded, m anipulated , 

and measured" as i f  he were an o b je c t .  "The re la t io n s h ip  is  not th a t  o f  

p e rso n -to -p e rso n , bu t r a th e r  th a t  o f p e rso n - to - th in g , w ith  i t s  a tte n d an t
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tendencies o f dom ination, m an ipu la tion , and c o n tro l"  (p. 3 0 ). Jourard  

(1968) a lso  fe e ls  th a t  our experim ental methods w i l l  have to  be changed 

s in ce  our p re sen t experim ental procedures t r e a t  su b je c ts  as o b je c ts --a n d  

furtherm ore , do so " fo r th e  b e n e f it  o f  some e l i t e "  (p. 7 ) , r a th e r  than 

fo r the  b e n e f it  o f  e i th e r  th e  su b je c ts  them selves o r human beings in  g en e ra l.

The in e v i t a b i l i ty  o f  an ex p erim en te r-su b jec t r e la t io n s h ip  which is  

conspicuous in  i t s  lack o f concern fo r the  su b je c t as a person need not 

be considered  in h eren t in  th e  experim ental approach. Some p sy c h o lo g is ts— 

fo r  example, P e l le g r in i  (1972)—fe e l  th a t  an ex p erim en te r's  "o v errid in g  

concern fo r  l i f e  and a d e s ire  to  c o n tr ib u te  to  i t s  understand ing" (p. 896) 

could be r e f le c te d  in  th e i r  trea tm en t o f peop le , in fo rm ally , and in  s i t u ­

a tio n s  in  which they serve  as su b je c ts  in  experim ents. The c ru c ia l  is su e , 

th en , is  n o t th e  fa c t  o f  experim en tation  i t s e l f ,  bu t r a th e r  th e  type of 

person who is  conducting th e  experim ent and h is  o r ie n ta tio n  and t r a in in g .  

Aronson and C arlsm ith  (1968) share  th is  view.

The a s s e r t io n  th a t  experim en ta tion  in h e re n tly  involves the  manipu­

la tio n  o f  people has a lso  given r i s e  to  o b je c tio n s , K erlin g er (1972) 

s ta te s  th a t  "m anipulation of people in  i t s  o rd in a ry  sense means managing 

th e  behavior and thought o f in d iv id u a ls  to  induce them to  do tfoat the 

m anipu lator wants them to  do" (p. 895) and c o n tra s ts  th i s  meaning of 

m anipu lation  w ith the  "m anipulation" in co rp o ra ted  in to  th e  experim ental 

s i tu a t io n :  "In  re se a rc h , independent v a r ia b le s  a re  m anipulated—and not

p eo p le ."  The experim enter v a r ie s  the  co n d itio n s , e . g . ,  m anipulates the 

independent v a r ia b le ,  and the su b je c ts  h o p efu lly  respond to  th ese  v a r i ­

a t io n s .  They a re  n o t, according  to  K e rlin g e r, coerced o r m anipulated 

in to  doing so .
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The Issue  o f Deception

Vinacke made the  f i r s t  p ro te s t  a g a in s t the  use o f deception in  

psychology experim ents in  1954, bu t i t  was not u n t i l  th e  la te  1960s th a t  

decep tion  became a w idely d iscussed—and fe rv e n tly  debated— issu e . In 

the meantime, th e  number o f experim ents employing decep tion  had m u lti­

p l ie d , e s p e c ia lly  in  s o c ia l  p sycho log ica l re sea rch  (Seeman, 1969;

S tr ie k e r ,  1967). Kelman (1967) remarked th a t  decep tion  had become standard  

o p era tin g  procedure in  the  s o c ia l  p sy c h o lo g is t 's  lab o ra to ry  and mentioned 

th a t  we might be c re a tin g  a s i tu a t io n  in  which decep tion  is  considered  

"as much de rigueur as s ig n if ic a n c e  a t  th e  .05 le v e l ."

Concern w ith th e  issu e  of decep tion  p a ra l le le d  th e  enormous in ­

crease  in  i t s  use and i t s  a s so c ia tio n  w ith some experim ents th a t  were 

considered  e th ic a l ly  c o n tro v e rs ia l on o th er grounds. Deception has been 

freq u en tly  a ttack ed  and defended on m ethodological grounds—as w ell as on 

e th ic a l  grounds— and o fte n  th ese  issu es  a re  d i f f i c u l t  to  d ise n tan g le .

For i f  an experim ent using  deception is  m ethodolog ically  unsound, th e  

deception  cannot be considered  e s s e n t ia l  to  making v a l id  in fe ren ces  and, 

th e re fo re , i t  would, a t  b e s t ,  have to  be considered  f r iv o lo u s , and, a t  

w orst, considered  h ig h ly  u n e th ic a l—re g a rd le ss  o f one 's  views on whether 

deception is  a le g itim a te  experim ental p ra c t ic e  in  g en e ra l.

Perhaps th e  most se rio u s  e th ic a l  questions ra is e d  by decep tion  

a re  those th a t  a re  in tim a te ly  r e la te d  to  o th e r e th ic a l  is s u e s . Seeman, 

in  vociferous condemnation o f decep tion , c i te s  experim ents th a t  would 

be unaccep tab le  to  most p sy ch o lo g is ts  even w ithout the elem ent o f decep­

tio n . (Since no re fe ren ces  a re  c i te d ,  i t  cannot determ ined whether th ese  

a re  a c tu a l experim en ts.) Some c r i t i c s  o f deception  blame "deception" 

i t s e l f  fo r  e th ic a l  problems which are  more a p p ro p ria te ly  concep tua lized
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under ano ther r u b r ic .  Other issu es  r e la te d  to  the use o f decep tion  are  

th a t  o f  informed consent o r being exposed to  u n a n tic ip a te d , overly  severe 

s t r e s s .  These issu es  w il l  be d iscussed  l a t e r .  The p re se n t d iscu ss io n  

focuses on th e  tfuestion of decep tion  itse lf --m is in fo rm in g  su b je c ts  on 

some a sp ec t o f th e  experim ent o r experim ental procedure.

Aronson and C arlsm ith  (1968) s ta t e  th a t  deception  is  one method 

o f c re a tin g  experim ental rea lism  in  th e  lab o ra to ry , which may not be 

a t ta in a b le  through any o th e r means. The use o f decep tion  can c re a te  a 

s i tu a t io n  which has p sy cho log ica l impact on th e  su b je c t and th e re fo re  

makes i t  p o ss ib le  to  study  behavior th a t  is  both spontaneous and psycho­

lo g ic a l ly  v a l id .  Sasson and Nelson (1969) make a s im ila r  p o in t ,  s ta t in g  

th a t  in  p ercep tio n  experim ents th e  re se a rc h e r  o f te n  c re a te s  sensory  i l l u ­

s io n s : "We a r e ,  o f co u rse , deceiv ing  the  s tu d e n t-su b je c t,  fo r  in  our

e f f o r t  to  ho ld  a m irro r  to  n a tu re  in  th e  la b o ra to ry , we must deceive"

(p. 289). They then  add th a t  " the  same pragm atic ends" a re  served  when 

s o c ia l  in te ra c t io n  is  s tu d ie d  in  th e  la b o ra to ry  and s o c ia l  d e c e it  is  used. 

They fin d  th e  word "decep tion" u n fo rtu n a te  and p re fe r  the  more n e u tra l  

word " s im u la tio n ."

The term decep tion  i s  c e r ta in ly  not a n e u tra l  one. The word de­

cep tio n  im plies m isre p re se n ta tio n  which is  g e n e ra lly  done to  fu r th e r  on e 's  

own ends, such as decep tive  s ta tem en ts  made by a confidence man in  try in g  

to  s e l l  frau d u le n t s to ck s  (W ebster's New World D ic tio n a ry ) . Some o b jec ­

tio n s  to  decep tion  seem to  embrace th is  "con man" image of experim ental 

procedures which employ decep tion .

Q uestions regard ing  decep tion  have focused on i t s  o ffend ing  th e  

s u b je c t,  causing  him to  lo se  f a i th  in  o th e rs , modeling u n d e s ira b le  behavior 

and c o n tr ib u tin g  to  an atm osphere o f dehum anization and m oral in s e n s ib i l i ty .
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Thus, the  decep tion  which i s  p ra c tic e d  in  th e  lab o ra to ry  could co n tr ib u te  

" to  a h i s to r ic a l  tren d  th a t  th re a ten s  values most o f  us ch e rish "  (Kelman, 

1967).

Kelman, who brought the decep tion  issu e  most c le a r ly  in to  focus 

and who expressed deep concern about th e  unquestion ing  acceptance and 

ro u tin iz a t io n  o f decep tion , d id  not ru le  i t  out a l to g e th e r .  There a re , 

however, some who do. Baumrind s t a t e s : " I t  is  u n ju s t to  use na iv e , th a t

i s ,  t ru s t in g  s u b je c ts ,  and then e x p lo it  th e i r  n a iv e te , no m atte r i f  the 

d i r e c t ly  r e s u l t in g  harm is  sm all. The harm is  cum ulative to  the in d iv id ­

u a l and so c ie ty "  (1971, p. 890) and "no e th ic a l  system condones d e c e it"  

(1972, p. 1084). Seeman (1969) fe e ls  th a t  once th e  su b jec t has been de­

ce iv ed , th e re  is  no way in  which the experim enter can r e c t i f y  the s i tu a t io n  

because the su b je c t w il l  have " lo s t  confidence in  the p e rso n 's  v e ra c ity "

(p. 1027).

A ttitu d e s  o f e th ic a l  abso lu tism  w ith re sp e c t to  decep tion  assume 

th a t  the su b je c t w il l  no t be ab le  to  d isc r im in a te  between experim ental de­

c ep tio n  and decep tion  as i t  is  p ra c tise d  in  o rd in a ry  s i tu a t io n s  o u tsid e  

the  la b o ra to ry  w ith  base m otives. M ille r  (1972), on the o th e r hand, c a l l s  

a t te n t io n  to  the co n tex tu a l a sp ec ts  o f  a p a r t ic u la r  a c t :  "Could not one

argue, however, th a t  as pain  adm in istered  by a p h y sic ian  is  no t to  be 

equated w ith c rim in a l a s s a u l t ,  n e ith e r  should decep tion  by the research  

psy ch o lo g is t be likened  to  u n fa i th fu l  a c t iv i ty  on the p a r t  o f o n e 's  spouse. 

The e th ic a l  p a r a l le ls  appear s u p e r f ic ia l"  (p. 156). Moreover, a su b jec t 

need n o t view a cover s to ry  fo r an experim ent in  th e  same way as he would 

view being  m islead  in  the  co n tex t o f , say, a c l i n i c a l  in terv iew . I f  some­

one walked in to  a d o c to r 's  o f f ic e  and was to ld  to  und ress , i t  would not 

evoke the same re a c tio n  as would the same re q u e s t, had he walked in to  a
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law y er 's  o f f ic e .  Nor would I t  have the same meaning.

The APA P rin c ip le s  (1973) s p e c i f ic a l ly  acknowledge the s u b je c t 's  

p o te n tia l  c a p a c ity  to  recognize a d is t in c t io n  between deception  in  the 

experim ental s i tu a t io n  and decep tion  in  g en era l, by s t ip u la t in g  th a t  a 

su b je c t should f in d  the decep tion  reasonab le , when i t  is  l a t e r  explained 

to  him. The P r in c ip le s  s ta te  th a t  one of the co n s id e ra tio n s  th a t may make 

the  use o f decep tion  more accep tab le  is  th a t  " th e re  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  reason 

fo r the concealment or m isrep resen ta tio n  th a t ,  on being f u l ly  informed 

l a t e r  on, the  re sea rch  p a r t ic ip a n t  may be expected to  fin d  i t  reasonab le , 

and to  s u f fe r  no lo ss  o f confidence in  the in te g r i ty  o f the in v e s tig a to r  

or o f  o th e rs  involved" (p. 37).

A lte rn a tiv e  s t r a te g ie s  have been o ffe re d  to  e lim in a te  deception  

as an experim ental procedure. One is  to  forego in v e s tig a tin g  phenomena 

th a t  re q u ire  decep tion . The o th e r is  to  use ro le -p la y in g  (Brown, 1965; 

Kelman, 1967; S chu ltz , 1969). The adequacy of ro le -p la y in g  as an a l te r n a ­

t iv e  to  decep tion  has been challenged  on both  th e o re t ic a l  (C arlson , 1971; 

Freedman, 1970; McQuire, 1969) and em pirica l grounds (Holmes 6c B ennett, 

1974; M ille r ,  1972). Furtherm ore, i t  would seem th a t  even a ro le -p la y in g  

experim ent may invoke the onus o f e th ic a l  questions i f  i t  deals  w ith a 

h ig h ly  involv ing  em otional s i tu a t io n  th a t  succeeds in  engaging the sub­

j e c t s ,  as was th e  case in  the  Zimbardo p riso n  experim ent.

Rubin (1973) suggested th a t  one could s k i r t  the problem of decep­

tio n  by w ithhold ing  in form ation  ra th e r  than by a c tiv e ly  m isrep resen tin g  

an a c tio n . In o rd e r to  do th i s ,  the  su b je c ts  w ill  u su a lly  have to  be un­

aware th a t  they a re  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  re sea rch . Thus, one e th ic a l  dilemma 

may be so lved  by c re a tin g  ano ther. I t  is  a lso  questio n ab le  as to  whether 

the w ithhold ing  o f in fo rm a tio n --e sp e c ia lly  where i t  allow s su b jec ts  to  draw
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th e i r  own f a ls e  co nclusions, as recommended by R u b in --is  not merely an
/

a l te r n a t iv e  form of d ecep tion : decep tion  by om ission ra th e r  than by

commission.

The Issue  o f S tre ss

The most p re d ic ta b le  c a l l  fo r e th ic a l  debate . . . d e riv es  from 
those experim ents which expose, e i th e r  in  fa c t  or v ia  decep tion , the 
s u b je c t to  ph y sica l or m ental anguish . C ountless experim ents can be 
c i te d  in  which su b je c ts  have rece iv ed  (or adm in istered) e le c t r ic  
shock, rece ived  f i c t i t i o u s  or tru e  re p o r ts  o f  inadequacy on an i n t e l ­
lig en ce  or p e rso n a lity  t e s t ,  f a i le d  a t  a ta sk , been exposed to  the 
s ig h t o r sound o f another in  d i s t r e s s ,  been in su lte d  or r e la te d  to  
h a rsh ly  by the experim enter o r h is  accom plice, e tc . . . . From a sub­
s ta n t iv e  poin t o f view, th ese  c o n d itio n s  may be c ru c ia l  in  opera­
t io n a liz in g  one or more conceptual v a r ia b le . , . . The b asic  fa c t is  
th a t  the p sy ch o lo g is t, as w ell as the layman, i s  o fte n  v i t a l l y  in t e r ­
e s te d  in  behaviors which deal w ith in e f fe c t iv e n e s s , w ith an x ie ty  or 
s t r e s s ,  w ith in te rp e rso n a l d is c o rd - - in  s h o r t ,  w ith  man under le s s  
than optim al c o n d itio n s . (M ille r , 1972, pp. 75-76)

Q uestions posed by experim ents which induce, o r give r i s e  to , 

p h y sica l o r psycho log ica l s t r e s s ,  a re  m u ltifa c e te d . What types o f s t r e s s ­

fu l  experiences ( e .g . ,  a n x ie ty , c o n f l ic t ,  f r u s t r a t io n )  a re  p a r t ic u la r ly  

l ik e ly  to  be d is tu rb in g ?  For example, i s  i t  e a s ie r  fo r  a su b je c t to  t o l e r ­

a te  s i tu a t io n s  involv ing  c o n f l ic t  r a th e r  than f r u s t r a t io n ,  or is  the type 

o f s t r e s s  ir re le v a n t?  What degree of s t r e s s  m ight be considered  r e a l ly  

noxious and what degree e s s e n t ia l ly  t r i v i a l ?  And, f in a l ly ,  should s t r e s s ,  

even i f  temporary and m oderate, be allow ed in  experim entation?

P hysical s t r e s s ,  such as shock or o th er induced pain , has not given 

r i s e  to  as much debate or con troversy  as p sycho log ica l s t r e s s .  This does 

no t imply a more to le ra n t  a t t i tu d e  toward p h y sica l s t r e s s  bu t ra th e r  r e ­

f le c ts  the fa c t  th a t  the issu es  involved in  p h y sica l s t r e s s  are  more 

ta n g ib le  and th e re fo re  e a s ie r  to  c o n fro n t. P hysica l s t r e s s  can be more 

r e a d i ly  defined  and a ssessed , even i f  pain  has a su b je c tiv e  elem ent. More­

over, the su b jec t can always be given th e  choice o f whether he is  w illin g



12

to  undergo the s t r e s s .  In experim ents Involving ph y sica l s t r e s s ,  the 

n a tu re  and in te n s i ty  o f the pain  can be exp la ined , and even exaggerated , 

to  the s u b je c t, and he can be given the op tion  o f p a r t ic ip a tin g  or no t.

But the n a tu re  and ex ten t o f  p o ss ib le  psycholog ical s tr e s s  u su a lly  cannot 

be d e ta i le d  to  the  subject--som etim es because i t  is  unknown and o th er 

tim es because i t  would contam inate the r e s u l ts  o f the experim ent.

Baumrind (1970) complains th a t  the APA P rin c ip le s  a re  " s t r i c t e r "  

w ith  regard  to  p h y sica l s t r e s s  than they a re  w ith  psycholog ical s t r e s s  as 

" th e re  a re  no q u a lif ic a tio n s  to  the  p r in c ip le s  th a t  prevent the in v e s t i ­

g a to r from exposing a su b jec t to  p o ss ib le  ph y sica l harm"..(p. 888). But 

th is  need not r e f l e c t  a more ca llo u sed  a t t i tu d e  toward psycho log ica l 

s t r e s s ,  s in ce  ph y sica l harm can be determ ined and app ra ised  w ith  g re a te r  

f a c i l i t y .  P sychological harm, on the o th e r hand, involves a g re a te r  degree 

o f su b je c tiv e  in te rp r e ta t io n .  And, th e re fo re , i t  i s  o fte n  much more d i f ­

f i c u l t  to  sp ec ify  the  n a tu re  and ex ten t o f psycho log ica l s t r e s s  in  a p rec ise  

manner. Thus the  problems in h eren t in  d ea lin g  w ith the issu e  of psycholog i­

c a l s t r e s s  a re  more su b tle  and complex than a re  the problems a r is in g  from 

p h y sica l s t r e s s .

One dilemma in h eren t in  the problem o f  psycho log ica l s t r e s s - -p r e -  

se n tin g  enormous d i f f i c u l t i e s - - i s  the fa c t  th a t  psycho log ica l s t r e s s  is  

g e n e ra lly  u n an tic ip a te d  by the su b je c t and o ccas io n a lly  u n a n tic ip a te d  by 

the  experim enter h im se lf. Although fo r some experim ents, s t r e s s  i s  d e l ib ­

e r a te ly  c re a te d  so th a t  i t s  e f f e c ts  can be in v e s tig a te d , in o th e r ex p e ri­

ments i t  is  an "unexpected by-product o f  an experim ental probe" (Milgram, 

1965) as in  the Asch (1952), Milgram (1963) and Haney e t  a l .  (1973) ex­

perim ents. But even fo r those experim ents where s t r e s s  i s  d e l ib e ra te ly
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c re a te d , the  in te n s i ty  o f th e  s tr e s s  cannot always be p red ic ted  o r con­

t r o l l e d .  P a r tic u la r  k inds o f s t r e s s ,  such as c o n f l ic t  or an x ie ty , may 

be more p a in fu l or unp leasan t fo r  some in d iv id u a ls  than o th e rs : to le ra n c e

undoubtedly v a r ie s .

In a s i tu a t io n  e l i c i t i n g  psycholog ical s tr e s s  th a t  is  d e lib e ra te ly  

c rea ted  fo r  th e  purpose o f studying  re a c tio n s  to  s t r e s s ,  e sp e c ia lly  in  an 

experim ent th a t  involves a decep tive  cover s to ry , exposure to  u n a n tic ip a te d  

s t r e s s  is  in e v i ta b le .  But u n a n tic ip a te d  s t r e s s  can a lso  occur in  ex p eri­

m ental s i tu a t io n s  th a t  do no t use deception  in  i t s  u sua l sense . For in ­

s tan c e , in  study ing  f ru s t r a t io n  or re a c tio n s  to  f a i lu r e ,  a s i tu a t io n  is  

c re a te d  th a t  i s  capable o f producing th ese  re a c tio n s . And the  su b jec t 

is  exposed to  an u n a n tic ip a te d  unp leasan t s ta t e  reg a rd le ss  o f whether a 

decep tive  cover s to ry  is  used . This exposure may involve vary ing  degrees 

o f  s t r e s s ,  depending both  on the  s i tu a t io n  and on the s e n s i t iv i ty  o f th e  

person to  the p a r t ic u la r  emotion involved. G enerally  a su b je c t i s  not 

forewarned th a t  he w i l l  face f r u s t r a t io n  or f a i lu r e  and, th e re fo re , 

c e r ta in ly  cannot r e a l iz e  or a n t ic ip a te  th a t  he w ill  face  a s i tu a t io n  th a t  

could evoke a s tro n g  em otional response.

One cannot t e l l  a su b je c t who is  about to  undergo an experience 

o f f ru s t r a t io n  the  d e ta i l s  o f th e  a n tic ip a te d  re a c tio n  even when they a re  

known, and expect to  g e t v a l id  experim ental r e s u l t s .  Nor could one study 

re a c tio n s  to  prolonged is o la t io n ,  and inform th e  su b je c ts  about the  de­

t a i l s  o f  th e i r  l ik e ly  psycho log ica l experience. Again the  r e s u l ts  might 

be contam inated by inducing a re a c tio n —through suggestion  or expecta­

t io n —th a t  o therw ise  might not have occurred . Orne and Scheibe (1964) 

have suggested  th a t  even th e  p resence of a panic bu tton  has more in fluence
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on the  r e s u l t s  o f sensory d ep riv a tio n  experim ents than th e  s ta t e  o f 

d ep riv a tio n  i t s e l f .

Does ^.anxiety, f ru s t r a t io n  or c o n f l ic t ,  w ith in  th e  confines o f an 

experim ent o f r e la t iv e ly  sh o rt d u ra tio n , c o n s ti tu te  an experience o f su f­

f ic ie n t ly  p a in fu l magnitude to  be considered  an inhumane exposure to  harm­

fu l and d e s tru c tiv e  psycho log ica l fo rces?  (Within the confines o f  an 

experiment must be emphasized s in ce  the  n a tu re  o f the  issu e  is  d if f e r e n t  

i f  the  s u b je c t 's  experience in  the experim ent is  such th a t  i t  is  l ik e ly  

to  induce lin g e rin g  and harm ful a f t e r e f f e c t s . )  Kelman (1967) a sk s: "Do

we have the  r ig h t  to  add to  l i f e ' s  l i t t l e  a n x ie tie s  , . . Some say no. 

But no t a l l  p sy ch o lo g ists  f e e l  th a t  an x ie ty  or o th e r p sy ch o lo g ica lly  

s t r e s s f u l  experiences a re  to  be avoided c a te g o r ic a l ly .  Some approach the 

issu e  from the s tan d p o in t o f what degree of s tr e s s  is  to  be considered  

to le ra b le  fo r  a su b je c t to  endure and under what c ircum stances. Poten­

t i a l  su b je c ts  should c e r ta in ly  be co n su lted .

Another p o in t o f  view, pu t fo r th  by Crawford (1970) and Elms (1972), 

is  th a t  even a d is tu rb in g  experience in  an experim ent can have p o s it iv e  

consequences in  the  l i f e  o f a su b je c t.  In a sense they tak e  the same 

a t t i tu d e  toward p a in fu l psycho log ica l experiences w ith in  an experim ent 

th a t  Baumrind (1972) takes toward pain  and su ffe r in g  in  g e n e ra l. I t  need 

not " n e c e ssa r ily  be bad or e v i l"  (p. 1085) in  i t s e l f ,  i f  a person is  ab le  

to  p r o f i t  from h is  experience. In  f a c t ,  Baumrind regards "se lf-ch o sen  

su ffe rin g  as necessary  fo r s e l f - r e a l i z a t io n  and th e re fo re  under c e r ta in  

circum stances as good," but o b je c ts  to  s u ffe r in g  w ith in  an experim ent 

because she fe e ls  i t  is  i n f l i c t e d . Others fe e l th a t  in  experim ents where 

the su b je c t is  given a choice o f a c t io n s ,  s u ffe r in g  need no t be considered  

" in f l i c t e d ."
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The Issue o f  L ingering and Harmful A f te re f fe c ts

In the previous d iscu ss io n  of physica l and psychological s t r e s s ,  

the focus was on s t r e s s  confined to the experimental s i tu a t io n .  Now 

another ques tion  must be r a i s e d .  What kinds of s t r e s s  a re  l i k e ly  to  have 

enduring harmful e f f e c t s  and what kinds o f s t r e s s  are  l i k e ly  to produce 

only temporary pain  or u p se t,  even i f  severe? Experiments th a t  cause tempo­

ra ry  psycholog ica l s t r e s s  o r  physica l discom fort are presumably not under­

taken without c a r e fu l  and concerned d e l ib e ra t io n .  But perhaps even more 

worrisome a re  those  experim ental s i tu a t io n s  in which th e re  i s  the  p o s s i ­

b i l i t y  th a t  s t r e s s ,  anguish, or o ther untoward re a c t io n s  are  l ik e ly  to 

continue beyond the experim ental se ss io n . S tress  which is  l im ite d  does 

not give r i s e  to  the same degree of concern as s t r e s s  th a t  could have 

both  long-term , and p o ss ib ly  harmful, consequences.

That p r i o r i t y  be given to  the re sea rch  p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  w elfare in 

weighing the pros and cons o f conducting resea rch  has been emphasized by 

the  APA P r in c ip le s  (1973), p a r t i c u la r ly  in  re fe ren ce  to  re sea rch  whose 

consequences a re  l i k e l y  to r e s u l t  in l in g e r in g  harm. "The n e a re s t  th a t  

the  p r in c ip le s  in  th i s  document come to  an immutable 'thou  sha lt*  or 'thou  

s h a l t  n o t '  i s  in  the in s is te n c e  th a t  the human p a r t ic ip a n ts  emerge from 

th e i r  research  experience unharmed--or a t  l e a s t  th a t  the r i s k s  a re  minimal, 

understood by the p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  and accepted as reasonable"  (p. 11).

I t  can probably be assumed th a t  a l l  in v e s t ig a to r s  would agree th a t  

permanent harm should not be i n f l i c t e d  on a su b je c t .  Despite t h i s ,  con­

tro v e rsy  i s  s t i l l  p rev a len t .  In d isp u te  is  what experim ental procedures 

a re  l i k e ly  to  be permanently harmful and what c o n s t i tu te s  permanent harm. 

Indeed, the same consequence of an experiment--from the p o in t  of view of
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the  s u b je c t - - i s  considered  b la t a n t ly  damaging by some psycho log is ts  and 

p o te n t i a l ly  b e n e f i c i a l  by o th e rs ,  fo r  example, ac tions  or re a c t io n s  

w ith in  the con tex t of an experiment th a t  a su b jec t  might consider as 

being u n d es irab le ,  Improper or Indecent behavior.

The question  of r i s k  Is  a lso  a t  is su e .  What i s  considered  a 

reasonable  r i s k  i f  there  is  a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  harm? Baumrind (1964, 1971, 

1972) i n s i s t s  th a t  no degree of r i s k  i s  j u s t i f i e d ,  however s l i g h t .  But 

t h i s  requirement would ru le  out a l l  experiments, no m atte r  how seemingly 

t r i v i a l  or benign they might appear. An apparen tly  benign experiment 

might harm a su b jec t  because the  experimenter conducting i t  i s  in s e n s i ­

t iv e  to  the  needs o f  o th e rs  or because i t  could a f f e c t  a su b je c t  unex­

pec ted ly  fo r  some unforeseeab le  id io sy n c ra t ic  reason. Some r i s k  may be 

unavoidable in  any human endeavor.

But even Baumrind (1964) does not eschew r i s k  in  a l l  re sea rch  

endeavors invo lv ing  human su b je c ts .  With re sp e c t  to  medical re sea rch ,  

r i s k  o f  " r e a l  harm" can be j u s t i f i e d  by the  "concrete  b e n e f i t  to human­

i t y "  o f  a p a r t i c u la r  re sea rch  e f f o r t .  For example, the Sabin vaccine. 

Medical re sea rch  can a f fo rd  the element o f  r i s k ,  psychological research  

cannot. Risk for su b je c ts  in  psychology experiments i s  deplored by Baum­

r in d  who a s s e r t s  i t  i s  u n ju s t i f i e d  because o f  the dubious importance and 

doubtfu l s ig n if ic a n c e  of psychological research . She a l le g e s  both ex­

p l i c i t l y  and im p l ic i t ly  th a t  psychological re sea rch  has not made a n o te ­

worthy c o n tr ib u t io n  to improving the human co n d it io n  and th a t  i t  never 

w i l l .  Perhaps she i s  r ig h t .  But medicine i t s e l f  has o f te n  been unable 

to  p re d ic t  where medical e f fo r t s  w i l l  lead.

James (1969), in  d iscuss ing  e th ic a l  issues  in  the re g u la t io n  of 

experim ental m edicine, emphasizes the  lack o f p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  in research
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advances. " I t  has been s a id  th a t  those who were o p tim is ts  in  th e i r  p re ­

d ic t io n s  of h e a l th  progress have been proved wrong--because they never 

dared to be o p t im is t ic  enough.1 Who would have suspected 35 years ago 

th a t  we would now have removed p o l io m y e li t is ,  measles, and pneumococcal 

pneumonia as major th re a t s .  . . .  A review of the  major s ta tem ents  o f  the 

h e a l th  leaders  of the 1934 era gives no c lu e  to  these cu rren t  r e a l i t i e s "  

(p. 301). V isscher (1969) makes a s im i la r  p o in t  in  d iscuss ing  "two s ides  

of the coin" in  the re g u la t io n  of experimental medicine. " In  the past 

100 y ea rs ,  biomedical re sea rch  has led  to  what would have seemed to  a 

person l iv in g  a  cen tury  ago, ab so lu te ly  unbelievab le  advances in  the con­

t r o l  o f  d isease  and the r e l i e f  o f  su ffe r in g "  (p. 319). •

I t  should a lso  be mentioned th a t  in  s p i t e  o f  the fa c t  th a t  d i s ­

cussion  of e th ic a l  issues  in medical re sea rch  has a longer h i s to r y  than 

in  psychology, many aspects  o f  medical research  remain h igh ly  con tro ­

v e r s i a l  and a re  by no means considered  a simple m atter  to  re so lv e .  And 

those concerned with e th ic s  in  medical re sea rch  have a lso  argued the 

question  of how much r i s k  is  j u s t i f i e d .  In regard  to medical re sea rch ,  

l i f e  i t s e l f  may be a t  s take .  Although medical re sea rch  is  not a t  issue  

h e re ,  i t s  problems in dea ling  with " r i s k " - - d e s p i t e  i t s  "concrete  b e n e f i t  

to  humanity"--may be symptomatic of the u n c e r ta in ty  inheren t in any en­

deavor involv ing  human beings.

Turning to  the  ques tion  of what may give r i s e  to  harmful a f t e r ­

e f f e c t s ,  the r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  has sometimes been a t t r ib u te d  to  general 

causes such as deception and, a t  o ther  tim es, a t t r i b u t e d  to  s p e c i f ic  pro­

cedures th a t  involve c o n f l i c t ,  f a lse  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  undes irab le  t r a i t s ,  

o r  extreme s t r e s s .  The na tu re  o f  the  contemplated harm, o f course , de­

pends both on i t s  source and on what i s  considered  harmful. Three general
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ca te g o r ie s  o f harm have been mentioned: (1) prolonged trauma or increased

an x ie ty ;  (2) an a l t e r e d  se lf- im age or a damaged sense o f  s e lf -e s teem ;

(3) lo ss  of f a i th  in  le g i t im a te  a u th o r i ty  w ith r e s u l t a n t  fe e l in g s  of 

anomie or a l ie n a t io n .  N a tu ra lly  these  c a te g o r ie s  a re  n e i th e r  independent 

nor m utually  exclusive .

Prolonged Trauma or Increased Anxiety

Prolonged trauma or increased  anx ie ty  can occur as a consequence 

o f another category  o f harm or i t  can be the d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  an ex p e r i­

mental procedure. For example, B re s s le r  e t  a l .  (1939) rep o rted  a case 

o f traum atic  neurosis  th a t  r e su l te d  from an i s o la t io n  experiment, d e sp ite  

the f a c t  th a t  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  had been screened, the i s o l a t io n  was r e l a ­

t i v e ly  m ild, and the experiment was d iscon tinued  as soon as the su b jec t  

in d ica ted  th a t  she found i t  d is tu rb in g .  This a r t i c l e  was the only in ­

s tance  of repo rted  i l l - e f f e c t s  from an experim ent--based on the  a c tu a l  

occurrence of a severe negative  r e a c t io n - - r a th e r  than mere co n jec tu re .  

Needless to  say, th a t  does not in d ic a te  the lack  of such re a c t io n s .

They could have occurred unbeknownst to  the  experimenter or they may not 

have been published . But i t  would seem to in d ic a te  th a t  ro u tin e  follow- 

up of p o te n t i a l ly  d is tu rb in g  experiments should be a s tandard  procedure. 

Milgram (1974) had a p s y c h ia t r i s t  ev a lua te  the e f f e c t  o f  h is  experiment 

on a group o f su b jec ts  a year a f t e r  they  had p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the obedi­

ence research . More em pirica l s tu d ie s  a re  needed on the  p o ss ib le ,  long­

term d e le te r io u s  e f f e c t s  of s p e c i f ic  experim ental procedures.

Kelman (1967) asks whether we have a r ig h t  to  r i s k  the  p o s s ib i l i t y  

of "ex tensive  anx ie ty  purely  for the purposes o f our experim ents, p a r t ic u ­

l a r l y  s ince  deception deprives the su b je c t  o f the opportun ity  to choose
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whether or not he wishes to expose h im self  to the r i s k s  th a t  might be 

e n ta i le d "?  Exposure to r i s k  cannot be undertaken l i g h t ly  even when the 

su b jec t  i s  aware o f  the r i s k ,  but i t  becomes e s p e c ia l ly  se rious  when he 

does not know th e re  is  a p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  harm.

The APA P r in c ip le s  a s s e r t  th a t  in  s i tu a t io n s  in  which there  is  

a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  "cau tious  exp lo ra tion  with a few 

p i l o t  su b jec ts  may be j u s t i f i e d ,  but the in v e s t ig a to r  should be prepared 

to apply e f f e c t iv e  am elio ra tive  measures should a f t e r e f f e c t s  occur" (p. 74). 

U nfortunate ly , i t  is  questionab le  as to  whether " e f fe c t iv e  am elio ra tive  

measures" can be assured  with our p resen t s t a t e  of knowledge. Therefore, 

i t  would be d e s ira b le  to a n t ic ip a te  the  l ik e l ih o o d ,  and the n a tu re ,  of 

p o ss ib le  harm by sy s te m a tic a l ly  co n su lt in g  with p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  before  

a s tudy  is  even p i lo te d .  This would a lso  allow  an in v e s t ig a to r  to prepare 

h im se lf  to d e a l - - i n  the most e f f e c t iv e  manner--with any adverse reac t io n s  

th a t  might occur, i f  i t  is  decided to  undertake the experiment because 

the  r i s k  appears to  be minimal.

A lte re d  Self-Image or Damaged Self-Esteem

In considering  the question o f  an a l t e r e d  se lf- im age or a damaged 

se lf -e s te e m , a d i s t i n c t i o n  must be made between harm th a t  might r e s u l t  

because the experimenter has imposed a f a l s e  impression of some psycho­

lo g ic a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  on the su b je c t ,  and harm th a t  might r e s u l t  from 

the su b jec t  behaving in  a manner tdiich runs counter to  both h is  expecta­

t io n s  and h is  conception of decent and d e s ira b le  behavior.

In some experiments fa lse  feedback i s  given to  the s u b je c ts - -  

e i t h e r  on th e i r  performance on some ta sk  or on the r e s u l t s  o f  some person­

a l i t y  m easure--to  induce a des ired  psychologica l s t a t e .  Kelman has
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wondered whether the explanation  a t  the end of the experiment th a t  the 

inform ation was f a l s e ,  is  s u f f i c i e n t  to  remove the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f harm­

fu l  a f t e r e f f e c t s ,  e s p e c ia l ly  when i t  involves an aspect of a person th a t  

arouses sp e c ia l  concern, such as m ascu lin ity  or homosexuality. A study 

by W alster e t  a l .  (1967) th a t  in v e s t ig a te d  the re s id u a l  e f f e c ts  of f a ls e  

a t t r i b u t io n s  a f t e r  d eb r ie f in g  found the le v e l  of concern to  be u n re la ted  

to  the e f fe c t iv e n e ss  of d e b r ie f in g  in  co un te rac ting  the f a l s e  Inform ation. 

But they could not ru le  out the  p o s s ib i l i t y  of such an e f f e c t  fo r  e x p e r i­

ments th a t  use a s tronger  m a n ip u la t io n - -a t t r ib u t io n s  th a t  a re  of g re a te r  

p o te n t ia l  concern than the one they used. Moreover, thiiy did f ind  e v i ­

dence th a t  d eb r ie f in g  might "not be as immediately e f f e c t iv e  as ex p e r i­

menters have hoped and assumed." Subjects , i r r e s p e c t iv e  of th e i r  i n i t i a l  

le v e l  o f  concern, seemed to  adopt a t t i tu d e s  asc ribed  to  them by the ex­

perim enter, d e sp ite  a lengthy and unusually  thorough d eb r ie f in g .

That f a ls e  a t t r ib u t io n s  may not be as amenable to d e b r ie f in g  as 

o ther  fe a tu re s  of an experiment, i s  p la u s ib le  when i t  i s  considered  th a t  

su b je c ts  may d e s ire  to  p a r t i c ip a te  in  psychology experiments because of 

an i n t e r e s t  in  " lea rn in g  more about them selves."  This study as w ell as 

the p i l o t  study revealed  the prevalence o f  th i s  motive. Thus, f a l s e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  asc ribed  to  a s u b je c t ,  even i f  l a t e r  d iscounted , could 

be r e a d i ly  incorporated  in to  the p e rso n 's  se lf- im age , e s p e c ia l ly  when 

they a re  conveyed by a psycho log is t ,  or psychological instrum ent, reputed 

to be able  to provide in s ig h ts  in to  behavior. Furthermore, the su b jec t  

can view the d eb r ie f in g  procedure as an attempt a t  reassurance and support 

r a th e r  than as a means of conveying accu ra te  inform ation. The su b je c t  may 

a lso  be desirous of b e l iev in g  c e r t a in  misinform ation about h im self ,  pa r­

t i c u l a r l y  i f  i t  seems to  have p o s i t iv e  im plica tions .
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Some experiments expose a su b je c t  to  the p o s s ib i l i t y  of an a l te re d  

se lf- im age , and subsequent harm, by what Baumrind (1971) c a l l s  th e i r  

"psychological flaws" (p. 888) which makes them vu lnerab le  to being ex­

p lo i te d  by an experimenter th a t  they t r u s t .  In c r i t i c i z i n g  the Milgram 

obedience experiment, she s t a t e s  (1964): " I t  i s  p o te n t ia l ly  harmful to

a su b jec t  to  commit in  the course of an experiment, a c ts  which he h im self  

considers  unworthy, p a r t i c u la r ly  when he has been entrapped in to  commit­

t in g  such a c ts  by an in d iv id u a l  he has reason  to  t r u s t . "  Kelman a lso  

fe e ls  th a t  obedient su b je c ts  in the  Milgram experiment could come away 

from th e i r  experience with a lower s e lf -e s te e m —"having to  l iv e  with the 

r e a l i z a t i o n  th a t  they were w il l in g  to "  i n f l i c t  "extreme pain on a fe llow  

human b e in g ."

Although Kelman fe e ls  th a t  th i s  lesson  would c o n s t i tu te  an " in ­

s t r u c t iv e  c o n f ro n ta t io n "  and "provide va luab le  in s ig h t"  i f  i t  took place 

in  the  " r e a l  w orld ,"  he questions  i t s  leg itim acy  in  the  la b o ra to ry  be­

cause su b jec ts  do not come fo r  p o te n t i a l ly  d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts .  Yet i f  

the p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  t h i s  study a re  ty p ic a l ,  su b jec ts  do vo lun teer  for 

experiments because they seek knowledge o f themselves. Of course , they 

may p re fe r  th a t  th i s  knowledge is  not un favorab le --bu t th a t  may a lso  be 

tru e  in  l i f e  or psychotherapy--where Kelman fe e ls  th a t  t r u th f u l  confron­

t a t io n  has va lue . Milgram reported  th a t  h i s  su b jec ts  endorsed th e i r  

p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  f e e l in g  th a t  they had learned  something of personal im­

portance (1964). Ring (1970) confirms th is  find ing  in  an independent 

s tudy o f s u b je c ts '  r e a c t io n s  to  an obedience experiment: "Their eva lu ­

a t io n  o f  the  experiment (was) p re v a i l in g ly  and unmistakenly p o s i t iv e . "

M ille r  (1972) wonders why the s o c ia l  psychological lab o ra to ry  

should be considered  to  be divorced from o ther  experiences in l i f e ,
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p o in ting  out th a t  people le a rn  unpleasant th ings about them selves--qu ite  

u nexpec ted ly --in  a v a r i e ty  o f  l i f e  events. Crawford (1970) fe e ls  th a t  

Kelman holds two e th ic a l  g u id e lin es  which a re  mutually exc lus ive : "The

f i r s t  is  t h a t  m anipulations which serve to increase  freedom of choice are 

e th ic a l ly  su p e r io r ,  and the second i s  th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  our s tu d ie s  

should no t leave the experience with le ss  se lf -e s teem  or more anx ie ty  

than they brought to  i t . "

Others have a lso  questioned whether avoiding experiments in  which 

there  is  a p o s s i b i l i t y  of the su b jec t  being confronted with p o te n t i a l ly  

d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts  is  n e c e s s a r i ly  e th i c a l l y  superio r .  They question  

whether "b l in d  t r u s t "  in  a u th o r i ty  and a f a l s e  self-im age a re  a s se ts  or 

l i a b i l i t i e s .  "Perhaps a r e a l i z a t io n  of o n e 's  flaws leads to a u se fu l  and 

co n s tru c t iv e  examination of o u r se l f "  (Kaufman, 1967). Elms (1973) po in ts  

out th a t  p sycho log is ts  have observed th a t  a "d isc repan t"  se lf -e s teem  may 

be d e tr im en ta l  to  an in d iv id u a l  and th a t  a p o s i t iv e  self-im age should have 

a r e a l i s t i c  b a s is .  He then adds th a t  i f  a psychologist, through h is  a c t io n s ,  

weakens an in d iv id u a l 's  s e lf -e s teem , "he should be prepared to help  the

ind iv id u a l f ind  more r e a l i s t i c  bases for re b u ild in g  a p o s it iv e  se lf- im age"

<P. 155).

Bypassing D ebriefing  as a S o lu tion

One so lu t io n  o f  a completely d i f f e r e n t  order has a lso  been pro­

posed fo r  the problem of a su b jec t  lea rn in g  something unfavorable about 

h im self ,  thus lowering h is  s e lf -e s te e m  and d iscovering  h e 's  been deceived. 

Don't d e b r ie f  him. S to l la c k  (1967) asks, "Does the t ru th  always s e t  our 

su b jec ts  f re e ? "  In d iscu ss in g  the obedience experiment, he suggests  th a t  

i f  a su b jec t  has behaved ” ignobly"--be  compassionate and e i th e r  bypass
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the d e b r ie f in g  or avoid th a t  aspect o f the d eb r ie f in g  which could convey 

th a t  to  the su b je c t .  Campbell (1969) advocates om itting  d eb r ie f in g  a l t o ­

gether  in  deception  experiments.

But not only can th is  approach be questioned on e th ic a l  grounds,

i t  seems h ig h ly  questionab le  on pragmatic grounds. F i r s t ,  a su b jec t  is

undoubtedly aware o f  how he behaved, even i f  he is  not immediately aware

of the f u l l  im p lica tions  of h is  behavior. Second, i f  he l a t e r  th inks

about h is  behav ior, he may reap p ra ise  h is  ac t io n s  and a lso  be in  ignorance 

of e s s e n t i a l  aspects  of the s i t u a t i o n  and, th e re fo re ,  be unable to  prop­

e r ly  judge h is  deed. He would not know th a t  the m a jo r i ty  of the su b jec ts  

behaved as he d id  nor would he know th a t  he a c tu a l ly  did no t h u r t  anyone. 

Third, he might subsequently  read about the experiment, lea rn ing  both th a t  

h is  behavior was considered  " ignoble"  and th a t  he had been deceived. Any 

o f  the above could r e s u l t  in  a re a c t io n  of g re a te r  magnitude and s e r io u s ­

ness than th a t  which might have occurred i f  he were debriefed  and i t  would 

occur w ithout the exper im en te r 's  awareness. Thus, th e re  would be no op­

p o r tu n i ty  for the  s u b je c t ' s  p o ss ib le  fe e l in g s  of anger, h u m ilia t io n  or 

anx ie ty  to  be am eliora ted  through a  s e n s i t iv e  and supportive  d e b r ie f in g .  

R ing 's  study (1970) suggests  th a t  the mode of d eb r ie f in g  does make a 

d i f f e re n c e ,  and a s ig n i f i c a n t  reduc tion  in  emotional tension  can be 

achieved by provid ing  the su b jec t  with j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for her behavior. 

Holmes (1976) a lso  found th a t  e f f e c t iv e  d eb r ie f in g  is  poss ib le .  "Behaved 

ignobly" is  a va lue  judgment. Truth and compassion can be combined when 

judgmental a t t i t u d e s  a re  not i n f l i c t e d .
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Loss of F a ith  in  Legitim ate  A uthority

In d iscuss ing  deception , i t  was noted th a t  some psycholog ists  

o b jec t  to deception in  a psychology experiment because i t  runs counter to 

the id e a l  of an open and honest r e la t io n s h ip  with people. F urther ob jec­

t ions  have been made to  deception based on the p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  i t  can 

c o n tr ib u te  to harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  from an experiment by in fluenc ing  sub­

j e c t s '  a t t i t u d e s  toward le g i t im a te  a u th o r i ty .  I f  t h e i r  t r u s t  in ad u lt  

a u th o r i t i e s  i s  undermined, fee lin g s  of anomie and a l ie n a t io n  w i l l  r e s u l t .  

Baumrind b e liev es  the  su b jec t  can be adverse ly  a f fe c te d  by experiences in  

experiments " th a t  r e s u l t  in  loss  of t r u s t  in themselves and the i n v e s t i ­

gator and, by e x te n s io n , in  the meaningfulness o f  l i f e  i t s e l f "  (p. 888) 

and th a t  deception bears  a s u b s ta n t ia l  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  for th is  e v e n tu a l i ty .

Empirical e f f o r t s  to  explore re ac t io n s  to deception, including  

deception where severe s t r e s s  is  encountered, have f a i le d  to  document these 

d ire  p re d ic t io n s  (Holmes, 1976; Lowin e t  a l . , 1968; M il le r ,  1972; Ring, 

1970). In the Ring (1970) s tudy of re ac t io n s  to  a Milgram-type obedience 

experiment, he found th a t  none o f the su b jec ts  expressed resentm ent a t  

being deceived, and even responded "remarkably w ell . . .  on being informed 

o f  the d ecep tion -w ith in -a -decep tion  d es ign ."  A double deception* undoubt­

edly runs a s ig n i f i c a n t ly  g re a te r  r i s k  o f  d is tu rb in g  su b jec ts  than the 

usual deception experiment. In f a c t ,  i t  has been c a te g o r ic a l ly  p ro h ib ited  

by some (Kelman, 1967; APA P r in c ip le s ,  1973).

The Ring study d id  in d ic a te  th a t  among the  s u b je c ts —who had a 

follow-up in terv iew  by te lephone, two to f ive  weeks a f t e r  they had p a r t i c i ­

pated in h is  experim en t-- there  were many th a t  were experiencing d i f f i c u l ­

t i e s  in  t r u s t in g  "a d u lt  a u t h o r i t i e s . "  (Approximately one h a l f  of the
•j|f

A 'fa lse  and deceptive  d e b r ie f in g  which i s  a c tu a l ly  a p a r t  of the 
experimental trea tm en t,  before  the a c tu a l  d eb r ie f in g  is  provided.
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o r ig in a l  group were in terv iew ed .)  These su b je c ts  in d ica ted  th a t  they 

were now more susp ic ious  o f  psychology experiments and more wary o f being 

deceived. (About o n e -h a lf  o f  t h i s  group had been in  subsequent deception 

experim ents.)  N everthe less ,  there  was "no necessary  concomitant decrease 

in th e i r  i n t e r e s t  in  se rv ing  as su b jec ts  in  psychology experim ents."  Nor 

d id  they r e g re t  having p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the  obedience experiment or express 

anger over having been deceived.

Perhaps th e  c ru c ia l  in g re d ie n t  in a s u b je c t ' s  r e a c t io n  to  decep­

t io n  i s  whether he can understand , and accept as reasonab le , the  expla­

n a t io n  o f  th e  decep tion , and th e re fo re  be ab le  to  d isc r im in a te  between 

deception  designed to  serve  a v a l id  experim ental purpose and deception 

designed to  serve  th e  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  of the d ece iv e r .  I t  is  q u i te  pos­

s i b l e —as Aronson and Carlsm ith (1968) have po in ted  ou t—th a t  th e  s ty le  

o f  d e b r ie f in g  (and th e  a t t i t u d e s  toward su b je c ts  and experiments i t  r e ­

f l e c t s )  can in flu en c e  the s u b je c t s ’ subsequent re a c t io n  to  a deception 

experiment. One might a lso  note th a t  r e f le x iv e  and in d isc r im in a te  accep­

tance  of a d u l t  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  le g i t im a te  or n o t ,  need not be considered  an 

unequivocally  p re fe r r e d  s t a t e .

The Right to  Privacy

In cons id e rin g  the p o te n t i a l ly  harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  of ex p er i­

ments, su b je c ts  behaving in  a manner th a t  would a l t e r  t h e i r  se lf- im age 

was d iscussed  from the  vantage p o in t  o f  an experiment i n f l i c t i n g  l in g e r ­

ing harm. In  th a t  c o n te x t ,  the  d iscu ss io n  cen te red  on whether i n v e s t i ­

ga to rs  have a r i g h t  to  expose su b je c ts  to  d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts  t h a t  could 

continue to  plague them long a f t e r  the  experiment was over. A su b je c t  

being confronted  with unexpected and u n a n t ic ip a te d  behavior r a i s e s
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another i s s u e —th a t  o f  the  r ig h t  to  p rivacy . In answering a qu es tio n ­

n a i r e ,  a su b jec t  has a choice o f whether he wants to p rov ide , or w ithhold, 

the  inform ation th a t  is  requested . In an experiment, s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n  may 

not be under vo lun ta ry  c o n tro l .  A s u b je c t ' s  behavior or response to  the 

experim ental trea tm ent may convey personal in fo rm ation--bo th  to  h im self  

and o th e r s —without the su b jec t  being able  to  ex e rc ise  conscious and 

d e l ib e ra te  choice over such r e v e la t io n .

The l ik e lih o o d  th a t  t h i s  could occur i s  even g re a te r  in e x p e r i­

ments where the  su b jec ts  a re  unaware o f the  t ru e  purpose of the  ex p e r i­

ment or t h a t  the a c t i v i t i e s  they are  engaged in  a re  p a r t  o f  a research  

e f f o r t .  Schultz (1969) laments: "In  the lab o ra to ry  our s u b je c ts '  inner

fe e l in g s ,  f e a r s ,  and f a n ta s ie s  a re  o f te n  exposed to  view through decep­

t io n  and o ther  techniques designed fo r  such purposes. That we i n s i s t  

we a re  only in te re s te d  in  behavior may have no meaning to  a su b je c t  who, 

through some overt a c t io n ,  fe e ls  th a t  he has d isp layed  cowardice, con­

form ity , or some o ther  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  he would r a th e r  not have d isp la y e d ."

The panel on privacy in  behav io ra l research  (1967) a s s e r t s :

"The e s s e n t i a l  element in privacy  and se lf -d e te rm in a t io n  is  the p r iv i l e g e  

o f making o n e 's  own d ec is ion  as to  the ex ten t to  which one w i l l  re v ea l  

thoughts, fee l in g s  and a c t io n s .  When a person consents f r e e ly  and f u l ly  

to  share h im self  with o th e rs —with a s c i e n t i s t ,  an employer, or c r e d i t  

in v e s t ig a to r—th e re  i s  no invasion o f  p rivacy , reg a rd le ss  o f the q u a l i ty  

o r  na tu re  o f  the inform ation re v e a le d ."  In an experim ental co n tex t ,  

choice over what i s  revea led  cannot always be ex e rc ised ,  even when the  

t ru e  purpose o f the  experiment i s  known, s ince  n e i th e r  the  su b je c t  nor 

th e  experimenter may be ab le  to  p r e d ic t  what w i l l  occur. A dramatic
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in s tan ce  of th i s  i s  the Zimbardo p r iso n  experiment, where extreme forms 

o f behavior were e l i c i t e d  in  a s i t u a t io n  in  which the  su b je c ts  knew, 

in  advance, what the experiment e n ta i le d  and what would be re q u ired  of 

them.

The experimenter faces a dilemma with many unknown parameters 

when h is  re sea rch  is  l ik e ly  to  e l i c i t  unexpected r e v e la t io n s  from h is  

s u b je c ts .  For one th in g ,  he i s  o f te n  unable to  p r e d ic t  the  r e a c t io n  

h is  experiment may provoke, both with re sp e c t  to  the  in d iv id u a l  and the 

group. For an o th e r ,  he i s  o f te n  unable to  f o r e t e l l  what an in d iv id u a l  

might consider an in t ru s io n  on h is  p r ivacy . In s i tu a t io n s  where people 

have been d i r e c t ly  questioned , a t t i tu d e s  toward re v e a l in g  inform ation  

o f  a personal na tu re  a re  o f te n  s u rp r i s in g .  Respondents may re a d i ly  

give the  in tim ate  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e i r  sex l i f e  and ba lk  a t  questions  con­

cern ing  the family income (Westin, 1967).

In an experim ental s i t u a t i o n ,  a su b je c t  is  not p resen ted  with 

an opportun ity  to  withhold inform ation which he may deem o f  a personal 

n a tu re  nor to  decide o f h is  own v o l i t i o n  whether he wants to  vo lun teer  

i t ,  but r a th e r  the  inform ation  is  e x tra c te d  from him by the  experim ental 

tre a tm e n t.  How a su b je c t  w i l l  f e e l  about exposing h im se lf  in  an ex­

perim enta l s i t u a t io n  may depend on the circumstances surrounding the 

"exposure ,"  such as how the  experimenter handles the  s i t u a t i o n  and how 

the su b je c t  f e e ls  about having p a r t i c u la r  inform ation rev ea led .

The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  re v e a lin g  inform ation th a t  may be unfavorable  

or derogatory  could be considered  only from th e  s tan d p o in t o f  i t s  u n fo r­

tu n a te  consequences fo r  the in d iv id u a l .  But i t  could a lso  be argued 

th a t  i f  a person lea rns  something unfavorable  or derogatory  about h im se lf ,  

th a t  i t  i s  b e t t e r  to  have learned  t h i s  in  an experim ental s i t u a t io n  \riiere
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anonymity and c o n f id e n t ia l i t y  a re  re sp ec ted ,  than in  a r e a l - l i f e  s i t u ­

a t io n  where the  same behavior might be openly and p u b l ic ly  hum ilia t in g  

or have some o th e r  u n d es irab le  repercu ss io n s .

The Issue  of Informed Consent

The d o c tr in e  o f  informed consent as a p r e r e q u is i t e  fo r  the 

e th ic a l  conduct o f  experiments is  a fundamental p r in c ip le .  I t  i s  no t 

only designed to  p revent the  e x p lo i ta t io n  of su b je c ts  by exposing them 

to  harm (or any o ther  untoward consequence o f p a r t i c ip a t i o n ) ,  w ithout 

t h e i r  knowledge and perm ission; i t  i s  a reco g n it io n  t h a t  the  in d iv id u a l 's  

r i g h t  of f re e  choice is  an e s s e n t i a l  expression  o f human d ig n i ty .

But, a lthough the concept of informed consent may appear simple 

and obvious in  theory , in  p r a c t ic e  i t  p resen ts  many problems. Some 

problems a r i s e  over what inform ation  is  necessary  fo r  consent to  be 

considered t r u l y  informed and o ther  problems a r i s e  when the  purpose of 

the  resea rch  would be in v a l id a te d  i f  the su b je c t  i s  given a d e ta i le d  

explanation  o f  the re se a rc h ,  vrtien informed consent i s  ob ta ined . This 

i s  e sp e c ia l ly  the  case fo r  behav io ra l research  bu t i t  a lso  a p p l ie s  to  

medical re sea rch  where informing the  su b jec ts  o f  the  p o ss ib le  s id e - e f f e c t s  

o f  a drug could induce th ese  e f fe c ts  through suggestion .

Some have questioned whether t r u ly  informed consent is  even 

p o s s ib le .  Mann (1970) a s s e r t s  th a t  " the  usual consent document is  l i t t l e  

more than a le g a l  c ru tc h "  (p. 353) s in ce  to  ob ta in  t r u l y  informed con­

se n t  in  medical s tu d ie s ,  one would need to  l im i t  su b jec ts  to  medical 

s tu d e n ts .  Fox (1970) a lso  s t r e s s e s  the  "loopholes in  the q u a l i ty  of 

consent"  p o in t in g  to  the  "competence gap" th a t  e x i s t s  between the in ­

v e s t ig a to r  and even a very  i n t e l l i g e n t  and w ell-educated  s u b je c t ,  making
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even the  most scrupu lously  d e ta i l e d  consent agreement o f  dubious va lue . 

Furthermore, an in v e s t ig a to r  may no t be p rivy  to  a l l  th e  necessary  fa c ts  

h im se lf—e s p e c ia l ly  those aspec ts  o f  an experiment r e l a t i n g  to  p o ss ib le  

discom fort or b e n e f i t s  fo r  a su b je c t- -a n d ,  th e re fo re ,  i s  not in  a p o s i ­

t io n  to  convey th i s  inform ation to  the s u b je c t .

That an informed consent agreement may no t fu n c tio n  as smoothly 

as one might hope i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by a study by M artin e t  a l .  (1968), in ­

v e s t ig a t in g  why p r iso n e rs  v o lu n tee r  fo r  medical re se a rc h .  "The s tu d ie s  

in d ic a te  . . . th a t  the  a c t  o f  consenting is  not n e c e s sa r i ly  a token of 

informed understanding" (p. 1430) and vo lun teering  i s  not n e c e s sa r i ly  

as r a t io n a l  a process as an informed consent agreement im p lie s .  Peer 

p ressu re  and environmental in fluences  seem to  have more of a bearing  on 

the  decis ion  to  v o lun teer  than explanations concerning the experiment 

i t s e l f .

The con ten t o f  an informed consent agreement a lso  r a i s e s  ques­

t io n s .  How much inform ation is  needed for consent to  be considered  in ­

formed? Resnick and Schwartz (1973) in  a parody o f  the  informed consent 

p rov is ions  o f  the AFA p r in c ip le s ,  conducted an experiment in  trfiich they 

ran an " e th ic a l "  (informed) and a "none th ica l"  (uninformed) group of 

su b jec ts  in  a ve rb a l cond ition ing  experiment. For the  "no n e th ica l"  

group, they used the  usual procedures for r e c ru i t in g  and running s u b je c ts .  

For the  " e th ic a l "  group, they explained the purpose and d e t a i l s  o f  the 

experiment and procedure down to  the  l a s t  boring m inu tiae .  Not only d id  

they  have d i f f i c u l t y  in  r e c ru i t in g  su b jec ts  for  the  " e th ic a l "  group and 

then  having them appear ( " i t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  people lo se  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  

in  p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  psychological research  when i t  i s  d isc lo sed  f u l l y
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what the re sea rch  is  about" [p. 137]), bu t some su b je c ts  in d ica ted  t h a t  

they thought i t  was e i t h e r  a joke o r  an e lab o ra te  deception in  d isg u ise .  

That a t t i t u d e  could be a t t r i b u t e d  to  s c u t t l e b u t t  about deception which 

pervades co lleg e  campuses bu t i t  could a lso  have been provoked by a 

"Gertrude" r e a c t io n :  "Thou dost p r o te s t  too  much" (Shakespeare, 1601).

The APA P r in c ip le s  (1973) s t a t e :  "Providing complete inform ation

about a l l  o f  the  many conceivable co n s id e ra tio n s  th a t  might be important 

to  any p o ss ib le  p a r t i c ip a n t  is  obviously im prac ticab le  and would be un­

accep tab le  to  the  re sea rch  p a r t ic ip a n t  and in v e s t ig a to r  a l i k e .  Human 

judgment i s  re q u ire d  as to  what inform ation  the  in d iv id u a l  might reason­

ably want to  have" (p. 30). The New York Regents ' d ec is io n  in  the Chronic 

Disease H ospita l  case  regarded no consent as v a l id  un less  i t  is  "based on 

a d isc lo su re  of a l l  m a te r ia l  f a c t s "  (p. 664). The d ec is io n  fu r th e r  s t i p ­

u la te d  the  In te n t  of the  d isc lo su re  by d e f in in g  m a te r ia l  f a c ts  as "any 

fa c t  which might in f lu en c e  the g iv ing  or w ithholding of consent"  and a lso  

s p e c i f ie d  th a t  d e l ib e ra te  nondisclosure  of a m a te r ia l  f a c t  i s  no d i f f e r e n t  

from d e l ib e ra te  m is re p re se n ta t io n .

Objections to  deception in  psycho log ica l re sea rch  have o f te n  

been based on i t s  depriv ing  the su b je c t  o f  the opportun ity  to  g ive in ­

formed consent (Baumrind, 1971, 1972; Kelman, 1967). Baumrind (1972) 

f e e ls  th a t  "decep tive  in s t ru c t io n s  prevent informed consent"  and th e re ­

fo re  deprive the  su b je c t  of "his  a b i l i t y  to  decide f r e e ly  and r a t io n a l ly  

how he wishes to  d ispose o f  h is  time" and is th e re fo re  "demeaning"

(p. 1083). She does not f e e l ,  however, t h a t  a re sea rch e r  has a moral 

o b l ig a t io n  to  inform a su b jec t  as to  why he has been s e le c te d  fo r  the  

re se a rc h  as long as the re sea rch er  does not misinform him (1971, p. 891), 

fo r  example, to  inform the  su b jec t  th a t  he was s e le c te d  because o f
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evidence of l a t e n t  homosexual tendencies . Bur can i t  be assumed th a t  

th i s  would have no in f lu en ce  on h is  d e s ir e  to  consent and give f re e ly  

of h is  time?

The panel on Privacy and Behavioral Research (1967), s t r e s s in g  

the d i f f i c u l t i e s  of t r u l y  informed consent, has in d ica ted  th a t  "some 

m od if ica tio n  o f the  t r a d i t i o n a l  concept o f  informed consent i s  needed" 

i f  behav io ra l research  is  to  be e f f e c t i v e .  They m aintain  th a t  th e  p r in ­

c ip le  th a t  u n d e r l ie s  consent can be m aintained i f  the  su b je c t  has enough 

inform ation about th e  in v e s t ig a to r  and the  research  to  form a b a s is  o f 

reasonable  t r u s t ,  and t h a t ,  in  a d d i t io n ,  the  su b je c t  can be given the  

option  to  d iscon tinue  the resea rch  a t  any time.

Wolfensberger (1967) proposes t h a t  consent be considered  informed 

i f  the su b je c ts  know what " r ig h ts "  they  w i l l  be y ie ld in g  to  an ex p e r i­

menter, such as th e  invasion  of p r iv acy , the  types and degree o f r i s k  

involved, and the  de tr im en ta l  or b e n e f ic ia l  consequences o f  the resea rch  

fo r  them, i f  any. He a lso  suggests  th a t  exp la in ing  the purpose o f  the  

study should be considered  a d e s ira b le  but not an e s s e n t i a l  element in 

a consent agreement.

The Issue  o f the  Social Value of 
Psychological Research

The issu e  of the  s o c ia l  va lue  of experimental re sea rch  encom­

passes balancing  the  r ig h t s  o f  in d iv id u a l  research  su b je c ts  with the  

needs o f s o c ie ty  fo r  knowledge and s c i e n t i f i c  p ro g re s s . Many assume th a t  

people can u l t im a te ly  b e n e f i t—e i th e r  d i r e c t ly  or in d i r e c t ly —from the 

f ind ings  of experim ental r e se a rc h :  "The f a i l u r e  to  experiment i s  equally

an experiment which may a lso  have u n s a t i s fa c to ry  consequences" (Katz, 

1970, p . 5 ) .  U ncontrolled  observa tions  or b e l ie f s  sanctioned  by "common
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knowledge" have o f te n  proven erroneous, when "subsequently  t e s te d  in a 

c o n tro l le d  s i tu a t io n "  and m isinform ation can be e i th e r  d i r e c t ly  harmful 

to  man or prevent him from obta in ing  needed b e n e f i t s .  "The c o n tro l le d  

experiment can provide answers to  questions no t ob ta inab le  through ob­

se rv a t io n "  (Lasagna, 1969, p. 461). Not a l l  share  th i s  view. Jourard  

(1968), fo r  example, fe e ls  th a t  co n tro lle d  experim entation w i l l  lead  to  

man being transformed in to  a "robot" and to  h is  e x p lo i ta t io n .

For those p sycho log is ts  who do not b e l ie v e  t h a t  the  experimental 

approach can provide consequentia l or v a l id  knowledge o f  human behavior, 

questions  concerning the e th ic a l  conduct o f experiments do not pose a 

problem. E th ic a l  c o n f l ic t s  o r  dilemmas do no t a r i s e  because th e re  is  

no need to  consider  the  p o te n t ia l  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f re sea rch  f ind ings  to  

the  long-range, broader i n t e r e s t s  of man and so c ie ty .

"M ora li ty ,"  according to  Baumrind (1971), " c o n s is ts  not o f  con­

s t r u c t in g  a good l i f e  fo r  on ese lf  a lone, but a lso  of a b e t t in g  o thers  in  

the  p u r s u i t  of the  good" (p. 1086). Some have hopes t h a t  psycholog ica l 

research  may c o n tr ib u te  to  the  "good l i f e "  through i t s  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  

the knowledge of man. One could, fo r  example, c i t e  the  in fluence  of a 

study by Clark and Clark (1948) on the Supreme Court dec is ion  on desegre­

g a tio n  as c o n tr ib u t in g  to  both m ora li ty  and the  "good l i f e "  (a s tudy , 

in c id e n ta l ly ,  which aroused s t r e s s f u l  r e a c t io n s  in  c h i ld re n ) .

But s in c e  Baumrind fe e ls  th a t  psychology cannot provide any con­

c re te  b e n e f i t  to  humanity (1964) and th a t  experiments can merely "im pair" 

a s u b je c t ' s  "p u rsu i t  o f  v i r t u e , "  she fe e ls  t h a t  a "compromise among 

e th ic a l  id e a ls  i s  no more unavoidable in  the resea rch  endeavor than any 

o ther  human endeavor" (1971, p. 887). Quite a p a r t  from the dubious a s ­

s e r t io n  th a t  a compromise in  e th ic a l  id ea ls  can always be avoided in any
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human endeavor and the  "M achiavellian" and " e v i l "  in te n t  imputed to  the 

in v e s t ig a to r  (p. 890), t h i s  a t t i t u d e  f a i l s  to  recognize le g i t im a te  d i f ­

ferences in  opinion as to  what is  the " p u rs u i t  o f  v i r tu e "  and what may 

v io la t e  "human r i g h t s . "

Most people concerned with the problem o f  experim entation with 

human su b je c ts  recognize an in e v i ta b le  c o n f l i c t  o f  values in  dec is ions  

r e l a t in g  to  re sea rch  with human s u b je c ts .  The APA p r in c ip le s ,  in d iv id ­

u a l  psycho log is ts  and o th e r s ,  involved in experim entation with human 

su b jec ts  in  m edicine, have given concerned and though tfu l co n s id e ra t io n  

to  the  various  fa c e ts  o f  th i s  problem. Controversy has a r i s e n  because 

one value or another has been emphasized and because i t  cannot always be 

determined i f  the  re sea rch  i s  l i k e ly  to  make a c o n tr ib u t io n  and what 

im position  on the su b je c ts  is  l ik e ly  to  occur as a r e s u l t  o f  the  research

Also a t  is su e  is  how the  in t e r e s t s  o f  the  re sea rch  p a r t i c ip a n t  

and the  i n t e r e s t s  o f  the  re sea rch  can be p ro te c te d  most e f f e c t iv e ly — 

where a c o n f l i c t  between the  two seems to  e x i s t .  "The crux of the  m atter  

is  to  f in d  th e  inner checks or o ther  safeguards th a t  w i l l  m i t ig a te  and 

j u s t i f y  the  s o c ia l l y  u se fu l  r i s k s "  (Freund, 1967, p . 395). Some fe a r  

th a t  the  b ias  of an in v e s t ig a to r  in  favor o f  h is  re se a rc h ,  combined with 

th e  b ia s  and support o f  h is  s c i e n t i f i c  co lleag u es ,  may r e s u l t  in  th e i r  

b lindness  to  the  p o s s ib le  harm th a t  an experiment may i n f l i c t  on a sub­

j e c t .  Others fe a r  the o p p o s ite .

As adv isory  committees a re  now g e n e ra l ly  s e t  up, they have, in  
c o n tra s t  to  the  experim enter, l i t t l e  to  gain  by approval o f  r e ­
sea rch ,  bu t may have much to  lose  p ro fe s s io n a l ly ,  i f  e th i c a l  d i f ­
f i c u l t i e s  a r i s e .  The maximum p ay -o ff  th e re fo re  l i e s  in  the  d i re c ­
t io n  o f minimizing a l l  r i s k  both fo r  the  su b je c ts  and fo r  themselves 
This is  u n fo r tu n a te ,  fo r  many of the  major advances in  sc ience  have 
involved p h y s ic a l ,  mental and p o l i t i c a l  r i s k s .  (Schwitzgebel,
1968)
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McQuire (1969) has expressed the view th a t  psycho log is ts  are  

more l ik e ly  to  be g u i l ty  of "nonfeasance" than m alfeasance in  t h e i r  ex­

perim enta l work. The f e e l in g  e x i s t s ,  both  with re sp e c t  to  psycholog ica l 

experim entation and medical experim entation, th a t  in a c t io n  is  always 

e a s ie r  to  j u s t i f y  than a c t io n ,  s ince  an a c t io n  may tu rn  out to  be wrong. 

Yet, in a c t io n  in  some in s tan ces  could p o ss ib ly  be more harm ful. I f  one 

does not a c t ,  personal r i s k  can be avoided while r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  in ­

a c t io n  is  u su a l ly  d i f f i c u l t  to  a ss ig n . Moreover, i t  i s  e a s ie r  to  

id e n t i fy  and describe  in s tances  of i n j u s t i c e :  "We are  much su re r  th a t

p a r t i c u la r  processes or r e s u l t s  a re  u n fa i r  than th a t  p a r t i c u la r  a rrange­

ments a re  j u s t  in  some p o s i t iv e  sense" (C alab res i ,  1970).

The balancing  of the  r ig h ts  o f  su b jec ts  and the need fo r  ex­

perim en ta tion  is  made e s p e c ia l ly  d i f f i c u l t  in  psycholog ica l research  

s in c e  i t  involves two unknown param eters; the  p o te n t i a l  value of the 

resea rch  and em pirica l da ta  on how su b jec ts  are  l ik e ly  to  respond to  

experim ental p rocedures .

Determining the  s ig n if ic a n c e  of psycholog ica l re sea rch  o f ten  

involves su b je c t iv e  judgment even a f t e r  th e  research  is  completed. I t  

can be even less  apparent before  i t  is  undertaken. Furthermore, the  

co n tr ib u t io n  of a s in g le  s tudy  may become apparent only a f t e r  accumu­

la t in g  enough congruent f ind ings  so th a t  each in d iv id u a l  outcome can 

become a s ig n i f i c a n t  co n tr ib u t io n  to  the  whole. This fu tu re  p o s s i b i l i t y  

i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine a p r i o r i . The h i s to r y  of sc ience  i s  do tted  

with examples of s ig n i f i c a n t  knowledge being the outcome o f  e i th e r  the 

cumulative f ind ings  o f seemingly wasted e f f o r t s  o r being the  r e s u l t  of 

some unforeseen fo r tu i to u s  occurrence: a s in g le  planned e f f o r t  to  pro­

duce a g re a t  discovery i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  id e n t i fy .
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Another problem to  be confronted is  th a t  the  c lo se r  psychologica l 

re sea rch  comes to  exploring  questions o f  v i t a l  human concern -- in  an e f ­

f e c t iv e  manner—the more l ik e ly  i t  is  th a t  an experiment could r a i s e  

e th ic a l  ques tions .  S h ils  (1959) fe e ls  th a t  the record o f experimenta­

t io n  in the  so c ia l  sciences i s  q u i te  "unblemished" as f a r  as e th ic a l  

problems a re  concerned, but i t s  " p u r i ty  . . . can be p a r t ly  a s so c ia te d  with 

i t s  s c i e n t i f i c  in c o n se q u e n t ia l i ty . I f  i t  s tu d ied  more important v a r ia b le s  

which touch more deeply and la s t in g ly  on the l i f e ,  conduct, and outlook 

o f  the s u b je c ts ,  i t  might perhaps have acquired  more s c i e n t i f i c  substance , 

bu t i t  would have done so a t  a much g re a te r  e th ic a l  r i s k . "

An experiment dea ling  with v i t a l  human questions  and one th a t  is  

s u f f i c i e n t ly  w ell-designed to  arouse genuine psycholog ica l responses, 

runs the  same r i s k  o f d is tu rb in g  a su b je c t  as would a s im i la r  s i t u a t i o n  

in  l i f e —but perhaps to  a l e s s e r  degree. Elms (1972) fe e ls  th a t  " i t ' s  

p o ss ib le  to  conduct research  without r a i s in g  a p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  blood 

p ressu re  or arousing h is  s l i g h t e s t  concern; but s in ce  the  im portant a s ­

pects  of human l i f e  o f te n  involve concern and heightened blood p re ssu re ,

I  d o n 't  f e e l  re sea rch ers  should avoid them" (p. 152).

Other a t t i tu d e s  toward s t r e s s f u l  experiments—and th e  p o ss ib le  

harmful consequences for the s u b je c ts —have been d iscussed  p rev io u s ly .

But i t  should be noted th a t  in  d iscuss ions  of th e  pros and cons o f  ex­

pe rim en ta tion , the p o ss ib le  r i s k s  and discom fort fo r  the  su b je c ts  i s  

u su a l ly  mentioned without cons idering  the p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t s  th a t  a sub­

j e c t  may derive  from h is  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  an experiment. Besides pos­

s ib le  m a te r ia l  ga in , a su b je c t  in  an experiment could value h is  re sea rch  

experience fo r  any number o f reasons—reasons which may be e i th e r  a l t r u ­

i s t i c  or s e l f i s h .
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S u b je c ts ’ r ig h ts  must of n e c e ss i ty  be p ro te c te d .  But th is  pro­

t e c t io n  should be based on th e i r  genuine needs and i n t e r e s t s ,  and not 

on h y p o th e tic a l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of debasement or in ju ry  which do not cor­

respond to  the s u b je c ts '  re a c t io n s  to  the  experim ental s i t u a t io n .  A 

r e a l i s t i c ,  and no t an imaginary (or p ro je c te d ) ,  a p p ra isa l  o f  how sub jec ts  

respond i s  needed: an a p p ra is a l  which does not bypass the  fee l in g s  and

opinions o f a c tu a l  and p o te n t i a l  su b jec ts  in  psychology experiments.

Em pirical Approaches to  E th ica l  Issues

The APA has proposed a mandatory review of i t s  e th i c a l  p r in c ip le s  

every f iv e  y e a rs .  In th e  meantime, em pirica l inform ation on the a t t i ­

tudes and re a c t io n s  o f su b je c ts  to  psychology experiments a re  being ac­

cumulated. Often, in  d iscuss ions  o f e th ic a l  is s u e s ,  the  p sycho log is t  

i s  p ic tu re d  as being so wrapped up in h is  research  goals t h a t  he i s  un­

ab le  to  v i s u a l iz e  the  im positions he is  making on h is  su b je c ts  or the  

v io la t io n  of t h e i r  b a s ic  r i g h t s .  Psychologists  who have conducted 

e th i c a l l y  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments and have questioned t h e i r  su b jec ts  

on how they f e l t  about t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n ,  have not had the  negative  

re a c t io n s  th a t  might be expected from the a s se r t io n s  of c r i t i c s ,  but 

t h i s  has been challenged as having no va lue . C r i t i c s  contend th a t  these  

su b je c ts  a re  merely t e l l i n g  the psycho log is t  what they th in k  he wants to  

hear  (Baumrind, 1964). I t  has a lso  been claimed th a t  a s u b je c t 's  en­

dorsement o f  an experiment, a f t e r  he has p a r t ic ip a te d  in  i t ,  is  merely 

a dissonance r e a c t io n .

There i s ,  however, some evidence th a t  su b jec ts  may not r e a c t  as 

n e g a t iv e ly ,  or a t  l e a s t  in  the  same manner, to  various experim ental pro­

cedures as do p sy c h o lo g is ts .  In one study by Su llivan  and Deiker (1973),
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the re a c t io n s  of p sycho log is ts  and p o te n t ia l  s tuden t su b jec ts  were com­

pared . They sampled the opinion of 285 psycholog is ts  and 357 s tuden ts  

on four d i f f e r e n t  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experim ents, asking questions  about 

v o lu n tee r in g  as s u b je c ts ,  deception and u n e th ic a l  a s p e c ts .  "In 18 of 

20 response c a te g o r ie s ,  p sycho log is ts  gave a s t r i c t e r  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  of 

the e th i c a l  issues  than did the s tu d en t  s u b je c ts ."  The major purpose 

o f  t h e i r  s tudy  was " to  determine i f  im portant d if fe ren ces  e x is te d  be­

tween experim enters and s tuden ts  on various issu es  in human re se a rc h ."  

And they  concluded th a t  "such a d if fe re n c e  c l e a r ly  e x i s t s ,  with psychol­

o g is t s  express ing  views th a t  a re  much more e th i c a l l y  s t r in g e n t  than those 

given by t h e i r  most ty p ic a l  human s u b je c ts .  This is  somewhat su rp r is in g  

in  view o f  the  amount of d iscuss ion  in  the  p ro fe s s io n a l  and popular 

l i t e r a t u r e  concerning r e s e a rc h e r s '  abuse o f r e t i c e n t  s u b je c ts ."

The S u ll iv an  and Deiker s tudy  does not j u s t i f y  a r e la x a t io n  of 

v ig i la n c e  in  p ro te c t in g  the  r ig h t s  o f s u b je c ts .  But i t  does suggest 

th a t  we need fu r th e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f how su b je c ts  view t h e i r  p a r t i c i ­

p a tio n  in  psychology experiments and how they r e a c t  to  various procedures 

which have been fe rv e n t ly  debated by p sy c h o lo g is ts .  The APA E th ic a l  

P r in c ip le s  has emphasized, and r ig h t l y  so , t h a t  the in v e s t ig a to r  could be 

h indered  in  a c c u ra te ly  asse ss in g  the  impact o f  h is  procedures on h is  

s u b je c ts  "because of d if fe ren ces  in  age, economic and s o c ia l  background, 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  o r ie n ta t io n "  and h is  personal involvement in  h is  p ro fe ss io n .  

Perhaps t h i s  could a lso  apply to  those p sycho log is ts  who judge t h e i r  

c o l le a g u e s ' experiments in  terms of how they a f f e c t  the  s u b je c ts .

Em pirical s tu d ie s  o f  p a r t i c ip a n t s '  a t t i t u d e s  toward psychology 

experiments and procedures have continued s in ce  the S u llivan  and Deiker 

(1973) s tudy . Berscheid e t  a l . ,  the  same y ea r ,  d id  a s tudy th a t  focused
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on " a n t ic ip a t in g  informed consent" fo r  deception experim ents. F arr  and 

Seaver (1975) c u l le d  81 d i f f e r e n t  procedures from the APA Ethics  Manual 

and d i f f e r e n t  jo u rn a ls ,  and presen ted  them to  p a r t ic ip a n ts  fo r  t h e i r  

judgments on the degree o f discomfort they would arouse . T h i r ty - s ix  

d e a l t  with p r ivacy , 30 with phys ica l  d iscom fort, and 15 with psychologi­

ca l  d iscom fort—sca led  from one to  f iv e —no discom fort to  unbearable 

d iscom fort. Wilson and Donnerstein (1976) assessed  the  general p u b l ic 's  

re a c t io n s  to  f i e l d  experiments. They a b s tra c te d  the procedures o f  e ig h t 

f i e ld  s tu d ie s ,  p re sen tin g  four to each p a r t i c ip a n t ,  and asked a s e r ie s  

o f  ten  'y e s '  o r  'n o ' questions about re a c t io n s  to  the le g a l  a sp e c ts ,  

e th i c a l  a sp e c ts ,  v a lu e , w ill ingness  to  be a p a r t i c ip a n t ,  and so fo r th .  

N either o f  the  l a t t e r  two s tu d ie s  p resen ted  the experiments in  n a r ra t iv e  

form but r a th e r  a b s tra c te d  the p rocedures .

Baumrind (1972) has suggested p o l l in g  " re p re s e n ta t iv e  groups of 

p ro sp ec tiv e  su b je c ts  in  o rder to  determine t h e i r  e th ic a l  and personal 

o b je c t io n s ,  i f  any, to  s o c ia l  sc ience  p rocedures ."  One way of doing 

th i s  is  to  d escribe  a s e r ie s  of c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments to  groups of 

p o te n t i a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and then ask questions th a t  could e l i c i t  re a c t io n s  

to  the  experim ents, r e a c t io n s  t h a t  would include the experim ent 's  impact 

on th e  w ell-be ing  o f  the s u b je c ts .  The p resen t  s tudy , designed to  do 

t h i s ,  was undertaken with two main o b je c t iv e s :  (1) to  determine the

a t t i t u d e s  o f  p o te n t i a l  su b jec ts  toward psycholog ica l procedures th a t  

have r a i s e d  e th ic a l  q u es tio n s ,  and (2) to  develop an a l t e r n a t iv e  pro­

cedure fo r  a consent agreement when t r a d i t i o n a l  informed consent pro­

cedures would in v a l id a te  the  proposed re se a rc h .  Both these  purposes 

were executed s im ultaneously  by having p o te n t i a l  su b jec ts  fo r  psychology 

experiments ev a lu a te  c e r ta in  experimental procedures in  terms of the
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e f f e c t  of th ese  procedures on p a r t ic ip a n ts  and th e i r  e t h i c a l i t y .  Although 

the method o f th i s  study was developed and p i lo te d  in  1970, i t  has c e r ta in  

f e a tu re s  in  common with the S u llivan  and Deiker (1973) study s ince  both 

s tu d ie s  ask a p o te n t i a l - s u b je c t  popu la tion , s p e c i f ic  questions about ex­

periments th a t  a re  p resen ted  in  n a r ra t iv e  form. However, the  procedures 

and goals o f  th i s  study d i f f e r e d  q u i te  markedly from the  Su llivan  and 

Deiker s tudy . Their primary i n t e r e s t  was in  comparing the responses of 

psycho log is ts  and s tuden ts  about consen ting , e th ic a l  aspects  of the  ex­

perim ent, and deception.

The p resen t  study asked p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  to  give t h e i r  r e a c ­

t io n s  to  a group o f  experiments t h a t  were described  in  terms which empha­

s ize d  the  s u b je c t ' s  experience in  being a p a r t i c ip a n t .  Included in  the 

study were experiments th a t  have given r i s e  to  e th i c a l  controversy  among 

psycho log is ts  and o th e rs .  O bjections to  these  experiments have been 

made in  terms o f  t h e i r  employing p a r t i c u la r  procedures, such as deception, 

or in  terms o f the s t r e s s  and p o ss ib le  harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  o f  the  ex p er i­

mental m anipulations them selves. Volunteers were asked to  ev a lua te  the 

experiments, in d ic a t in g  how they respond to  them along su b je c tiv e  and 

e th ic a l  dimensions. Their r e a c t io n s  provide an em pirica l b a se l in e  for 

viewing psychology experim ents. Although emphasis was placed on exp lo r­

ing various e th ic a l  issues  from a s u b je c t ' s  p o in t  of view, a fu r th e r  

purpose o f the study was to  continue the  in v e s t ig a t io n  of the concept 

o f  the "presumed consent of a reasonable  man" as an a l t e r n a t iv e  procedure 

for the informed consent o f  an a c tu a l  su b je c t .  In v e s t ig a t io n  of the  

concept o f "presumed consent" was begun in  1970 with a study th a t  a lso  

p resen ted  various experiments to  v o lu n te e rs .  The 1970 study suggested
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the  need for a more d e ta i le d  ex p lo ra t io n  of how p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts  view 

e th ic a l  issu es  and psychology experiments s in ce  the a t t i t u d e s  o f  the 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  appeared to  d i f f e r ,  in  many re s p e c ts ,  from those  a t t r ib u te d  

to  them by p sy ch o lo g is ts .

In decid ing  whether an experiment should be conducted, the ques­

t io n  o f  paramount importance,from the  s tan d p o in t o f the  s u b je c t ,  i s :  

would he consent to  p a r t i c ip a te  i f  he knew beforehand what was being 

asked of him? Perhaps th i s  ques tion  can be reso lved  by invoking the 

p r in c ip le  of the  "presumed consent o f a reasonable  man." The experiment 

could be explained  to  ano ther group o f  su b jec ts  who a re  asked to  give 

t h e i r  r e a c t io n s  to  the  experiment and to  s t a t e  i f  they a re  w i l l in g  to  be 

su b je c ts  in  i t .  I t  could then be decided whether the experiment could 

reasonably  be undertaken w ithout the  n e c e s s i ty  o f  a f u l l  exp lanation  to  

the  a c tu a l  s u b je c ts .  And, wherever f e a s ib le ,  a consent agreement could 

spec ify , in  genera l term s, aspec ts  o f  the experim ental experience th a t  

might in f lu en c e  the  a c tu a l  s u b je c t ' s  w ill in g n ess  to  p a r t i c ip a t e .  The 

"presumed consent"  procedure could be used to  o b ta in  the  necessary  in ­

formation to  do t h i s .  In some in s ta n c e s ,  o f  course , i t  might be decided 

th a t  the  experiment should not be undertaken under any c ircum stances.

I f  the  "presumed consent o f  a reasonable  man" is  accepted as a 

v ia b le  a l t e r n a t iv e  fo r  t r a d i t i o n a l  informed consent, i t  is  c r u c ia l  to  

a s c e r ta in  whether p o te n t i a l  su b je c ts  for  psychology experiments can make 

reasonable  and v a l id  d isc r im in a tio n s  between experim ents. Acceptance of 

a c l e a r ly  u n e th ic a l  experiment, such as one condemned a t  Nuremberg, e v i ­

dence o f lack o f  awareness of the  d iscom fort or s t r e s s  o f the  a c tu a l  

s u b je c ts ,  or a ca llo u se d  a t t i t u d e  toward s u b je c ts ,  would make a "presumed

er>
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consent '1 procedure o f  dubious va lue . I f  a p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  a t t i t u d e  is  

"anything goes fo r  s c ie n c e ,"  h is  opinion on various experiments and ex­

perim ental procedures would be v a lu e le ss  as a b a s is  fo r  presumed consent 

or for ev a lu a tin g  e th ic a l  aspects  o f experimental methods.

The "presumed consent" procedure would be congruent with the 

USPHS (1969) d i r e c t iv e  which apparen tly  makes allowance for research  in  

which "informed consent . . . can be a n t ic ip a te d "  (p. 10) and with the 

APA P r in c ip le s  (1973) which suggest some o f  the following s t r a t e g i e s  in  

research  t h a t  r a i s e  e th ic a l  ques tions :

1) P i lo t  work on a few in d iv id u a ls  in  order to  eva lua te  the 

p o te n t ia l  impact of the procedures (p. 38);

2) Not r e ly in g  on the  in v e s t ig a to r 's  unaided judgment (p. 38);

3) Consulting o the rs  who a re  in  a p o s i t io n  to  "adequately  recog­

n ize  and weigh im positions on the  p a r t i c ip a n t s , "  inc lud ing  "members o f  

the p a r t i c ip a n t s '  s ig n i f i c a n t  groups, fo r  example, co l leg e  s tu d e n ts ,  

m inority  people, fac to ry  workers, e t c . "  on the  e f f e c t  of the  procedures 

on "members of t h e i r  groups who a re  p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  the research"

(pp. 23-24).

The Berscheid e t  a l .  s tudy (1973) mentioned p rev io u s ly —A n tic i­

pating  Informed Consent: An Empirical Approach—is s im i la r  in concept

to  the "presumed consent" approach of th is  study but d i f f e r e n t  in  method. 

S ta r t in g  with the  premise th a t  where informed consent c o n f l ic t s  with 

the m ethodological requirements o f  an experiment, c u r re n t  p r a c t ic e  of 

merely co n su lt in g  an "e th ic s  advisory  group" is  o f questionab le  p re d ic ­

t iv e  accuracy, they suggested the  fo llow ing: "Draw a sample from the

proposed su b jec t  popu la tion , p re se n t  i t  with the f u l l  procedure to  be 

followed in  the  experiment along with the  purpose o f the experim entation ,
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and determine the  ex ten t to  which these  su b jec ts  would be w i l l in g  to  

p a r t i c ip a te  in  the  experiment described" (p. 914).

For the  Berscheid procedure, each su b jec t  was p resen ted  with s ix  

ty p ic a l  so c ia l-p sy c h o lo g ic a l  experim ents--four th a t  were s t r e s s f u l ,  two 

th a t  were n o t .  The primary dependent measure was the  s u b je c t ' s  expressed 

w ill in g n ess  to  p a r t i c ip a te  in  the  experiment a f t e r  having rece iv ed  one 

of seven d i f f e r e n t  lev e ls  of inform ation about i t . *  This w il l in g n ess  was 

expressed on a f iv e -p o in t  s c a le ,  going from " d e f in i t e ly  no t"  to  " d e f i ­

n i t e l y , "  In a d d i t io n ,  su b jec ts  were asked to  r a t e  how they might have 

f e l t  afterw ards i f  they had p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the experiment. They made 

th e i r  jxidgments on two n in e -p o in t  sca les  (r = .75) in  terms o f whether 

they would be happier or sadder than b e fo re ,  or more s a t i s f i e d  with them­

s e lv e s ,  or less  so . They were a lso  asked to  r a t e  th e  experiment i t s e l f  

in  terms o f whether i t  was worthwhile or o f  value to  sc ie n c e .  Again, two 

n in e -p o in t  sca les  were used (r = .85).

Recognizing the p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  a p rosp ec tiv e  p a r t i c ip a n t  "may 

no t always a c c u ra te ly  f o r e t e l l  the degree of discom fort or s t r e s s  th a t  

w i l l  be aroused by an experiment" (p. 914) (a problem, in c id e n ta l ly ,  

which i s  shared by su b je c ts  who a c tu a l ly  g ive  informed co n sen t) ,  Berscheid 

e t  a l .  concluded th a t  the  method employed appeared to  have face  v a l i d i t y  

as well as p re d ic t iv e  v a l i d i t y  in  determining whether consent can be 

a n t ic ip a te d .  They a lso  f e l t  t h a t  i t  is  " le s s  s u sc e p t ib le  to  e r ro r  than 

judgments by the p r in c ip a l  in v e s t ig a to r  o r  an advisory  board" (p. 925)

Cover s to ry  inform ation ( l ) j  Cover s to ry  in form ation  and pro­
cedure (2); Procedure, p lus  a d e s ira b le  o^ undes irab le  behav io ra l  expec­
t a t io n  (3, 4 ) ;  An exp lanation  o f the  experiment in the  form of a d e b r ie f ­
ing t h a t  i s  e i th e r  n e u t r a l ,  d e s ira b le  or u n d e s ira b le ,  depending on the  
previous behav io ra l expec ta tion  (5, 6 , 7 ) .
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s in ce  i t  e l i c i t s  the r e a c t io n  of people who a re  as s im i la r  as p o ss ib le  

to  the  a c tu a l  su b jec ts  who would p a r t i c ip a te  in  the  experiment.

A fundamental d if fe re n c e  between the p resen t  study and the 

Berscheid e t  a l .  study is  th a t  th i s  s tudy  attem pts to  explore p o te n t ia l  

s u b je c ts '  r e a c t io n s  to  various experim ental procedures th a t  m erit  e th ic a l  

co n s id e ra tio n  r a th e r  than merely focusing on " a n t ic ip a t in g  informed con­

s e n t . "  Moreover, i t  includes a means o f  determining whether vo lun teers  

can ex e rc ise  reasonab le ,  s e n s i t iv e  and humane judgment in  responding to  

d i f f e r e n t  experim ental s i t u a t i o n s .

An experimenter who knows beforehand the  l ik e ly  range o f  reac t io n s  

and a t t i t u d e s  toward h is  experiment i s  in a b e t t e r  p o s i t io n  to  p lan  pos t-  

experim ental sess ions  th a t  w i l l  le ssen  any p o s s ib le  n ega tive  impact o f  

the procedures . The two s tu d ie s  by Holmes (1976(a), 1976(b)) and the 

Ring e t  a l .  study (1970) po in ted  to  the  importance of the  mode o f  d e b r ie f ­

ing in  in f lu en c in g  a s u b je c t ' s  subsequent r e a c t io n  to  a s t r e s s f u l  ex p er i­

ment. The in v e s t ig a to r  may a lso  be a b le ,  through using inform ation  ob­

ta in e d  from "presumed co n sen t ,"  to  tu rn  a p o te n t i a l ly  negative  experience 

in to  one th a t  can have value  fo r  the  a c tu a l  p a r t i c ip a n t s .  Because of a 

p r io r  understanding  o f  how su b jec ts  might b e n e f i t ,  and what they might 

have d i f f i c u l t y  in  coping w ith , he i s  in  a b e t t e r  p o s i t io n  to  a rrange  or 

manage th e  experim ental s i t u a t i o n  so as to  avoid any untoward r e a c t io n s .

As is  recognized by the  APA E th ic a l  G u ide lines ,  su b je c ts  may 

d i f f e r  widely in  t h e i r  re a c t io n s  to  experim ents: "The in v e s t ig a to r  must

a lso  recognize th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  both th e  b e n e f i ts  to  the  p a r t i c i ­

p an ts ,  and, im portan tly , the  co s ts  o f  t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  in  the research  

may vary  from in d iv id u a l  to  in d iv id u a l"  (p. 13). By using  a "presumed
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consent"  procedure, an experiment can be presented  qu ick ly  and e f f i c i e n t l y  

to  a r e l a t i v e l y  la rg e  number o f  people, allowing for ind iv idua l d i f f e r ­

ences in re a c t io n  to be assessed . I f  i t  i s  then p o ss ib le  to id e n t i fy  

c e r t a in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  in p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  th a t  might make them par­

t i c u l a r l y  vu lnerab le  to  an experim ental procedure, the in v e s t ig a to r  may 

be ab le  to "screen  out o f  p a r t i c ip a t io n  those ( su b je c ts )  fo r  whom the 

r i s k s  would be high" (APA E th ica l  P r in c ip le s ,  p. 13) or devise the means 

for minimizing p o ss ib le  undes irab le  a f t e r e f f e c t s .

The P resen t Study

The p resen t in v e s t ig a t io n  of e th ic a l  issues  in  psychology e x p e r i­

ments described  ten  experiments in n on-techn ica l  language to groups o f 

v o lu n tee rs .  Eight o f  the experiments have aroused s p e c i f ic  controversy  

o r  have c o n tro v e rs ia l  designs. They were s e le c te d  to rep re sen t  various  

experim ental procedures th a t  psycholog is ts  have questioned or ob jected  to  

on e th ic a l  grounds. One experiment was included th a t  is  u n l ik e ly  to  be 

considered  c o n tro v e rs ia l  or o b jec t io n ab le  s ince  i t  does not involve e i th e r  

deception  or s t r e s s .  The f in a l  experiment was conducted by the Nazis, 

condemned a t  Nuremberg, and i s  one which presumably a l l  respons ib le  people 

would consider unacceptable  on humane and e th ic a l  grounds.*

*The Nazi experiment i s  included s ince  i t  cannot be assumed a p r io r i  
th a t  in d iv id u a ls ,  who a re  asked to evaluate  experiments, w i l l  ex e rc ise  
s e n s i t i v i t y  and judgment in f u l f i l l i n g  the task .  Endorsement of th is  ex­
periment would r a i s e  se r io u s  questions concerning a p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  e th ic a l  
judgment or a b i l i t y  to  comprehend the ta sk  a t  hand. I f  the procedure is  
used to  a n t i c ip a te  informed consent, i t  i s  o f  c ru c ia l  importance th a t  the 
endorsement o f  an experiment be made by re sp o n s ib le  and e th ic a l ly  s e n s i t iv e  
in d iv id u a ls .  Id e n tify in g  those with dubious judgment i s  a lso  important 
in  eva lua ting  the opinions o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  on various  c o n tro v e rs ia l  e x p e r i­
mental procedures.



45

In common with the Berscheid et a l .  s tudy, the p a r t ic ip a n ts  were 

presented  with s ix  experiments and asked to answer a s e r ie s  o f  ques tions .

As in  the Berscheid e t  a l .  study, a question  on w ill ingness  to  consent to  

be a su b jec t  was included, but in  th is  study, the response to  the consent 

question  was dichotomized. As the study was designed to  explore p a r t i c i ­

p a n ts '  re a c t io n s  along e th ic a l  dimensions, a number of q u e s t io n s - - in  

a d d i t io n  to the consent question--w ere asked to e l i c i t  inform ation on the 

a t t i t u d e s  and re a c t io n s  o f  p o te n t ia l  sub jec ts  to  s p e c i f ic  experiments.

This inform ation can a lso  be of value i f  th is  method is  used fo r  " a n t i c i ­

pa ting"  informed consent s ince  the in v e s t ig a to r  should be ab le  to gain 

in s ig h t  in to  what aspec ts  o f  h is  experimental procedure p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  

endorse or condemn, and why.

In the p resen t s tudy, the emphasis was placed on how each p a r t i c i ­

pant r e a c ts  to an experiment from the perspec tive  o f  being a su b jec t  in  i t .  

The experiments were described  by b r i e f l y  s ta t in g  the purpose and then n a r­

r a t in g  the procedure in  a manner th a t  emphasized the experim ental s i t u a t io n  

as i t  is  experienced by su b je c ts .  For the  main co n d it io n ,  the r e s u l t s  of 

the experiments were not presented  but r a th e r  p o ss ib le  outcomes were sug­

gested. Recognizing th a t  people a re  o ften  unable to  p re d ic t  t h e i r  own be­

havior a c c u ra te ly ,  each p a r t ic ip a n t  was asked to  in d ic a te  how he th inks  he 

would have behaved i f  he had been a su b jec t  in the experiment. F urther  r e ­

ac tio n s  to  being a su b jec t  were explored by asking p a r t ic ip a n ts  i f  they 

thought they could b e n e f i t  or be harmed by th e i r  p a r t ic ip a t io n .  (And, as 

mentioned p rev iously ,  they were asked i f  they would consent to  be in  the 

experim ent.)

Two o ther questions s p e c i f i c a l ly  focused on the e th ic a l  dimensions 

o f  the experiments. The f i r s t  question  asked p a r t ic ip a n ts  i f  they considered
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the experiment e th i c a l  or u n e th ic a l ,  and why. Since th e re  are  many p o ss ib le  

c r i t e r i a  for judging e t h i c a l i t y ,  i t  was considered p a r t i c u la r ly  important 

to  f in d  out what c r i t e r i a  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  o ffe red  to  exp la in  th e i r  d e c i ­

s io n s .  Because a p a r t ic ip a n t  may not be able  to spontaneously v e rb a l iz e  

some o f  the e th i c a l  issues  r a ise d  by p sy ch o lo g is ts ,  another question  was 

designed to e l i c i t  opinions on s p e c i f ic  e th ic a l  is su e s .  P a r t ic ip a n ts  were 

asked to vote  perm ission for the conduct o f an experiment. A fte r  convey­

ing t h e i r  d e c is io n s ,  they were then asked to  in d ic a te  what reasons influenced 

the d ec is io n  by checking the ap p ro p ria te  a l t e r n a t iv e s  from two groups o f  

e ig h t ,  provided s e p a ra te ly  fo r  'Yes' and 'No' answers. These a l t e r n a t iv e s  

were provided to c a l l  a t t e n t io n  to  s p e c i f ic  i s su e s ,  such as deception , th a t  

might not occur to  p a r t ic ip a n ts  spontaneously.

Besides the main cond it ion , th e re  were two cond itions  in  which the 

r e s u l t s  o f  the  experiments were presented  in o rder to  a s c e r ta in  how the 

outcome o f  an experiment might in fluence the  re a c t io n s  to i t .  There are  

two p o ss ib le  ways th a t  an outcome of an experiment could in fluence  re a c t io n s .  

The r e s u l t s  may suggest to  p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  th a t  they w i l l  behave in a 

manner th a t  runs counter to  what they consider d e s ira b le  behavior or i t  may 

convey an impression of human conduct th a t  they would f ind  "unaccep tab le ."

Two experiments were chosen as the focus of the "outcome" manipula­

t io n :  the Milgram experiment on obedience and the Asch experiment on con­

form ity. To in v e s t ig a te  the p o ss ib le  Influence o f an outcome o f  an experiment 

on how p a r t ic ip a n ts  eva lua te  i t ,  the Asch and Milgram experiments were p re ­

sen ted  with both a c tu a l  and f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l t s .  For the Asch experiment, 

the r e a l  r e s u l t s  s ta te d  th a t  30% o f  the su b jec ts  conformed while the  f i c t i ­

t io u s  r e s u l t s  s ta te d  th a t  90% conformed. For the Milgram experiment, the
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r e a l  r e s u l t s  re layed  th a t  over 60% obeyed. The f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l t s  c o r re s ­

ponded to  the p re d ic t io n  of 40 p s y c h ia t r i s t s  when they were asked to s t a t e  

what they thought would happen: le s s  than 1% obeyed. I t  should, th e re fo re ,

be an accep tab ly  r e a l i s t i c  outcome in terms o f p a r t i c ip a n t s '  expecta tions . 

Other groups have a lso  p red ic ted  th a t  only 1 or 2% would be completely 

obedient.
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Chapter 2 

METHOD

The general method used in  th is  Inqu iry  was to p resen t w r i t te n  

accounts o f  experiments to  groups o f p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  and to  determine, by 

means o f a q u es tio n n a ire ,  t h e i r  re a c t io n s  to being a su b jec t  and to  e t h i ­

c a l  Issues .  The c h ie f  to o l  was a book le t,  given to  each p a r t i c ip a n t ,  th a t  

described  s ix  experiments and th a t  a lso  contained a s e t  o f  id e n t ic a l  ques­

t io n s  about each experiment.

P a r t ic ip a n ts

The p a r t ic ip a n ts  In t h i s  study were 192 undergraduate s tuden ts  a t

Hunter College (48 males and 144 females). The age range was 16 to 47 but

68% were from 17 to 19. They were r e c ru i te d  from an in tro d u c to ry  psychol­

ogy course* before  having been exposed to  content areas th a t  might have 

fa m il ia r iz e d  them with some o f  the experiments covered by th is  research .

A fte r  a b r i e f  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  the s tudy, the  s tuden ts  were to ld  th a t  

i t  would take approximately one hour and th a t  they would rece ive  an honorarium 

o f  $2.50 fo r  th e i r  p a r t ic ip a t io n .  I f  they were in te r e s te d ,  they f i l l e d  out

a form in d ic a t in g  the times they were f re e ,  and they were subsequently  con­

ta c te d  in d iv id u a lly  by telephone.

Henceforth when the word "su b jec t"  is  used, i t  w i l l  always r e fe r  

to the su b jec t  in the experiments th a t  were described  to  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  The

*This course was a two-semester course and in  the f i r s t  semester 
the so -c a l le d  hard areas  of psychology were covered.
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" su b je c ts "  of t h i s  study are  r e f e r r e d  to  as p a r t ic ip a n ts  and o ccas io n a lly  

p o te n t ia l  s u b je c ts .

Proc edure

P a r t ic ip a n ts  were run in  groups. In a d d i t io n  to the verb a l in s t r u c ­

t io n s ,  each experimental booklet had a summary of the in s t ru c t io n s  on the 

cover. The p a r t ic ip a n ts  were to ld  th a t  psychology experiments a re  one way 

in which we le a rn  about human behavior, th a t  th e re  are  many d i f f e r e n t  kinds 

of psychology experiments and th a t  we were in te re s te d  in  how each ind iv id u a l 

would r e a c t  to  an experiment from the s tandpo in t o f  being a su b je c t  in  i t .

They were to ld  to  read  the account of each experiment c a r e fu l ly ,  answering 

the two pages o f  questions about i t  before  proceeding to the next e x p e r i ­

ment. Emphasis was a lso  placed on th e i r  exp la in ing  th e i r  answers in  the 

spaces th a t  were provided.

A fte r  they had completed answering the questions  on the e x p e r i­

ments, they f i l l e d  out two pages of the booklet th a t  asked fo r  inform ation 

about themselves. They were not req u ired  to  s ign  the  booklets  and they were 

to ld  in  the i n i t i a l  in s t ru c t io n s  th a t  t h e i r  responses would be anonymous.

Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  wanted to s ign  th e i r  names and they were perm itted  to do 

so. Most p a r t ic ip a n ts  completed t h e i r  booklets  in  1 to 1-1/2 hours. Some, 

however, took cons ide rab ly  longer and th e re  was no attem pt to  enforce a 

time l im i t .

Two of the 192 p a r t ic ip a n ts  had to leave before  the se ss io n  was 

completed and th e i r  p ro toco ls  had to  be d iscarded . Four o ther  p ro toco ls  

had to  be d iscarded  because the f in a l  question  was e i th e r  om itted or com­

p le ted  in c o r re c t ly .  This question  had provided se p a ra te  a l t e r n a t iv e s  for 

'Yes' and ’No' answers and i f  a p a r t ic ip a n t  checked both s e ts  without g iving 

a 'Yes' or *No' answer, the p ro toco l was e lim inated . Whenever an experimental
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booklet had to  be d iscarded , booklets  w ith an id e n t ic a l  o rder of experiments 

were s u b s t i tu te d  for the ones which were e lim inated .

The Experiments

Ten experiments were included in  the s tudy : e ig h t  of these  were

chosen because they employed e th ic a l ly  c o n tro v e rs ia l  procedures and the r e ­

maining two served as c o n tro ls .  Reactions to  the c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments 

could be evaluated  by comparing them to  the two c o n tro l  experiments. The 

f i r s t ,  a study by Mintz (1951), was n e u t r a l  in  c h a ra c te r .  I t  had su b jec ts  

play a game in  which they t r i e d  to remove cones from a b o t t l e  s im ula ting  a 

panic s i tu a t io n .  This experiment can be considered  e s s e n t i a l ly  benign from 

an e th ic a l  s tandpo in t.  The second experiment was conducted in Nazi Germany 

and c o n s is ted  of a s e r ie s  of experiments involving exposure to freez ing  

temperature. Many f a t a l i t i e s  occurred. This experiment was included because 

i t  can be considered  unquestionably  u n e th ic a l  and inhumane. The su b jec ts  

were p r iso n e rs  and were forced to  p a r t i c ip a te .  The Nazi experiment, con­

demned a t  Nuremberg, was conducted by Sigmund Rascher.

The e ig h t  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments were: 1) Asch (1956) s tu d ie s  of

conform ity; 2) Berkun e t  a l .  (1962), an experimental study o f  psychological 

s t r e s s  in  which s o ld ie r s ,  who do not know they are  in  an experiment, are  

led  to  b e l ie v e  the plane they a re  in  i s  about to make a c rash  landing;

3) Bramel (1962), an experimental study involving the a t t r i b u t io n  of homo­

s e x u a l i ty  by means o f a "rigged  d i a l . "  The d ia l  was hooked up to su b jec ts  

as they viewed nude photographs of same sexed persons; 4) Campbell e t  a l .  

(1964), an avers ive  cond it ion ing  experiment in  which a drug-induced p a ra l ­

y s is  occurs w ithout warning. An impression of impending death is  c rea ted  

since  su b jec ts  a re  unable to  b rea the  or move fo r  more than a minute. The
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su b jec ts  were h o s p i ta l iz e d  a lc o h o l ic s ;  5) Heron (1957), a sensory d e p r i­

v a t io n  experiment; 6) Milgram (1963), experimental s tu d ie s  of obedience;

7) Murray (1963), study o f s t r e s s f u l  in te rp e rso n a l  co n fro n ta tio n s  in which 

a law s tudent confedera te  debates with a su b jec t  and a t tack s  h is  values and 

b e l i e f s ;  8) Turner and Solomon (1962), a study o f  avoidance lea rn in g  in  

which e l e c t r i c  shock is  adm inistered a t  near maximum pa in fu l in te n s i ty .

A ll experiments were described  in  n on-techn ica l  language, empha­

s iz in g  the experience o f  a c tu a l  su b je c ts .  A d e s c r ip t io n  of the Asch study 

on conformity follows. The remaining d e sc r ip t io n s  can be found in  appendix A.

Conformity and Independence

To what ex ten t w i l l  a person y ie ld  to ,  or r e s i s t ,  the  influence 
o f a group? The purpose of th is  experiment i s  to  d iscover how a 
person w il l  r e a c t  when confronted with a unanimous view which is  
co n tra ry  to h is  own.

A group o f e ig h t  people i s  assembled and asked to  judge which of 
th ree  l in e s  i s  the same length  as another l in e .  Many such judgments 
are requ ired  and each member o f  the group must give h is  answer pub­
l i c l y  so th a t  a l l  can hear. The c o r re c t  answer i s  a simple and obvi­
ous one. Normally i t  would be extremely r a re  fo r  someone to  make an 
e r ro r .  However, in  th i s  s i tu a t io n ,  only one person is  the r e a l  sub­
j e c t .  The o ther  members of the group, a s s i s t a n t s  of the experim enter, 
have been In s t ru c te d  to  unanimously give in c o r re c t  responses for many 
of the judgments. The su b jec t  answers l a s t  and thus must reso lve  a 
powerful c o n f l i c t .  He must e i th e r  announce an answer which is  in d i s ­
agreement w ith a l l  the o thers  or e l s e  he must give an answer which he 
is  probably sure i s  in c o r re c t .  He faces, perhaps for the f i r s t  time 
in  h is  l i f e ,  a s i t u a t io n  in  which the unanimous opinion of a group o f 
people d i f f e r s  from h is  own. And, he must s t a t e  h is  own opinion, 
pu b lic ly .

Possib le  r e s u l t s : When su b jec ts  give t h e i r  opinion a f t e r  hearing
the in c o r re c t  answers of o th e rs ,  they may a lso  give in c o r re c t  answers. 
There may be pronounced d if fe ren ces  among the su b jec ts  in  the ex ten t
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to  which they conform to group opinion r a th e r  than giv ing  the  c o r ­
r e c t  answer. C o n f l ic t  and ten s io n  may be f req u en tly  experienced by 
the s u b je c ts ,  e s p e c ia l ly  when they express an opinion which d i f f e r s  
from th a t  o f  the unanimous m ajo rity .

Experimental Booklets

Each bookle t included s ix  experiments. The Mintz (1951) and Nazi 

experiments were included in  every booklet and the remaining four were from 

the group o f e ig h t  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments. I d e n t ic a l  s e ts  of s ix  ques­

t io n s  immediately followed each experimental d e s c r ip t io n .  The s e le c t io n  

and order o f  the experiments were random. A permutated L a tin  Square Design 

was u t i l i z e d  so th a t  every experiment appeared in  each p o s i t io n  in the 

book le t ,  an equal number o f times.

The Q uestionnaire

Two pages o f  questions  followed each experiment. For the f i r s t  

f iv e  qu es tio n s ,  space was provided so th a t  the checked r e p l ie s  could be ex­

p la in ed . Included with the ques tions ,  l i s t e d  below, are  the numerical 

scores assigned to  each answer.

1. How do you th ink  you would have behaved, i f  you had been a 
su b je c t  in t h i s  experiment?

2. Do you th ink  you could b e n e f i t  in  any way by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  
t h i s  experiment?

( ) D e f in i te ly  (+. )  Possib ly  (_^) Probably not (_£? Defi-
* n i t e l y  not

Please exp la in  your answer

3. Do you th ink  you could be harmed in  any way by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in 
t h i s  experiment?

( „) D e f in i te ly  (_ .)  Possib ly  ( +. )  Probably not ( j^ )  Defi­
n i t e l y  not

P lease exp la in  your answer
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4. Would you consent to serve as a sub jec t  In th i s  experiment?

(+2) Yes (_2) No ( Q ) Not sure

Please expla in  why

5. Do you fe e l  th a t  th is  experiment Is e th ic a l  or une th ica l?

( ~) D e f in i te ly  ( . )  Probably (_ .)  Probably ( _ )  D e f in i te ly  
e th ic a l  *  e th ic a l  u n e th ic a l  u n e th ic a l

Please exp la in  why

6. Suppose an experiment could be c a r r ie d  out only w ith  the consent 
o f  a board made up of re p re s e n ta t iv e s  o f  p o ss ib le  su b jec ts  for 
the  experiment. The board would make a judgment based on the 
experim ent's  e f f e c t  on s u b je c ts ,  con s id e ra tio n s  of the worth of 
the experiment, i t s  a c c e p ta b i l i ty  to community moral s tandards ,  
or any o ther  f a c to rs  i t  deemed re le v a n t .  I f  you were a member 
of th i s  board, would you vote  to  give perm ission fo r  the conduct 
o f  th i s  experiment?

<+2) Yes (_2) No

Please check any of the reasons below which in fluenced  your 
dec is ion . Make 2 checks fo r  the  one reason which is  of p a r t ic u la r  
importance in t h i s  dec is ion .

A fte r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  had checked 'Yes' or 'No' to ques tion  6, they 

checked the a l t e r n a t iv e s  provided to exp la in  t h e i r  d ec is io n s .  There were 

e igh t a l t e r n a t iv e s  for both 'Yes' and 'No' answers and a n in th  a l t e r n a t iv e  

"o ther"  where p a r t ic ip a n ts  could fu rn ish  th e i r  own reasons. The a l t e r n a ­

t iv e s ,  as presented  to  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  can be found in  appendix A.

Q u an ti ta t iv e  Scores

Questions 2 to  6 were given the app ro p ria te  q u a n t i ta t iv e  scores  as 

in d ica ted  above. The plus scores  a re  favorable  r e p l ie s  and the  minus scores 

a re  unfavorable  ones. The range for each ques tion  was from -2 to  +2. In 

a d d it io n  to the  scores for the ques tions ,  a t o t a l  r a t in g  was computed by
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using  the  a r i th m e tic  t o t a l  o f  the  scores fo r  the  in d iv id u a l ques tions .

These r a t in g s  ranged from -10 to  +10.

For the a l t e r n a t iv e s  provided for question  6 , the  scores were 

based on the  number o f  checks given each a l t e r n a t iv e .  The a l t e r n a t iv e s  

were scored s e p a ra te ly  and, o f  course, did not e n te r  in to  the composite 

score  mentioned above. A double-check was scored as 2, a s ing le-check  

as 1, and no check was scored as 0. O ccasionally  a p a r t i c ip a n t  made a

check fo r  the  'Yes' group when he had in d ica ted  'No' and v ice  versa .

These checks were ignored in  the  sco ring . F u r th e r ,  i f  a double-check 

was made fo r  more than one a l t e r n a t iv e ,  co n tra ry  to  in s t r u c t io n s ,  a l l  

double-checks were t r e a te d  as i f  they were s ing le -checks  and scored 

accord ing ly .

Q u a l i ta t iv e  Scores

Questions 1 to  5 requ ired  a w r i t te n  response from p a r t ic ip a n ts .  

For questions 2 through 5, they were asked to  exp la in  t h e i r  checked r e ­

p l i e s .  Codes for these  questions were cons truc ted  s e p a ra te ly  for favor­

ab le  and unfavorable  r e p l i e s .  A maximum of two codes was assigned to  

each response. In th e  r a re  circumstance where a response could have 

been a p p ro p ria te ly  assigned to  th re e  coding groups, the two th a t  were 

e i t h e r  emphasized, or most re p re s e n ta t iv e  of the  response, were s e le c te d .  

Codes were co n s tru c ted  s e p a ra te ly  fo r  each experiment and were designed 

to  be as r e f l e c t i v e  as p o s s ib le  of the  a c tu a l  content o f  the response.

I f  a response was q u i te  s p e c i f i c ,  but a s u f f i c i e n t  number of p a r t i c i ­

pants made th a t  response, the coding category was s p e c i f i c .  More gen­

e r a l  codes were used only when th e re  were not enough p a r t ic ip a n ts  who 

made s im i la r  s p e c i f i c  comments. Codes th a t  did not f i t  e i th e r  a s p e c i f i c
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or genera l group were designated  " o th e r ."  I f  a response was ambiguous 

or u n c le a r ,  i t  was coded "not i n t e r p r e t a b l e . "

Besides the in d iv id u a l  codes, groups o f codes with s im ila r  con­

te n t  were assigned to  a genera l ca tegory . Some codes belonged to  more 

than one genera l ca tegory  while o thers  did not f i t  any genera l ca tegory . 

The frequencies  of th e  genera l ca tego r ies  were based on the  number o f 

p a r t i c ip a n ts  who made a comment belong to  th a t  ca tegory , e . g . ,  i f  a 

p a r t ic ip a n t  made two comments th a t  f i t  one genera l ca tegory , the f r e ­

quency of the  genera l ca tegory  was increased  only by one. In o ther  

words, the frequency o f  a genera l category r e f l e c te d  the number o f  p a r­

t i c ip a n t s  who made comments f i t t i n g  th a t  category  and not the number of 

comments made.

Ten percen t o f  th e  pro toco ls  were coded by a second person. The 

average in te rc o d e r  agreement was 90%. The range was from 81% fo r  Turner 

and Solomon to  96% fo r  Campbell e t  a l .  and Milgram.

Main Condition

Twenty-four males and 72 females p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the  main con­

d i t io n  (96). There were e ig h t  groups--w ith  12 p a r t ic ip a n ts  each--who 

received  id e n t ic a l  experim ents, four o f  which were randomly s e le c te d  

from the  e ig h t  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiments. Each c o n tro v e rs ia l  experiment 

was p resen ted  48 tim es. There were only four p a i r s  of experiments th a t  

never appeared to g e th e r  in a book le t ,  namely, Milgram and Berkun e t  a l ;  

Asch and Bramel; Heron and Murray; Campbell e t  a l .  and Turner & Solomon. 

A ll o th e r  p o ss ib le  combinations were rep resen ted  in the  bo o k le ts .  This 

method of a rrang ing  the experiments was used so th a t  each experiment 

would appear w ith as many o ther  experiments as p o s s ib le .  The e ig h t
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experiments were no t d iv ided  in to  two groups o f  four experiments each, 

which would have s im p l i f ie d  the s t a t i s t i c s ,  because o f  the  d i s t i n c t  pos­

s i b i l i t y  t h a t  r e a c t io n s  to  in d iv id u a l  experiments might be in fluenced  by 

the p a r t i c u la r  group of experiments in  which they were embedded. By 

randomly ass ign ing  the experiments to  e ig h t  d i f f e r e n t  groups, t h i s  in f lu ­

ence, i f  any, could be both c o n tro l le d  and eva lua ted .

“Outcome11 M anipulation

Twenty-four males and 72 females took p a r t  in  the  two outcome 

co n d i t io n s .  The d e sc r ip t io n s  o f  th e  experiments were the  same as they were 

in  the  main cond it ion  except th a t  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  experiments were p re ­

sented  r a th e r  than s t a t i n g  a p o s s ib le  outcome. Every experim ent, except 

Asch and Milgram, had the  r e s u l t s  s t a t e d  as they were when the  experiments 

were conducted. The Asch and Milgram experim ents, appearing  in  every 

bookle t along with the  Mintz and Nazi experiment, had both a c tu a l  and 

f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l t s .  The book le ts  had s ix  experiments and two were chosen, 

a t  random, from the  remaining s ix  c o n tro v e rs ia l  experim ents. Each booklet 

with r e a l  r e s u l t s  had an id e n t i c a l  c o u n te rp a r t  with f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l t s .

The f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l t s  o f  the  Asch experiment s ta t e d  th a t  90% 

conformed ra th e r  than 30%. For the  Milgram experiment, the  f i c t i t i o u s  

r e s u l t s  s ta t e d  th a t  most su b jec ts  did not go beyond 150 v o l t s ,  t h a t  

fewer than 4% were s t i l l  obedient a t  300 v o l t s ,  and th a t  le s s  than 1% 

continued u n t i l  450 v o l t s .  The r e a l  r e s u l t s  s t a t e d  t h a t  over 60% obeyed 

u n t i l  the end, 450 v o l t s .  'For one c o n d it io n ,  th e r e fo re ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

were p resen ted  with 90% of the su b je c ts  conforming and very  few obeying, 

while in  the o th e r  c o n d it io n ,  over 60% obeyed and only 30% conformed.

✓
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Chapter 3 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chap ter  is  d iv ided  in to  s ix  s e c t io n s .  The f i r s t  s e c t io n  

w i l l  review the  e f f e c t  o f  the  Nazi experiment on re a c t io n s  to  o ther  ex­

perim ents. Section two w i l l  p re sen t  f ind ings  on the  Nazi and Mintz 

(1951) experim ents , included in  every p ro toco l as c o n tro ls .  Section 

th re e  w i l l  compare a l l  o f  the  experim ents, d e ta i l in g  the q u a n t i ta t iv e  

and q u a l i t a t iv e  f in d in g s .  I l l u s t r a t i v e  quotes from the  p ro toco ls  w i l l  

be used to  i l lu m in a te  the  more su b tle  d i s t in c t io n s  th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

made among the  experim ents . Section four w i l l  focus on the q u e s t io n s , 

p re se n t in g  data  th a t  i l lu m in a te  r e la t io n s  and d i s t in c t io n s  among the 

q u e s tio n s .  In s e c t io n  f iv e ,  the a l t e r n a t iv e s  t h a t  influenced the dec i­

s io n  to  g ra n t ,  or not g r a n t ,  a perm it w i l l  be analyzed, emphasizing 

t h e i r  im p lica tions  fo r  e th i c a l  i s su e s .  The f i n a l  s ec t io n  w i l l  d iscuss
t

th e  'outcome' m anipu la tion .

The da ta  fo r  male and female p a r t ic ip a n ts  have been pooled. In 

the  t: t e s t s  comparing males and females, th e re  were no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f ­

ferences in  e i th e r  the  average r a t in g  fo r  the  s ix  experiments in  each 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s  bookle t or in the  r a t in g s  o f the  in d iv id u a l experiments. 

Furthermore, o f  the  50 t  t e s t s  fo r  the questions (5 fo r  each of the  10 

experim ents) ,  only 3 were s ig n i f i c a n t  (Table IB, Appendix B ).

In the  subsequent p re se n ta t io n  and d iscu ss io n ,  the  experiments 

a re  e n t i t l e d  as they  were in  the  a c tu a l  p ro toco ls  and w i l l  be r e fe r r e d
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to  by abbrev ia tions  of th ese  t i t l e s .  The experim ents, and th e i r  t i t l e s ,  

a re  l i s t e d  below;

1) Asch (1956); Conformity and Independence

2) Berkun e t  a l .  (1962): A irplane Crash Simulation

3) Bramel (1962): Reaction to  an Undesired T r a i t  (Homosexuality)

4) Campbell e t  a l .  (1964); A T raum atically  Conditioned Response

5) Heron (1957); Sensory D eprivation

6) Milgram (1963): Obedience to  Immoral Orders

7) Mintz (1951); A Game to  Learn about Panics

8) Murray (1963); Attack on Personal Values

9) Rascher; Prolonged Exposure to  Freezing Temperature
(Nazi experim ent)

10) Turner and Solomon (1962); Traumatic Shock and Learning

Responses Before and A fter EXPOSURE Experiment

Exposure was included in every p ro to co l because of i t s  extremely 

b r u ta l  trea tm en t o f  s u b je c ts .  But the  question  o f  Exposure's  e f f e c t  on 

th e  evalua tions  of o th e r  experiments must be r a i s e d .  Mould i t  make 

o th e r  experiments seem more benign o r b e t t e r  by c o n tra s t?  This question  

was confronted by comparing th e  responses to  each experiment, be fo re  and 

a f t e r  Exposure (Table 1C, Appendix C ).

Of the 54 t  t e s t s  fo r  the mean r a t in g  and the  mean scores  fo r  

each ques tion  fo r  an experiment, when i t  appeared befo re  Exposure and 

when i t  appeared a f t e r  Exposure, only 3 were s ig n i f i c a n t .  For Game, the 

mean r a t in g  and the  mean score  fo r  E th ic a l  were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  h ig h er  i f  

Game appeared a f t e r  Exposure r a th e r  than b e fo re .  For Conformity, the 

mean score  fo r  E th ic a l  was a lso  h igher  when p a r t ic ip a n ts  had Exposure 

f i r s t .  I t  is  h ig h ly  l ik e ly  th a t  these  a re  chance f ind ings  but even i f
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they a re  n o t ,  the  e f f e c t  o f  Exposure on evalua tions  o f o ther  experiments 

seems n e g l ig ib le .  Exposure does not in fluence  responses to  more con tro ­

v e r s i a l  experiments bu t merely makes the  more favorab ly  viewed experiments 

more favo rab le ,  in  some r e s p e c ts ,  than b e fo re .

The reasons in f lu en c in g  the  d ec is io n  on a perm it were a l s o  com­

pared  fo r  the same experiment when i t  appeared b e fo re ,  and a f t e r ,  Exposure. 

For th is  a n a ly s is ,  144 t: t e s t s  were made, and o f  th e se ,  only 13 were s ig ­

n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .05 le v e l .  This i s  s l i g h t l y  more l i k e ly  to  r e p re s e n t  a 

r e a l  f in d in g  (9%), b u t i s  s t i l l  not o f  s u f f i c i e n t  magnitude to  conclude 

th a t  co n s id e ra t io n  must be given to  whether an experiment appeared b efo re ,  

or a f t e r ,  Exposure.

EXPOSURE and GAME: Findings and Im plica tions

P a r t ic ip a n ts  do make d i f f e r e n t i a l  judgments about psychology 

experim ents. Not only the  r a t in g s  o f  experim ents, bu t answers to  in d i ­

v id u a l  questions  on B e n e f i t ,  Harm, Consent, E th ic a l  and Perm it, r e f l e c t e d  

an extreme range o f r e a c t io n s  to  each o f  the  experim ents . Although a 

h ig h ly  d i f f e r e n t i a l  response to  the te n  experiments i s  in fo rm ative ,  th a t  

in  I t s e l f  would be meaningless un less  i t  was accompanied by a r e j e c t io n  

o f Exposure. Had the  response to  Exposure been equ ivoca l,  one would have 

to  conclude th a t  e i t h e r  th e  technique was in e f fe c t iv e  o r t h a t  p o te n t i a l  

su b je c ts  a re  not ab le  to  make judgments t h a t  can c o n tr ib u te  to  e th i c a l  

d e c is io n s .  But th e  r a t in g  o f  Exposure is  d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from the  

o th e r  n ine  experim ents .

There were two questions  where the  mean score  fo r  Exposure was 

not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from a t  l e a s t  one o th e r  experiment, b u t t h i s  

need no t n e c e s s a r i ly  denote a more to l e r a n t  a t t i t u d e  toward Exposure.
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P a r t ic ip a n ts  were not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more w il l in g  to  consent to  be a sub­

j e c t  in  Shock than they were in  Exposure and they were j u s t  as unw illing  

to  g ran t a perm it to  Traum atically  Conditioned Response and A irp lane , as 

to  Exposure. But the mean score  fo r  Consent fo r  Shock was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

lower than the  means o f  the o ther  qu es tio n s .  Permit had the lowest mean 

scores  for Airplane and T raum atically  Conditioned Response, compared to  

the  o ther  q u es tio n s .  Moreover, fo r  the  remaining th re e  ques tions—B en efit ,  

Harm, and E th ic a l—the means fo r  Exposure were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than 

a l l  th re e  Low-rated experiments and not a l l  Low-rated experiments ap­

proached the  mean score  fo r  Exposure fo r  the  same ques tion . Therefore , 

i t  would seem th a t  fo r  these  two q u es tio n s ,  Consent and Permit, i t  i s  

the  mean scores  fo r  Shock, T raum atically  Conditioned Response, and A ir­

p lane th a t  approached the mean sco re  fo r  Exposure, r a th e r  than th a t  p a r­

t i c ip a n t s  were more l e n ie n t  in t h e i r  a t t i tu d e s  toward Exposure.

F o r ty - th re e  pe rcen t of the  t o t a l  r a t in g s  fo r  Exposure were -10 , 

s ig n ify in g  th a t  i t  received  the lowest p o ss ib le  score  fo r  a l l  ques tions ,  

and only 5.0% o f  the r a t in g s  were p o s i t iv e .  N onetheless, 14 p a r t i c i ­

pants  (14.7%) were apparen tly  w i l l in g  to  g ran t Exposure a perm it.  This 

is  s u f f i c i e n t ly  low no t to  in v a l id a te  the  procedure, but i t  is  s t i l l  

n o ta b le .  Why did  th is  occur?

I t  i s  o f  i n t e r e s t  to  observe in  t h i s  connection th a t  Exposure is  

the only experiment where i t s  p o s i t io n  in  the  experimental booklet had
w #

a s ig n i f i c a n t  r e la t io n s h ip  to the t o t a l  r a t in g .  For Exposure, not only

*
See below, pp. 66-67, "Mean Scores fo r  the Questions and R ating ."

irk
See Table 6F, Appendix F.

"kirk
See Table 2C, Appendix C.
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was th e re  a s i g n i f i c a n t  l in e a r  trend  for r a t in g  and p o s i t io n  in the  ex­

perim enta l bookle t but those who received  Exposure as t h e i r  f i r s t  experi­

ment gave i t  a s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher r a t in g  than those  who rece iv ed  i t  as 

the  t h i r d  to  s ix th  experiment (-5 .44  versus -7 .88  to  -8 .6 9 ,  Duncan, P = .05). 

There were not s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe ren ces  fo r  Harm and Consent, but Benefit 

and Permit had s ig n i f i c a n t  l in e a r  trends  and E th ic a l ,  a s ig n i f i c a n t  quad­

r a t i c  t re n d .  For a l l  th re e  qu es tio n s ,  the mean scores  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

h igher fo r  those who had Exposure as the f i r s t  experiment.

The f a c t  t h a t  th re e  o f the f iv e  questions were a f fe c te d  by the 

p o s i t io n  o f  Exposure in  the  experimental booklet may in d ic a te  th a t  en­

countering  Exposure as an i n i t i a l  experiment makes i t  more d i f f i c u l t  to  

a s s im i la te  and assess  because i t  has such an extremely d ivergen t approach 

to  human subjects ..  T herefore , the sooner i t  i s  .encountered, the  more 

l ik e ly  i t  w i l l  be m isunderstood, or d i s to r t e d ,  to  make i t  more accep tab le  

and in  l in e  with e x p ec ta t io n s .  That th is  i s  indeed the  case i s  in d ica ted  

by the f a c t  t h a t  by f a r  the most important reason fo r  g ran tin g  Exposure a 

perm it was th a t  the  " su b je c t  v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed to  be in  the experim ent."

A few p a r t ic ip a n ts  checked th i s  a l t e r n a t iv e  although, as t h e i r  comments 

rev ea led ,  they r e a l iz e d  th a t  Exposure was not vo lu n ta ry .  Without doubt, 

being invo lun tary  i s  no t the  only fe a tu re  of Exposure th a t  makes i t  un­

accep tab le  from a humane s tan d p o in t .  But i f  th i s  aspec t of the  experiment 

was m isunderstood, or d e l ib e ra te ly  a l t e r e d ,  to  make the experiment ac­

ce p ta b le ,  o ther  asp ec ts  may a lso  have been d i s to r te d .  Eleven of the  14 

p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  w i l l in g  to  g ran t Exposure a perm it, apparen tly  did so on 

the  b a s is  of m isunderstanding , or changing, an e s s e n t i a l  element o f  the 

experiment, namely, th a t  i t  was not vo lun tary .
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Although p o s i t io n  in  the book le t may have c o n tr ib u te d  to misunder­

s tand ing  or d i s t o r t i n g  Exposure, being w i l l in g  to  g ran t i t  a permit cannot 

be explained  s o le ly  on the b a s is  of the i n i t i a l  shock o f  encountering an 

experiment such as Exposure as one of the f i r s t  experim ents. Another fac ­

to r  p red ispos ing  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  accept Exposure i s  a g e n e ra l ly  more le n ie n t  

a t t i t u d e  towards, or a p o s i t iv e  b ia s  in  favor o f ,  experim entation. The 

average r a t in g  fo r  the remaining f iv e  experiments in  the booklet was s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  for those p a r t ic ip a n ts  who granted  a permit to  Exposure 

than fo r  those  who d id  not (+3,97 versus +1.32, P = .0001).*  Moreover, i f  

th e re  were any d if fe re n c e s  between the two groups on e i th e r  t o t a l  r a t in g  

or mean scores  fo r  the  q u e s tio n s ,  i t  was in v a r ia b ly  the group w il l in g  to 

g ran t Exposure a permit th a t  had the h igher r a t in g  or mean score . There 

were d i f fe re n c e s  in  the two groups th a t  were e i th e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ,  or ap­

proached s ig n i f ic a n c e ,  for the r a t in g  or q u es tio n s ,  fo r  seven o f  the  ten  

experim ents. Only T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response, Obedience and Con­

f ormity had no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e re n c e s .  (See Table 3C, Appendix C, for 

_t t e s t s  comparing those who were w il l in g ,  or not w i l l in g ,  to  grant Exposure 

a perm it.)

The ques tion  a r i s e s  as to  why the f ind ings  were presented  w ithout 

excluding the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who were w il l in g  to  g ran t a permit to  Exposure.

The answer i s  a pragmatic one. Every a n a ly s is ,  done with a l l  96 p a r t i c i ­

p an ts ,  was a lso  done s e p a ra te ly  for the 14 and 82 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who answered 

the Permit question  d i f f e r e n t ly .  None o f the analyses with only the 82 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  d i f f e r e d  from the analyses done with the e n t i r e  sample o f 96 

p a r t ic ip a n ts .  This, of course , does not imply th a t  the group g ran ting  a 

perm it to  Exposure d id  not d i f f e r  from the group th a t  d id  not because, as

See Table 4C, Appendix C, fo r  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of average r a t in g s .
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we have seen, they did d i f f e r .  But s ince  the number of p a r t ic ip a n ts  who 

appeared to  accept Exposure was sm all, and the ways in  which they d i f f e re d  

were not ex ten s iv e ,  including  or excluding them from an a n a ly s is  did not 

have a s ig n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on the outcome. The disadvantage of excluding 

them, o f course , was th a t  i t  r e s u l te d  in unequal Ns.

Exposure was included in every p ro toco l as a check on both the 

technique and the p a r t ic ip a n ts .  A second experiment, Game, was a lso  in ­

cluded in  every p ro toco l because i t  was considered an e s s e n t i a l l y  uncon- 

t r o v e r s i a l  and benign experiment, w ithout e i th e r  deception or a s ig n i f i c a n t  

amount of s t r e s s .  I t  was s e le c te d  because i t  had a c le a r  and understandable  

o b je c t iv e  as w ell as a procedure th a t  could be o f i n t e r e s t  to  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  

Yet i t  does not occupy a unique s tand ing  for e i th e r  the mean r a t in g  or the 

mean scores  fo r  the in d iv id u a l  ques tions ,  as d id  Exposure, a t  the o ther  

extreme. N either the mean r a t in g  for A ttack  and Conformity d i f f e re d  s ig ­

n i f i c a n t ly  from Game nor did Game rece iv e  the h ig h es t  r a t in g .  Nor can i t  

be sa id  th a t  a c e i l in g  e f f e c t  i s  resp o n s ib le  fo r  the s im i la r i ty  of r a t in g s .  

Not only i s  the t o t a l  r a t in g  for Conformity h igher ,  even i f  in s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

so, bu t the  negative  r a t in g  o f  Exposure was decidedly  more extreme (-7 .52) 

than the r a t in g  fo r  Game ( 6 .1 9 ) .*

Although Attack rece ived  lower mean scores for some ques tions ,  

namely, Harm, Consent, and E th ic a l ,  Conformity did  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

from Game on any question . Conformity and A ttack  were endorsed by p a r t i c i ­

pants notw ithstanding the  fa c t  th a t  both can be considered s t r e s s f u l  and 

both employ deception. Moreover, one of the lowest ra te d  experiments,

Shock, was an experiment in  which th e re  was no deception. A char t  of the 

e igh t c o n tro v e rs ia l  experim ents, showing t h e i r  d i s t i n c t i v e  fe a tu re s  as far

*See below, pp. 66-67.
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as decep tion , s t r e s s ,  and s p e c ia l  e th i c a l  problems, is  presented  in  Table 1.

Focus on the Experiments 

In t h i s  s e c t io n ,  the q u a l i t a t iv e  and q u a n t i ta t iv e  data on the ten  

experiments w i l l  be d e ta i le d .  Before d esc rib in g  the r e s u l t s  for each ex­

periment, the  re le v a n t  d a ta  analyses and tab les  w i l l  be presented .

Mean Scores fo r the Q uestions and T o ta l Rating

I t  should be r e c a l le d  th a t  although ten  experiments were included 

in  the s tudy, each p a r t ic ip a n t  was presented  with only s ix .  The method o f 

random s e le c t io n  r e s u l te d  in  8 g roups--o f  12 p a r t ic ip a n ts  each --rece iv in g  

an id e n t ic a l  s e t  of s ix  experiments. Table ID, Appendix D, p resen ts  the 

repea ted  measures ANOVAS for each o f  these  groups. A ll 48 ANOVAS (6 for 

8 groups) were h ig h ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  (42 beyond the .001 le v e l ) .

To a s c e r t a in  whether the 8 groups of 12 d i f f e re d  from each o ther  

on the mean r a t in g s  or scores  for the same experiment, oneway ANOVAS were 

performed fo r  the r a t in g  and each o f  the  f iv e  questions . These analyses 

involved 8 groups fo r  Exposure and Game th a t  were included in  every p ro to ­

co l and 4 o f  the 8 groups for the remaining experiments. Only 2 o f the 60 

ANOVAS were s ig n i f i c a n t :  the t o t a l  r a t in g  and the B enefit  ques tion  for 

Shock (see Table 2D, Appendix D).

Since a l l  48 of the repeated  measures ANOVAS, w ith in  groups, were 

s ig n i f i c a n t  and only  2 o f  60 were s ig n i f i c a n t  between groups, a n e g l ig ib le  

f in d in g , i t  seemed j u s t i f i e d  to pool the  data  from the e ig h t  groups. There­

fo re ,  subsequent analyses w i l l  be based on the combined r e s u l t s  o f a l l  

groups for each experiment. To be co n se rv a tiv e ,  the da ta  are  t r e a te d  as 

i f  they were between su b je c t  measures, with a h igher e r ro r  term, even though
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Traumatical ly
Conditioned
Response

Traumatic
Shock
and
Learning
A irp lane
Crash
Simulation

Obedience 
to Immoral 
Orders

Reaction 
to an 
Undesired 
Trait

Sensory
Deprivation

Attack on
Personal
Values

Conformity
and
Independence

Features of the ExperimentsDistinctiveTable 1.
Type of Deception 
Ss are recruited on 
false pretenses; Infor­
mation on the nature of 
the procedure is with­
held.

Type of Stress 
Unnecessarily severe stress 
(procedure is considered 
horlfic even when it is 
expected).

Special Ethical Aspects 
Use of a vulnerable popula­
tion (sick and dependent on 
Institutional personnel), 
hospitalized alcoholics.

No deception.

Double-edged: Ss do not 
know they are in an ex­
periment and are lead to 
believe they are in a 
plane that is about to 
crash.

Ss are led to believe 
they are seriously 
harming another 
person.

Ss are given false feed­
back on their psycholog­
ical and physiological 
response to semi-nade 
photographs of same sex 
persons.

Withholding of informa­
tion: Ss are not told of 
possible severe, although 
usually temporary, 
psychological reactions.

Ss think they are to have 
a friendly discussion 
with another person but 
will face a trained de­
bater Instructed to tear 
apart their views.

Actions of peers in 
giving wrong answers 
deliberately and falsely.

Exposure to very painful 
electric shocks on a 
voluntary basis.

Severe stress Involving 
a threat to life.

Severe tension based on a 
potent conflict between 
obeying authority and 
harming another person.

Ss are led to believe 
they have homosexual 
tendencies.

Stress which lasts for a 
relatively long period, 
days rather than hours.

An unexpected and person­
alized attack on the S and 
his basic values.

Tension involving a 
powerful conflict between 
the evidence of one's own 
senses and majority 
opinion.

Idea of painful shock 
would seem to be quite 
distasteful to potential Ss, 
even when voluntary.

Use of a deceptive and 
extremely stressful proced­
ure with Ss who do not 
know they are in an 
experiment.

Ss may act contrary to what 
they consider to be 
desirable behavior.

Raises questions on the 
effectiveness of debriefing 
when false psychological 
impressions are attributed 
to Ss, especially by 
"experts".

Ss may experience severe 
psychological reactions 
such as hallucinations and 
mental impairment that may 
have a harmful aftereffect.

Ss may feel betrayed.

Ss may act contrary to 
what they consider to be 
desirable behavior.
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both rep ea ted , and not rep ea ted ,  measures are rep resen ted  in the combined 

data.

Table 2 is  a summary o f the ANOVAS for the f ive  questions and the 

t o t a l  r a t in g .*  Tables 3 through 8 p resen t the mean scores  for the t o t a l  

r a t in g  and the  f ive  q u es tio n s ,  inc lud ing  the  a p o s te r io r i  c o n t ra s t s .

The means fo r  the r a t in g s  f e l l  in to  four d is c r e te  su b se ts ,  with 

Exposure being s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than any o ther  experiment. There were 

th ree  groups of th ree  experiments each. These th ree  groups w i l l  subse­

quently  be r e f e r r e d  to  as the High, In te rm ed ia te  and Low groups. The th ree  

h ighest  r a te d  experim ents--Conformity. Game, and A ttack—formed a homogeneous 

group. The In term ediate  group was comprised o f Sensory. Reaction (homo­

s e x u a l i ty ) ,  and Obedience, but Sensory was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher than 

Obedience. Traum atically  Conditioned Response. Shock, and A irplane were 

in  the Low group with A irplane s ig n i f i c a n t ly  higher than Traum atically  

Conditioned Response.

The mean scores fo r  the ques tions  were a lso  h igh ly  s ig n i f ic a n t  and 

followed s im i la r ,  but not id e n t i c a l ,  p a t te rn s .  Table 9 summarizes the mean 

scores for the f iv e  ques tions .  Table 10 po r trays  the mean scores  w ith in  

each experiment and in d ic a te s  which o f  the f iv e  d i f f e re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly .* *

Table 11 l i s t s  both  the zero order c o r re la t io n s  and the th i r d  order 

p a r t i a l s  fo r  each experiment and question . Although many p o ss ib le  p a ir s  

o f  questions  did c o r r e l a t e ,  the c o r re la t io n s  were o f ten  moderate to  low 

and, in many in s tan ce s ,  d isappeared  a l to g e th e r ,  when the variance  in  common 

with the o th e r  questions was p a r t i a l l e d  out. This is  an in d ic a t io n  th a t  

the p a r t ic ip a n ts  used the questions to  express d i f f e r e n t  face ts  o f  th e i r

*A11 ANOVAS were computed us ing  weights of 0 .5  fo r  Exposure and 
Game s ince  they were p resen ted  twice as o f te n  as the  o ther  experiments.

See Table 3D, Appendix D, fo r  repea ted  measures ANOVAS.
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Table 2. ANOVAS fo r  Rating and Questions^

MS df

Tota l Rating
Between groups 1071.76 9
Within groups 24.37 470

B enefit
Between groups 23.94 9
Within groups 1.64 470

Harm
Between groups 46.00 9
Within groups 1.44 470

Consent
Between groups 59.68 9
Within groups 2.14 470

E th ic a l
Between groups 38.46 9
Within groups 1.54 470

Permit
Between groups 65.04 9
Within groups 2.77 470

*P < .0 0 0 1

F

43.98*

15.81*

31.91*

27.91*

25.01*

23.49*

Exposure and Game were weighted as .50 s in ce  a l l  96 p a r t i c i ­
pants had th ese  experiments in  th e i r  bookle ts  while only 48 p a r t ic ip a n ts  
had the  remaining e ig h t  experiments.



Table 3. Tota l Rating: A p o s te r io r i  C o n tras ts ,  Duncan .05 

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

-7 .52  -4 .67  -2 .96  -2 .33  -0 .02  +1.27 +2.27 +4.54 +6.19 +6.63

EXPOSURE

-1 .35

EXPOSURE

-1 .62

Table 4. B en e fit :  A p o s te r io r i  C o n tra s ts ,  Duncan .05 

TCR SHOCK REACTION OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE SENSORY GAME ATTACK CONFORMITY

-0 .83  -0 .60  -0 .29  -0 .2 1  +0.02 +0.10 +0.50 +0.83 +0.98

Table 5. Harm: A p o s te r io r i  C on tras ts ,  Duncan .05 

TCR AIRPLANE SHOCK SENSORY OBEDIENCE REACTION ATTACK CONFORMITY GAME

-0 .92  -0 .60  -0 .6 0  40.27 40.60 +0.71 +0.71 +1.02 +1.44

The underlin ings  in  t h i s  t a b le ,  and a l l  subsequent t a b le s ,  denote ranges o f means 
t h a t  a re  no t s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t .



Table 6. Consent: A p o s te r io r i  C o n tras ts ,  Duncan .05 

EXPOSURE SHOCK TCR OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE SENSORY REACTION ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

-1 .7 3  -1 .2 1  -1 .08  -0 .71  -0 .58  -0 .04  +0.08 +0.75 +1.38 +1.58

Table 7. E th ic a l :  A p o s te r io r i  C o n tra s ts ,  Duncan .05 

EXPOSURE TCR AIRPLANE SHOCK OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

-1 .4 1  -0 .75  -0 .33  +0.02 +0.04 +0.35 +0.75 +0.83 +1.33

Table 8. Perm it: A p o s te r io r i  C o n tra s ts ,  Duncan .05 

EXPOSURE TCR AIRPLANE SHOCK OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

-1 .42  -1 .0 8  -0 .83  -0 .50  +0.25 +0.42 +1.17 +1.42 +1.54

CONFORMITY

+1.38

•.CONFORMITY

+1.67

o\
sQ



+2.00 EXPOSURE TCR

Table 9: Summary of the Mean Scores by Experiment

SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

+1.50

+1.00

40.50

ETHICAL BENEFIT 

ETHICAL

HARM

PERMIT

ETHICAL
BENEFIT

HARM

PERMIT
ETHICAL

CONSENT

BENFIT

PERMIT
PERMIT

PERMIT
CONSENT
ETHICAL

PERMIT

ETHICAL

HARM

BENEFIT
CONSENT

m FIT

CONSENTHARM
BENEFIT

-0.50

- 1.00

-1.50
BENEFIT
ETHICAL
PERMIT
HARM
CONSENT

ETHICAL
BENEFIT
HARM
CONSENT
PERMIT

JIT
BENEFIT

CONSENT

CONSENTHARM

PERMIT
CONSENT

■Vj
o

- 2.00
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Tabic 10. Significant Differences in Mean Scores for Questions
Within Experiments: A Posteriori Contrasts, Duncan .05

EXPOSURE
Consent Harm Permit Ethical Benefit
-1.73 . -1.61 -1.42 -1.41 -1.35

Permit
-1.08

Consent
-1.08

TCR
Harm
-0.92

Benefit
-0.83

Ethical
-0.75

SHOCK
Consent Benefit Harm Permit Ethical
-1 . 2 1 -0.60 -0.60 -0.50 + 0 . 0 2

Permit
-0.83

Harm
-0.60

AIRPLANE
Consent
-0.58

Ethical
-0.33

Benefit
+ 0 . 0 2

Consent Benefit
OBEDIENCE
Ethical Permit Harm

-0.71 - 0 . 2 1 +0.04 +0.25 +0.60

Benefit Consent
REACTION
Ethical Permit Harm

-0.29 +0.08 +0.35 +0.42 +0.71

SENSORY
Consent Benefit Harm Ethical Permit
-0.04 +0 . 1 0 +0.27 +0.75 +1.17

Harm
+0.71

Consent
+0.75

ATTACK
Benefit
+0.83

Ethical
+0.83

Permit
+1.42

GAME
Benefit Ethical Consent Harm Permit
+0.50 +1.33 +1.38 +1.44 +1.54

CONFORMITY
Benefit Harm Ethical Consent Permit
+0.98 + 1 . 0 2 +1.38 +1.58 +1.67



TABLE 11: CORRELATIONS AND THIRD ORDER PARTIALS FOR THE QUESTIONS

Benefit 
with 

Harm

Exposure
.29***

T.C.R.
. 40***

Shock Airplane Obedience Reaction Sensory
.38*** .27* -.15 .40*** .27*

( . 21***) ( . 22)* ( - . 02) (.07) (-.3 7 )*** (.25)** (-.07)

Attack
.25*

( . 00)

Game
.14

(.07)

Conformity
-.27*

(-.30**

Benefit
with
Consent

.17*

(.09)

.40*** 

(.1 2 )

.51****

(.32)**

.42***

(.25)**

.5 7 **** .50**** 

(.4 5 )**** (.36)***

.5 3 ****

(.40)***-'.

.5 7 ****

(.50)****

.40****

(.25)***

. 2 0

(.17)

Benefit
with
Ethical

.2 0 **

(.1 1 )

.42***

(.13)

.40***

(.08)

.31**

(.09)

.30**

(.03)

.46****

(.23)*

.41***

(.1 1 )

.23

(-.1 2 )

.2 0 **

(.16)*

- . 0 1

(-.07)

Benefit
with
Permit

.19*

(.0 1 )

.5 4 ****

(.23)*

.58****

(.39)***

.32**

(.06)

.40***

(.23)*

.33**

(-.18)

.33**

(.1 2 )

.28*

(.09)

.40****

(.27)***

. 2 0

(.15)

Harm
with
Consent

.26***

(.1 1 )

.38***

(.18)

.48****

(.28)**

.4 9 ****

(.38)***

.13

(.07)

.3 4 **

(-.1 0 )

,4 7 ****

(.24)**

.42***

(.29)**

.27***

(.27)***

.17

(.09

Harm
with
Ethical

.28***

(.06)

.23

(-.06)

.56****

(.37)***

.23

(-.06)

.40***

(.17)

.4 7 ****

(.15)

.51****

(.18)

.25*

(-.07)

.05'

(.03)

.26*

(.17)

Harm
with
Permit

,44****

(.31)****

.40***

(.15)

.50****

(.19)

.31**

(.1 0 )

.41***

(.29)**

.50****

(.29)**

.5 5 ****

(.37)***

.32**

(.17)

- . 0 1

(-.15)*

.14

(.08)

Consent
with
Ethical

.17*

(.0 0 )

.29**

(-.1 0 )

.36***

(.0 1 )

.44***

(.15)

.4 4 ***

(.1 0 )

.52****

(.09)

.56****

(.31)**

.4 9 ****

(.30**

.08

(-.0 2 )

.43***

(.31)**

Consent
with
Permit

.3 3 ****

(.2 2 )**

.5 4 ****

(.37)***

.4 4 ***

(.09)

.4 9 **** 

(.19)*

.52****

(.19)*

,63****

(.46)****

.40***

(-.0 2 )

.46****

(.04)

.41****

(.33)****

.5 3 ****

(.42)***

Ethical
with
Permit

.2 2 **

(.40)****

.6 6 ****

(.56)****

.52****

(.26)**

.6 8 ****

(.58)****

.72**** 
(.5 5 )****

.64****

(.41)***

.5 5 ****

(.31)**

.71****

(.63)****

. 1 2

(.05)

.32**

(1 2 )
****P ^  .001, ***p ̂  .01 **P s. *05 *P j  *10. Zero order R, two-tailed. 3rd order partial, one-tailed.
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re a c tio n s  to  the  experim ents. The h ig h e s t c o r re la tio n s  e x is te d  between 

two p a irs  o f q u es tio n s : E th ica l and Perm it; B en efit and Consent. For

E th ic a l and Perm it, n o t only were the c o r re la tio n s  of the g re a te s t  magni- 

tu d e - -fo r  seven experim ents they were above .5 0 --b u t e ig h t o f  the nine 

s ig n if ic a n t  zero  order c o r re la tio n s  had s ig n if ic a n t  th ird  o rder p a r t i a l s .  

For B en efit and Consent, the c o r re la t io n s  were more moderate bu t seven of 

the nine zero order c o r re la tio n s  had s ig n if ic a n t  th i rd  o rder p a r t ia l s .

What They Said: W ritten  R eplies to  the Questions

As described  in  the method s e c tio n , the exp lanation  given fo r each 

question  was coded w ith one or two codes, as a p p ro p ria te . Tables IE to  5E 

in  Appendix E p resen t the codes and general ca te g o rie s  fo r questions 1 

through 5. In the  summary below, only general them es--app licab le  to  most 

experim ents—are  p resen ted . To f a c i l i t a t e  comparisons among experim ents, 

the percentages in  the  ta b le s  are  based on the to t a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  fo r each 

experim ent. The ta b le s  in  Appendix E give both the percentages based on 

the to t a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and the percentage o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  who checked the 

same answer, e .g . ,  e th ic a l  r a th e r  than u n e th ic a l.

QUESTION ONE: How do you th in k  you would have behaved, i f  you had been
a su b je c t in  the  experiment?

Although the p a r t ic ip a n ts  were asked to  d escrib e  th e i r  b ehav io r, 

in  many in stan ces  they responded by s ta t in g  how they would have reac ted  

to  the experim ental s i tu a t io n  ra th e r  than d esc rib in g  th e i r  behav io r. Some 

comments c la s s i f ie d  as behavior verged on the  b o rd e rlin e  between behavior 

and reac tio n s '* -th ey  d id  not denote a v o lun tary  a c tio n --b u t r a th e r  were the 

outcome of a s i tu a t io n ,  e .g . ,  h a llu c in a te d , developed c lau s tro p h o b ia , e tc . 

They were c la s s i f ie d  as "behaviors" ra th e r  than " re a c tio n s"  s in c e  they did 

n o t emphasize the  a f fe c t iv e  component.
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Reactions and B ehaviors. Table 12 shows the frequency o f re a c ­

tio n s  and beh av io rs. The h ig h es t percen tage of re a c tio n s  were given to  

T raum atically  Conditioned Response and A irp lane and most of them had a 

negative  a f fe c t iv e  tone . The h ig h es t percen tage o f behaviors were de­

sc rib ed  fo r Conformity and Obedience. This is  not s u rp r is in g  s in ce  d e f­

in i te  ac tio n s  a re  involved. For both  experim ents, th e  behaviors described  

tended to  fo llow  s o c ia lly  d e s ira b le  l in e s .

QUESTION TWO: Bo you th ink  you could b e n e f i t  in  any way by p a r t i c i ­
p a tin g  in  th i s  experiment?

One o f the most freq u en t reasons given fo r b e n e f itin g  from an 

experim ent i s  th a t  i t  enables the su b je c ts  to  see how they would re a c t  

or to  le a rn  something about them selves. This b e n e f i t  was mentioned fo r 

nine ou t o f ten  experim ents. The same theme a lso  made i t s  appearance 

in  a n eg a tiv e  form, w ith a few p a r t ic ip a n ts  claim ing no b e n e f it  was pos­

s ib le  because they could n o t lea rn  any th ing  about them selves. A ll ex­

perim ents w ith High and In term ed iate  ra tin g s  had d e n ia ls  of th i s  type. 

These a re  the same experim ents th a t  had a s u b s ta n t ia l  percen tage o f p a r­

t ic ip a n ts  a s s e r t in g  they would b e n e f i t  by le a rn in g  about them selves 

(Table 13).

B en efitin g  by having the  experim ental s i tu a t io n  modify the  sub­

j e c t s '  behav ior in  some manner, or having i t  have an e f f e c t  in  changing 

th e i r  l iv e s ,  was mentioned in  connection w ith s ix  o f th e  ten  experim ents. 

Learning in  g en era l was ano ther theme. Learning about o th e rs , about 

ev en ts , o r about how to  cope with s im ila r  s i tu a t io n s ,  was subsumed under 

th is  ru b r ic .



Table 12# Frequency of Reactions and Behaviors Given in Response to Question One

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE Q3EDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMS

Reactions 38 35.8 34 66.7 31 58.5 12 24.0 2 4.5 18 38. 18 34.6 10 17.2 1 2  10.7 5 10.0

Behaviors 6 8  64.2 17 33.3 22 42.5 38 76.0 42 95.5 29 61.7 34 65.4 48 82.8 100 89.3 45 90.0

<N> 106 51 53 50 44 47 52 58 1 1 2 50

-hJ
U i



EXPOSURE TCR

See reaction, 
learn more
about self - 4 8.3

Change self 
or life

Learn about 
others or
in general 6  6.3

Would not 
learn about 
self

Do not like 
experiment 26

No way to 
benefit 34

Could only . 
be harmful 29

27.1 17 35.4

35.4 4 8.3

30.2 12 25.0

Table 13. 

SHOCK

8  16.7 

5 10.4

3 6.3

18 37.5 

14 29.2

Frecfuency

AIRPLANE

10 20.8  

12 25.0

2 4.2

18 37.5

of General 

OBEDIENCE

17 35.4 

2 4.2

2 4.2

7 14.6 

12 25.0 

4 8.3

3 6.3

Themes for 

REACTION

17 35.4

2 4.2

12 25.0 

12 25.0

Benefit

SENSORY

13 27.1 

2 4.1

12 25.0

2 4.1

7 14.6

6  12.5

5 10.4

ATTACK

23 47.9 

12 25.0

5 10.4

3 6.3

2 4.2

GAME

33 34.4 

16 16.7

26 27.1

5 5.2

16 16.7 

5 5.2

CONFORMITY

22 45.8 

12 25.0

6  12.5

4 8.3

2 4.2

•V j
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QUESTION THREE; Do you th in k  you could be harmed in  any way by p a r t i c i ­
p a tin g  in  th i s  experim ent?

One asp ec t o f  harm is  o f p a r t ic u la r  concern to  p sy ch o lo g is ts  is  

harm th a t  could extend beyond the  experim ental s i tu a t io n ,  e s p e c ia lly  i f  

th e  r e s u l t in g  harm is  permanent. D eath, as a ca tegory  o f harm, is  

c e r ta in ly  perm anent, b u t most o th er c a te g o rie s  o f harm can only be con­

s id e re d  "permanent" i f  the p a r t ic ip a n t  s ta te s  th a t  i t  w i l l  be permanent. 

Permanent harm th a t  could d e f in i te ly  be c la s s i f ie d  as such was mentioned 

f a i r ly  f re q u e n tly  fo r only two experim ents, Exposure (54.2%) and Traum ati­

c a l ly  C onditioned Response (20.8%) (Table 14).

When harm th a t  goes beyond th e  experim ental s i tu a t io n — includ ing  

th a t  which is  permanent—is  co n sid e red , the frequency of th i s  response is  

g re a t ly  in c reased . Harm, o f  d if f e r in g  degrees o f s e v e r i ty ,  th a t  could ex­

tend beyond the  experim ental s i tu a t io n  was mentioned fo r a l l  ten  experim ents.

QUESTION FOUR: Would you consent to  se rv e  as a su b je c t in  th is  experiment?

The o p p o rtu n ity  th a t  an experim ent provided to  le a rn  about them­

s e lv e s , o r see  th e i r  r e a c t io n , was th e  most freq u en t reason  fo r  consenting  

to  be a s u b je c t .  The most freq u en t reason  fo r  no t consen ting  was th a t  

th e  experim ent was too u n p leasan t, s t r e s s f u l  or f e a r f u l .  Harm, as a r e s u l t  

o f p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  was a lso  f re q u e n tly  m entioned as a reason  fo r  n o t con­

sen tin g  (Table 15).

"Not Sure" Responses. Table 16 l i s t s  the freq u en c ies  fo r  the d i f ­

fe re n t c a te g o rie s  o f 'Not s u re ' re sp o n ses . The most freq u en t response, 

both  in  terms o f  ab so lu te  frequency, and in  terms o f th e  number o f ex p eri­

ments where i t  was coded, was "An in d ic a tio n  o f ,  or a reason  f o r ,  n o ."

The responses in  th i s  category  would have been eq u a lly  p la u s ib le  as reasons



Table 14. Frequency of General Themes for Harm

Permanent
harm

Harm beyond 
experimental 
situation - 

stated:
Implied:
Total

Physical

Psycho­
logical

Only tempo­
rary effect

Harmless

Could only 
benefit

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

52 54.2 10 20.8

84 87.5 37
_ 6  6.3 _
90 93.8 37

42 43.8 13

17 17.7 22

7

77.1 5 10.4

77.1 5 10.4

27.1 11 22.9

45.8 11 22.9

14.6

6  12.5

12 25.0 3
14 29.2 __
26 54.2 3

19 39.6

22 45.8 14

3 6.3 5

4

3

6.3 10 20.8
  _3 6.3
6.3 13 27.1

29.2 13 27.1

10.4 9 18.8

8.3 5 10.4

6.3 4 8.3

11 22.9
  ____  _5
11 22.9 5

2

20 41.7 10

9 18.8 1 1

4 8.3 3

7

2 2.1

10. 4 _______
10.4 2 2.1

4.2

20.8 10 10.4

22.9 5 5.2

6.3 34 35.4

14.6 9 9.<

CONFORMITY

3 6.3 
_1  2 .1

4 8.4

7 14.6

13 27.1 

6 12.5

8  16.7



Table IS. Frequency of General Themes for Consent

EXPOSURE TCR

See own 
reaction

SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION

12 25.0
Worthwhile
experiment

Harmless

Too unpleasant 
or stressful 2 2

Harmful 48

Worthless 
experiment * 13

Dislike ex­
periment or 
experimental 
conditions 18

No personal 
benefit 1 2

22.9 14 29.2 30

50.0 14 29.2 2

13.5 3 6.3 3

18.8 5 10.4

12.5 2

62.5 13 27.1

4.1 5 10.4

6.3

4 8.3 3

4.2

3 6.3 3 6.3

9 18.8

3 6.3

4 8.3

6.3

SENSORY ATTACK 

7 14.6 14 29.2

2 4.2

2 4.2

10 20.8 3 6.3

3 6.3

2 4.2

4 8.3 8  16.7

GAME

25 26.0

10 10.4

17 17.7

2 2.1  

4 4.2

CONFORMITY

19 39.6

2 4.2

7 14.6



Table 16. Frequency of "Not Sure" Responses For Consent
EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

An Indication of, 
or a reason for,
NO. 2 2.1 3 6.3 4 8.3 6 12.5 4 8.3 5 10.4 2 4.2 2 4.2 2 2.]
Because results 
would be invalid, 
no choice, not
voluntary 3 3.1 1 2.1 9 18.8 3 6.3
Ambivalence 1 1.0 2 4.2 2 4.2 3 6.3 7 14.6 3 6.3 2 4.2 2 4.2

Because It might 
be harmful, un­
pleasant or
distasteful 3 6.3 2 4.2 1 2.1 1 2.1 1 2.1 2 4.2 1 2.1

Experiment not 
worthshlle, not
sure worthwhile . 2 4.2 2 2..

Depends on mood,
pay, time, etc. 1 2.1 1 2.1 2 4.2 1 2.1 1 2.1 2 2.1

Desire for more
Information 1 1.6 2 4.2 2 4.2

YES IF - 
beneficial, not 
harmful or per­
sonal state
permits. 3 3.1 1 2.1 1 2.1

YES IF, NO IF,
Re experimental
conditions 1 2.1 2 4.2 2 4.2 1 2.1 1 1.4

Other* 2 2.1 1 2.1 1 2.1

TOTAL 11 11.5 8 16.7 9 18.8 16 33.3 13 27.1 12 25.0 11 22.9 6 12.5 6 6.:

CONFORMITY 

3 6.3

1 2.1  

2 4.2

2 4.2

1 2.1

8 16.7

*Not originally coded as other. Created by collapsing two categories.
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fo r no t wanting to  be a su b je c t.  For some p a r t ic ip a n ts  th is  seemed to  

se rv e  as a means o f re fu s in g  to  p a r t ic ip a te ,  w ithout re q u ir in g  a d e f in i te  

'No' while fo r  o th e rs  i t  m ight have served to  convey th e i r  doubt and, 

th e re fo re , would re p re se n t an in c l in a t io n  towards 'No' r a th e r  than a sub­

s t i t u t e  fo r  'N o .1 Responses th a t  in d ica te d  m an ifest ambivalence about 

p a r t ic ip a t io n  were a lso  r e l a t iv e ly  f req u e n t.

I f  a p a r t ic ip a n t  mentioned th a t  p a r t ic ip a t io n  was in v o lu n ta ry , 

choice was n o t invo lved , or s in ce  they knew th e  procedure beforehand, i t  

would in v a lid a te  the f in d in g s , th e  answers formed one group. They were 

grouped to g e th e r  because they denoted a lack  o f w illin g n ess  to  p a r t ic ip a te  

th a t  was n o t expressed in  terms o f perso n a l p re fe ren ce s .

QUESTION FIVE; Do you f e e l  th a t  th i s  experim ent is  e th ic a l  o r u n e th ica l?

Comments r e fe r r in g  to  how su b je c ts  a re  t r e a te d ,  whether f a i r l y  or 

u n fa i r ly ,  were a frequen t response to  the  q u es tio n  on E th ic a l .  For two 

experim ents, only  th e  u n fa ir  fe a tu re s  o f th e  experim ents were noted w hile 

fo r  fo u r experim ents, comments were e x c lu s iv e ly  focused on the fe a tu re s  

th a t  were f a i r .  The rem aining four experim ents had adheren ts on both 

s id es  o f th e  is s u e  (Table 17).

Supporting th e  co n ten tio n  th a t  an experim ent was e th ic a l  by a llu d ­

ing to  th e  v a lu e  of i t s  f in d in g s  o r purpose was done fo r  a l l  experim ents.

Another P e rsp ec tiv e  on What P a r tic ip a n ts  Said

The previous overview o f p a r t ic ip a n ts ' comments summarized what 

they  s a id  to  each of th e  f iv e  q u es tio n s . But some types o f comments may 

be eq u a lly  a p p ro p ria te  fo r  more than one q u es tio n . For example, harm ful 

a f te r e f f e c t s  may be m entioned in  response to  th e  questio n  on Harm or 

Consent, o r  may be rese rv ed  fo r the  E th ic a l q u es tio n . Since th e re  were



EXPOSURE

Useful 
purpose or
results 3 3.1

Treats Ss 
fairly

Good for Ss

Harmless

Results use­
less - no
social value 7 7.3

Treats Ss
unfairly 53 55.2

Too drastic, 
too much
suffering 27 28.1

Harmful 27 28.1

Harmful after­
effects, too 
risky 15 15.6

TCR

2 4.2

4 8.3

15 31.3

9 18.8 

5 10.4

8  16.7

Table 17. 

SHOCK

8  16.7 

18 37.5

7 14.6

8  16.7

6  12.5

6  12.5

Frequency of General Themes for Ethical 

AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

6  12.5 9 18.8 6  12.5 11 22.9 5 10.4 26 27.1

2 4.2 5 10.4 24 50.0 7 14.6 11 11.5

7 14.6 2 4.2 2 4.2 6  12.5 11 11.5

4 8.3 2 4.2 9 18.8 16 33.3. 38 39.6

4 8.3 2 4.2 2 4.2 5 5.2

4 8.3 3 6.3 7 14.6

14 29.2 1 2il 2 4.2

2 4.2 3 6.3

9 18.8 6  12.5 7 14.6 2  4.2

CONFORM TTY

13 27.1

6 12.5

5 10.4

19 39.6

oo
ro
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c e r ta in  themes th a t  were rep ea ted  across  experim ents, i t  was p o ss ib le  to  

record  what percentage o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a llu d ed  to  th ese  themes in  respond­

ing to  each of the ten  experim ents. This was done by igno ring  th e  number 

o f times p a r t ic ip a n ts  may have made a p a r t ic u la r  type o f comment and r e ­

cording only the f a c t  th a t  th ey  made them. Table 18 shows th is  a n a ly s is .

The f i r s t  f iv e  ca te g o rie s  cover comments o f a fav o rab le  n a tu re .

The va lue  o f th e  experiment was p ra ise d  fo r  a l l  ten  experim ents. Comment­

ing th a t  an experim ent enabled su b je c ts  to  lea rn  about them selves was done 

f re q u e n tly , e sp e c ia lly  fo r the  H igh-ra ted  experim ents. Another c lu s te r  

of responses revolved around p e rso n a l gains fo r  the  su b jec ts  such as h e lp ­

ing them, being good fo r  them, or teach in g  them a new s k i l l  o r way o f  

behaving. A ll experim ents had comments o f th is  n a tu re . The f in a l  c a te ­

gory r e fe r s  to  lea rn in g  in  g e n e ra l, such as lea rn in g  about o th e r s ,  le a rn ­

ing about s i tu a t io n s  o f p an ic , and so f o r th .

Comments o f a derogato ry  n a tu re  were a lso  ta b u la te d  ac ro ss  ex p e ri­

ments . Harmful a f te r e f f e c ts  were m entioned fo r a l l  experim ents bu t com­

ments on permanent harm were re se rv ed  fo r the  four lowest r a te d  e x p e ri­

m ents. I f  a l l  re fe ren ces  to  harm— inclu d in g  harm ful a f t e r e f f e c t s —are  

ta b u la te d , i t  is  again  th e  four low est r a te d  experim ents th a t  d i f f e r  from 

the o th e rs .  For these experim ents, harm is  mentioned by th e  m a jo rity  o f 

th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Being o v erly  s t r e s s f u l ,  traum atic  o r inhumane was com­

mented on by the m a jo rity  to  the  th re e  Low-rated experim ents (58,37* to  

79.2%). For Exposure (38.5%), p a r t ic ip a n ts ' concern w ith extreme harm 

ap p aren tly  overshadowed th e i r  concern w ith s tr e s s  and traum a. However, 

n ea rly  every p a r t ic ip a n t  (95.87*) a llu d ed  to  harm, s t r e s s ,  o r b o th , in  

th e i r  comments to  Exposure. The percen tage o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  m entioning



Table 18. Frequency of Content Themes Across Questions: Percentage of Participants

EXPOSURE ICE SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

Valuable
experiment 3 3.1 2 4.2 8  16.7 6  12.5 12 25.0 9 18.8 12 25.0 5 10.4 28 29.2 15 31.3

Harmless 6  12.5 4 8.3 15 31.3 14 29.2 18 37.5 16 33.3 59 61.5 23 47.9

Learn about *
self 4 8.3 10 20.8 13 27.1 17 35.4 20 41.7 16 33.3 28 58.3 44 45.8 29 60.4

Good for S, 
teaches new 
skill or
behavior 5 5.2 7 14.6 5 10.4 17 35.4 4 8.3 6 12.5 6  12.5 19 39.6 26 27.1 21 43.8

S learns, 
other than 
two cate­
gories above 3 6.3 2 4.2 3 6.3 5 10.4 4 8.3 30 31.3 6  12.5

All three of 
above catego­
ries where S 
learns or has 
specific bene­
fits 5 5.2 11 22.9 17 35.4 26 54.2 22 45.8 23 47.9 24 50.0 43 89.6 67 69.8 40 83.3

Permanent
harm 63 65.6 17 35.4 4 8.3 6 12.5 1 2.1 1 2.1

Harmful
aftereffects

stated: 12 12.5 15 31.3 6 12.5 17 35.4 4 8.3 9 18.8 6  12.5 4 8.3 1 1.0 3 6.3
implied: _ 6  6.3 _4 8.3     _7 14.6 _3 6.3 _5 10.4 _2 4.1 _2 4.2 _1 1.0 _1 2.1
Total 81 84.4 36 75.0 10 20.8 30 62.5 8  16.7 15 31.3 8  16.7 6  12.5 2 2.1 4 8.4

00



Table 18. Frequency of Content Themes Across Questions (continued)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME

All refer­
ences to
harm 92 95.8 42 87.5 29 60.4 33 6 8 . 8  8  16.7 19 39.6 13 27.1 9 18.8 3 3.1

Too stressful, 
traumatic,
inhumane 37 38.5 38 79.2 28 58.3 37 77.1 13 27.1 2 4.2 16 33.3 2 2.1

Harm only 55 57.3 8  16.7 9 18.8 5 10.4 6  12.5 15 31.3 9 18.8 9 18.8 3 3.1

Stress only 1 1.0 4 8.3 8  16.7 ‘ 9 18.8 11 22.9 - 12 25.0 - 2 2.1

Both harm
and stress 36 37.5 34 70.8 20 41.7 27 56.3 2 4.2 2 4.2 4 8.3

Either harm
or stress 92 95.8 46 95.8 37 77.1 41 85.4 19 39.6 17 35.4 25 52.1 8  16.7 5 5.2

Neither harm
nor stress 4 4.2 2 4.2 11 22.9 7 14.6 29 60.4 31 64.6 23 47.9 39 81.3 91 94.8

CONFORMITY 

5 10.4

5 10.4

5 10.4 

43 89.6



86

harm, s t r e s s ,  o r  b o th , decreases fo r each successiv e  group o f experim ents, 

Low, In te rm ed ia te , and High.

Reasons th a t  In fluenced  D ecisions On A Permit

QUESTION SIX; Suppose an experim ent could be c a r r ie d  out only w ith  th e  
consent o f a board made up o f re p re s e n ta tiv e s  o f p o ss ib le  
su b je c ts  fo r  th e  experim ent. The board would make a judg­
ment based on th e  experim en t's  e f f e c t  on s u b je c ts , con­
s id e ra tio n s  of the  worth of the  experim ent, i t s  accep t­
a b i l i t y  to  community moral s ta n d a rd s , o r  any o th e r f a c to rs  
i t  deemed re le v a n t.  I f  you were a member o f th is  board , 
would you vote perm ission  fo r the  conduct o f  th i s  experim ent?

Not only does questio n  6 ask p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  vo te  on perm ission  fo r 

the conduct of an experim ent, bu t i t  in s t ru c ts  them to  in d ic a te  why, by 

checking any o f th e  e ig h t a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  provided s e p a ra te ly  fo r 'Y es' and 

'No' answ ers.

Table 19 examines th e  r e la t iv e  sa lie n c e  o f each reason w ith in  an 

experim ent.*  For the 'Y es1 a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  th e re  were s ig n if ic a n t  d i f f e r ­

ences fo r  every experim ent. For the 'No' a l te r n a t iv e s ,  n e ith e r  Conformity 

nor Sensory had s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe ren ce s  among th e  reasons fo r  re fu s in g  a 

perm it.

There a re  some noteworthy p a tte rn s  among the  reasons in flu en c in g  

d ec is io n s  on a p e rm it. For the 'Y es' a l te r n a t iv e s ,  "Of va lue  to  su b jec ts  

in  understand ing  them selves" was the favored reason  fo r  th e  H igh-rated  

experim ents, and "su b jec ts  v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed . . . "  was the  favored reason  

fo r the  Low-rated experim ents. For the  'No' a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  the four low est 

ra te d  experim ents shared  th re e  reasons in  common as the  most s a l i e n t  fo r  

denying a perm it; "Long term harm ful consequences"; "Too unp leasan t or 

s t r e s s f u l " ;  and "Value does not j u s t i f y  p o ss ib le  harm ."

For th e  rep ea ted  measures ANOVAS, see Table 4D, Appendix D.



Table 19. Ranking of Reasons Within Experiments: A Posteriori Contrasts, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
NOT TOO DECEPTION OF VALUE NOT UNFAIR VALUE LEARN ABOUT STRESS Ss
STRESSFUL JUSTIFIED TO Ss TO Ss JUSTIFIES BEHAVIOR TEMPORARY VOLUNTEER

0.07 0.07 0.29 0.43 0.43 0.64 0.64 1.29

No A lte rn a tiv e s
ENCOURAGES UN- LOWERS Ss FEEL NO SOCIAL Ss DO NOT TOO VALUE DOES LONG TERM
DESIRABLE BEH. SELF ESTEEM DECEIVED VALUE VOLUNTEER STRESSFUL NOT JUSTIFY HARM

0.12 0.21 0.23 0.59 0.93 0.99 1.00 1.01

TCR
Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
DECEPTION NOT TOO NOT UNFAIR VALUE STRESS OF VALUE LEARN ABOUT Ss
JUSTIFIED STRESSFUL TO Ss JUSTIFIES TEMPORARY TO Ss BEHAVIOR VOLUNTEER

0.09 0.18 0.36 0.45 0.55 0 .81 0.91 1.09

No A lte rn a tiv e s
Ss DO NOT ENCOURAGES UN- LOWERS Ss FEEL NO SOCIAL VALUE DOES TOO LONG TERM
VOLUNTEER DESIRABLE BEH. SELF ESTEEM DECEIVED VALUE NOT JUSTIFY STRESSFUL HARM

0.14 0.16 0.16 0.54 0.62 0.92 0.95 1.14



Table 19. Ranking of Reasons Within Experiments (continued)

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
DECEPTION
JUSTIFIED

0.06

NOT TOO 
STRESSFUL 

0.17

OF VALUE 
TO Ss 

0.44

SHOCK

NOT UNFAIR 
TO Ss 
0.56

VALUE
JUSTIFIES

0.72

STRESS
TEMPORARY

0.72

LEARN ABOUT 
BEHAVIOR 

0.89

Ss
VOLUNTEER

1.28

No A lte rn a tiv e s
Ss DO NOT ENCOURAGES UN- LOWERS S's FEEL LONG TEEM NO SOCIAL TOO VALUE DOES
VOLUNTEER DESIRABLE BEH. SELF ESTEEM DECEIVED HARM VALUE STRESSFUL NOT JUSTIFY

0.10 0.17 0.17 0.23 0.67 0.87 0.93 1.03

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
NOT UNFAIR 
TO Ss 

0.36

VALUE
JUSTIFIES

0.36

DECEPTION
JUSTIFIED

0.36

AIRPLANE

NOT TOO 
STRESSFUL 

0.43

STRESS
TEMPORARY

0.71

Ss
VOLUNTEER

0.71

LEARN ABOUT 
BEHAVIOR 

0.79

OF VALUE 
TO Ss 

1 .00

No A lte rn a tiv e s  
ENCOURAGES UN­
DESIRABLE BEH. 

0.24

LOWERS 
SELF ESTEEM 
0.24

NO SOCIAL 
VALUE 

0.47

Ss DO NOT 
VOLUNTEER 

0.62

Ss FEEL 
DECEIVED 

0.76

VALUE DOES 
NOT JUSTIFY 

0.79

TOO
STRESSFUL

0.88

LONG TERM 
HARM 

0.88

oo
00



Table 19. Banking of Reasons Within Experiments (continued)
OBEDIENCE

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
NOT TOO NOT UNFAIR STRESS DECEPTION VALUE OF VALUE Ss LEARN ABOUT
STRESSFUL TO Ss TEMPORARY JUSTIFIED JUSTIFIES TO Ss VOLUNTEER BEHAVIOR

0.26 0.41 0.41 0 .48  0.59 0.85 0.89 0.93

No A lte rn a tiv e s
Ss DO NOT NO SOCIAL LONG TERM ENCOURAGES UN- Ss FEEL VALUE DOES LOWERS TOO
VOLUNTEER VALUE HARM DESIRABLE BEH. DECEIVED NOT.JUSTIFY SELF ESTEEM STRESSFUL

0.05 0.38 0.38 0.43 0-48 0.71 0.76 0.86

REACTION
Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
VALUE NOT UNFAIR STRESS DECEPTION NOT TOO Ss LEARN ABOUT OF VALUE
JUSTIFIES TO Ss TEMPORARY JUSTIFIED STRESSFUL VOLUNTEER BEHAVIOR TO Ss

0.21  0.41 0.48 0.52 0.52 0.62 0.93 1.07

No A lte rn a tiv e s
TOO Ss DO NOT ENCOURAGES UN- VALUE DOES Ss FEEL LONG TERM NO SOCIAL LOWERS
STRESSFUL VOLUNTEER DESIRABLE BEH. NOT JUSTIFY DECEIVED HARM VALUE SELF ESTEEM

0.11 0.11 0.47 0.58 0.63 0.63 0.68 1.00



Table 19. Ranking of Reasons Within Experiments (continued)

SENSORY
Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
DECEPTION NOT TOO 
JUSTIFIED STRESSFUL 

0.03  0.42

NOT UNFAIR 
TO Ss 

0.50

VALUE OF VALUE 
JUSTIFIES TO Ss 

0.66 0.66

STRESS
TEMPORARY

0.76

LEARN ABOUT 
BEHAVIOR 

1.00

Ss
VOLUNTEER

1.08

No A lte rn a tiv e s  
Ss DO NOT Ss FEEL NO SOCIAL ENCOURAGES UN- LONG TERM LOWERS TOO VALUE DOES
VOLUNTEER DECEIVED VALUE DESIRABLE BEH. HARM SELF ESTEEM STRESSFUL NOT JUSTIFY

0 .20  0 .20 0.40 0.40 0.50 0.50 0.60 0.90

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s  
VALUE DECEPTION NOT TOO

ATTACK 

NOT UNFAIR STRESS Ss LEARN ABOUT OF VALUE
JUSTIFIES JUSTIFIED STRESSFUL TO Ss TEMPORARY VOLUNTEER BEHAVIOR TO Ss

0.29 0.46 0.49 0.51 0.66 0.73 0.78 1.10

No A lte rn a tiv e s  
NO SOCIAL Ss DO NOT ENCOURAGES UN­ Ss FEEL VALUE DOES LONG TERM TOO LOWERS
VALUE VOLUNTEER DESIRABLE BEH. DECEIVED NOT JUSTIFY HARM STRESSFUL SELF ESTEEM

0.00 0.29 0.57 0.71 0.86 0.86 1.00 1.29



Table 19. Ranking of Reasons Within Experiments (continued)

GAME
Yes A lte rn a tiv e s
DECEPTION
JUSTIFIED

0.20

STRESS
TEMPORARY

0.28

VALUE
JUSTIFIES

0.37

NOT TOO 
STRESSFUL 

0.66

NOT UNFAIR 
TO Ss 

0.68

Ss
VOLUNTEER

0.74

LEARN ABOUT 
BEHAVIOR 

0.93

OF VALUE 
TO Ss 

1.14

No A lte rn a tiv e s  
LOWERS Ss FEEL 
SELF ESTEEM DECEIVED 

0.09 0.09

TOO
STRESSFUL

0.09

Ss DO NOT 
VOLUNTEER 

0.09

VALUE DOES 
NOT JUSTIFY 

0.18

LONG TERM 
HARM 

0.18

ENCOURAGES UN­
DESIRABLE BEH. 

0.27

- NO SOCIAL 
. VALUE 

1.27

Yes A lte rn a tiv e s  
DECEPTION NOT UNFAIR 
JUSTIFIED TO Ss 

0.39 0.43

STRESS
TEMPORARY

0.48

CONFORMITY

Ss VALUE 
VOLUNTEER JUSTIFIES 

0.55 0.57

NOT TOO 
STRESSFUL 
0.59

LEARN ABOUT 
BEHAVIOR 

1.00

OF VALUE 
TO Ss 

1.27

No A lte rn a tiv e s
ENCOURAGES UN­
DESIRABLE BEH. 

0 .00

Ss FEEL 
DECEIVED 

0.25

VALUE DOES 
NOT JUSTIFY 

0.25

Ss DO NOT 
VOLUNTEER 

0.50

LONG TERM 
HARM 

0.50

TOO
STRESSFUL

0.50

LOWERS 
SELF ESTEEM 

0.75

NO SOCIAL 
VALUE 

0.75
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High-Rated Group

The follow ing th re e  experim ents were in  the H igh-ra ted  group.

None d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from the o th e rs .

Conformity and Independence. P a r tic ip a n ts  found Conformity more 

e th ic a l ,  and were more w illin g  to  be a su b je c t in  Conform ity, than any 

o th e r experim ent bu t Game. For the  B en efit q u es tio n , th e re  were two ex­

perim ents th a t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from Conform ity,: fo r  Perm it, 

th re e ,  and fo r Harm, fo u r. Furtherm ore, except fo r the  question  on Harm,

Conformity had the h ig h e s t mean score fo r each o f th e  q u es tio n s . There

was, however, a t  le a s t  one o th er experim ent th a t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s i g n i f i ­

ca n tly  from Conform ity.

Conformity was unique in  th a t  i t  was one o f two experim ents where 

th e re  was a n eg a tiv e  c o r re la t io n  between q u es tio n s . B en efit and Harm had 

a low n eg a tiv e  c o r re la tio n  (- .2 7 ) and a s ig n if ic a n t  th i r d  o rder p a r t i a l  

( - .3 0 ) .  I t  would seem th a t  fo r  Conform ity, some p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  

b e n e f i t  w ithout escaping the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f harm. Not th a t  th e  harm th a t  

was contem plated was n e c e s sa r ily  s e r io u s , bu t some s t r e s s ,  embarrassment, 

fe e lin g  fo o lish  o r wounded se lf-e s teem  was acknowledged, w ithout con­

c u r re n tly  denying th a t  su b je c ts  could b e n e f i t .

Over 90% o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w illin g  to  g ran t a perm it to  

Conformity and the s in g u la r ly  most im portant reason was "knowing how they

would behave . . . w il l  be o f value to  su b je c ts  in  understand ing  them-

se lv e s"  (88.6%). That p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  le a rn  about them selves

•jf
For t h i s ,  and a l l  subsequent experim ents, the  percen tages follow ­

ing each reason  a re  the  percentage o f those who checked th e  'Y es' o r No* 
box fo r a Perm it and then checked th a t  reason .
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through p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  Conformity was a lso  apparent from th e ir  comments. 

This ex p ec ta tio n  was s p e c i f ic a l ly  mentioned by 60.4% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts .

A second major reason fo r approving Conformity was the c o n tr ib u tio n  i t  would 

make to le a rn in g  "something of value about human behavior" (88.6%). Although 

th is  reason was s ig n if ic a n t ly  below being "of value to su b jec ts  in  under­

stand ing  them selves," i t  was more im portant than the rem aining reasons and 

the  same number o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  checked th is  a l te rn a t iv e  as had checked the 

a l te rn a t iv e  d ea lin g  w ith " se lf -u n d e rs ta n d in g ."  F u rth e r, i t  would seem th a t  

d if f e re n t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  tended to  emphasize these  reasons s in ce  th ere  was a 

low negative  c o r re la t io n  between them ( - .2 9 , P = .0 5 ). Moreover, i t  would 

seem th a t p a r t ic ip a n ts  who expected to  b e n e f it  most from Conformity were 

a lso  the ones th a t  tended to  s t r e s s  th e  value  of the experiment in  p rov id ­

ing " se lf -u n d e rs ta n d in g ."  The c o r re la t io n  between B enefit and th is  a l ­

te rn a t iv e  was .51 (P = .0 0 1 ). There was no re la t io n s h ip  between th e  ques­

tio n s  and approving the experim ent because of i t s  value in  " lea rn in g  about 

human b eh av io r."

Both as a to p ic  o f psycholog ical re sea rch  and as something of im­

m ediate concern to  th e ir  own l iv e s ,  Conformity seems to  have e l i c i t e d  an 

e n th u s ia s tic  response. The comments by p a r t ic ip a n ts  a lso  re f le c te d  the  

same approval as the  q u a n ti ta t iv e  f in d in g s . N either harm nor s tr e s s  were 

s p e c i f ic a l ly  mentioned by many p a r t ic ip a n ts  (only 10.4% mentioned being 

concerned about p o ssib le  harm and none s p e c i f ic a l ly  lamented the s t r e s s )  

bu t some comments r e f le c te d  an awareness th a t the s i tu a t io n  might be d i f f i ­

c u l t  fo r a su b je c t. 10.4% o f the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  rep o rted  th a t  they would be 

anxious o r tense and 14.67s f e l t  th a t  lowered se lf-e s teem  or h u m ilia tio n  

was a p o s s ib i l i ty .  Perhaps the enthusiasm  for Conformity induced some
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p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  minimize the c o n f l ic t  and ten sio n  th a t could be provoked 

by the s i tu a t io n  w hile fo r o th e rs , i t  may have prompted them to  emphasize 

only the favo rab le  a sp ec ts  o f p a r t ic ip a t io n —these  being foremost in  th e i r  

thoughts.

That p a r t ic ip a n ts  seemed to  fe e l  th a t  the s t r e s s f u l  a sp ec ts  o f 

Conformity were e i th e r  minimal, or balanced by the b e n e f its  they expected, 

i s  fu r th e r  i l l u s t r a t e d  by the c o r re la t io n s  between "Does not take u n fa ir  

advantage o f the su b je c ts"  (43.8%) and th ree  o th er "Yes" a l te rn a t iv e s  d e a l­

ing w ith s t r e s s .  There were four p o s it iv e  c o r re la t io n s  between th e  reasons 

fo r g ran tin g  Conformity a perm it and they a l l  involved a l te rn a t iv e s  con­

cerned w ith s tr e s s  (see Table 20).

83.3% o f th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  sa id  they could b e n e f it  from Conform ity.*  

In d esc rib in g  the  b e n e f i ts  they f e l t  could be derived , more than h a l f  o f 

these  (53.0%) mentioned " le a rn in g  about them selves" and 32.5% were s p e c if ic  

in  s ta t in g  e i th e r  th a t  they could le a rn  whether they would conform o r th a t  

Conformity would t e s t  th e i r  a b i l i t y  to  defend th e i r  own p o in t o f view.

This theme was rep ea ted  in  exp la in in g  why they would consent to  be a sub­

j e c t .  48.7% of those who consented sa id  i t  would give them the o p p o rtu n ity  

to  le a rn  how they would behave or re a c t  in  th is  s i tu a t io n .  Thus, d esp ite  

the fa c t  th a t  75% of the  p a rtic ip an ts --w h en  asked how they would behave-- 

claim ed they would not conform, a la rg e  p roportion  f e l t  they could b e n e f it  

or were in te re s te d  in being a s u b je c t, p re c is e ly  because they could d is ­

cover how they would a c tu a l ly  behave in  th is  s i tu a t io n .  In f a c t ,  many 

s p e c i f ic a l ly  mentioned th a t  they wanted to  know i f  they would a c t  as they 

had p rev io u sly  p red ic ted .

*For the frequency d is t r ib u t io n s  fo r each o f the questions fo r the ten 
experim ents, see Tables IF to  5F, Appendix F.



Table 20. CONFORMITY: C o rre la tio n s  among A lte rn a tiv e s
fo r  G ranting a Perm it

Not Too U npleasant or S tre s s fu l  and 
Not U nfair to  Subjects

Not Too U npleasant o r S tre s s fu l and 
P o ss ib le  Discomfort o r S tress  is  
Only Temporary

Not U nfair to  Subjects and P o ssib le  
Discomfort or S tre ss  is  Only Temporary

Not U nfair to  Subjects and Value of 
Experiment J u s t i f i e s  P o ssib le  S tress

.49, P

.39, P 

.36, P 

.37 , P

=  .001

=  .01 

=  .02  

= .015



96

The frequency o f th is  concern was e s p e c ia lly  n o tab le  fo r the 

q uestion  on consenting  to  be a s u b je c t.  Of those  who consented, 15.4% 

s p e c i f ic a l ly  v e rb a lized  an in t e r e s t  in  fin d in g  ou t i f  they had p red ic ted  

th e i r  own behavior c o r re c t ly .  This response was no t coded un less the 

p a r t ic ip a n t  was e x p l ic i t  about v e r ify in g  h is  p re d ic tio n  and when p a r t i c i ­

pants expressed th i s  in te r e s t  w hile answering o th e r q u es tio n s , i t  was 

no t g iven a s p e c ia l code. T herefo re , th e  p revalence of a d e s ire  to  

v e r ify  o n e 's  own p re d ic tio n  is  undoubtedly g re a te r  than i t  appears.

Indeed, any p artic ip an ts  exp ressing  an in te r e s t  in  how they would behave 

may have had "v e rify in g  th e i r  p re d ic tio n "  as the im p lic i t  meaning.

P a r tic ip a n ts  may s t a t e  th a t  they w il l  no t conform, when asked 

how they  would behave, b u t obviously  they need n o t be convinced. Being 

u n c e r ta in , they may fin d  i t  more accep tab le  to  g ive a s o c ia l ly  approved 

resp o n se . There were, to  be su re , some p a r t ic ip a n ts  who in d ica te d  they 

had no doubts about being non-confo rm ist. A few p a r t ic ip a n ts  s ta te d  

they would no t conform, b u t n e v e rth e le ss  l a t e r  in d ic a te d  they  would be 

in te re s te d  in  see ing  i f  t h e i r  behavior f i t  th e i r  p re d ic tio n . One p a r­

t ic ip a n t  emphasized h is  being a non-conform ist by s ta t in g  th a t  he "always 

s t ic k s  up fo r  what [he] b e liev es  in "  and th a t  he would not b e n e f i t  because 

i t  would ju s t  " re in fo rc e  what I  a lread y  know." But in  consenting  to  be a 

s u b je c t ,  he exp la ined , " I  would want to  see i f  what I  have s a id  is  t r u e ."  

Another p a r t ic ip a n t  consented to  be a su b je c t to  see "how much I  r e a l ly  

am w ill in g  to  s tan d  fo r what I  b e lie v e  in ,"  a f t e r  saying  he would not 

conform, and had w ill in g ly  adm itted  h is  doubts about h is  own behavior, 

when he answered the  questio n  on b e n e f i t .  He would b e n e f it  by knowing 

how much he would be "w illin g  to  s t ic k  to  [h is ]  b e l i e f s . "  S t i l l  another
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p a r t ic ip a n t ,  who s ta te d  she would give the c o rre c t answer, f e l t  th a t  she 

could b e n e f i t  by f in d in g  out i f  her "hypo thesis"  was wrong: " I t  might

re v e a l a weakness I  d id n 't  know I  had ."

In te r e s t  in  th e i r  re a c tio n s  was a lso  expressed by p a r t ic ip a n ts  

who did no t s t a t e  they would be non-conform ing.

T h irty  p e rcen t o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who expected to  b e n e f i t  from 

Conformity thought the b e n e f i t  would be in  th e  form of lea rn in g  how to  

behave or r e a c t  d i f f e r e n t ly .  That i t  would be an o p p o rtu n ity  to  lea rn  

how to  s tan d  up fo r  th e i r  b e l ie f s ,  o r be non-conform ing, was expressed 

by 25.0%. " I t  w il l  teach  me to  go w ith my own thoughts and say what I 

want to  sa y ."  This p a r t ic ip a n t  had s a id  she would conform and, in  respond­

ing to  o th e r q u es tio n s , a lso  emphasized the o p p o rtu n ity  th e  experim ent 

would provide fo r lea rn in g  no t to  b lin d ly  fo llow  what o th e rs  say . Another 

p a r t ic ip a n t  had sa id  she would not conform and y e t expressed th e  same 

sen tim en t. " I t  would show me th a t  I  should always s t ic k  to  my guns 

re g a rd le ss  o f whether o r not everyone e lse  a g re e s ."

Learning to  re a c t  d i f f e r e n t ly ,  s p e c i f ic a l ly  by b u ild in g  s e l f -  

confidence, was a b e n e f i t  p o s tu la te d  by 10.0% who expected to  b e n e f i t .

" I f  I  found th a t  I  could  s tand  up to  th e  group I  would probably g e t very 

s e lf -c o n f id e n t when I  learned  th a t  I  was r ig h t  and th e  group was wrong."

For th is  p a r t ic ip a n t ,  th e  re s u l t in g  se lf-c o n fid e n c e  was p re d ic a te d  on 

how he behaved r a th e r  than being a d ire c t  outcome o f  th e  ex p erien ce , as 

i t  was fo r  some p a r t ic ip a n ts .

79.2% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not expect to  be harmed by Conform­

i t y .  Various reasons fo r  fin d in g  th e  s tr e s s  tem porary, t r i v i a l  o r non­

e x is te n t  was o ffe re d  by 47.4% of th e se , as an ex p lan a tio n  of Conformity
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being harm less. 15.8% emphasized th a t  s tr e s s  was minimal or temporary,

"A l i t t l e  a n x ie ty , maybe, bu t no traum as." "Because the co n d itio n s  are  

no t th a t  s t r e s s f u l . "  "Experience ten s io n , bu t only temporary, le a rn  about 

y o u r s e lf ."  O thers emphasized th a t they would not be bothered by having a 

group in  o p p o sitio n  (15.87.), "X fre q u en tly  d isag ree  w ith a group and do 

not s u f f e r ."  "There is  no r e a l  s t r a in ,  only  a s tro n g  o pposition  of 

opinions th a t  do not co in c id e  w ith  m ine," " I f  I know I'm  r ig h t  I  c a n 't  

be harm ed." For some, the s i tu a t io n  would provoke only embarrassment or 

fe e lin g  tem p o ra rily  shaken (10.5%) w hile s t i l l  o thers expressed s im ila r  

thoughts bu t made the embarrassment or fe e lin g  fo o lish  con tingen t on con­

forming (7.9%). " I 'd  fe e l  em barrassed, bu t I 'd  s t ic k  to  my guns." " I f  

I  say the wrong th in g  I  might be em barrassed but i t  w il l  d ie ."

That harm was p o ss ib le  was in d ic a te d  by 20.8% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  

and o f th e se  40.07. a t t r ib u te d  the harm to  in ju red  se lf-co n fid e n c e  or lowered 

se lf-e s te e m . "You may lo se  some o f your se lf-e s teem  i f  you r e a l iz e  th a t  

y o u 're  no t the person you thought you w ere." "Because a person may not 

have stood  up fo r h is  op in ion : I f  the  purpose of the experim ent is  r e ­

v ealed , h is  s e lf-e s te e m  goes down. I f  h is  c h a rac te r  is  such th a t  he p ro f­

i t s  from something l ik e  th i s ,  he can work on i t ,  i f  n o t, he may always fe e l 

h e 's  being c h ea te d ."

Only one p a r t ic ip a n t  a c tu a l ly  re fu sed  to  be a su b je c t in  Conform­

i ty  (2.1%) w hile 31.3% s a id  "Y es." The most frequent exp lanation  for 

consen ting  was th a t  i t  would provide the p a r t ic ip a n ts  w ith an opportun ity  

to  le a rn  about them selves. 48.7% of those who consented expressed th is  

d e s ire  in  one form or an o th er. " In te re s t in g  to  see my response to such 

a s i tu a t io n .  [ i t ' s ]  a s e l f - r e a l iz in g  experim ent." " I t  would probably 

help  me fin d  out about m y se lf ." " I  would be curious to  know how I
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w i l l  r e a c t  because I  u su a lly  make my own d e c is io n s ."

Conformity was considered  e th ic a l  by 89.6%. The two explanations 

given with th e  g r e a te s t  frequency were th a t  i t  was harmless and th a t  i t s  

f ind ings were u s e fu l .  Of those  who considered Conformity e t h i c a l ,  44.2% 

made some comment in d ic a t in g  th a t  they thought i t  was harm less. "No one 

ge ts  h u r t  (psycho log ica lly  or p h y s ic a l ly ) ."  I t ' s  a s i t u a t i o n  "one en­

counters everyday in  the classroom and a t  work . . . everyone has probably 

been su b jec te d  to  t h i s  type of experiment a t  some time in  t h e i r  l i v e s . "  

"The su b je c t  i s n ' t  su b je c t  to  any la s t in g  harm and goes a g a in s t  no moral 

p r in c ip l e s . "  Being harmless might a lso  be mentioned by p a r t ic ip a n ts  when 

they  commented on the  u sefu lness  o f  the r e s u l t s .  " I t  would show how 

people do o r  do not tend to  conform without any obvious harm to  the sub­

j e c t . "  " I t  serves a purpose. D oesn 't  harm the  su b je c ts  and the r e s u l t s  

should in  some way help  the  su b je c t"  (11.6% of those who considered  Con­

form ity  e th i c a l  f e l t  t h a t  the  experiment would help the s u b je c t ) . Various 

comments on the  f in d in g s ,  both s p e c i f ic  and g en e ra l ,  e . g . ,  r e s u l t s  u s e fu l ,  

were made by 30.2% of those who a s se r te d  th a t  Conformity was e th i c a l .

"This experiment probably would be e th ic a l  because maybe s c i e n t i s t s  could 

f in d  out i f  people r e a l l y  make th e i r  dec is ions  in  l i f e  because they want 

t o ,  o r  because they  a re  forced o r  in fluenced  by someone e l s e . "  "In  le a rn ­

ing about our behavior and s o c ie t i e s ,  i t  is  o f  important value to  show 

how people conform."

A Game to  Learn About P an ic s . Game was well rece ived  by p a r t i c i ­

p a n ts ,  with the  m a jo r i ty  (60.4%) giving i t  a r a t in g  from +7 to  +10 and
•fg

only 7.37. g iv in g  i t  a negative  r a t in g .  The mean scores fo r  the in d iv id u a l

For the  frequency d i s t r ib u t io n  o f t o t a l  r a t in g s  fo r  t h i s  and sub­
sequent experim ents, see Table 6F, Appendix F.



100

questions  followed a p a t te rn  th a t  was s im ila r  to  Conformity, with the 

exception  of the question  on B en e fit .  For Game, the mean score for B enefit 

was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than the mean scores fo r  the o th e r  ques tions .

Fewer p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  b e n e f i t  and those th a t  did were less  l ik e ly  

to  be d e f i n i t e  about i t .  Unlike Conformity, whether or not a p a r t ic ip a n t  

was l i k e ly  to  b e n e f i t ,  r e l a t e d  both to  t h e i r  w ill ingness  to  be a sub jec t  

and t h e i r  w ill in g n ess  to  g ran t  the experiment a perm it.  There were moder­

a te  c o r re la t io n s  between B enefit and these  o th e r  questions  (.40, th i r d  

o rder  p a r t i a l s ,  .25 and .27, r e sp e c t iv e ly ) .

When Game was granted  a perm it by 88.5% of the p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  the 

two most s a l i e n t  reasons were id e n t ic a l  with th e  reasons th a t  influenced 

the  d ec is ion  for Conformity. "Of value to  su b jec ts  in understanding them­

se lv e s"  (81.2%) was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher  than a l l  o thers  and learn ing  

"something o f value about human behavior" (77.6%) ranked second, and was 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher than the  remaining reasons .  Game d i f f e re d  from 

Conformity, however, in  th a t  th e re  were th ree  reasons of in term edia te  

importance: "Not too unp leasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  (64.7%); "Not u n fa ir  to

s u b je c ts "  (62.3%); and "Subjects  vo lun teer"  (68.2%).

There was a f a i r l y  s u b s ta n t ia l  c o r re la t io n  between the question 

on B enefit  arid endorsing Conformity because i t  was "of value to  sub jec ts  

in  understanding  them selves ."  For Game, th is  was not the case , but r a th e r  

th e re  was a moderate c o r re la t io n  between B enefit  and being "of value in  

le a rn in g  about human behavior" ( .37 , P = .001). I t  would seem th a t  the 

i n t e r e s t  in  Game was le ss  d i r e c t ly  pe rso n a l.  For example, s l i g h t l y  fewer 

p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  in t h e i r  comments, in d ica ted  th a t  they expected personal 

b e n e f i t s  (see Table 18) and when a personal b e n e f i t  was expected, i t  was
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more l ik e ly  to  be lea rn in g  about something, such as panic s i t u a t i o n s ,  

r a th e r  than lea rn ing  about o n ese lf  or lea rn in g  something th a t  would be 

h e lp fu l  in  changing one 's  own behavior.  Although th e re  was a s u b s ta n t ia l  

number o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who f e l t  t h a t  Game would be va luab le  to  them from 

a personal p o in t  o f  view, comments to  Game o f te n  in d ic a te d  less  ego in ­

volvement and less  personal investment in what would occur. Not only 

did the  response to  Game seem less  fe rv e n t  than i t  was to  Conformity, 

but some p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  while endorsing the experiment, doubted whether 

or not i t  would accomplish i t s  purpose, th a t  of understanding p an ics .

A perm it was denied to  Game by 11.5% of the p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  and 

when i t  was denied, i t  was almost in v a r ia b ly  denied because Game "does 

no t accomplish anything of s o c ia l  v a lu e ."  Only 1 of the  11 p a r t ic ip a n ts  

who s a id  "No" to  a perm it d id  not o f f e r  lack o f " so c ia l  va lue"  as the 

reason or one o f the  reasons . Moreover, doubts about Game's " so c ia l  

va lue"  were not l im ite d  to  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who denied Game a perm it.

Some comment downgrading the  experiment was made by 20.8% of the p a r t i c i ­

p an ts .  None did so for Conformity. Being harmless or fun seemed to  a t ­

t r a c t  people to  Game to  a g re a te r  e x ten t  than f ind ing  i t  engrossing 

p sycho log ica lly  and o f v i t a l  concern to  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  and l iv e s .

The ques tion  on Harm was s tro n g ly  c o r re la te d  to  denying a permit 

to  Game because i t  had no " s o c ia l  v a lue"  ( .72 , P = .01). The le ss  harm­

fu l  a p a r t i c ip a n t  found Game to  be, the  more l ik e ly  they were to  check 

no " s o c ia l  va lue"  as the reason fo r  denying Game a perm it.  This is  the 

only experiment where such a r e la t io n s h ip  e x is te d .  For some experiments, 

where harm o r  s t r e s s  were o f  concern to  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  they might deny an 

experim ent's  s o c ia l  value to  support th ese  reasons for r e je c t in g  the  ex­

perim ent. For Game, doubts about i t s  " so c ia l  va lue"  were not motivated
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by d i s l i k e  o f ,  or concern about, the procedures.

For Game, not find ing  even a p o s s i b i l i t y  of harm was advantageous 

for some p a r t i c i p a n t s . But i t s  being "merely a game" a lso  had d isad ­

vantages fo r  o the rs  in t h a t  i t  seemed le ss  l ik e ly  to  y ie ld  any s ig n i f i c a n t  

inform ation  about human behavior. Comments o f te n  r e f l e c te d  the f a c t  th a t  

Game d id  not r e a l l y  engage i t s  su b je c ts  in  a s i t u a t io n  of v i t a l  and d i r e c t  

concern to  them. Over h a l f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who did not expect to  b e n e f i t  

from Game (16.7% of a l l  p a r t i c ip a n ts )  complained th a t  the  experiment was 

u n r e a l i s t i c  or t h a t  i t  was only a game and would not be taken s e r io u s ly .  

"Because i t  is  only a game and some people may only t r e a t  i t  as such and 

not take  i t  s e r io u s ly "  was the exp lanation  o f  one p a r t i c ip a n t  as to  why 

she would no t b e n e f i t .  Others complained th a t  they could not lea rn  any­

th ing  p e rso n a l ly  r e le v a n t  (16.77s saying they would not b e n e f i t ,  5.27» of 

the  p a r t i c i p a n t s ) .

68.7% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  b e n e f i t  from Game and 50.0% 

of these  expected to  b e n e f i t  by lea rn in g  how they would behave or r e a c t .  

However, fewer p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  lea rn  about themselves from Game 

than from the o ther  two H igh-rated  experim ents. I f  we compare the  pro­

p o rtio n  o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who expected to  lea rn  about themselves from Game 

(34.4%) with Attack (47.9%) and Conformity (45.8% ), we f ind  th a t  p a r t i c i ­

pants expected th is  b e n e f i t  to  a l e s s e r  ex ten t fo r  Game. On the  o ther 

hand, twice as many p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  lea rn  about o thers  or gain 

genera l knowledge from Game (27.1%) than from Conformity (12.5%) or Attack 

(10.4%). P a r t ic ip a n ts  who f e l t  they could b e n e f i t  by lea rn in g  about them­

se lv e s  from Game sometimes expressed th i s  in  genera l term s, such as " f in d  

out what I  would do in  th a t  s i tu a t io n "  and o th e r  times were s p e c i f i c :
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"See how persuas ive  I  am in convincing people or calming them down in  a 

panic

As mentioned above, lea rn ing  about o thers  or gaining in  general 

■knowledge, was a frequent b e n e f i t  fo r  Game. Of those  who expected to  

b e n e f i t ,  39.4% in d ic a te d  they would b e n e f i t  in t h i s  manner. One type of 

comment had as i t s  focus, lea rn ing  how o ther  people behave or r e a c t  while 

another type was concerned with learn ing  about s i tu a t io n s  of panic . 

Applying what they lea rn  to  d a i ly  l i f e  was a lso  s t r e s s e d  by p a r t ic ip a n ts  

as an accompaniment o f  o th e r  b e n e f i t s  they described . " I t  shows what 

happens when people pan ic . In a f i r e ,  i t  could be f a t a l . "  "Possib ly  be­

cause i t  could be a lea rn in g  experience for me. Maybe one day I  may be 

in  the  same s i t u a t i o n  and i t  may be a s k i l l f u l  d r i l l  to  know a t  the  t im e ."  

P a r t ic ip a n ts  a lso  f e l t  i t  could be app lied  to  t h e i r  d a i ly  l i f e  i f  they 

b e n e f i te d  by lea rn ing  how they would behave or r e a c t .

31.2% f e l t  they could not b e n e f i t  from Game and o f th ese  53.3% 

sa id  i t  was because Game was u n r e a l i s t i c  or th a t  i t  was "merely a game." 

Being u n r e a l i s t i c ,  or not analogous to  a r e a l  panic s i t u a t io n ,  was the 

most frequen t type o f comment (46.7%). Another th i r d  o f the p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  

denying a b e n e f i t ,  e i th e r  made genera l comments expressing  no i n t e r e s t  in 

t h i s  type o f  experiment or s ta te d  in  one way or another th a t  i t  was not 

p e rso n a lly  r e le v a n t .

89.6% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  they would not be harmed by Game. 

That i t  was "merely a game," fun, and nothing was a t  s ta k e ,  was the ex­

p lan a t io n  of 39.57o o f those who f e l t  they would not be harmed and another 

39.5% of the  comments simply labeled  Game harm less. " I  d o n 't  see any 

harmful s i d e - e f f e c t s ."  "No harmful e f f e c t s  a re  p o s s ib le .  Perhaps only 

temporary nervousness ."  This l a t t e r  p a r t i c ip a n t ,  d e sp ite  f e e l in g  Game
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was " d e f in i t e ly "  harm less , did not g ran t  I t  a permit because I t  d id  not 

"accomplish anyth ing  of s o c ia l  v a lu e ."  She a lso  did not expect to  b e n e f i t  

nor was she in te r e s t e d  in being a s u b je c t .  Some doubtfu l o f  Game's " so c ia l  

v a lu e ,"  n e v e r th e le s s ,  had no o b jec t io n  to  being a su b je c t  o r  g ran tin g  i t  

a perm it.

Like Conformity, 81.3% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w i l l in g  to  be a 

su b je c t  in  Game. Of th e se ,  43.6% emphasized the  o p p ortun ity  th a t  Game 

provided fo r  lea rn in g  something. Learning about t h e i r  own behavior or 

r e a c t io n  was the  concern o f  32.1%, although not n e c e s s a r i ly  as the  ex­

c lu s iv e  mode o f le a rn in g .  "To see how m yself and o th e rs  would r e a c t  in 

th i s  type o f s i t u a t i o n . "  Equally  frequen t were comments on i t s  being fun, 

harm less , easy or p a in le ss  (43.6%). "Would enjoy the  fun and r e c r e a t io n ."  

Being fun or p a in le ss  and being a lea rn ing  s i t u a t io n  were no t m utually  ex­

c lu s iv e :  " I t  i s  a game and games are  fun. I t  would teach  you something

about y o u r s e l f . "

12.5% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not consent to  be a s u b je c t  in  Game 

and a m a jo r i ty  (58.3%) explained  by e i t h e r  making d isparag ing  remarks about 

th e  experiment ("w orth less")  or by saying i t  would be a waste of time.

Game was thought to  be e th i c a l  by 85.4% of the  p a r t i c ip a n t s .  That 

Game was harmless was the  most frequen t exp lanation  fo r  i t s  being e th ic a l  

(47.6% of those  who checked e t h i c a l ) .  " I t  c a n ' t  h u r t  anybody p h y s ic a lly  

or em o tio n a lly ."  Of le s s e r  frequency were comments on the  value o f the 

f ind ings  (31.7%). Some p a r t i c ip a n ts  commented on bo th . "There i s  no pos­

s ib l e  harm for the  su b jec ts  involved and i t  could help  achieve a b e t t e r  

understanding  o f  panic thereby  g iv ing  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  lessen ing  the 

panic in  an a c tu a l  c a ta s t ro p h e ."  "This i s  a v a l id  experiment in my opinion



105

because i t  proves what panic can do to  a p e rso n ."  On th e  o th e r  hand, over 

h a l f  of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (55.6%) who thought th a t  Game was u n e th ic a l  made 

d isparag ing  comments about the value o f  the  experiment, saying  i t  had no 

r e l a t io n  to  the to p ic  being s tu d ied  or was in v a l id .  But only 9.3% of the 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  a s se r te d  th a t  Game was u n e th ic a l .

E i th e r  the  vo lun tary  na tu re  o f Game or th a t  i t  was f u l l y  exp la ined--  

w ith  an occasional re fe ren ce  to  informed consent or lack  o f  decep tion—was 

noted by 13.4% of those  considering  Game e th i c a l .  Mentioning informed con­

sen t was unique to  Game but comments on being vo lun ta ry  were made somewhat 

more f req u en tly  to  A ttack , an experiment employing decep tion , and almost 

th re e  times as f req u en tly  to  Sensory (4.27, o f  the p a r t i c ip a n ts  fo r  Game;

6.3% fo r  A ttack ; and 14.6% fo r  Sensory).

Attack on Personal V alues . Attack d id  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

from e i th e r  Conformity or Game, but th e re  was a g re a te r  divergence of 

opin ion  on A ttack . For two q u es tio n s ,  Consent and E th ic a l ,  the  mean score 

fo r  A ttack was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than the  mean scores  fo r  Game and Con­

fo rm ity . As fo r  consenting  to  be a su b je c t ,  Attack was s t i l l  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

h igher  than the remaining seven experiments. But p a r t ic ip a n ts  were less  

convinced about i t s  e t h i c a l i t y .  Only f iv e  experiments had mean scores  

th a t  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower. The expec ta tion  o f harm from Attack was 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  g re a te r  than fo r  Game. Moreover, only the  four lowest ra te d  

experiments had mean scores t h a t  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than A ttack .

For the 85.4% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who gran ted  Attack a perm it,  

i t s  "value to  su b je c ts  in  understanding themselves" (85.4%)was the s ingu­

la r ly  most im portant reason , as i t  had been fo r  the  o th e r  two High-rated 

experim ents. But i t s  "value in  lea rn ing  about human behavior"  (70.7%)
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did not have a s p e c ia l  pre-eminence as i t  had fo r  Game and Conformity.

This reason did not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from two o th e r  reasons , "sub jec ts  

vo lun teer"  (63.4%) and "Discomfort and s t r e s s  a re  only temporary" (58.5%). 

The comments a lso  suggest th a t  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  placed more emphasis on 

the b e n e f i t s  th a t  a su b je c t  might derive  from Attack than on the  u s e fu l ­

ness o f  the  f in d in g s .

14.6% did not g ran t  Attack a perm it.  The most important reason

was the p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  " se lf -e s teem "  may be lowered" (85.7%). A ll but

one p a r t i c ip a n t ,  who r e je c te d  A ttack , did so for t h i s  reason but i t  was 

not checked s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more than th re e  o th e r  reasons :  "Long term harm­

fu l consequences" (71.4%), "Too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  (100.0%), and "The 

value of th e  experiment does not j u s t i f y  . . . the p o ss ib le  harm" (85.7%)— 

the  th re e  most important reasons for denying a perm it fo r  the sample as a 

whole.

I t  i s  a lso  worth no ting  th a t  being "too unp leasan t or s t r e s s f u l "

was checked by a l l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who denied a perm it to  A ttack and th a t

p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  who had g ran ted  a perm it,  o f te n  s ig n i f i e d  a reco g n it io n  of 

" s t r e s s  and discom fort"  by the frequency with which they  checked th a t  i t  

was temporary. S tress  w ith , or w ithout,  being compensated f o r ,  by o ther  

fea tu res  o f  A ttack , appears to  be much more in  the foreground of awareness 

than i t  was fo r  e i th e r  o f  the o ther  H igh-rated  experim ents.

P a r t i c ip a n ts  were a lso  more l ik e ly  to  s p e c i f i c a l ly  mention "harm" 

in  t h e i r  comments (A ttack , 18.8%; Conformity, 10.4%; Game, 3.1%) and less  

l ik e ly  to  a s s e r t  th a t  A ttack was f,h a rm less ."  47.9% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  

s p e c i f i c a l ly  s ta t e d  t h a t  Conformity was "harm less,"  61.5% sa id  so fo r  Game, 

while only 33.3% sa id  th a t  Attack was "harm less ."
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That p a r t ic ip a n ts  were le ss  l ik e ly  to  p ra is e  Attack as an ex p e r i­

ment (10.4% versus 29.2% and 31.3%) r e l a t e d  undoubtedly to  i t s  more amorphous 

purpose. Attack was a lso  unique among the th re e  H igh-rated experiments in 

having p a r t ic ip a n ts  who refused  to  be a su b jec t  because they d is l ik e d  the 

experiment or the experimental conditions  (16.7%) and in  having p a r t i c i ­

pants who a s se r te d  in  one way or another th a t  Attack t r e a te d  i t s  su b jec ts  

u n f a i r ly  (14.6%).

Attack did not d i f f e r  from the o th e r  High-rated experiments in  the 

number of p a r t ic ip a n ts  who mentioned s p e c i f ic  b e n e f i t s  from the experiment 

in  t h e i r  comments. 89.6% made, a t  l e a s t  one comment r e f e r r in g  to a b e n e f i t .

In common with Conformity, the  b e n e f i t  was u su a l ly  of a personal n a tu re ,  

such as lea rn ing  about o n ese lf  (58.3%), and learn ing  a new s k i l l  or be­

hav io r  or some genera l comment on i t s  being good fo r  su b jec ts  (39.6%).

In response to  the  question  on B en e fit ,  79.2% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  

in d ica ted  th a t  they expected to  b e n e f i t  from A ttack and " lea rn in g  about 

o n e se lf"  was as im portant fo r  Attack as i t  was fo r  Conformity. "In  th i s  

debate I  may a c tu a l ly  lea rn  something about my t ru e  fe e l in g  and understand 

b e t t e r  who I  am." "That i s  a way to  f in d  out about one 's  own p e rso n a l i ty .

Hot having been prepared fo r  such an a t t a c k ,  only the t ru e  spontaneous r e ­

a c t io n  could o ccu r ."  Of those  expecting a b e n e f i t ,  36.8% thought th a t  the 

s i t u a t io n  provided by Attack could lead  to  self-know ledge. Others f e l t  

th a t  self-knowledge would be t ra n sm it ted  v ia  t h e i r  b e l i e f s  (23.7% o f  those 

expecting a b e n e f i t )  . "By defending my p o in t  of view I may r e a l i z e  how 

good i t  i s  or whether I  r e a l l y  b e l ie v e  in  i t  or whether i t  is  a good poin t 

of v iew ."  " I  would want to  t r y  to  see i f  I  have good enough arguments for 

my b e l i e f s  s in ce  I  formed them on f a c ts  and o ther  b e l i e f s  I  have h e a rd ."
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To learn  something in r e l a t io n  to  t h e i r  b e l i e f s ,  or to re in fo rc e  

th e i r  b e l i e f s ,  was an expected b e n e f i t  fo r  31.67* of those  in d ic a t in g  they 

would b e n e f i t .  One p a r t ic ip a n t  thought he would d e f in i t e ly  b e n e f i t  because 

i t  would "poss ib ly  s tren g th en  my views or e l im in a te  those  th a t  may prove 

f a u l ty . "  Indeed, he consented to  be a su b je c t  because " I t  would help to 

s t im u la te  my tho u g h ts ."

Learning how to  debate or how to  behave when under a t ta c k  was a lso  

an expected b e n e f i t  fo r  21.27*. "You can lea rn  to  keep calm when being 

a t tacked  and you learn  to  th ink  f a s t . "  "The more I  am exposed to  a t ta c k s  

on my own p o in t  o f view, the  b e t t e r  am I  ab le  to  defend i t . "  "By le a rn ­

ing to  c o n tro l  myself when my values a re  ch a llen g ed ."  P a r t ic ip a n ts  o f ten  

emphasized th ese  b e n e f i ts  even when they f e l t  t h a t  they might be "tempo­

r a r i l y  u p se t"  by the s i t u a t io n .

68.7% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  they would not be harmed by Attack 

and 69.77* o f  these  a s s e r te d ,  fo r  a v a r ie ty  of reaso n s , t h a t  they would 

su rv ive  the  experience, unscathed. 36.4% sa id  i t  was a s i t u a t i o n  th a t  

would no t bo ther them nor a f f e c t  them. "Even though I  have many f a u l t s ,  

th e re  i s  nothing in my na tu re  th a t  i s  so weak th a t  i t  would leave me open 

to  harm by a f a s t  t a l k e r . "  For another p a r t i c ip a n t ,  i t  was h is  b e l i e f  in 

freedom of speech th a t  enabled him to  s t a t e :  " I  c o u ld n 't  ca re  le ss  what

the o th e r  person has to  say about my b e l i e f s  and v a lu e s ."

Some a s se r te d  they would emerge from the  experiment unscathed be­

cause o f  the  temporary na tu re  of the p ressu res  or t h e i r  r e a c t io n  to  them. 

30.37* emphasized th a t  any d isq u ie t in g  e f f e c t s  would be temporary. " I  f e e l  

th a t  any s id e  e f f e c t ,  i f  any, o f  th i s  experiment would only be temporary. 

The s t r e s s  caused would not be damaging to  me." "Except fo r  g e t t in g  angry
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fo r  aw hile , not having any emotional t i e s  to  my 'p a r t n e r ' - - !  d o n 't  th ink  

i t  would be a t  a l l  ha rm fu l."  "You'd be a l i t t l e  shaken but I  th ink  I ' d  

come out a l l  r ig h t  and maybe fo r  the  b e t t e r . "  For another p a r t i c ip a n t ,  

the experience could have q u ite  a profound e f f e c t  and y e t  not be harmful. 

Indeed, the  impact would be b e n e f i c i a l ;  "The only p o ss ib le  harm might be 

in harming the  p e rso n 's  s e l f -c o n f id e n c e ,  but such an experience I  would 

f e e l  does more good than harm."

31.3% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  thought they could be harmed by A ttack . 

Lowered se lf -e s te e m , in ju red  se lf -c o n f id e n c e  or h u m ilia t io n  were mentioned 

fo r  both  Conformity and A ttack , bu t fo r  A ttack , an adverse r e a c t io n  from 

the  anger, excitem ent, severe  c o n f l i c t  o r  general emotional harm were a lso  

mentioned r e l a t i v e ly  f req u en tly  as sources o f  harm (46.7% of those expect­

ing harm). " I  have a fe e l in g  th a t  a f t e r  aw hile, I  w ouldn 't be in  c o n tro l  

of my r e a c t io n s ."  "A l o t  o f  a n x ie t ie s  a r i s e  in  time o f severe  c o n f l i c t . "

" I  might ge t very upse t having to  argue with a person and seeing  th a t  i t s  

a lo s ing  cause ."

As p rev iously  mentioned, lowered s e lf -e s te e m --o r  disappointm ent in 

o n e se lf—was a lso  a llu d ed  to  as a source of harm by 33.3% of those  expect­

ing harm. " I f  I  do f in d  th ings about myself t h a t  I  was not w i l l in g  to  admit 

because they a re  too t e r r i b l e ,  I  could go through l i f e  fe e l in g  a l l  kinds 

of g u i l t  ( e sp e c ia l ly  i f  I  continue doing the bad t h in g s ) , "  N onetheless, 

she d id  not f e e l  d e te r re d  from being a su b jec t  s in ce  " le a rn in g  and uncover­

ing m yself means a l o t  to  me. By knowing more about m yself and my v a lu es ,

I  can r e a c t  s tro n g er  in  many s i tu a t io n s  which can be more b e n e f i c i a l . "

Although w ill in g n ess  to  be a su b je c t  in  Attack was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

less  than fo r  e i t h e r  Game or Conformity, i t  was s t i l l  g r e a te r  than fo r  the
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remaining experiments. 62.5% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  expressed an i n t e r e s t  

in being a su b jec t  in A tta c k . And, as i t  had been fo r  Game and Conformity, 

i n t e r e s t  in  lea rn ing  about o n ese lf  was one o f  the most important reasons .

Of those who sa id  they would consent, 46.7% expressed th i s  i n t e r e s t .  " I t  

would be in te r e s t in g  to  see how I  would r e a c t  in  the s t r e s s  s i t u a t i o n . "

" I  would l ik e  to  see i f  the  way I  say I  would r e a c t  would be in  f a c t  the  

way I  do r e a c t .  Sometimes what you say and do a re  two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s . "

A d i s l ik e  of arguing had prompted some p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  say "No" 

to  being a su b jec t  but th e re  were o th e rs  who consented fo r  t h i s  very reason . 

Of those  w i l l in g  to  be s u b je c ts ,  23.3% sa id  i t  was because they enjoyed 

argu ing , were good a t  i t ,  or were not a f r a id  of arguments. "Because th e re  

is always s e l f - s a t i s f a c t i o n  when you f ig h t  for what you b e l ie v e  in . "

25.0% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not want to  be a su b je c t  in  A ttack 

and o n e - th ird  o f  these  re fu sed  e i th e r  because they f e l t  the s i t u a t i o n  would 

be too th re a ten in g  for them or because they d is l ik e d  being involved in 

arguments o r both . O thers, who did no t want to  be a s u b je c t ,  made comments 

o f  a genera l n a tu re ,  expressing  d i s l i k e  of the  ch a ra c te r  or con ten t of 

the  experiment. " I  d o n 't  f e e l  i t  i s  im portant or necessary  to  argue my 

poin t of view with anyone." " I  would not because o f the  na tu re  o f the  

experim ent. 11

As noted p rev io u s ly ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were le ss  sure  about Attack 

being e th ic a l  than they were for the o ther  H igh-rated  experiments. But 

72.9% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  i t  was e th ic a l  and the la rg e s t  percentage 

o f these  considered Attack e i th e r  harmless or to  involve harm or s t r e s s  

t h a t  was minimal or temporary (45.7%). "For a person l ik e  m yself I  know 

how I 'd  r e a c t  but i t  might be a b i t  on the p a in fu l  s id e .  But not t r a u ­

m a t ic ."  " I t  w ouldn 't harm a su b jec t  except fo r  a s h o r t  period  t im e ."
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"No one ge ts  h u r t  as f a r  as I  can s e e ."  Others f e l t  i t  provided su b je c ts  

with an o p p ortun ity  to  b e n e f i t  or lea rn  something g e n e ra l ly  (17.17.). And, 

d esp ite  the  deception  involved in  the  experiment, 14.37. of those who 

thought Attack e t h i c a l ,  explained  by c i t i n g  the "vo lun tary" na tu re  o f  the 

experiment, perhaps because the  su b jec ts  were to ld  they would be involved 

in  a debate .

On th e  o th e r  hand, one o f the  most frequen t reasons fo r  c a l l in g  

Attack u n e th ic a l  was th a t  i t  was "u n fa ir "  to  su b jec ts  o r  a " b e t ra y a l"  of 

them, sometimes by g e t t in g  them in to  a s i t u a t io n  th a t  they would no t l ik e .  

"The su b je c t  i s  drawn in  on f a l s e  p re te n se s .  He r e a l l y  d o e s n 't  know w hat's  

going on ."  " I t  takes  u n f a i r  advantage o f  the su b je c t  who i s  not so s k i l l e d  

in  debating  te c h n iq u e s ."  A ttack was c a l le d  u n e th ic a l  by 23.07. o f  the  

p a r t i c ip a n ts  and 63.6% o f  th ese  a t t r i b u t e d  i t s  u n e th ic a l  ch a ra c te r  to  the 

"b e t ra y a l"  or "u n fa ir "  trea tm en t o f  s u b je c ts .

Summary and D iscussion of the  High-Rated Experiments

Most p a r t ic ip a n ts  gave wholehearted approval to  the  th re e  High­

r a te d  experim ents. More than th re e - fo u r th s  o f  the  p a r t i c ip a n ts  had p o s i ­

t iv e  r a t in g s  fo r  these  experim ents, and fo r  both Conformity and Game, a 

m a jo r i ty  had r a t in g s  from +7 to  +10. Very few had negative  r a t in g s  and 

no p a r t i c ip a n t  had extremely nega tive  r a t in g s .  Furthermore, the m a jo r i ty  

o f  the  p a r t i c ip a n ts  gave a favo rab le  response to  each o f the  f iv e  q u es tio n s .

The s in g u la r ly  most i n f l u e n t i a l  reason  fo r  g ran tin g  a permit to  

the  H igh-ra ted  experiments was " the  value to  su b je c ts  in  understanding  

them selves ."  Moreover, self-know ledge was a prominent theme in  the  com­

ments o f  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  a l b e i t  le s s  so fo r  Game than  fo r  Attack and Con­

fo rm ity .
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Conformity, as a to p ic  of s tudy , was one the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  tended 

to  accept as s ig n i f i c a n t  and im portant, both fo r  themselves and fo r  psy­

cho log ica l r e se a rc h .  No p a r t i c ip a n t  made a comment downgrading Conformity 

as an experiment while some p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  do so fo r  the o ther  two High­

ra te d  experiments (10.4% fo r  Attack and 20.8% fo r  Game) . Although most 

p a r t i c ip a n ts  p re fe r re d  to  consider themselves nonconformlsts--some more 

vehemently than o th e rs — i f  they were to  d iscover they  had conformed, i t  

did no t seem to  th re a te n  untoward discom fort. F u r th e r ,  q u i te  a few were 

in te re s te d  in  d iscovering  whether they had p re d ic te d  th e i r  behavior co r­

r e c t l y  when they s a id  they would not conform and 60.4% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

s p e c i f i c a l ly  expressed an i n t e r e s t  in  lea rn ing  about themselves through 

p a r t i c ip a t io n .  S t r e s s ,  and p o ss ib le  harm, tended to  be e i t h e r  minimized 

or overlooked by p a r t ic ip a n ts  when they commented on the experiment and 

a t t e n t io n  was almost e x c lu s iv e ly  focused on what Conformity was ab le  to  

c o n tr ib u te  to  su b jec ts  and to  knowledge.

Game did not evoke as much o u t r ig h t  enthusiasm as e i t h e r  Conform­

i t y  or A ttack although th e re  c e r t a in ly  were advocates who were e n th u s ia s ­

t i c ,  both in  terms of t h e i r  own p a r t i c ip a t io n  and in  terms o f  the  to p ic  

o f  th e  experiment. There were however q u ite  a few whose i n t e r e s t  was 

impersonal o r  d i s t a n t .  Moreover, o th e rs  were downright s k e p t ic a l  about 

Game's e f fe c t iv e n e s s  in  in v e s t ig a t in g  panic and doubtfu l o f  any personal 

b e n e f i t  from p a r t i c ip a t i o n ,  even i f  they did  no t f e e l  p a r t i c ip a t i o n  would 

be onerous. Game had le ss  immediacy, and seemingly o ffe red  le ss  personal 

rewards fo r  being a s u b je c t ,  but t h i s  was compensated by i t s  being benign, 

u su a lly  considered  harm less , and sometimes considered  " fu n ."  Not only 

was th e re  le ss  ex p ec ta tio n  of personal b e n e f i t ,  bu t when p ersona l b e n e f i t
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was claimed, i t  was more l ik e ly  to  be in  the form of lea rn ing  something 

of an impersonal n a tu re ,  such as how people r e a c t  to  p an ic s ,  r a th e r  than 

the  more in t im a te ly  personal b e n e f i t  o f  lea rn in g  something about o n e se l f .  

Furthermore, some p o ss ib le  b e n e f i ts  were le ss  immediate—than for e i th e r  

Conformity or A ttack- - s in c e  the  l ik e l ih o o d  of being involved in  a panic 

i s  f a i r l y  remote.

A ttack was the most c o n tro v e rs ia l  o f  th e  th re e  High-rated e x p e r i­

ments. Although o f te n  favorably  and e n th u s ia s t i c a l ly  rece iv ed , th e re  

were some s tro n g  d is s e n t in g  vo ices .  The f a c t  th a t  su b je c ts  were taken 

unaware and had th e i r  values a ttacked  by a t r a in e d  d e b a te r ,  provoked d i s ­

t a s t e  fo r  a few, and was o f  concern to  o th e r s ,  who n e v e r th e le ss  approved. 

There were some p a r t ic ip a n ts  who m aintained th a t  argu ing  or defending 

th e i r  b e l i e f s  would be too th rea ten in g  or u n p leasan t ,  although th ey ,  to o , 

did  not n e c e s s a r i ly  disapprove of the  experiment, a t  l e a s t  fo r  o th e r s .  

S ig n i f ic a n t ly  fewer p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w i l l in g  to  consent to  be a su b je c t  

in A ttack than e i t h e r  Game or Conformity. And t h e i r  w ill in g n ess  to  con­

sen t  was r e l a t e d  to  whether they expected to  b e n e f i t ,  and, to  a l e s s e r  

e x te n t ,  whether they expected to  be harmed.

P a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not s p e c i f i c a l ly  mention s t r e s s  in  t h e i r  comments 

to  Attack bu t they did acknowledge s t r e s s  in  the a l t e r n a t iv e s  they chose 

fo r  g ran tin g  or denying a perm it to  Attack and o c c a s io n a lly  by denying 

th a t  the s t r e s s  would a f f e c t  them. Harm was a lso  acknowledged to  a g re a te r  

ex ten t  than fo r  th e  o ther  High-rated experim ents. But n e i th e r  the s t r e s s  

nor harm precluded an i n t e r e s t  in  the experiment, p o ss ib ly  because of the 

concomitant b e n e f i t s .  89.6% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  s p e c i f i c a l ly  described  

p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t s  from Attack in a t  l e a s t  one comment. I t  is  undoubtedly
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the  opportun ity  fo r  b e n e f i t ,  e s p e c ia l ly  s in c e  i t  was u su a lly  of an immedi­

a te  and personal n a tu re ,  t h a t  evoked the  e n t h u s i a s t i c - - i f  o ccas iona lly  

ambivalent--endorsement of A ttack. Some, who did  not consider the ex­

perim enta l s i t u a t i o n  overly  th re a te n in g ,  nonetheless  d isc lo sed  th a t  they 

might r e a c t  em otionally . But fo r  these  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and o th e rs ,  the  fa c t  

th a t  i t  was a temporary s i t u a t i o n  or one where you have nothing to  lo se ,  

induced a favorab le  a t t i t u d e :  a favorab le  a t t i t u d e  undoubtedly i n s t i l l e d

by the  p rospect o f  immediate ga ins—knowledge of y o u rse lf ,  your b e l i e f s ,  

or how to  handle y o u rse l f  in  a debate . Thus, Attack was an experiment 

th a t  k ind led  enthusiasm but not without some c r i t i c i s m .

Attack was considered  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  le ss  e th ic a l  than e i th e r  Game 

o r  Conformity and was f re q u e n tly  c r i t i c i z e d  fo r  i t s  u n fa i r  trea tm en t o f  

s u b je c ts .  P a r t ic ip a n ts  were a lso  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  le ss  w il l in g  to  be sub­

j e c t s  in  Attack than they  were fo r  e i t h e r  Game or Conformity.

In summary, then , i t  would appear th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  seemed to  have 

f e l t  th a t  they would u su a lly  gain from Conformity, while fo r  Game th e re  

was le ss  enthusiasm and le ss  ga in ,  bu t not too much to  lo se ,  i f  anything. 

For A tta c k , th e re  was both something to  gain  and something to  lo se ,  but 

the  balance was in  favor of g a in s .

In te rm edia te  Experiments

Sensory, Reaction (homosexuality) and Obedience received  In te r ­

mediate r a t in g s .  In t h i s  group, Sensory had the h ig h e s t  mean r a t in g ,  s ig ­

n i f i c a n t ly  h igher  than Obedience.

Sensory D ep r iv a tio n . Unlike the H igh-rated  experiments, a substan ­

t i a l  number o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  responded c r i t i c a l l y  to  Sensory. Nearly one- 

t h i r d  gave i t  a nega tive  r a t in g  and only  25.0% gave i t  a h igh ly  p o s i t iv e
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r a t in g  (+7 to  +10). Nonetheless, as f a r  as the  Permit question  is  concerned, 

Sensory did  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from the  th re e  H igh-rated  experiments. 

Moreover, there  was only one ques tio n , Consent, where the  mean score for 

Sensory was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  below a l l  th re e  o f  the H igh-rated  experiments. 

P a r t ic ip a n ts  were le ss  w i l l in g  to be a su b je c t  in  Sensory than they had 

been fo r  A ttack , Game and Conformity.

A perm it was g ran ted  to  Sensory by 79.2% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and 

the  most sanctioned  reason was t h a t  the  " su b jec t  v o lu n ta r i ly  ag reed ."  Of 

the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who granted  Sensory a perm it,  91.2% checked th is  reason. 

That i t  was of "value in  lea rn ing  about human behavior"  was a lso  f req u en tly  

checked (81.6%) and th i s  reason did no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from "volun­

ta r y . "  The a l t e r n a t iv e  a s s e r t in g  th a t  any " s t r e s s  or discom fort would be 

temporary" (68.4%) a lso  in fluenced  p a r t i c ip a n ts  r a th e r  s t ro n g ly  although 

i t  was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  le ss  im portant than the  "vo lun tary" c h a rac te r  of the 

experiment. "S tress  or discom fort being temporary" did n o t ,  however, d i f ­

fe r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from " lea rn in g  something of value about human b eh av io r ."

An awareness o f  s t r e s s  (or d iscom fort) fo r  Sensory was a lso  high­

l ig h te d  by the p a r t i c ip a n t s '  comments. O ne-third  of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  men­

tioned  s t r e s s  in  th e i r  w r i t te n  explanations to  the questions and more than 

on e-h a lf  (52.1%) mentioned harm, s t r e s s ,  or bo th . This was a la rg e r  number 

than did so fo r  e i th e r  Obedience or R eac tion , the two o ther  experiments 

w ith  In term ediate  r a t i n g s .

As with every experiment in  the In term ediate  group, fewer p a r t i c i ­

pants mentioned th a t  they would " le a rn  about them selves, le a rn  a new s k i l l ,  

be helped in  o th e r  ways, o r  learn  something in  genera l,"  than they d id  for 

the H igh-rated  experim ents. But 50.0% commented on a t  l e a s t  one o f  these
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b e n e f i t s  fo r  Sensory. When s p e c i f i c a l ly  responding to  the question  on 

B en e fi t ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  tended to  emphasize lea rn ing  something about o thers  

or lea rn ing  in  g en e ra l ,  to  a considerab ly  g re a te r  ex ten t  than they did 

fo r  e i th e r  Reaction or Obedience. In th i s  r e s p e c t ,  Sensory was s im ila r  

to  Game. In f a c t ,  the more impersonal b e n e f i t  was more frequent fo r  

Sensory than i t  was fo r  e i th e r  Attack or Conformity. In s h o r t ,  d i r e c t  

personal b e n e f i t s  seemed to  be r e l a t i v e ly  le ss  l ik e ly ,  while general 

knowledge was more emphasized.

In answering the  question  on Consent, fewer p a r t ic ip a n ts  expressed 

an i n t e r e s t  in  t h e i r  own re a c t io n  than they had fo r  any o f  th e  th re e  High­

r a te d  experiments. Furthermore, considerab ly  more p a r t i c ip a n ts  refused  

to  be a su b jec t  because they found Sensory too u n p leasan t ,  s t r e s s f u l  or 

f e a r f u l  compared to  the  H igh-rated  experiments (20.8% versus 6.370, 2.17* 

and none) .

D espite  the f e a r ,  s t r e s s  and lack o f  an immediate personal b e n e f i t ,  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  did not f in d  Sensory o b jec t io n ab le  from the s tan d p o in t of 

i t s  trea tm ent of s u b je c ts .  In f a c t ,  50.0% of the comments, in  response 

to  the  question  on E th ic a l ,  made re fe ren ces  to  the  experiment th a t  could 

be subsumed under the ru b r ic  " t r e a t s  su b je c ts  f a i r l y , "  e .g .  su b je c ts  can 

q u it  a t  any time, "vo lun ta ry"  and " su b je c ts  a re  not abused ."

In responding to  the  ques tion  on how they would behave, a r e l a ­

t iv e ly  large  percentage o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  s ta t e d  th e i r  r e a c t io n  to  the s i t u ­

a t io n  w ithout a c tu a l ly  mentioning th e i r  behav ior. Some did bo th . Host 

o f  the  re a c t io n s  had a n ega tive  q u a l i ty  (3.1.3%), focusing on such fe e l in g s  

as being f r ig h ten ed  (16.7%), lonely  (8.3%) or bored (8.3%). "Frightened—

I  do not l ik e  being i s o la te d  and in  dark rooms." "I. would have been bored 

to  death and extremely lo n e ly ."
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For some, the  r e a c t io n  was th a t  of being annoyed r a th e r  than some 

s tro n g e r  f e e l in g .  "Sounds comfortable a t  f i r s t ,  but a f t e r  a few hours 

(about 6) I  th ink  I  would s t a r t  to  ge t annoyed."

Most of the  behaviors c i te d  had a negative  q u a l i ty ,  denoting th a t  

the  s i t u a t io n  would be uncomfortable and th a t  the p a r t i c ip a n t  would a c t  

poorly , develop symptoms, o r t r y  to  ge t o u t.  43.8% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  

described  th e i r  behavior in  t h a t  manner. " I  d o n 't  th ink  I  would have 

la s te d  fo r  more than 6 h o u rs ."  " I  th ink  I  would have t r i e d  to  hold  out 

as long as I  p o ss ib ly  could, being as p a t ie n t  and coopera tive  as p o s s ib le .  

But I  am f id g e ty ,  nervous, so i t  wouldn’t  have been very lo n g ."  Others 

re fe r r e d  to  behaviors s p e c i f i c a l l y  mentioned in  the  w rite -up  such as h a l ­

lu c in a t in g  or having a d iso r ie n te d  re a c t io n  immediately a f t e r  the e x p e r i ­

ment.

20.8% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  thought t h e i r  behavior would be o f an 

adap tive  c h a rac te r  such as re la x in g  or daydreaming. "1 would do various  

ex e rc ise s  to  keep my mind busy. Also I  would j u s t  r e la x  a f t e r  e x e rc is in g ."

Unlike the  H igh-rated  experim ents, only s l i g h t l y  more than h a l f  

the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (56.3%) expected to  b e n e f i t  from p a r t i c ip a t i n g  in  Sensory. 

Of th e se ,  48.1% sa id  they would b e n e f i t  by " lea rn ing  about them selves ,"  a 

predominant theme for the H igh-rated  experiments. For o the rs  (44.4%), 

the  b e n e f i t  was lea rn ing  or experiencing  something new and in te r e s t in g .  

Included in  t h i s  l a t t e r  group were those who sa id  they would lea rn  to  be 

w ithout t h e i r  senses or how i t  f e l t  to  be b l in d  or deaf (18.5%). Some 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  misunderstood the  purpose and thought i t  was to  in v e s t ig a te  

v i s u a l  and au d ito ry  impairments. The remaining p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  t h i s  group 

emphasized the  e x p e r ie n t ia l  a sp e c ts .  " I t  would expose me to  a new s id e  

o f  my being because I  have never done anything l ik e  t h a t  b e fo re .  I f  you
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keep in  mind th a t  i t  is  only a temporary experiment i t  would not be too 

bad ."

Some p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  who wanted to  lea rn  more about them selves, were, 

as we have seen , in t e r e s t e d  in th e i r  own reac t io n s  or behav io r .  Others 

wanted to  t e s t  some a b i l i t y  or cap ac ity  (22.2%). " I  could measure my own 

leve ls  o f mind c o n t ro l .  See how long I  could keep m yself occupied with 

tho u g h t."  " I t  would b e n e f i t  me to  f in d  out the e x te n t  o f my s e l f - c o n t r o l . "

S l ig h t ly  le ss  than h a l f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (43.8%) did not expect 

to  b e n e f i t  from Sensory e i th e r  because the s i t u a t i o n  was d i s t a s t e f u l  or 

the  opportun ity  fo r  b e n e f i t  was lack ing  (57.1%). Others f e l t  i t  was too 

u p se t t in g  or harmful (23.8%).

As they were fo r  B e n e f i t ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were almost equally  divided 

on the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  harm, with s l i g h t l y  more than h a l f  (54.2%) fe e l in g  

they would no t be harmed and 45.8% fe e l in g  th a t  harm was "p o ss ib le "  or 

" d e f in i t e . "  Of those  expecting  harm, 50.07* were concerned about harm 

th a t  would be, o r  could be, o f  r e l a t i v e ly  long d u ra t io n .  Various adverse 

psychologica l e f f e c t s  were noted by 27.6%. " I f  I  was in  a weak s t a t e  o f  

mind during th e  experiment, i t  might cause a s t a t e  o f  paranoia  w ith in  me." 

For some, e i t h e r  "long term" or "u n an tic ip a ted  damage" was s p e c i f i c a l ly  

a lluded  to  (18.2%), and s t i l l  o thers  thought the described  symptoms might 

p e r s i s t  (13.6%). "The p re d ic te d  symptoms might p e r s i s t  longer than p re ­

d ic te d .  Also th e re  might be more damage than a n t i c ip a t e d ."

Harm th a t  need no t be long term or permanent was p o s ited  by o thers  

(27.3%). Not being a b le  to  accept sensory d e p r iv a t io n ,  and a d ju s t  to  i t ,  

was the  b a s is  o f  th a t  harm, fo r  most. " I  love see in g , hearing  and f e e l ­

ing most th in g s  (of course i f  they a re  p lea san t)  and as I  s a id  would not 

give up the  chance o f  h e a r in g ,  seeing  or f e e l in g ."
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On the  o ther  hand, some p a r t ic ip a n ts  f e l t  they would not be harmed 

because th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  and th e i r  r e a c t io n  to  i t ,  would be only temporary.

As noted , over h a l f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  denied harm and 34.67® of these  made 

th i s  c la im . 23,17® emphasized th a t  th e  symptoms do not p e r s i s t  very  long, 

or th a t  the  p o ss ib le  harmful e f fe c ts  were temporary. "Any harm would be 

temporary. While I-was in  the  room I  would be upse t but a f t e r  I  was a l ­

lowed to  leave I  would be a l l  r i g h t . "  Being ab le  to  leave whenever they 

wished--as a way o f  avoiding harm--was emphasized by 42.3% o f  those who 

a s s e r te d  they would not be harmed.

An almost equal number of p a r t ic ip a n ts  consented, or re fu sed , to 

be su b je c ts  in  Sensory (37.5% and 39,6%, r e s p e c t iv e ly ) .  Of those th a t  

were w i l l in g ,  the la r g e s t  number were in te re s te d  in  seeing  how they would 

r e a c t  (38.8%). For some, t h i s  was phrased in genera l terms and fo r  o th e r s ,  

i t  was r e l a t e d  to  a s p e c i f i c  co n d it io n  of th e  experiment such as having a 

" l im ite d  r e l a t io n  with the  o u ts id e  environment." Being " in te r e s t in g "  or 

"challeng ing"  was the  motive fo r  consenting fo r  some p a r t ic ip a n ts  (33.3%). 

For those who did not want to  be s u b je c ts ,  the  unpleasantness  or the f e a r ­

fu lness  of the  s i t u a t i o n  was the  predominant theme for the m a jo r i ty  (63.2%). 

31.6% emphasized the unp leasan t or "n ightm arish" q u a l i ty  o f the  s i t u a t io n  

i t s e l f  while 21.2% were a f r a id  o f t h e i r  personal re a c t io n s  to  the s i t u ­

a t io n .  " I  would not take  the  chance o f becoming d i s to r te d  in  my th in k in g  

o f r e a l i t y . "

Although opinions on B en e fit ,  Harm and Consent were r e l a t i v e l y  

d iv ided , th e  m a jo r i ty  of th e  p a r t i c ip a n ts  seemed to  agree t h a t  Sensory 

was e th ic a l  (79.2%). The major reason for considering  Sensory e th ic a l  

was t h a t  the  su b je c ts  were t r e a te d  f a i r l y  and n e i th e r  abused (or harmed) 

(47.4%) and over h a l f  o f  th ese  (28.9%) a llu d ed  to  the f a c t  t h a t  " su b jec ts
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may q u it  whenever they want" in support o f  t h e i r  con ten tion  th a t  's u b je c ts  

a re  not ab u sed . ' "This is probably e th ic a l  because no harm can come to  

the  person un less  he b rings  i t  on h im self  by s tay in g  i s o la te d  too long ."  

The value or soundness of the experiment was a lso  a r e l a t i v e ly  frequent 

reason for considering  Sensory e th ic a l  (28.9%). " I t  seems l ik e  a good 

sound experiment. A fter  a l l ,  they have s leep  labs th ese  days where they 

hook you up to  e lec tro d es  and experiment with s le e p ."

For th e  18.8% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who considered Sensory u n e th ic a l ,  

concern th a t  i t  would be harmful to  su b jec ts  (33.3%) o r the fe e l in g  th a t  

i t  was to rtu rous  or inhumane (22.2%) were given as the primary reasons.

Reaction to  an Undesired T r a i t . R eaction , l ik e  Sensory, had a 

s u b s ta n t i a l  number of p a r t ic ip a n ts  th a t  gave i t  a negative  r a t in g  (37.5%). 

For th re e  q u e s tio n s ,  B e n e f i t ,  Consent and Perm it, the  mean scores  were 

s ig n i f i c a n t l y  below the  th re e  H igh-rated experiments. Only two ex p er i­

ments, Exposure and Traum atically  Conditioned Response, had mean scores  

fo r  B enefit  t h a t  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than R eac tion , an experiment 

th a t  a t t r i b u t e s  homosexuality to  su b jec ts  by means of a " rigged  d i a l . "

Furthermore, the  mean score  for Benefit was lower than the means of o ther 
ic

q u es tio n s .  P a r t ic ip a n ts  were a lso  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  le ss  w i l l in g  to  g ran t 

Reaction a permit than they were for both Sensory and the H igh-ra ted  ex­

perim ents . For both Reaction and Obedience, th e re  were four experiments 

t h a t  were gran ted  permits s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more o f te n  and four o thers  t h a t  

were granted  perm its s ig n i f i c a n t ly  le ss  o f te n - - th e  four experiments with 

the  lowest r a t i n g s .

When Reaction was granted  a perm it by 60.47. o f  the  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  

i t s 'V a lu e  to  su b jec ts  in  understanding themselves" and i t s  "value in

*B enefit  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from Consent, however,
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lea rn in g  about human behavior" had the  g r e a te s t  in f luence  on the d e c is io n .  

These two reasons were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher than the  remaining reasons 

and were endorsed by 75.9% and 79.3%, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  of those  who s a id  

"Yes." These a re  the same reasons t h a t  were s a l i e n t  for  the H igh-rated 

experim ents .

For the 39.6% who re fused  a perm it to  R eaction , the most in f lu e n ­

t i a l  reason was t h a t  Reaction could "lower s e lf -e s te e m ."  Of those denying 

a perm it,  73.7% checked th is  reason , bu t nonetheless  i t  only d i f f e re d  s ig ­

n i f i c a n t ly  from th e  th re e  l e a s t  important reaso n s .  One of these  l e a s t  

important reasons , however, "Encourages u n d e s ira b le ,  a n t i - s o c i a l  o r  neu­

r o t i c  b e h a v io r ,"  had a m oderately s tro n g  p o s i t iv e  c o r re la t io n  with "lowered 

se lf -e s teem "  ( .58 , P =  .009).

In answering th e  question  on B en e fi t ,  a la rg e r  percentage than 

fo r  Sensory (4.1%) and Obedience (14.6%) complained th a t  they would not 

lea rn  anything about themselves from Reaction (25.07®). But n o n e th e le ss ,  

more p a r t ic ip a n ts  consented to  be a su b jec t  in  Reaction because they were 

in te r e s te d  in  seeing  t h e i r  r e a c t io n  (25.0%). For some, the  " rigged  d ia l "  

precluded t h e i r  lea rn ing  about themselves, bu t n o n e th e less ,  th i s  i s  but 

one r e f l e c t i o n  o f  a dual a t t i t u d e  toward R eaction , taken by p a r t i c ip a n t s .  

Another i s  t h a t ,  d e s p i te  g re a te r  concern with "harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s "  than 

was expressed for Obedience or Sensory, th e re  were many p a r t i c ip a n ts  who 

considered  Reaction e th i c a l  because i t  was harmless (18.8% o f  the p a r t i c i ­

p an ts ,  30.0% of those who s a id  Reaction was e t h i c a l ) .

As was the  case  for Sensory, in answering the  question  on how they 

would behave i f  they were a su b je c t  in  R eaction , a considerab le  number of 

r e p l ie s  (38.3%) described  re a c t io n s  r a th e r  than behavior. 14.6% were con­

cerned w ith  unhappiness over or anx ie ty  about d iscovering  what the d ia l
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conveyed and 10.47, expressed annoyance, anger or h o s t i l i t y  a t  being ex­

posed to  t h i s  s i tu a t io n .  The behaviors f e l l  in to  two general c a te g o r ie s :  

not g iv ing  credence to what the "rigged d ia l"  conveyed and a t t r i b u t i n g ,  

or not a t t r i b u t i n g ,  homosexuality to th e i r  p a r tn e r .

More than h a l f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (56.2%) did not expect to  b e n e f i t  

from Reaction . Of these ,  44.47, complained th a t  they would not lea rn  any­

th ing  about themselves, some because they a lready  knew how they would be­

have or r e a c t  (11.1%) and o the rs  because the s i tu a t io n  did not permit r e a l  

reac t io n s  to  be revealed  s in ce  i t  t r i e d  to lead  them to b e liev e  they were 

something they were not (25.0%). " I  d o n 't  b e liev e  I  have any homosexual 

t r a i t s .  X c o u ld n 't  b e n e f i t  because I  would know my r e a c t io n s ."  " I  am 

aware th e re  i s  homosexuality in  a l l  o f  us to  a degree, some very  l i t t l e ,  

and some a l o t .  I  love being he terosexual and am very content with i t . "  

For some, b e n e f i t  was im possible because the "rigged d ia l"  made the s i t u ­

a t io n  f a l s e :  "Because the d ia l  is  not an accu ra te  in d ic a t io n  of r e a c t io n  

and the su b je c t  i s  to ld  th a t  i t  is  no t,  I  wouldn 't f ind  out anything about 

myself or about the p a r tn e r  in  the experim ent."

Others responded by c r i t i c i z i n g  the experiment or the experimental 

s i t u a t i o n ,  o f te n  in  terms o f i t s  sub jec t  m atte r .  "There is  nothing to  be 

learned  by f ind ing  out about gay ten d en c ies ."  One p a r t ic ip a n t  ob jec ted  to 

the experimenter foo ling  around with a "touchy" area  as "sexual id e n t i ty "  

in response to question  1 on behavior and then complained she d e f in i t e ly  

would not b e n e f i t :  "To be b lu n t  about i t ,  I  th ink  the whole experiment is

o f no s o c ia l  value. I f  the purpose of th i s  experiment i s  j u s t  to  see how 

people form opinions o f  o th e rs  then i t  i s  o f  no v a l i d i t y  a t  a l l . "
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Of those expecting  to  b e n e f i t  (43.8% of the p a r t i c ip a n t s ) ,  81.0% 

a t t r i b u t e d  th a t  b e n e f i t  to  lea rn in g  more about them selves. Three p a r t i c i ­

pants (14.3%) apparen tly  m isunderstanding, thought they could discover 

whether they had homosexual tendencies . " I f  the experim enter to ld  me I  

was homosexual I  would want to  know why and i f  so I  would t r y  to  a d ju s t  

and accept the 'new' me, even though i t  may f r ig h te n  me." Most were i n t e r ­

e s te d  in  t h e i r  r e a c t io n  to  the  s i t u a t i o n ,  i r r e s p e c t iv e  of whether homo­

se x u a l i ty  or "bad t r a i t s "  were involved. For these  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  the bene­

f i t  came from find ing  out t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward being  to ld  they were homo­

sexual even i f  they knew i t  was a f a l s e  im putation . " I  might have found 

out something new about myself as f a r  as fe e l in g s  concerning homosexuality 

and how I  might r e a c t  i f  I  found out th a t  I  was a homosexual." Some p a r ­

t i c ip a n t s  thought they  might d iscover i f  they a c tu a l ly  were homosexual by 

t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward being led  to  b e l ie v e  they were homosexual while 

o the rs  d id  not have a c le a r  understanding  of the  r o le  o f the  homosexual 

a t t r i b u t i o n  in  the experiment. There were a lso  p a r t i c ip a n ts  who obviously 

misunderstood the  r o le  o f  a s c r ib in g  homosexuality to  the  su b je c t  or where 

i t  was d i f f i c u l t  to  determine i f  they understood th a t  homosexuality was 

no t of r e a l  concern. Many, however, were c le a r  t h a t  in  le a rn in g  about 

them selves, the issu e  was no t t h e i r  homosexual ten d en c ies .  One p a r t i c ip a n t  

revea led  h is  understanding  by saying  he could b e n e f i t  by lea rn in g  " i f  I  

would reso lv e  a c o n f l i c t  by a t t r i b u t i n g  a p a r t i c u la r  t r a i t  to  o th e r s . "

The m ajo r i ty  o f  the  p a r t i c ip a n ts  (70.8%) in d ic a te d  they would not 

be harmed by R eaction . Two major fa c to rs  making th^  experiment harmless 

were th a t  the p a r t i c ip a n ts  would not be bothered  by the  a t t r i b u t i o n  of 

homosexuality (29.4%) or t h a t  they would be d eb r ie fed  (26.5%). One
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p a r t i c ip a n t  who presumed she would "probably" not be harmed "when [she] 

r e a l iz e d  th a t  the  experiment was rigged by the experim enter,"  nonetheless  

dec lared  i t  was "probably u n e th ic a l"  because i t  "may be harmful and have 

prolonged e f f e c t s  upon the  s u b je c t . "  Thus, she d id  not seem convinced th a t  

the  d e b r ie f in g  would be very e f f e c t iv e ,  a t  l e a s t ,  fo r  o th e rs .

For most who would not be d is tu rb ed  by the a t t r i b u t i o n  of homo­

s e x u a l i ty ,  the  reason was simple and s t ra ig h tfo rw a rd :  they would not be

bothered or in fluenced  by what the d ia l  in d ic a te d  (20.6%). " I  d o n 't  f e e l  

s u sc e p t ib le  to  such th in g s ."

Although only 29.2% presumed they would be harmed by R eaction , 71.4% 

o f th ese  were concerned th a t  doubts o r  b e l i e f s  regard ing  homosexuality would 

be the  source of harm. For some, i t  was a "very s e n s i t iv e  na tu re"  or a lack 

of " se lf -e s teem "  th a t  made them v u ln e rab le  to  harm in th i s  s i t u a t i o n .  For 

o th e r s ,  the s i t u a t io n  i t s e l f  was harm ful. "A person may b e liev e  what the  

d ia l  s a id  and then when the  experimenter to ld  him i t  was r igged , he may not 

b e l ie v e  him ." "Some people f e e l  very s tro n g ly  a g a in s t  those who a re  gay. 

Finding out th a t  they have gay tendencies  can harm them."

Approximately an equal number of p a r t ic ip a n ts  were e i t h e r  w il l in g  

(39.67.), o r  unw ill ing  (35.4%), to  be s u b je c ts .  For those  who were w i l l in g  

to  be s u b je c ts ,  lea rn in g  something u se fu l  or seeing  how they r e a c t ,  were 

the most compelling reasons (63.2%). "This experiment would teach me some­

th in g  about m y se lf ."  F inding the experiment, or the  experience, w orthless 

was the  most compelling reason fo r  not wanting to  be a su b je c t  (64.7%).

"No s p e c ia l  reason , I'm j u s t  no t i n t e r e s t e d . "  "The experiment has no s o c ia l  

v a lu e ."

The m a jo r i ty  considered  Reaction e th ic a l  (62.5%). For some i t  was 

e th ic a l  because i t  was harmless (30.07.) while fo r  o the rs  i t  was considered
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a c tu a l ly  b e n e f i c i a l  for su b jec ts  s in ce  i t  provided them with in s ig h t  in to  

themselves (20.0%). One p a r t ic ip a n t  s t a t e d  th a t  Reaction was "harmless" 

and then remarked th a t  "anyone who re a c ts  a l l  too s tro n g ly  a g a in s t  i t  

w i l l  have found an area  fo r  s e l f - i n s p e c t i o n ." Another s t a t e d :  " I t  might

help someone who has homosexual tendencies but does no t r e a l l y  know i t ,  be 

aware of i t  and go th ru  therapy i f  he or she wanted t o . "  The usefu lness  

o f  the  f ind ings  was c i t e d  by 20.0% of those  who c a l le d  the  experiment 

e th ic a l  and 16.7% c i t e d  the f a c t  th a t  the su b jec ts  were d eb r ie fed .

The major reason for cons idering  Reaction u n e th ic a l—fo r  the  37.5% 

who d id—was th a t  i t  could be harmful (55.6%). "T e ll in g  a person he has 

homosexual ten d en c ies ,  no m atte r  how much you l a t e r  assu re  him i t  was s e t  

up, can cause some mental harm and a n x ie ty ."  "Here in  t h i s  experiment 

m ental images t h a t  people have of themselves is  being tampered w i th ."

Obedience to  Immoral O rders . P a r t ic ip a n ts  were le ss  p o s i t iv e  

toward Obedience than they were toward Sensory and the  t o t a l  r a t in g  was 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower. Moreover, Obedience had s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower mean 

scores than Sensory fo r  th re e  q u e s tio n s :  Consent, E th ic a l  and Perm it.

For the Consent ques tio n , the mean score  fo r  Obedience was a lso  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  lower than R eac tio n . However, th i s  divergence from both Interm edi­

a t e  experiments—when i t  comes to  Consent--may be somewhat a r t i f a c t u a l  s ince  

many p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  as we s h a l l  see , considered  consenting  to  be a su b je c t  

analogous to  saying  they were w i l l in g  to  give shocks or to  i n f l i c t  pa in .

For the  question  on Harm, the  mean score  for Obedience was above 

the  four lowest ra te d  experiments and only Game was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h ig h e r .

The mean score  fo r  Harm, however, may a lso  be somewhat a r t i f i c i a l  s ince  

th e re  were p a r t i c ip a n ts  who claimed they would not be harmed because they 

would not p a r t i c ip a te  or obey. Unique to  Obedience was the  f a c t  t h a t  a
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s ig n i f i c a n t  n ega tive  c o r r e la t io n  between B en e fi t  and Harm emerged when the 

variance  in  common with o ther  questions was c o n tro l le d  ( - .3 7 ,  th i rd  o rder 

p a r t i a l ) .  (Conformity had a s ig n i f i c a n t  low nega tive  c o r re la t io n  and a 

t h i r d  o rder p a r t i a l . )  The a s s e r t io n  th a t  they would not give the shocks 

may have prompted some p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  conclude th a t  they would n e i th e r  

b e n e f i t  nor be harmed, s ince  they would remain a t  a d is tan ce  from the ex­

perim ental m anipula tion .

56.37a of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  granted a perm it to  Obedience and the 

th re e  reasons t h a t  were most i n f lu e n t i a l  in  t h e i r  dec is ion  were " to  lea rn  

about behavior"  (74.17o), "of value to  su b je c ts  in  understanding  themselves" 

(74.1%) and " su b jec t  v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed" (85.27o). These th re e  reasons were 

checked s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more o f te n  than four o th e r  reaso n s . Only "value 

j u s t i f i e s  the p o ss ib le  s t r e s s "  (48.17.) did  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from 

the  th re e  most s a l i e n t  reasons . (This l a t t e r  a l t e r n a t iv e  a lso  did not 

d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from the l e a s t  checked a l t e r n a t iv e s . )  Two o f  the  

primary reasons fo r  endorsing Obedience were n eg a tiv e ly  c o r re la te d :  " to

lea rn  about behav ior"  and "su b jec t  v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed" ( - . 4 3 ,  P = .0 2 ) .

This c o r r e la t io n  suggests  th a t  the  more emphasis p a r t i c ip a n ts  placed on 

the  value of the  experiment in  advancing knowledge, the  le ss  compelled 

they were to  a t t r i b u t e  g ran ting  a perm it to the "vo lun tary"  n a tu re  o f  par­

t i c i p a t i o n .  This in t e r p r e t a t i o n  becomes even more tenab le  when one notes 

t h a t  th e re  i s  an even s tro n g er  negative  c o r r e la t io n  between "To lea rn  about 

behavior" and "Not u n fa i r  to  su b je c ts "  (33.1%), - .5 5 ,  P = .003). This 

l a t t e r  reason for endorsing Obedience was no t o f  p a r t i c u la r  s a l ie n c e .

The most f req u en tly  checked reason fo r  denying a perm it to  Obedience 

by th e  43.8% who s a id  "No" was th a t  i t  was "too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  

(61.9%) but th i s  reason was not checked s ig n i f i c a n t l y  more f re q u e n t ly  than



127

th re e  o th e r  reasons :  "Lowers se lf -es teem " (57.1%), "Value does not ju s ­

t i f y  p o ss ib le  harm" (52.4%) and "Subjects fe e l  deceived" (42.9%). None­

th e le s s ,  "Too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  had a comparatively h igher rank 

fo r  Obedience than i t  did for some o ther  experiments. The mean for th is  

a l t e r n a t iv e  was unique for Obedience with f iv e  experiments th a t  were s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  lower, and only the four lowest ra te d  experiments were s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  h igher . Furthermore, "Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l "  had a 

moderately s tro n g  p o s i t iv e  c o r r e la t io n  with "long term harm" ( .5 3 ,  P =.015). 

R e la t iv e ly  few p a r t ic ip a n t^  in  denying a permit to  Obedience, checked 

"long terra harm" (38.1%) as a reason , but those th a t  did a lso  tended to  

cons ide r  Obedience " too  unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l . "

Only one p a r t ic ip a n t  s a id  he would obey when asked how he would 

behave in  Obedience and two more in d ica ted  they were not su re . Most 

(85.4%) s a id  they would disobey, which follows the usual p a t te rn  when 

people are  asked to  p re d ic t  th e i r  own or the behavior of o thers  in  the 

Obedience experiment. Unlike Conformity, however, where s o c ia l ly  ap­

proved behavior i s  s t a t e d  as t h e i r  own, p a r t ic ip a n ts  were not anxious 

to  v e r i fy  t h e i r  p re d ic t io n .  And many s tro n g ly  p ro te s ted  th a t  obeying 

was un th inkab le .

P a r t ic ip a n ts  were almost equally  d iv ided  on the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

b e n e f i t in g  from Obedience: 47.9% sa id  they would, 52.1% sa id  they would 

not. Of those expecting to b e n e f i t ,  73.9% a s se r te d  th a t  the b e n e f i t  

would be from seeing  how they would behave or r e a c t .  The i n t e r e s t  in 

t h e i r  behavior or re a c t io n s  was sometimes phrased in  general terms and 

o ther  times i t  was q u i te  s p e c i f ic .  For some i t  was a question  o f how 

they would respond to  a u th o r i ty  (17.4%). "Learn how fa r  I  would follow 

orders  knowing f u l l  well th a t  I  would be h u r tin g  someone in the p ro c e ss ."
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" I  would have te s te d  to see j u s t  how another in d iv id u a l  can c o n tro l  my 

b e h a v io r .11 For o th e rs ,  i t  was a t e s t  o f  c h a rac te r  and moral judgment 

(21.77a). "This i s  a t ru e  t e s t  o f  s tre n g th  of c h a ra c te r ,  to  observe the 

ex ten t of one 's  sureness o f m o ra ls ."  "To see how fa r  I  can go in  obey­

ing before  my own moral judgment s e ts  i n . "  A few (13.0%) put the ques­

t io n  in  terms o f whether they were capable of g iving pain or making people 

s u f f e r ,  t o t a l l y  ignoring  the ro le  o f  a u th o r i ty  in  the s i tu a t io n .  " I  would 

f in d  out i f  I  am capable o f  g iv ing  pain to  another person ."  The remain­

ing p a r t ic ip a n ts  e i th e r  expressed an undefined i n t e r e s t  in  th e i r  r e a c t io n  

or were s p e c i f ic  about some aspect of the s i t u a t i o n ,  not a lluded  to  above 

(26.1%). " I t  would be in te r e s t in g ,  and c u r io s i ty  would encourage me to 

take p a r t ,  to  see my r e a c t io n s ."  " I  cannot r e a l l y  t e l l  what I would do 

in  th i s  s i tu a t io n .  Maybe i f  I  was under s t r e s s  I  would have given the 

shocks."  Despite th i s  p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t ,  t h i s  l a t t e r  p a r t ic ip a n t  re fused  

to be a s u b je c t ,  candid ly  adm itting  she would be " a f r a id  to  f ind  ou t my 

r e s u l t s . "

For the 52.17* o f the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who sa id  they would not b e n e f i t ,  

fa c to rs  th a t  c o n tr ib u ted  to  d i s l ik in g  the s i t u a t i o n  because i t  evoked ten ­

sion  or because i t  involved i n f l i c t i n g  pain , were o ffe red  as an explana­

t io n  by 48,0%. Some o f these  complained th a t  i t  involved harming another 

person (24%). "Causing in te n t io n a l  pain to anyone is  wrong." "What could 

I  le a rn  by h u r tin g  someone e lse?  I f  I  continued to  l i s t e n  to  the e x p e r i ­

ment and adm in iste r  shocks to the v ic tim , th is  would prove I  d o n 't  have 

a mind o f my own." " I  do not get any k icks out of harming another person ."  

Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  declared  th a t  they could not b e n e f i t  because they a l ­

ready knew how they would behave or r e a c t  in  such a s i t u a t i o n  (28.0%) 

while o thers  expressed d i s l ik e  for the s i t u a t i o n  because i t  was too ex­

treme or tension  provoking (20.0%).
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Although the  m ajo r i ty  of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (66.7%) claimed they 

would not be harmed by Obedience, the avoidance of harm for many was 

p red ica ted  on th e i r  re fu s in g  to obey. Of those denying harm, 31.3% sa id  

they would e i th e r  not obey, or not p a r t i c ip a te ,  which may be a l t e r n a t iv e  

modes of saying the  same th ing . " I  w ouldn 't agree to adm iniste ring  such 

treatment.1 ( I  d o n 't  b e liev e  in smacking c h ild re n  around e i t h e r . ' ' . ' . ' ) . "  

O thers, denying harm because they would not obey, a lso  mentioned, or im­

p l ie d ,  th a t  harm or g u i l t  could occur, i f  fo r  any reason they a c tu a l ly  

d id  obey, or were forced to  obey (25.0%). " I f  you a re  going a g a in s t  what 

you b e l ie v e  in , you would s top , but i f  you wanted to impress someone then 

you might do harm to  y o u r s e l f ."  " I f  I  was forced to  p a r t i c ip a te  i t  would 

be harmful because I  would be doing something I  would not want to  do. 

I n f l i c t i n g  pain on someone."

O ne-th ird  o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  f e l t  they could be harmed by Obedi­

ence and for 56.3% of th ese ,  g u i l t ,  an x ie ty ,  c o n f l i c t  or p o ss ib le  psycho­

lo g ic a l  damage were the major sources of harm. For one p a r t ic ip a n t  both 

c o n f l i c t  and g u i l t  were he ld  re sp o n s ib le :  "Mentally a person could be

to rn  between not wanting to  disobey and a lso  not wanting to  h u r t  someone. 

This could c re a te  a g rea t  deal of confusion and possib ly  g u i l t  f e e l i n g s . "  

G u ilt  was accen tuated  by ano ther:  " I f  I  was to p a r t i c ip a te  I  would f e e l

t e r r i b l e  g u i l t  afterw ards  and be d isgus ted  with myself fo r  harming some­

one e l s e . "  C o n f l ic t  was the theme fo r  s t i l l  another p a r t ic ip a n t  who 

s a id ,  " I f  I  were the  one g iv ing  the shocks I  would be under a g re a t  s t r a i n  

o f in d ec is io n  whether to  go on or n o t ."  Other p a r t ic ip a n ts  emphasized 

psychological harm. " I f  I  thought I was h u r t in g  my fe llow  man in  such a 

way as pain could be adm in istered , th a t  would h u r t  me em otionally ."
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For 257« o f  chose expecting  harm, i t  was the  overly  s t r e s s f u l  

s i t u a t i o n ,  or ten s io n ,  th a t  was blamed.

R ecall th a t  consen ting  to  be a su b je c t  to  enable a p a r t ic ip a n t  to 

a s c e r ta in  how they would behave or r e a c t  was a motive for a t  l e a s t  25.0% 

of the  p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  fo r  the th ree  H igh-ra ted  experiments and for Reaction. 

Fewer consented for t h i s  motive fo r  Sensory (14.6%). Where Obedience is  

concerned, none o f the p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  they were persuaded to be a sub­

j e c t  to  see t h e i r  behavior or re a c t io n .  Indeed they were more l i k e ly  to 

a s s e r t  vehemently how they would behave r a th e r  than to  evince an i n t e r e s t  

in d iscovering  i t .  Moreover, one p a r t ic ip a n t  in  re fu s in g  to  be a su b je c t ,  

because she knew she would not obey, openly expressed the fear  th a t  she 

might d iscover she was "wrong." When an in t e r e s t  in  how they would be­

have was expressed for Obedience, i t  was expressed in  answer to  o ther  

q u es tio n s ,  such as B e n e f i t ,  where th e re  were no im p lica tions  o f  a commit­

ment to  a c t io n ,  or in  terms of an i n t e l l e c t u a l  i n t e r e s t  in  behavior in  

g en era l .  Both these  s t r a t e g i e s  can achieve the purpose o f c re a t in g  a 

g re a te r  psycholog ica l d is ta n c e  between the ac t  o f  obeying, or not obey­

ing, and the in d iv id u a l 's  own response to  the s i tu a t io n .

For the few who consented to  be su b je c ts  in  Obedience (18.8% of 

the p a r t i c ip a n t s ) ,  the reasons were a general i n t e r e s t  in  the f in d in g s ,  

n o n -sp ec if ic  c u r io s i t y  or a genera l concern with human behavior. Again, 

express ions  of i n t e r e s t  a t  a psychologica l d is tan ce  from o n ese lf .

Over h a l f  the p a r t i c ip a n ts  (54.2%) did no t consent to  be a sub­

j e c t  in  Obedience. For both Sensory and R eaction , p a r t ic ip a n ts  had been 

approximately eq u a lly  d iv ided . The m ajo r i ty  of those who refused  sug­

ges ted , in  one way or ano the r ,  th a t  they would not want to  "give shocks."  

For many, the emphasis was on h a t in g  to  see people s u f fe r  o r  not enjoying
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harming another (34.6%). " I t  seems l i k e  more o f a t e s t  of compassion 

than anything e lse .  The r e s u l t s  would only rev ea l  th a t  a high % of people 

a re  human and a re  c o n s id e ra te  when they see o the rs  in  p a in ."  Others 

merely s a id  they would no t consent because they would be unable to  ad­

m in is te r  the shocks or th a t  they would not obey (19.2%).

S l ig h t ly  more p a r t ic ip a n ts  considered  Obedience e th ic a l  (54.2%) 

than u n e th ic a l  (43.8%). For 46.27. o f those who considered  the experiment 

e th i c a l ,  being e th ic a l  was a t t r i b u t e d  to  the u se fu ln ess  o f  the experiment. 

For two p a r t ic ip a n ts  i t  was u se fu l  to  the su b jec ts  themselves while for 

the o thers  i t s  u t i l i t y  lay  in  i t s  c o n tr ib u t io n  to  knowledge. " I t  does 

give a t ru e  p ic tu re  o f  the response by humans in a s i t u a t i o n  involv ing  

a c o n f l i c t  of obeying a d m in is tra t io n  versus human f e e l in g s ."  In p ra is in g  

the c o n tr ib u t io n  of Obedience to knowledge of behav io r ,  some were s p e c i f ic  

and re le v a n t  (19.2%) while o th e rs  made genera l comments such as " r e s u l t s -  

va lu ab le"  or remarks on the value of the f ind ings  th a t  had no bearing  on 

the a c tu a l  purpose (15.4%): " I t  exp la ins  how one 's  behavior is  under such

te n s io n ."  And there  were two p a r t ic ip a n ts  who a s se r te d  th a t  the purpose 

o f Obedience was to  show the v io le n t  or aggress ive  na tu re  o f some people 

(7.7%).

Being harmless was another reason for cons ide ring  Obedience e t h i ­

c a l  (42.3%). For q u i te  a few, the f a c t  th a t  the v ic tim  was not r e a l l y  

being shocked was the r a t io n a le  of i t s  being harmless (26.9%). Others 

s a id  no one would be harmed or th a t  the ten s io n  or c o n f l i c t  was temporary 

(15.4%). " I f  the su b jec t  re fused  to  go on, he wouldn’t  be forced to  do 

so. I f  he showed c o n f l i c t  and extreme ten s io n ,  i t  would l a s t  fo r  the 

experiment. A ll discomfort would d isappear when the su b jec t  found out 

he w asn 't  r e a l l y  h u r t in g  the o th e r ."  Both the u t i l i t y  of the f ind ings
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and being harmless might be mentioned to g e th e r .  "No one is  being harmed.

The su b je c t  does not have to  l i s t e n  to  the  experimenter and can re fu se  i f  

he wants. Also, im portant knowledge can be gained from th i s  experiment 

about human b e h a v io r ."

Over h a l f  the p a r t i c ip a n ts  who considered  Obedience u n e th ic a l  c i t e d  

the  f a c t  th a t  th e  su b je c t  was being forced  to  h u r t  someone, being " b u l l i e d ,"  

or th a t  i t  pu ts  the su b je c t  in  a p o s i t io n  o f doing something wrong (52.4%). 

" I t  i s  u n e th ic a l  because you a re  harming someone (supposedly) for something 

they c o u ld n 't  h e lp ."  For many, the  "immoral" behavior of the  su b je c t  in  

g iv ing  shocks, and harming ano ther ,  determined the  "im m orality11 o f the ex­

periment (38.1%). " I t ' s  wrong to  i n f l i c t  pa in  on o th e r s . "  I f  harming 

another is  u n e th ic a l ,  then  an experiment t h a t  i s  concerned with harming 

another i s  a lso  u n e th ic a l ,  appeared to  be the t a c i t  assumption fo r  many, 

underly ing  the  f e e l in g  th a t  Obedience was u n e th ic a l .  A few emphasized the  

fo rce  t h a t  was ex erc ised  by th e  experim enter and focused on what they deemed 

"immoral o r d e r s ."

That i t  was overly  traum atic  fo r  the  s u b je c t ,  or could be harm ful, 

were o th e r  reasons fo r  cons idering  Obedience u n e th ic a l  (38.1%). Some empha­

s ize d  the trauma and ten s io n  (10.0%)— "The su b je c t  i s  exposed to  extreme 

tension  which may have an a f t e r - e f f e c t , "  while o th e rs  emphasized the  sub­

j e c t ' s  r e a c t io n  to  g iv ing  th e  shock (19.0%): "You're t r i c k in g  a person

in to  fe e l in g  the  s t r e s s  o f  g iv ing  pa in  to  someone e lse  and being to ld  to  

make the  pain  g r e a t e r . "

Some p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  in  exp la in ing  th e i r  answers to  Obedience, were 

no t s p e c i f i c  enough about c e r t a in  asp ec ts  o f  the  experiment to  allow one 

to  judge whether they were aware th a t  e l e c t r i c  shocks were not a c tu a l ly
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being adm in iste red . O ccasionally  p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  in  p lac ing  themselves in 

th e  r o le  of the  ' r e a l  s u b j e c t s , 1 might d iscuss the  experiment as i f  the 

shocks were r e a l  bu t l a t e r  on in d ic a te  t h a t  they were aware th a t  th e  'v i c ­

t im ' was p re ten d in g . Two p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  however, gave c le a r  evidence of 

having m isunderstood. One suggested th a t  th e re  were " d i f f e r e n t  ways to  

study memory and le a rn in g ."  Another commented th a t  the experiment could 

be e th i c a l  " i f  the shocks app lied  a re  w ith in  the  range th a t  a human can 

w ith s tan d ."

Summary and Discussion of the  In term ediate  Experiments

The m ajo r i ty  o f the p a r t ic ip a n ts  gave th e  In term edia te  experiments 

a p o s i t iv e  r a t in g  but, compared to  th e  H igh-rated experim ents, very few 

(25% o r  le s s )  had r a t in g s  from +7 to  +10- F u r th e r ,  a la rg e r  p roportion  

had r a t in g s  in  the  n ega tive  range, 31.3% fo r  Sensory to  45.8% fo r  Obedi­

ence, But u n lik e  the  Low-rated experim ents, only 12.5% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

had r a t in g s  th a t  were extremely n eg a tiv e ,  -7 to  -10.

While fo r  the  H igh-ra ted  experiments the  m ajo rity  gave favorab le  

responses to  every qu es tio n , th e re  were only th re e  ques tions—Harm, E th ic a l  

and Permit--where the  m a jo r i ty  gave favorable  responses fo r  th e  In term edia te  

experim ents. But fo r  two o f  these  q u es tio n s ,  E th ic a l  and Perm it, th e re  was 

s u f f i c i e n t  v a r ia t io n  among the th re e  In term edia te  experiments to  r e s u l t  in  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e re n c e s .  Sensory was granted  a perm it s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more 

o f te n  than e i th e r  Reaction or Obedience, and Sensory was a lso  considered 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more e th ic a l  than Obedience. There were no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f ­

ferences fo r  Harm but only s l i g h t l y  more than h a l f  thought th a t  harm could 

be avoided fo r  Sensory. For Obedience and R eaction , however, where over 

tw o-th irds  s a id  they would not be harmed, the checked answers cannot be
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taken a t  face va lue ,  and the p roportion  claim ing they would not be harmed 

may be sp u rio u s ly  h igh . For R eaction , the  r e p l ie s  could be a form o f  'd e n ia l '  

s in ce  some claimed they would not be harmed because the  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f homo­

s e x u a l i ty  would not bo th e r  o r  in fluence  them (16.7%). Perhaps these  con­

te n t io n s  a re  accu ra te  but i t  is  a lso  p o ss ib le  they a re  defensive . For 

Obedience, what i s  l i k e ly  to  be an erroneous assumption p ro te c te d  many from 

harm. 20.8% s a id  they would no t be harmed because they would re fu se  to

obey and another 16.7% s a id  th a t  i f  they were forced to  obey or i f  they did

not obey, g u i l t  or harm might r e s u l t .

For B e n e f i t ,  only  Sensory had a m a jo r i ty  th a t  s a id  they would bene­

f i t  (54.2%), whereas fo r  Reaction (56.2%) and Obedience (52.1%) a s l i g h t  

m a jo r i ty  disavowed a b e n e f i t :  th e re  were no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe ren ces  in

the  mean sc o re s .  For Consent, both Reaction and Sensory had an approxi­

mately equal number of p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  rep ly in g  "Yes" and "No," but the ma­

j o r i t y  r e p l ie d  "No" to  Obedience (54.2%). This r e s u l te d  in a  s ig n i f i c a n t ly

lower mean score  fo r  Obedience. However, s in ce  many p a r t ic ip a n ts  (31.3%) 

seemed to  equate  consenting  to  be a su b je c t  with agreeing  to  give shocks, 

i n f l i c t  pa in ,  or obey, the percentage saying "No" and the  mean score  may, 

in  p a r t ,  be a r t i f a c t u a l .

The reasons fo r  g ran ting  Reaction a perm it were s im i la r  to  the High­

ra te d  experim ents . But the  reasons fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it to  Obedience and 

Sensory were more d i f fu s e  as were the reasons fo r  denying a perm it to  Obedi­

ence and R eac tion . There were no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe re n c e s  in  the  reasons 

fo r  denying Sensory a perm it.

While le ss  than a m a jo rity  mentioned harm or s t r e s s  in  t h e i r  com­

ments to  the  In te rm ed ia te  experim ents, both harm and s t r e s s  were mentioned 

with g re a te r  frequency than they were fo r  the  H igh-rated  experiments.
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Furthermore, fewer p a r t ic ip a n ts  made s p e c i f i c  re fe ren ces  to  a b e n e f i t  for 

the  In term ediate  experim ents, o n e -h a lf  or l e s s ,  w ith a concomitant drop 

in  the number o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who thought they could le a rn  about themselves.

For the In te rm ed ia te - ra ted  experim ents , th e re  were th re e  p a i r s  o f 

questions in  common th a t  had moderately high c o r re la t io n s  and s ig n i f i c a n t  

t h i r d  order p a r t i a l s .  One of th e se ,  E th ic a l  and Perm it, had s ig n i f i c a n t  

c o r re la t io n s  and p a r t i a l s  for  most experim ents, and an o th e r ,  B enefit and 

Consent, was a lso  f req u en tly  c o r re la te d .  The c o r r e la t io n  fo r  Harm and 

Permit, however, was almost unique. Only Exposure had a s ig n i f i c a n t  c o r re ­

la t io n  and th i r d  order p a r t i a l  fo r  Harm and Perm it. I t  would seen th a t  the 

reco g n it io n  o f harm--or a d en ia l  of i t —had a g re a te r  in f lu en ce  on whether 

a perm it was gran ted  fo r  the In te rm edia te  experim ents.

The In term ediate  experiments a re  ap p aren tly  the  most c o n tro v e rs ia l  

fo r  p a r t i c ip a n ts .  Most c o n tro v e rs ia l  in  the  sense th a t  th e re  were p a r t i c i ­

pants who were s trong  advocates as w ell as p a r t i c ip a n ts  who s tro n g ly  con­

demned them. And th e re  were a lso  more p a r t ic ip a n ts  with ambivalent a t t i ­

tu d es .  The purpose of the In term edia te  experiments were a lso  misunderstood 

more f re q u e n t ly - -a  m isunderstanding th a t  may have co n tr ib u te d  to  t h e i r  being 

le ss  h ig h ly  regarded . But th e re  is  another p o s s i b i l i t y .  The misunderstand­

ing may have been the  product o f  ambivalent fe e l in g s  about the  experiment or 

may have been p rope lled  by an emotional avoidance o f  some fe a tu re s  o f  the 

experiment, a t  l e a s t  fo r  Reaction and Obedience. For R eac tio n , the top ic  

o f homosexuality, and fo r  Obedience, the  obeying o f  "imrnoral" o rd e rs ,  seemed 

to  arouse s trong  emotional r e a c t io n s .  For Sensory, m isunderstanding the  

purpose may have been w ithout emotional im p lic a t io n s ,  merely rep re sen tin g  

a c e r ta in  lack o f s o p h is t ic a t io n  in  psycho log ica l to p ic s .  For in s tan ce ,  

some p a r t ic ip a n ts  thought the  experiment concerned being b l in d  or deaf and
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th e re  were o th e r s ,  not making th i s  a s s e r t io n ,  who d id  not seem to  grasp the 

t h e o r e t ic a l  im p lica t io n s .

Many p a r t ic ip a n ts  were wary of Sensory, and th e  e f f e c t  i t  might have 

on them i f  they were s u b je c ts ,  bu t t h i s  was compensated by the f a c t  th a t  i t  

was vo lun ta ry  and th a t  su b jec ts  could withdraw a t  t h e i r  d i s c r e t io n .  These 

fe a tu re s  no t only muted the  th r e a t  bu t gave the  experiment a moral san c tio n .  

Being v o lun ta ry  a lso  made i t  p o ss ib le  fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  vote  Sensory a 

perm it when they were unw illing  to  be su b je c ts  them selves. For some, how­

ever ,  t h i s  appeared to  be a r a t io n a l i z a t i o n  r a th e r  than a le g i t im a te  con­

s id e r a t io n .

There seemed to  be a dual a t t i t u d e  toward Reaction among p a r t i c i ­

p a n ts ,  expressed by the r a t in g s  and the  comments. For example, more p a r­

t i c ip a n t s  pronounced Reaction e th ic a l  because i t  was harmless and, a t  the  

same tim e, more p a r t ic ip a n ts  expressed concern about harmful psychological 

a f t e r e f f e c t s ,  as compared to  the o th e r  two In te rm ed ia te  experiments. Notions 

about the " rigged  d ia l "  was another r e f l e c t i o n  o f  dual a t t i t u d e s .  For some 

p a r t i c ip a n ts  the  "rigged d ia l "  precluded  t h e i r  being harmed, s in ce  they 

would recover from t h e i r  "chagrin" once they were d e b r ie fe d ,  while for 

o the rs  i t  precluded a b e n e f i t .  A primary motive fo r  being  a s u b je c t— learn ing  

about o n e s e l f—was no t a v a i la b le  because a 'p e r s o n a l i ty  t e s t 1 was ' f a k e . '  

Subjects  could o f  course lea rn  whether they would a t t r i b u t e  homosexuality 

to  t h e i r  p a r tn e r ,  bu t very few were in te re s te d  in  f in d in g  out about t h i s — 

some because i t  was too  obscure in  terms o f  immediate psycholog ica l in s ig h t  

and o th e rs  because they did not understand  th a t  t h i s  was the behavior th a t  

was being in v e s t ig a te d .

Dual a t t i t u d e s  toward homosexuality being the  top ic  of the e x p e r i­

ment were a lso  ev iden t and prompted a v a r i e ty  o f  responses .  Some condemned
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the  experiment on th i s  b a s is  while o the rs  seemed to  bend over backwards to 

a s s e r t  t h a t  the  to p ic  was f in e  or t h a t  i t  had no importance. For some par­

t i c i p a n t s ,  i t  was as i f  they feared  th a t  in showing too g re a t  a concern, 

they would rev ea l  something about them selves. There were p a r t ic ip a n ts  who— 

in  denying a concern --co n f id en tly  a s se r te d  they would not be bothered by 

being to ld  they were homosexual while o thers  seemed to  c a r e fu l ly  avoid any 

signs of i n t e r e s t ,  o r  o f  p r o te s t ,  as i f  they were a f r a id  of being accused 

o f 'p r o te s t in g  too much.' There were, o f  course , some who c a te g o r ic a l ly  

denied they  were homosexual, o th e rs  who s a id  they would not b e l iev e  they 

were homosexual, and a few who candidly adm itted th a t  the  experiment would 

be u p s e t t in g  because o f  t h e i r  own problems w ith  sexual id e n t i ty .  And some 

of th ese  complained about homosexuality as the  to p ic .

While fo r  R eac tion , d i f f e r e n t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  had d i f f e r e n t  a t t i tu d e s  

and opinions toward the experiment, fo r  Obedience the  same p a r t i c ip a n t  might 

rev ea l  c o n tra d ic to ry  o r  ambivalent a t t i t u d e s .  (There were a ls o  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

who e i th e r  wholeheartedly p ra ise d  or condemned Obedience.)  Some o f  the  

c o n tra d ic to ry  f in d in g s ,  however, may be more apparent than r e a l .  For in ­

s ta n c e ,  th e re  was a f a i r l y  s tro n g  negative  t h i r d  o rder p a r t i a l  between Bene­

f i t  and Harm. This would seem to  in d ic a te  t h a t  those who expected a b e n e f i t  

a lso  expected to  be harmed, or converse ly , those who d id  not expect to  bene­

f i t  a lso  d id  not expect to  be harmed. For the l a t t e r  p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  i t  is  

t h e i r  conv ic tion  th a t  they would no t obey th a t  would preclude a b e n e f i t ,  

for  example, lea rn ing  about them selves, and, a t  th e  same tim e, p ro te c ted  

them from harm. Others could fo resee  both a b e n e f i t  and the  p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  harm, as fo r  Conformity.

There were many vehement a s se r t io n s  about no t obeying, and in  con­

t r a s t  to  a s s e r t io n s  about not conforming, th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were not eager to
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f in d  out i f  they were wrong. A few cand id ly  adm itted  th a t  they did not 

want to  know, or were a f r a id  to  d isco v e r ,  t h a t  they might a c tu a l ly  obey.

The la b e l in g  o f the  o rd e rs ,  "immoral," may have i n t e n s i f i e d  r e a c t io n s .

For some, i t  seemed to  convince them th a t  the  experiment i t s e l f  was "im­

moral" and they c i t e d  the "immoral o r d e r s ,"  or the "immoral" behavior of 

su b jec ts  when they i n f l i c t e d  p a in ,  as reasons fo r  cons ide ring  Obedience 

u n e th ic a l .  There were a lso  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who misunderstood th e  Obedience 

experiment and thought i t  was a t e s t  o f  sadism or the  w il l in g n ess  o f in d i ­

v id u a ls  to  i n f l i c t  p a in .  Even w ithout t h i s  m isunderstanding , the  r o le  o f 

a u th o r i ty  was o f te n  underestim ated  o r bypassed a l to g e th e r .  A ho rro r  a t  

the  deed of i n f l i c t i n g  pain  on someone--merely on command--and the den ia l 

th a t  o n e s e l f ,  or o th e r s ,  might engage in  t h i s  behavior i s  no t an unusual 

re a c t io n  to  the  Obedience s i t u a t i o n .  Indeed, f o r ty  p s y c h ia t r i s t s ,  in  p re ­

d ic t in g  the  outcome o f  the  experiment, undoubtedly based t h e i r  extremely 

low es tim ate  o f  obedience on the  "concept o f  the  autonomous man" (Milgram> 

1975), d is reg a rd in g  the  power o f  le g i t im a te  a u th o r i ty .  The ex te n t  o f con­

t r o l  o f  le g i t im a te  a u th o r i ty  over the  ac t io n s  o f a subord ina te  in d iv id u a l  

is  u su a lly  underestim ated  by those  who a re  asked to  p r e d ic t  th e  outcome o f 

the Obedience experiment and o f te n  re a c te d  to  with h o r ro r ,  or d e n ia l ,  when 

the  r e s u l t s  a re  known.

In summary, th en ,  the r e a c t io n s  o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  th e  In term edia te  

experiments were o f te n  e i th e r  h ig h ly  favorab ly  or h ig h ly  un favorab le ,  and, 

a t  the  same tim e, th e re  were o th e r  p a r t i c ip a n ts  who were c(uite ambivalent. 

These experiments were sometimes p ra is e d ,  but un lik e  the H igh-ra ted  ex p er i­

ments, s t r e s s  and p o ss ib le  harm were no t ignored or bypassed in  the com­

ments. There were a lso  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who d id  no t f u l ly  comprehend, o r  a c tu ­

a l l y  m isunderstood, some fe a tu re s  of the  experim ents. For Obedience and
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R eaction , the  emotional impact o f  the  procedures seemed to  p ropel these  

d i s t o r t i o n s .  But i t  i s  a lso  p o s s ib le  th a t  the more s u b t l e ,  and le ss  e a s i ly  

understood , purpose o f the  In te rm ed ia te  experiments made i t  more d i f f i c u l t  

fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  a p p rec ia te  the  goals and overlook, o r minimize, the 

s t r e s s  and p o ss ib le  harm, as p a r t i c ip a n ts  had done fo r  the  H igh-ra ted  

experim ents .

Low-Rated Experiments

The following th ree  experiments formed the  group with the lowest 

mean r a t in g s ,  except fo r  Exposure. The r a t in g  of Exposure was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

lower. A irplane had the  h ig h e s t  r a t in g  in  t h i s  group, a r a t in g  th a t  was 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher  than T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response. Shock did 

not d i f f e r  from e i t h e r .

A irplane Crash S im ulation . In common with o th e r  experiments in the 

Low group, the m a jo r i ty  o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (68.8%) were c r i t i c a l  o f  the 

experiment and had ra t in g s  t h a t  were in  the  n ega tive  range.

The mean score  fo r  the  ques tion  on B enefit  was s ig n i f i c a n t l y  higher 

than the means fo r  Harm, Consent and Perm it. The B en e fi t  ques tion  was a lso  

r e l a t i v e ly  high compared to  o th e r  experiments w ith  Low r a t in g s .  Only the 

th re e  H igh-ra ted  experiments had mean scores th a t  were s ig n i f i c a n t l y  h igher 

than A irp la n e . On the  o th e r  hand, for the ques tions  on Harm and Perm it, the 

mean scores  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than a l l  experiments in  the I n te r ­

mediate and H igh-rated  groups. And, although i t  was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher  

than Exposure for the ques tion  on Harm, A irplane did  no t d i f f e r  from Ex­

posure fo r  the question  on Permit.

For the question  on E th ic a l ,  A irp lane d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

from Obedience, bu t the  remaining experiments in  th e  In te rm edia te  and High
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groups had means th a t  were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher .  Yet, th i s  comparatively 

high r a t in g  fo r  Consent cannot be considered  to  re p re se n t  a g re a te r  w i l l in g ­

ness to  p a r t i c ip a t e  in  A irp la n e . The mean score  is  sp u rio u s ly  e leva ted  by 

o n e - th ird  o f the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who checked "not s u r e , "  a n e u t r a l  r a t in g .  

U sually  n e i th e r  ambivalence nor in d ec is io n  were re sp o n s ib le .  Of the 16 

p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  9, who checked "not sure," made some comment conveying the idea 

t h a t  consent was no t p o ss ib le  s in ce  they would not know what was going to  

happen and 6 p a r t i c ip a n ts  gave exp lanations  th a t  would be more app ro p ria te  

as exp lanations  fo r  saying "No." There was some overlap between the  two 

groups.

Only 29.2% of the  p a r t i c ip a n ts  s a id  "Yes" to  g ran tin g  A irplane a 

perm it.  In g ran tin g  a pe rm it ,  being "o f  value to  su b jec ts  in  understanding 

themselves" (78.6%) was a favored reason . But t h i s  reason did  not d i f f e r  

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from "of va lue  in  lea rn in g  about human behavior" (71.4%), 

being "vo lun tary"  (57.1%) and the  "p o ss ib le  s t r e s s  or d iscom fort being 

temporary" (57.1%). "P oss ib le  d iscom fort or s t r e s s  being temporary" had a 

r a th e r  s tro n g  c o r re la t io n  with considering  the  experiment "Not too unpleasan t 

or s t r e s s f u l "  (35.7%, .61, P = .02).

Although the  m a jo r i ty  o f  those  who granted  Airplane a perm it labeled  

i t  " v o lu n ta ry ,"  a la rg e r  number o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  c r i t i c i z e d  A irp lane fo r  

being " in v o lu n ta ry ."  Checking "Subject v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed" as a reason for 

g ran tin g  A irplane a perm it re q u ire s  q u i te  a s t r e t c h  o f the  im agination, and 

seems to  have functioned as a r a t io n a l i z a t i o n .  Evidence fo r  th i s  i s  a 

m oderately s tro n g  nega tive  c o r r e la t io n  with th e  B enefit ques tion  and en­

dorsing  A irplane because I t  i s  "vo lun tary"  ( - .5 5 ,  P = .05). The le ss  bene­

f i t  expected, th e  more l ik e ly  th a t  "vo lun tary"  became important as a reason 

fo r  g ra n t in g  A irp lane a perm it .  I t  i s  a lso  o f i n t e r e s t  to  observe th a t
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th e re  was a moderately s trong  c o r re la t io n  between checking " I f  the  su b jec t  

knew the  t ru e  purpose or na tu re  of the  experiment ahead of time, he would 

behave u n n a tu ra l ly "  (35.7%) and f ind ing  the experiment e th ic a l  ( .53 , P = .05).

70.8% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  re fused  to  g ra n t  a perm it to  A irp la n e .

The four most i n f l u e n t i a l  reasons were "long term harmful consequences" 

(73.5%), "too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  (85.3%), the  "value o f the ex p er i­

ment does not j u s t i f y  . . . the  p o ss ib le  harm" (64.7%) and the  su b jec ts  may 

" f e e l  deceived" (67.6%). None of th ese  reasons d i f f e r e d  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from 

each o th e r ,  or the f i f t h  most important reason , "Not vo lun ta ry"  (44.1%).

In commenting about A irp lan e , over h a l f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (56.3%) 

s p e c i f i c a l ly  noted th a t  i t  was both harmful and s t r e s s f u l .  And only 14.6% 

did not mention e i t h e r  harm or s t r e s s .  On the  o th e r  hand, p a r t ic ip a n ts  

a l s o  made re fe ren ces  to  p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t s .  Comments r e f e r r in g  to  b e n e f i ts  

were more frequent than  to  e i th e r  o f  the o ther  Low-rated experiments. In­

deed they were made with about the same frequency as they were made to  ex­

periments in  the  In te rm ed ia te  group (54.2%). 27.1% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts

in d ica ted  they could lea rn  something about themselves and 35.47. s a id  i t  

would be h e lp fu l  to  the  su b je c t  or t h a t  i t  could f a c i l i t a t e  the  lea rn ing  

of new s k i l l s  or b e h a v io r .

A irp lan e , along with Traum atica lly  Conditioned Response, were the 

two experiments where re a c t io n s  predominated over d e sc r ip t io n s  o f  behavior. 

Reactions o f 60.4% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were described  in  terms o f  being 

f r ig h te n e d ,  panicky or u p se t .  " I  would be extremely u p se t .  I  would be 

in  a s t a t e  o f p an ic .  My f i r s t  thought would be to  p ray . I ’d be fu rious  

when I  found out th i s  was only s im u la ted ."  Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  described 

t h e i r  behavior as w ell as s ta t in g  t h e i r  r e a c t io n s .  " I  would’ve been scared 

to  death . I  d o n 't  th ink  I  would've had the s t r e n g th  to  f i l l  out a l l  the  

p a p e rs ."
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A irplane was the only experiment in  the group with Low r a t in g s ,  

where the m a jo r i ty  o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  expected to  b e n e f i t  (54.2%). 25.0%

of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  mentioned th a t  i t  could evoke e i th e r  a change in  them­

s e lv e s ,  or in  t h e i r  l i v e s ,  and in th i s  re sp e c t  i t  was s im i la r  to  Conformity. 

This percentage rep re se n ts  46.2% o f  those who expected to  b e n e f i t .  That i t  

could help people le a rn  to  c o n tro l  themselves in  f e a r f u l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and 

th a t  lea rn in g  to  co n tro l  themselves may be ap p lied  to  o th e r  s i t u a t i o n s ,  was 

an o f t - r e p e a te d  theme fo r  those  claim ing they would b e n e f i t  (38.5%) by A ir­

p lane  evoking a change in them selves . " I t  could teach  you how to  handle a 

l i f e  and death s i t u a t i o n  o r  many o th e r  im portant s i tu a t io n s  involv ing  f e a r . "

Learning more about themselves was another p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t  (38.5%).

Most who b e lieved  they could b e n e f i t  in  th i s  manner expressed an in t e r e s t  

e i th e r  in  t h e i r  r e a c t io n  or in  whether they would be ab le  to  c o n tro l  them­

se lves  in  t h i s  s i t u a t io n  (26.9%). One p a r t i c ip a n t  s a id  she could b e n e f i t

"by knowing how you would r e a c t  in  an emergency. I t  may o r  may not be 

u s e f u l , "  Another expressed favo rab le  a t t i t u d e s  throughout, and f e l t  he 

could b e n e f i t  by see ing  "how I  would co n tro l  myself under such a s i tu a t io n "  

and vo lun teered  to  be a su b je c t  fo r  ex ac t ly  the  same reason .

45.97* denied they could b e n e f i t  from A irplane and the  major reasons 

were t h a t  i t  was too tra u m a tic ,  d r a s t i c  or em otional. 63.6% of those  who 

would no t b e n e f i t  evoked th ese  reasons . "All i t  would do i s  sca re  the s - - t  

out o f me. I ' d  probably be a f r a id  o f  p la n e s ,  to o ,"  was the  f o r th r ig h t  

response of one p a r t i c ip a n t .  One p a r t i c ip a n t  dec la red , "This experiment 

would be too  s t r e s s f u l  for me. There would probably be i r r e p a ra b le  damage 

to  my mental c o n d i t io n ."  Another remarked, " I  th ink  th e re  a re  few s i t u ­

a t io n s  o f  such extreme s t r e s s  in normal day-to-day  working c o n d it io n s .  

T herefore , knowing how I  would r e a c t  in  such a d r a s t i c  s i t u a t io n  does no t
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seem comparable to  s i tu a t io n s  I  would encounter in  l i f e . "  This p a r t i c i ­

pant denied a type o f  b e n e f i t  th a t  some p a r t ic ip a n ts  had emphasized.

In c o n tra s t  to  the  question  on B e n e f i t ,  the  percentage of p a r t i c i ­

pants expecting harm from Airplane was approximately the  same as the o ther 

Low-rated experiments (72.9%). Of those  a n t ic ip a t in g  harm, 40.0% mentioned 

physica l harm, such as h e a r t  a t t a c k s ,  shock, or o ther  bod ily  r e a c t io n s .

"The extreme s t r e s s  cond it ions  could a f f e c t  your h e a l th ,  e s p e c ia l ly  i f  

you had a h e a l th  problem you were unaware o f . "  "People do s tran g e  th ings 

under s t r e s s .  I  probably would have fa in te d  or go tten  s ic k  from being so 

nervous."  In f a c t ,  more p a r t ic ip a n ts  re p o r ted  harm of a p h y s ica l  nature  

fo r  A irplane than e i t h e r  o f  the o th e r  Low-rated experim ents. For Shock 

i t  was 22.97a o f  the p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response. 27.1% 

and A irp lane , 39.67®. Besides the p h y s io lo g ica l  harm c i t e d  above, 14.3% re ­

marked th a t  the  plane might r e a l ly  c ra sh ,  or th a t  some o th e r  k ind o f  a c c i ­

dent might occur, th a t  would r e s u l t  in  ph y s ica l  in ju ry .

Inducing an unp leasan t emotional s t a t e  (31.4%) or psychological 

harm with p o s s ib le  a f t e r e f f e c t s  (31.47®) were a lso  contemplated as veh ic les  

of harm. Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  proposed th a t  both an unpleasan t emotional 

s t a t e  and ph y s ica l  harm might occur: " I  could have a h e a r t  a t ta c k  or a

nervous a t t a c k  o r could f reeze  with f r i g h t  and not be ab le  to  do anything 

but s i t  th e re  and go in to  shock."  " I  might have a h e a r t  a t ta c k  and/or ge t  

m yself very u p se t  j u s t  fo r  an experim ent."  For o th e rs ,  the emotional im­

p ac t o f  the s i t u a t i o n  was s u f f i c i e n t  to  c re a te  the  harmful outcome; "Since 

I  have a fe a r  of h e ig h ts ,  I  would probably re a c t  in  a very  emotional way."

Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  emphasized a c tu a l  psychologica l harm r a th e r  than 

an unp leasan t emotional s t a t e  th a t  might lead to  harm. " I t  would harm me
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em otionally  i f  I  knew I  had to  f i l l  out emergency da ta  such as the name 

o f the  next of k i n , "  " I  d o n 't  see any phys ica l  harm (besides p o ss ib le  

freak  occurrences such as h e a r t  a t t a c k s ,  people t ry in g  to  commit su ic id e ,  

e t c . ) .  I  p e rso n a lly  might, however, be so panicked th a t  permanent damage 

(mentally) might o ccu r ."

R e l ie f ,  or recovery , a f t e r  the experiment was over, or th a t  d a i ly

l i f e  i s  f u l l  of s t r e s s ,  were reasons p a r t ic ip a n ts  gave fo r  f in d in g  A irplane

harm less . 27.1% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  assumed they would not be harmed and 

38.5% of th ese  proposed these  reasons.

Only 18.8% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w i l l in g  to  consent to  be a 

su b je c t  in  A irplane while 47.9% s a id  "No." The remaining o n e - th ird ,  as 

noted, checked "Not su re"  w ithout implying any in c l in a t io n  to  be a su b je c t .  

The m a jo r i ty  of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who re fu sed  to  be su b jec ts  c i t e d  the overly  

s t r e s s f u l  and f r ig h te n in g  na tu re  of A irplane (56.5%). "Too t e r r i f y i n g "  was 

th e  su cc in c t  comment o f  one p a r t i c ip a n t .  For ano ther ,  her own re a c t io n  was 

emphasized: " I  d o n 't  need to  be shaken em o tio n a lly ."  That " l i f e  or death" 

was involved in  the  s t r e s s  was s p e c i f i c a l ly  d is tu rb in g  to  some p a r t i c ip a n ts .  

"Much too dangerous. I  d o n 't  l ik e  the idea o f having to  'f a c e  death* un­

n e c e s s a r i ly ."

Of those  who d id  not want to  be a s u b je c t ,  21.7% explained  by saying

i t  would be harm ful, and a l l  but one designa ted  adverse p h y s ica l  r e a c t io n s ,

such as a "h ea r t  a t t a c k , "  as the  type of harm. "Unnecessary phys ica l  damage" 

was the  comment o f  one p a r t i c ip a n t  who had p rev ious ly  mentioned th a t  the 

a i rp la n e  might a c tu a l ly  "go out o f c o n t ro l . "

For the few th a t  were w i l l in g  to  be su b je c ts  (18.2%), lea rn in g  about 

themselves was a frequen t reason (44.4%). " I t  would b e n e f i t  me and t e s t  my 

b a s ic  a t t i t u d e s ,  philosophy and concept o f  m y se lf ."  Another p a r t i c ip a n t
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a s s e r te d  t h a t  i t  might be im portant fo r  her to  see her  re a c t io n  to  an 

emergency s i t u a t i o n  s in c e  " in  t h i s  type o f s i t u a t i o n  one has to  remain 

calm o r  you may wind up doing a l l  the  wrong th ings  in s te a d  of the r ig h t  

ones

The m a jo r i ty  o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  pronounced A irp lane u n e th ic a l  

(60.5%). Moreover, t h i s  was the  only experiment, besides Exposure, where 

no p a r t i c ip a n t  mentioned or im plied th a t  the  su b je c ts  were t r e a te d  f a i r l y .  

That i t  was over ly  s t r e s s f u l ,  f e a r f u l ,  or r is k y  were prominent themes fo r  

those  who checked "probably" or " d e f in i t e ly "  u n e th ic a l  (55.2%). "No reason 

j u s t i f i e s  s c a r in g  people to  dea th . A hea lthy  person would probably f a l l  

a p a r t  in  th is  s i t u a t i o n . "  " I t  is  p lay ing  with a  p e r so n 's  l i f e  when one is  

put under too much s t r e s s . "  "There a re  probably o th e r  ways o f  t e s t i n g  

people under s t r e s s .  There was no reason to  put those  people through 

something l ik e  t h a t . "

27.6% proposed th a t  the  su b jec ts  were taken  advantage of or deceived. 

"The s o ld ie r s  were no t f u l l y  aware o f  what was inv o lv ed ."  Harm, both physi­

ca l  and psych o lo g ica l,  was s t i l l  another reason fo r  cons ide ring  Airplane 

u n e th ic a l  (24.1%). "Though i t  might p repare s o ld ie r s  in  t h e i r  behavior 

\dien the  r e a l  th ing  comes up, but panic might b r in g  on the r e a l  th in g .

Also s o ld ie r s  might get a h e a r t  a t ta c k  or s ic k n e s s ."  "Too much harm psycho­

lo g ic a l ly .  Too g re a t  a r i s k .  There should be l im i ts  to  what type o f  ex­

periments should be done to  f in d  out more about b e h av io r ."

For the  25.4% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  who considered  A irplane e th i c a l ,  

b e n e f i t in g  su b jec ts  (41.2%) or p rovid ing  v a luab le  knowledge (35.3%) were 

predominant r e a so n s . " I t  can help  people le a rn  how to  r e a c t  w ithout g e t ­

t in g  panicky in  a r e a l  p lane crash  lan d in g ."  I t s  s p e c i f i c  value to  s o ld ie r s  

was mentioned: " In  the  fo rce  we need to  t r a i n  fo r  s t r e s s  and they a re
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d e f in i t e ly  going to  need the t r a in in g . "  Even the  u sefu lness  o f  the  f in d ­

ings were d iscussed  in  terms o f  the value o f  the  experiment to  s o ld ie r s  

and o th e r  f l y e r s .

Traumatic Shock and Learning. Not only did the m ajo ri ty  give 

Shock a n ega tive  r a t in g  (62.5%) but a l l ,  except two p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  had 

negative  r a t in g s  t h a t  were in  the  -5 to  -10 range. Furthermore, p a r t i c i ­

pants were as r e lu c ta n t  to  be a su b jec t  in  Shock as they  were for Exposure. 

The mean score  fo r  Consent a lso  did not d i f f e r  from Airplane or Traumati- 

c a l ly  Conditioned Response but both these  experiments were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

h igher than Exposure. The mean score  for Consent was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  below 

any o f the  o th e r  questions  fo r  Shock. On th e  o ther  hand, the  mean score  

fo r  E th ic a l  was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher than the  o ther  questions  and was a lso  

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher  than the mean score  fo r  T raum atically  Conditioned 

Response. The mean scores  fo r  the questions on Harm and Permit did not 

d i f f e r  from e i th e r  of the  o th e r  Low-rated experiments but the  mean score  

fo r  B enefit was s ig n i f i c a n t l y  lower than A irp la n e .

37.5% of th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w il l in g  to  g ran t  a perm it to  Shock. 

When Shock was g ran ted  a perm it,  the  s in g u la r ly  most im portant reason was 

th a t  the  " su b jec t  v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed to^Jbe in  the experim ent."  Every par­

t i c i p a n t  who g ran ted  Shock a permit checked t h i s  reason  a t  l e a s t  once. A 

reason of le s s e r  importance was " to  lea rn  something o f value about human 

behavior" (72.2%), bu t t h i s  reason did  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from "Pos­

s ib l e  d iscom fort o r  s t r e s s  being temporary" (66.7%), "Value . . . j u s t i ­

f ie s  p o s s ib le  s t r e s s "  (50.0%) and "Not u n fa i r  to  s u b je c ts "  (50.0%). "Pos­

s ib l e  d iscom fort or s t r e s s  being temporary" and "Not u n fa i r  to  s u b je c ts "  

had a moderately s tro n g  p o s i t iv e  c o r r e la t io n ,  .63 (P = .005).
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When Shock was denied a perm it by 62.5% of the  p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  the 

most f req u en tly  checked reason was th a t  the  "Value . . . does not j u s t i f y  

the  p o ss ib le  harm" (80%). N onetheless, t h i s  a l t e r n a t iv e  did not d i f f e r  

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from two o th e r s ;  "Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l "  (83.3%) 

and "Does not accomplish anything o f s o c ia l  value" (70%).

The m ajo rity  o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not expect to b e n e f i t  from 

Shock (64.5%). Of th e se ,  45.2% a s s e r te d  in  one way or another th a t  Shock 

d id  not o f f e r  an opportun ity  to  b e n e f i t .  The i n u t i l i t y  of lea rn ing  to 

te rm inate  shocks, or the  lack o f a l i f e - l i k e  q u a l i ty ,  was deplored by 

32.3%. " I  cannot th ink  o f any time in  my l i f e  th a t  t h i s  w i l l  be bene­

f i c i a l .  This i s  a s p e c ia l ly  s e t  up experiment with c o n tro ls  th a t  a re  not 

r e a l . "  "There is  no p o in t  to  the whole th in g .  A s i t u a t io n  l ik e  th a t  i s  

very u n l ik e ly  to  occur in  r e a l i t y . "

A few p a r t ic ip a n ts  not only complained about Shock's lack o f  r e l e ­

vance bu t lamented the pa in .  "Being shocked to  s tudy  lea rn ing  is  no t going 

to  help  my l i f e .  I t ' s  too p a in fu l  to  go th rough ."  For o th e r s ,  pain alone 

was enough to  preclude a b e n e f i t .  32.3%, who sa id  they would not b e n e f i t ,  

a s se r te d  th a t  i t  was because Shock was e i th e r  too p a in fu l  or too s t r e s s f u l .  

" I  would t r y  to  avoid pain  a t  a l l  c o s ts .  This type o f  experiment would 

concen tra te  the pain  r a th e r  than spread i t  o u t ."

Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  emphasized the s t r e s s  and fe a r  involved, r a th e r  

than the  pa in .  " I  would be worrying about the shocks."  " I  couldn t  learn  

the  method o f avoiding shocks in  a s t r e s s f u l  s i t u a t i o n . "

For the  35.47. who thought they could b e n e f i t ,  the b e n e f i t  was 

equally  a t t r i b u t e d  to  two major sources , lea rn ing  something about o n ese lf  

(47.1%) and lea rn ing  o r  m astering  some s k i l l  (47.1%). In learn ing  about 

them selves, a p a r t ic ip a n t  may have focused on a p a r t i c u la r  s k i l l  or
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cap ac ity  (23.5%): "Well I  could lea rn  j u s t  how f a s t  I  can le a r n ."  " I t

would probably help me to  measure my capac ity  to  lea rn  under s t r e s s . "

For some p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  b e n e f i t in g  by learn ing  about themselves d id  not 

involve a p a r t i c u la r  a b i l i t y  or c a p a c i ty :  " I  th ink  I  know how I ' d  r e a c t ,

but I  could be wrong."

When the  lea rn in g ,  o r  m astery , of some s k i l l  was the  b e n e f i t ,  con­

t r o l  of on e 's  r e f le x e s ,  or improving the  a b i l i t y  to  avoid shocks, might be 

s t r e s s e d  (29.4%). " I  might become more ab le  to  c o n tro l  my r e f l e x e s '  ac tio n s  

in the  f u tu r e . "  "By lea rn in g  how to avoid shock as quick as p o s s ib le ."

Although 60.4% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  made a s p e c i f i c  comment on the 

harm involved in  Shock, th e re  was a dramatic drop in  the number o f p a r ­

t i c i p a n t s  who mentioned harmful ' a f t e r e f f e c t s '  as compared to  the o ther  

Low-rated experim ents. No p a r t i c ip a n t  s p e c i f i c a l ly  mentioned permanent 

harm while only 20.8% commented on harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s .  In c o n t r a s t ,

62.5% made a comment on harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  fo r  A irp lane and 75.07* for 

T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response.

When harm was described  fo r  Shock, i t  was le ss  l ik e ly  to include 

psycholog ica l harm than fo r  e i th e r  A irplane or T raum atica lly  Conditioned 

Response. 22.97* o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (or 31.4% of those  expecting  harm) 

assumed i t  would be psychologica l fo r  Shock while 45.8% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

a t t r i b u t e d  psycholog ica l harm to  A irplane and T raum atica lly  Conditioned 

Response. N onetheless, most p a r t ic ip a n ts  were not sanguine about avoid­

ing harm. 72.9% f e l t  they  could be harmed and 68.6% of these  a llu d ed  to  

p h y s ica l  or emotional harm in  exp la in ing  why, and another group o f  comments 

(31.4%) were focused on the  p a in .  When harm i t s e l f  was the  focus, the 

exp lanations  revea led  an equal concern with phys ica l  and psycholog ica l 

harm. 22.9% expecting harm b e liev ed  th a t  emotional or psycholog ica l harm
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could r e s u l t  from e i th e r  pain  or f e a r .  " I f  you a re  the type o f person 

who c a n ' t  endure pain j you could be harmed em otionally ."  Another 14.3% 

of the comments r e f e r r e d  to  psychologica l harm as an a f t e r e f f e c t  o f  the 

experiment: "In l a t e r  l i f e  every time I  was to ld  to  lea rn  something, I ' d

le a rn  i t  fo r  fe a r  o f  being h u r t  and not for the  p leasu re  of le a rn in g ."

" I  would be encouraged to  run from pain  r a th e r  than cope with i t ,  when 

i t  a r i s e s  in  a n on -labo ra to ry  s i t u a t i o n . "  "Neurotic behavior might show 

a f t e r  t h i s . "

Worrying about psycholog ica l harm did not preclude being concerned 

about ph y s ica l  harm. "Even i f  I  was given a medical approval s l i p ,  I  

s t i l l  th ink  th e re  could be b ra in  damage or j u s t  psycholog ica l e f f e c t s . "

Of those who thought they would be harmed, 22.9% p o s tu la te d  th a t  th e  harm 

would be p h y s ic a l .  " I  may have fu tu re  reac t io n s  th a t  may harm my body." 

"My th re sh o ld  of pa in  might be g re a te r  than i t  should be--my body could 

be harmed p o s s ib ly ."  14.3% explained the  harm by merely a llu d in g  to  the 

shocks: "Simply from the shocks."

The tremendous p a in ,  or the  f a c t  th a t  p a in  i t s e l f  may be harm ful, 

was the exp lanation  o f  31.4% of those  presuming they would be harmed.

"I 'm  not su re  o f p h y s ica l  harm or even d e f in i t e  mental harm which might 

occur, but the  mere pain  seems harmful enough." Some comments on the  harm­

f u l  aspec ts  o f pain  were combined with s p e c i f ic  re fe ren ces  to  physica l or 

psycho log ica l harm. "The pain  might prove to  be overwhelming, p o ss ib ly  

f a t a l . "  "Being shocked can cause tremendous pain and damage to  p eop le ."

Only 13 p a r t ic ip a n ts  (27.1%) thought they could avoid being harmed, 

and o f  th e se ,  46.2% s p e c i f i c a l ly  denied physica l or psychologica l harm or 

a s s e r te d  th a t  the re a c t io n  would be temporary. "Since the e l e c t r i c  shock 

was not s tro n g  enough to  p h y s ica lly  harm you, I  see no reason fo r  my being
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harmed." 30.8% denied harm with a prov iso  (four p a r t i c ip a n t s ) .  Two of 

these  based t h e i r  proviso  on the  experim enter 's  competency, bu t one of 

th ese  in s i s t e d  on seeing the experiment done with someone e lse  befo re  he 

would consent to  be a s u b je c t .

70.8% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  "No" to  being a su b jec t  in  Shock.

Of th e se ,  76.5% a lluded  to  the  f a c t  th a t  pain  or shock was involved. Being

too p a in fu l ,  or the  d e s ire  to  avoid pa in ,  was mentioned by 47.1%. "X

w ouldn 't pu t myself in  a p o s i t io n  where I 'd  be in  pain  w ithout knowing i t  

would be o f some b e n e f i t  to  me." 29.4% c i te d  the a c tu a l  shock as the 

reason fo r  not wanting to  be s u b je c ts .  " I  d o n 't  l ik e  shocks. I  got an 

e l e c t r i c a l  shock when I  was a c h i ld  and s t i l l  remember the  f e e l i n g ."  Com­

ments such as these  on the  pa in  and shock, and o thers  th a t  a l lu d ed  to  the

u n p leasan t,  s t r e s s f u l  or f e a r fu l  aspec ts  of the  experiment, were made by 

62.5% of the  p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  when they explained th e i r  r e p l ie s  to  the  ques­

t io n  on Consent. A ll can be subsumed under unp leasan tness , s t r e s s  and 

fear  and more than twice as many p a r t ic ip a n ts  made th is  type o f comment 

to  Shock than they did fo r  T raum atically  Conditioned Response (29.2%) and 

A irp lane (27.1%) where the  emphasis was on re fu s in g  to  be a su b je c t  because 

o f a c tu a l  harm.

Only 10.4% consented to  be a su b jec t  in  Shock. Of th e se ,  60.0% 

( th ree  p a r t ic ip a n ts )  wanted to  know how i t  would fe e l  to  be shocked or 

to  see t h e i r  own re a c t io n  to  being shocked.

The m a jo r i ty  o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  gave unfavorable  r e p l ie s  to  o ther 

q u es tio n s .  But fo r  the ques tion  on E th ic a l  s l i g h t ly  more p a r t ic ip a n ts  

considered  Shock e th ic a l  (54.2%) than considered i t  u n e th ic a l  (43.7%).

For those  who checked E th ic a l ,  remarking on some aspec t of the  experiment 

as evidence t h a t  " su b jec ts  a re  not abused" was the  most frequent
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explanation  (57.7%). In f a c t ,  th i s  was the  only Low-rated experiment 

where th e re  were no s p e c i f ic  comments about the su b jec t  being t re a te d  

u n fa i r ly .  This con ten tion  was made by 16.7% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  for 

A irplane and 31.3% fo r  Traum atically  Conditioned Response. 50.0% of 

those who considered  Shock e th ic a l  c i t e d  i t s  "being v o lu n ta ry ."  " I f  

the su b jec ts  a re  v o lu n ta ry  and they r e a l i z e  the procedure and accept i t ,  

they must want to  do i t  (knowing the p o ss ib le  consequences). Thus, i t  

i s  e t h i c a l . "  "The vo lun teer  consented to  the  experiment. Some people 

cope with pain b e t t e r  than o th e rs .  D oesn 't r e a l l y  h u r t  anyone fo r  any 

leng th  of t im e ."  That the su b jec ts  are  screened was another explanation 

for Shock being e th i c a l  th a t  was subsumed under the ru b ric  "Subjects  are 

not abused." Of those who considered i t  e th i c a l ,  19.2% a lluded  to the 

requirement of medical approval. "The person is  p h y s ica lly  f i t .  I f  the 

person w asn 't  m entally  f i t  I  d o n 't  th ink  he /she  should p a r t i c ip a te . "

Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  emphasized both the screening  and the fa c t  th a t  Shock 

was vo lun ta ry . "The experiment is  probably e th ic a l  but only because the 

s u b je c ts  vo lun teered  and were requ ired  to p resen t s l ip s  of medical approval."

Of those who considered Shock e th i c a l ,  30.8% mentioned th a t  the 

f ind ings  would be of v a lu e — sometimes s p e c i f i c a l ly  c i t i n g  what the ex­

periment demonstrated (not n e c e s sa r i ly  with any accuracy) and, a t  o ther 

times, making the  comments general. Some remarked on the u sefu lness  of 

the r e s u l t s  while a lso  emphasizing th a t  Shock was vo lun tary . "Because 

p s y c h ia t r i s t s  have to  le a rn  about human behavior one way or another. So 

i f  they can get someone to vo lun teer then more power to them." " I t  i s  

p h y s ic a lly  h u r t in g  someone but i f  they do not mind, important th ings  

could be le a rn e d ."
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For the 43.7% who considered  Shock u n e th ic a l ,  being w orth less  as 

an experiment was mentioned, in  one way or ano ther, by o n e - th ird .  " I  can­

no t see th a t  the  experimental f ind ings  would have a p r a c t i c a l  use, and 

i f  they d id  have some use , i t  would no t be u rgen t enough to j u s t i f y  the 

experim en t.” Some complained th a t  i t  had no redeeming value but only 

caused pain. Others b e lieved  th a t  th e re  were b e t t e r  ways o f  s tudying 

lea rn in g .  28.67. in s i s t e d  th a t  Shock was u n e th ic a l  because i t  involved 

p a in - -o r  was too p a in fu l- -w h ile  another 28.6% mentioned th a t  Shock was 

harmful. " I t  uses pain  to  get a re sp o n se ."  "A person s h o u ld n 't  be sub­

je c te d  to  pain  j u s t  fo r  experim ental purposes ."  " I t  exposes su b je c ts  to 

something th a t  might prove to  be dangerous l a t e r  on ."

Traum atica lly  Conditioned Response. T raum atica lly  Conditioned 

Response (TCR) was g e n e ra l ly  condemned by p a r t i c ip a n ts .  More than th re e -  

fourths  (77.1%) gave i t  a nega tive  r a t in g  and over h a l f  (54.2%) gave i t  

an extremely negative  r a t in g  ( -7  to -10). Not only was the  r a t in g  s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  below A irp lane but for  both B enefit  and E th ic a l ,  the mean 

score was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  below one o f  the o ther  Low-rated experiments.

For B e n e f i t ,  i t  was A irp lane and fo r  E th ic a l ,  i t  was Shock. The mean 

scores  fo r  Harm, Consent and Permit d id  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from 

the  o ther  Low-rated experiments. However, for both TCR and A irp la n e , 

the mean score  fo r  Permit was not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from Exposure.

Only 22.9% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  were w i l l in g  to g ran t a permit to 

TCR. The most f req u en tly  checked reason was th a t  "Subjects  v o lu n ta r i ly  

agreed . . . "  (81.87.). However, t h i s  reason d id  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

from th re e  o ther  reaso n s :  "Of value in  lea rn in g  about behavior" (81.8%),

"Of va lue  to  su b je c ts  in  understanding themselves" (45.4%), and "P oss ib le  

d iscom fort o r  s t r e s s  a re  temporary" (45.5%).
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71.1% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  re fused  to g ran t TCR a Permit. Three 

reasons were of equal s a lien c e  in in fluenc ing  the d e c is io n ;  "Long term 

harmful consequences" (91.9%), "Too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l "  (81.8%), 

and "Value does not j u s t i f y  . . . p oss ib le  harm" (75.7%). Furthermore,

TCR had the g r e a te s t  p roportion  o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  excluding Exposure, who 

remarked on harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  o f  the experim ent--75.0% compared to 

62.5% for A irp lan e . Moreover, permanent harm was s p e c i f i c a l ly  mentioned 

almost th ree  times as o f ten  as i t  was for the o ther Low-rated experiments. 

35.4% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  r e fe r re d  to permanent harm for TCR while for 

Shock only 8.3% did  and for A irp la n e , only 12.5% did.

In responding to TCR. 95.8% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  mentioned harm, 

s t r e s s ,  or both , in  th e i r  comments as compared to 85.4% for A irplane and 

77.1% fo r  Shock. Moreover, a la rg e  m a jo r i ty  mentioned both harm and 

s t r e s s  (70.8%). For A irplane i t  was 56.3% and for Shock. 41.7%.

Like A irp la n e , re a c t io n s  to  the s i t u a t i o n  predominated over de­

s c r ip t io n s  o f behav ior,  when p a r t ic ip a n ts  were asked "how they would be­

have."  Two-thirds o f  the r e p l ie s  were in  the  form of re a c t io n s  and 47.9% 

of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  declared  they would r e a c t  with fe a r ,  ho rro r  or shock. 

A ll re a c t io n s  were o f  a negative  ch a ra c te r .

70.9% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  s a id  they would not b e n e f i t .  38.2% of 

these  gave as an exp lanation  e i th e r  th a t  TCR was too f r ig h te n in g  or th a t  

the fe e l in g  of dying was involved. 29.4% a lluded  to i t s  f r ig h te n in g  qual­

i t y .  " I t  would only be another f e a r fu l  experience b e t t e r  fo rg o t te n ."  " I  

th ink  i t  would cause me more harm than anything e ls e .  I  d o n 't  see how I 

can b e n e f i t  from a h o r r i fy in g  experience such as th a t ,  except maybe give 

up a lcohol so I ' l l  never be back in  the h o s p i t a l . "  Both fear  and the fa c t
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th a t  the sen sa t io n  o f  dying was involved might be mentioned s im ultaneously . 

" I t  could be very shocking to  have the fe e l in g  o f  d ea th ."  11.8% who sa id  

they would not b e n e f i t ,  a lluded  to "death" or "dying" as precluding  a 

b e n e f i t .  "What w i l l  I  le a rn  from i t ?  What i t ' s  l ik e  to be a person th a t  

i s  dying. I do not want to be in  th a t  p o s i t io n ."

26.5%, disavowing a b e n e f i t ,  a s se r te d  in  response to  t h i s  question  

th a t  they would be harmed ra th e r  than b en e f i ted .  11.8% mentioned both  

physica l and psychological harm. " I t  could s e r io u s ly  cause both physica l 

and psychologica l harm, given the n a tu re  o f the experim ent."  Harmful 

psychological a f t e r e f f e c t s  would rep lace  any p o ss ib le  b e n e f i t  fo r  8.8%.

" I  would not care  to  be traum atized in  any way th a t  would have c o n tin u ­

ing e f f e c t s . "

Only 27.1% sa id  they would b e n e f i t  from TCR. 46.2% of these  c i t e d  

a p o ss ib le  th e rap eu tic  e f f e c t ,  prefaced by e i th e r  " i f  t r e a te d "  or " i f  

cu red ."  " I f  I was cured o f alcoholism  and had no a f t e r e f f e c t s  of the ex­

perience , I  would have b e n e f i te d ."

Of those a n t ic ip a t in g  a b e n e f i t ,  30.8% sa id  they would b e n e f i t  

by seeing  th e i r  own re a c t io n .  " I t  would show me how I  would re a c t  to  a 

possib le  physica l emergency."

79.1% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  r e p l ie d  th a t  they would be harmed by 

TCR. Of th ese ,  71.1% mentioned harmful psychological e f f e c t s :  60.5%

s p e c i f i c a l l y  a lluded  to harm th a t  would go beyond the experim ental s i t u ­

a t io n  and 26.3% designated the harm as permanent. " I f  the experiment did 

prove i t s  theory ( th a t  su b jec ts  would continue to respond to  a tone or 

another element in a trauma), I  would be permanently sca rred  by the ex­

periment, and might p o ss ib le  be plunged in to  the experience again without 

warning through hearing  a tone, e tc .  Sounds l ik e  'a  clockwork orange.
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" I  or the su b jec t  may be marred em otionally  and m entally  forever from th i s  

kind o f  experiment. A person may never get over an experiment o f th is  

k in d ."

28.9% concluded th e re  would be psychologica l a f t e r e f f e c t s  without 

sp ec ify in g  i t  would be permanent, and an a d d i t io n a l  7.9% proposed th a t  

these  e f f e c t s  would be in  the form of a 'clockwork orange* or modified 

behavior. " I t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  I would respond to th i s  tone a f t e r  the 

o r ig in a l  trauma had passed. With a l l  the sounds in  t h i s  world I  wouldn't 

want to take the chance a t  responding to  a haphazard to n e ."  "People fear  

too many th ings .  Why add another one? The c loseness  with death ( th e  

thought a t  l e a s t )  could cause some mental problems concerning death , i l l ­

n ess ,  e t c . "  S t i l l  another p a r t ic ip a n t  worried th a t  the experiment might 

"co n d it io n "  her to  "a 'wrong' mode of b eh av io r ."

For some, 23.7% of those  who s a id  they would be harmed, the harm 

would be in  the form of an adverse physica l r e a c t io n .  " I f  a t e r r i b l e  

s id e - e f f e c t  occurred because of the in je c t io n  o f  the d rug ."  The in je c ­

t io n  of the  drug was not the only source o f an adverse physica l re a c t io n .  

Adverse physica l  r e a c t io n s  were a lso  a t t r i b u t e d  to the s t r e s s .  "A person 

could th ink  he i s  a c tu a l ly  dying and have a h e a r t  a t ta c k  because he r e ­

s i s t e d . "  The u l t im a te  physica l  harm, death , was a lso  mentioned (10.5%). 

"This experiment cou ld 've  k i l l e d  a few people. I  d e f in i t e ly  th ink  th a t  

i t  could harm j u s t  about everybody."

For the 20.9% who disclaim ed harm for th is  experiment, the major­

i t y  (70.0%) based th e i r  c la im  on the s t r e s s  or r e a c t io n  being temporary.

" I  tend to  fo rg e t  unp leasan t experiences or I purposely block them from 

my mind." Another a s se r te d  th a t  " I f  i t  is  a temporary drug, i t  should 

no t harm me," bu t then acknowledged the s t r e s s  by d ec la r in g ,  "But i f  i t
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gives a fe e l in g  o f dying fo r  two m inutes, very d i s t r e s s f u l . "  Denying 

harm, and a t  the same tim e, acknowledging e i th e r  s t r e s s  or harm with a 

" b u t ,"  was a lso  the  t a c t i c  o f  o ther p a r t i c ip a n ts .

68.8% of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  did not consent to  be a su b jec t  in  TCR.

In re fu s in g  to  consent, 42.4% complained th a t  the experiment was too t r a u ­

m atic ,  s t r e s s f u l  o r  extreme. Some merely mentioned fea r  or s t r e s s  while 

o thers  underscored the experience of "dying ."  That i t  was simply too ex­

treme, or could not be to le r a te d ,  was a lso  a s s e r te d .  Some focused on 

th e i r  own lack of in c l in a t io n :  "I'm no t th a t  courageous or b rav e ."

Besides the s t r e s s ,  the  a n t ic ip a t io n  o f  being a c tu a l ly  harmed by 

the experiment induced some to  say "No." Of th e  24.2% who mentioned harm, 

15.2% a llu d ed  merely to  "harm," or sp e c i f ie d  psychological harm, while 

9.1% d isc lo sed  a concern with physica l harm. In ad d i t io n  to  the p a r t i c i ­

pants who were d e te rred  by p o ss ib le  harm, th e re  were o thers  who p ro te s te d  

even more s tro n g ly  by spec ify ing  th a t  permanent harm would d e te r  them or 

th a t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  might be f a t a l .  Of those who s a id  "No" to  being a sub­

j e c t ,  18.2% declared  t h a t  they feared  permanent harm. As th ese  responses 

were no t coded under the  genera l category o f harm—both physica l and psycho­

lo g ic a l—mentioned above, the  t o t a l  re fe rences  to  harm (including perma­

nent harm) was 42.4%.

Only 14.6% consented to  be a su b jec t  and most explained th a t  i t  

was because of the th e ra p e u t ic  na tu re  o f  the experiment (57.17»). Three 

of the  four who vo lun teered  because of the th e ra p e u t ic  im plica tions  gave 

t h e i r  consent an "as i f "  equality by v o lun teer ing  in  the ro le  of an a lc o ­

h o l ic  seeking a cu re , thus keeping th e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n  a t  a d is tan ce  from 

them selves .
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In response to  the  question  on E th ic a l ,  31.17. of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  

made some s ta tem ent to  the  e f f e c t  th a t  the  su b je c ts  were ‘' t r e a te d  u n f a i r l y . "  

This i s  the  l a r g e s t  percen tage fo r  any experiment bu t Exposure (55.2%).

No p a r t ic ip a n t  made t h i s  type of comment to  Shock and only 16.7% made i t  

fo r  A irp lan e . On th e  o th e r  hand, th e re  were a few (8.3%) who concluded 

i t  was f a i r  to  su b je c ts  and another 8.37. who implied th a t  i t  might be f a i r  

to  su b je c ts  i f  they knew the  consequences o r the  outcome. No p a r t ic ip a n t  

a s se r te d  t h a t  Airplane t r e a te d  su b jec ts  f a i r l y  bu t 37.5% of the  p a r t i c i ­

pants proposed th a t  Shock was f a i r .

TCR was considered  u n e th ic a l  by 68.8% of the  p a r t i c ip a n ts .  Many, 

as noted above, based t h e i r  dec is ion  on the  u n fa i r  trea tm ent o f  s u b je c ts :  

42.4% o f  those who b e l iev ed  th a t  the  experiment was u n e th ic a l .  That the sub­

j e c t s  were t r i c k e d ,  or not to ld  the d e ta i l s  of the  experiment beforehand, 

was the  con ten tion  o f  30.37.. "The without warning is  the key i s s u e ."  "To 

s u b je c t  a person to  shock l ik e  t h a t ,  when i t ' s  not to  h is  g a in ,  i s  wrong­

f u l ly  tak ing  advantage of h is  ignorance ."  "The su b je c t  was deceived. He 

was to ld  i t  was to  help  f in d  a cure and i t  w a sn 't .  Also the su b je c t  d o e sn 't  

know what h e 's  in  f o r . "  This p a r t ic ip a n t  was concerned not only with the 

su b jec t  being unaware o f  what was going to  happen, b u t the f a c t  t h a t  a lc o ­

h o l ic s  were being taken advantage o f ,  o r  being ex p lo i te d .  Of those  who 

considered TCR u n e th ic a l ,  15.2% commented on the  e x p lo i ta t io n  o f  a lc o h o lic s  

as the  example o f  being u n fa i r  to  s u b je c ts .  " I f  the  su b jec t  i s  to ld  i t  is  

a p o ss ib le  therapy for a lcoholism , when i t  i s  r e a l l y  a  t e s t  to  see the r e ­

a c t io n  of an in c id e n ta l  f a c to r  in  traum a," then i t  is  " d e f in i te ly "  u n e th i­

c a l ,  was the  denunciation  of another p a r t i c ip a n t .

That TCR is  " too  abusive , d r a s t i c  or t rau m atic"  were reasons for 

proclaim ing i t  u n e th ic a l  by 27.3% who made th i s  judgment. "You a re
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su b je c t in g  p a t ie n t s  to  in to le r a b le  shock,"  one p a r t ic ip a n t  dec la red .

Another b e l ie v e d ,  " I t  i s  not r ig h t  to  put people , a lc o h o lic s  or anyone 

e l s e ,  through such a t e r r i f y i n g  ex p er ien ce ."

Others lamented t h a t  th e  experiment could cause harmful a f t e r ­

e f fe c ts  or even permanent damage. Of those  who considered the  experiment 

u n e th ic a l ,  24.2% thought th e re  might be lo n g - la s t in g  harmful e f f e c t s .  (An 

a d d i t io n a l  group o f  comments, 15.2%, r e fe r r e d  to  harm without spec ify in g  

whether i t  would extend beyond the  experimental s i t u a t i o n ;  thus th e  t o t a l  

comments on harm were 39.4%.) "This experiment may cause an e f f e c t  on a 

person th a t  he w i l l  never fo rg e t .  He may never be the  same a f te rw a rd s ."

Some thought th a t  th e re  might be p h y s ica l  damage, and, in the  extreme, 

death , w ith  or w ithout mentioning psycho log ica l a f t e r e f f e c t s .  "You can 

go in to  shock and die  as a r e s u l t . "

25.1% s a id  t h a t  TCR was e t h i c a l .  Two-thirds of th ese  based th e i r  

dec is ion  on the  trea tm en t of s u b je c ts ,  s t a t in g  e i th e r  th a t  they a c tu a l ly  

were, or should be, t r e a t e d  in  a manner th a t  was f a i r .  One claimed th a t  

the  su b je c ts  knew what to  expect.  Three (25.0%) s a id  i t  was e th i c a l  be­

cause i t  was v o lu n ta ry .  None made a wholehearted endorsement, however.

Two contended th a t  i t  would have to  have been " s tu d ied  s u f f i c i e n t ly "  or 

be " fo o l-p ro o f"  befo re  allow ing people to  v o lu n te e r .  A t h i r d  mentioned 

th a t  th e re  were u n e th ic a l  fe a tu re s  s in ce  the "su b jec ts  were not to ld  what 

to expect"  and were misinformed about i t s  r e l a t io n  to  therapy fo r  alcoholism .

Four p a r t ic ip a n ts  (33.3%) made statem ents  in  the  form of a p ro v iso :  

"E th ica l  i f  the su b je c ts  consent only a f t e r  being to ld  o f a l l  p o ss ib le  

e f f e c t s . "  T herefore , i t  would seem th a t  even some o f these  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

were w orried  about TCR being f a i r  to  su b jec ts  bu t managed to  f ig u re  o u t— 

to  t h e i r  own s a t i s f a c t i o n —how the  experiment might provide th a t  f a i rn e s s .
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Summary and Discussion of the Low-Rated Experiments

The mean r a t in g s  of the Low-rated experiments went from -2 .33  to 

-4.67 and the mean r a t in g  for Airplane was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h igher than 

Traum atically  Conditioned Response. The m ajo r i ty  of the p a r t ic ip a n ts  

(62.5% to 77.17.) gave the Low-rated experiments a negative  r a t in g  and 

more than a th i rd  o f the ra t in g s  for Shock and more than a h a l f  for 

T raum atically  Conditioned Response had r a t in g s  th a t  were extremely nega­

t i v e ,  -7 to  -10.

While for the  H igh-rated experiments, the m ajo rity  gave favorable 

responses to  every question , such unanimity was not p resen t for  the Low-
/

ra te d  experiments. For the  questions on Harm and Permit, the m ajo rity  

agreed for a l l  th ree  Low-rated experiments, d ec la r ing  them harmful and 

denying a perm it. When i t  came to B en e fit ,  A irplane d i f f e re d  from the 

o th e r  two experiments. S l ig h t ly  more than h a l f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  p re ­

sumed th a t  they could b e n e f i t  while for the o ther  two experiments, the 

m a jo r i ty  denied a b e n e f i t .  For the question  on E th ic a l ,  Shock was the 

exception in  having more p a r t ic ip a n ts  who b e lieved  th a t  i t  was e th ic a l  

r a th e r  than u n e th ic a l .  For the Consent ques tion , a r e l a t i v e ly  small 

percentage o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (10.4% to  18.8%) sa id  "Yes" reg ard less  o f  the 

experiment but s ince  o n e - th ird  checked "Not sure" fo r  A irp lane , le ss  than 

a m a jo rity  s a id  "No" to  being a su b jec t  for  t h i s  experiment. But as noted 

p rev iously ,  being unsure was not a r e f l e c t i o n  of ambivalence but ra th e r  

r e f l e c t e d  the s u b je c t ' s  ignorance o f being in  an experiment.

Most cons is tency  in  responding to the f iv e  questions was demon­

s t r a t e d  for Shock. For T raum atically  Conditioned Response, lack o f su f ­

f i c i e n t  v a r i a b i l i t y  in response may be resp o n s ib le  fo r  the weak in te r -  

c o r r e la t io n  between ques tions ,  whereas for  A irp la n e , i t s  value to s o ld ie r s ,



160

or the opportun ity  for su b jec ts  to b e n e f i t ,  may have co n tr ib u ted  to  v a c i l  

l a t in g  a t t i t u d e s .  Only E th ica l  and Permit were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  c o r re la te d  

for a l l  th ree  Low-rated experiments and these questions were c o r re la te d  

for most experiments. Two experiments, A irplane and Shock, had two p a ir s  

of questions in  common th a t  had f a i r l y  s u b s ta n t ia l  c o r re la t io n s  and s i g ­

n i f i c a n t  th i rd  order p a r t i a l s .  Both p a ir s  involved Consent. Consent was 

c o r re la te d  with both B enefit and Harm. Although n e i th e r  experiment e l i c i  

ted  unambivalent support, those p a r t ic ip a n ts  who could foresee  a b e n e f i t ,  

or were ab le  to  minimize the l ik e l ih o o d  o f harm, were le s s  u n cer ta in  

about being a su b jec t .

Reasons for denying a permit to the Low-rated experiments th a t  

were common to a l l ,  not s u rp r i s in g ly ,  were the reasons th a t  mentioned 

harm and s t r e s s .  But long-term harm was r e l a t i v e ly  le ss  important for 

Shock, as i t  had been in the comments, and lack of so c ia l  value was given 

more emphasis. Social value was le s s  l ik e ly  to  be repud ia ted  for A ir ­

plane and Traum atically  Conditioned Response. The value o f  A irplane to 

s o ld ie r s  and o ther f ly e r s ,  and the value of Traum atically  Conditioned 

Response to  a lco h o lic s  as therapy, impressed some p a r t ic ip a n ts .  On the 

o ther  hand, the purpose of Shock was e i th e r  misunderstood, too remote, 

or bo th , for  most p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Therefore , any p o te n t ia l  value could 

be dismissed. Two of the most i n f lu e n t i a l  reasons for denying Shock a 

permit r e fe r re d  to the lack of s o c ia l  value and th e re  were more comments 

th a t  downgraded Shock's  o b je c t iv e s ,  or claimed the experiment was worth­

le s s ,  than to  e i th e r  of the o ther  Low-rated experiments. A few p a r t i c i ­

pants d id  mention Shock's  s o c ia l  va lue , and s in ce  i t  was v o lun ta ry ,  gave 

the experiment th e i r  approval. But th i s  approval was u su a l ly  reserved 

for o th e rs ,  and not themselves, and there  were more p a r t ic ip a n ts  who
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made derogatory  comments about Shock as an experiment than who p ra ised  

i t s  value (31.3% versus 16.7% o f  the p a r t i c ip a n ts ) .

For A irp lan e , deception was r e l a t i v e l y  more s a l i e n t  as a reason 

for denying i t  a permit than i t  was for e i th e r  of the o ther Low-rated 

experiments. Obviously for Shock, deception  was not an issu e ,  and i t s  

r e l a t i v e  sa l ie n c e  fo r  A irplane can be e a s i ly  understood s ince  the sub­

j e c t s  were no t aware of being in  an experiment. For Shock, in  the event 

th a t  i t  was gran ted  a perm it, being v o lu n ta ry  was the s in g u la r ly  most 

i n f lu e n t i a l  reason. For the o ther  two experiments, the sa l ie n c e  of the 

d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t iv e s  fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it was d i f fu s e .  Some were more 

important than o th e rs ,  but there  was no s in g le  reason, or group o f  reasons, 

th a t  were d i s t i n c t l y  more in f l u e n t i a l .  For Shock, having informed con­

sen t and being v o lun ta ry  gave p a r t ic ip a n ts  more opportun ity  to  approve 

the experiment, i f  only fo r  o th e rs ,  w hile , a t  the same time, reasonably  

d ec lin in g  to  be su b jec ts  themselves.

An emphasis on s t r e s s  and harm was the predominant theme of r e ­

ac tio n s  to  the Low-rated experiments. P a r t ic ip a n ts  r e fe r r e d  to s t r e s s  

and harm conside rab ly  more f req u en tly  than they did to  the In term ediate  

experiments.

The extreme s t r e s s  and the p o te n t i a l ly  harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  of 

T raum atically  Conditioned Response and A irplane would seem s u f f i c i e n t  to 

exp la in  t h e i r  low r a t in g s .  But why Shock? Not only were p a r t ic ip a n ts  

equally  unw ill ing  to  p a r t i c ip a te  in  Shock as they were to p a r t i c ip a te  in 

Exposure ( the  only experiment where t h i s  i s  the c a se ) ,  but the  mean score 

fo r  Harm was not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from e i th e r  T raum atically  Con­

d it io n ed  Response or A irp lan e . Yet, when the most worrisome aspect of 

harm i s  c o n s id e re d - - th a t  which extends beyond the experimental s i t u a t i o n - ­
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only 20.8% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  mentioned harmful a f t e r e f f e c t s  fo r  the 

Shock experiment whereas 75.0% and 62.5% mentioned i t  for T raum atica lly  

Conditioned Response and A irp lane . Therefore, i t  would seem th a t  par­

t i c ip a n ts  were aware o f the seemingly g re a te r  harmful p o te n t ia l  o f  the 

l a t t e r  two experiments. N evertheless , Shock seems to  have e l i c i t e d  a 

s trong  and emotional r e j e c t io n ,  a r e je c t io n  based on i t s  use o f  p a in fu l  

e l e c t r i c  shock. I t  was not merely the  idea of pain, but pain induced by 

e l e c t r i c  shock, th a t  appeared to be e s p e c ia l ly  unpala tab le  to p a r t i c i ­

pan ts . I t  seemed to  evoke an almost m ystica l sense o f  h o rro r  and re v u l­

s ion . That e l e c t r i c  shock evokes a response th a t  goes beyond pain  is  

a lso  in evidence from a study of s t r e s s  and discomfort in  psychology pro­

cedures (Farr and Seaver, 1975) where perceived discomfort was the  g re a t ­

e s t  for e l e c t r i c  shock o f  "maximum to le ra b le  i n te n s i ty , "  the type of 

shock used for Shock. Furthermore, Shock may have su ffe red  in  comparison 

with o ther  experiments because i t s  purpose is  n e i th e r  "immediate" or 

com pelling, to p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts .

The apparent lack  of s o c ia l  va lue , and the 'horror*  of e l e c t r i c  

shocks, perhaps in fluenc ing  judgments of s o c ia l  va lue , combined to  make 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  vehemently a g a in s t  the Shock experiment. Thus, d esp ite  

Shock being completely vo lun tary , with informed consent and medical super 

v is io n ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  were turned o f f  by s trong  emotional r e a c t io n  to  pain 

fu l  e l e c t r i c  shock th a t  was uncompensated by any obvious rewards.

Nazi Experiment

Prolonged Exposure to Freezing Temperature. Since the purpose of 

including  th i s  experiment was to  in v e s t ig a te  whether p a r t ic ip a n ts  could 

make reasonable  e th ic a l  judgments, i t  is  not o f  in t e r e s t  in  i t s e l f .  As 

emphasized p rev iously , Exposure was included because o f i t s  h igh ly
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u n e th ic a l  and Inhumane ch arac te r  and i f  I t  had not been re a c te d  to  d i f ­

f e r e n t i a l l y  by p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  t h e i r  opinions o f o ther  experiments would 

be m eaning less .

Although th e re  were p a r t ic ip a n ts  t h a t  were w il l in g  to  g ran t a 

perm it to  Exposure (14.6%), the re a c t io n  o f  most p a r t ic ip a n ts  was extreme 

re n u n c ia t io n .  42.7% gave i t  the  lowest p o ss ib le  r a t in g  (-10) and 76.0% 

gave i t  a r a t in g  from -7 to  -10. Comments, exp la in ing  p a r t i c ip a n t s '  

checked answers to  the  q u es tio n s ,  a lso  in d ica ted  th a t  they  were aware o f 

the  extreme n a tu re  of t h i s  experiment. The tone o f many comments was 

both emotional and ind ignan t.  Permanent harm, e s p e c ia l ly  f a t a l i t i e s ,  was 

underscored by a m a jo r i ty  o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  (65.6%). For Traum atically  

Conditioned Response, only 35.4% mentioned permanent harm and only a few 

fea red  a f a t a l i t y .  F u r th e r ,  over h a l f  of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (55.27) made 

comments dep loring  Exposure's  lack o f  f a i rn e s s  to  s u b je c ts ,  o f te n  in  q u i te  

dram atic terms, to  the  ques tion  on E th ic a l  while le ss  than 30% had done so 

fo r  T raum atically  Conditioned Response.

84.4% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a s se r te d  they could not b e n e f i t  from 

Exposure and n e a r ly  h a l f  o f  these  (48.1%) proclaimed they would be harmed 

r a th e r  than b e n e f i te d .  F a t a l i t i e s ,  o r  the t h r e a t  of dea th , were a lluded  

to  by 19.8% and the  o the rs  r e fe r r e d  to  s ick n e ss ,  ph y s ica l  s u f fe r in g  and 

harm g e n e ra l ly .  Many merely complained th a t  t h i s  was a s i t u a t i o n  in  which 

no personal b e n e f i t  was p o ss ib le  fo r  the su b je c t  (42.0%). 18.5% expressed

th i s  no tion  by s ta tem ents  t h a t  conveyed th a t  th e re  was no p o ss ib le  way to  

b e n e f i t ,  while 16.0% noted th a t  the  experience had no persona l value and 

7.4% claimed th a t  only o the rs  could b e n e f i t .

14.67* of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  a l le g e d  th a t  b e n e f i t  was p o s s ib le ;  none 

were d e f i n i t e .  Half of th ese  a t t r i b u t e d  the  b e n e f i t  to  being able to
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advance knowledge or help  sc ie n ce—b e n e f i t s  th a t  a re  impersonal.

On the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of harm, p a r t ic ip a n ts  were n e a r ly  unanimous. 

96.9% in s i s t e d  they would be harmed, and fo r  54.8% o f  th e se ,  the  harm 

was in  the  form o f  being a f a t a l i t y ,  a b la t a n t  form of permanent harm.

34.4% a llu d ed  to  p h y s ica l  harm w ithout d isc lo s in g  whether i t  would be 

permanent.

Only one p a r t i c ip a n t  was w i l l in g  to  be a su b je c t  in  Exposure while 

87.5% s a id  "No." The remaining 11 p a r t ic ip a n ts  checked "Not su re"  with 2 

g iv ing  a reason fo r  re fu s in g  and 3 s t a t i n g  th a t  s in c e  the  experiment was 

" fo rc e d ,"  they had no cho ice .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  permanent harm d e te r red  

28.6% o f  those who d id  not consent while an a d d i t io n a l  i.4.3% merely a l ­

luded to  harm w ithout sp e c ify in g  whether i t  would be permanent. Being 

too u n p leasan t,  s t r e s s f u l ,  sev ere ,  or inhumane was o f fe re d  as explanations 

by 26.2%. S t i l l  o th e rs  responded by d i r e c t in g  derogatory  comments a t  the 

experiment (21,4%) such as " i t  was too r is k y "  or "not worth the s u f f e r in g ."

Exposure was denounced by 84.4% o f  the p a r t ic ip a n ts  as u n e th ic a l  

and over tw o-th irds  (67.7%)checked " d e f in i t e l y . "  For most experim ents, 

"probably" u n e th ic a l  was checked more f req u en tly  than " d e f in i t e l y . "

(Only T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response and Shock had more p a r t ic ip a n ts  

who checked " d e f in i t e ly "  r a th e r  than "probably" bu t fo r  th ese  two ex p e r i­

ments, the  d if fe re n c e s  were s l i g h t .  F u r th e r ,  fo r  Shock, more p a r t ic ip a n ts  

checked e th i c a l  r a th e r  than u n e th ic a l . )

Of those  who considered  Exposure u n e th ic a l ,  65.4% made comments 

denouncing the  u n fa i r  trea tm en t o f s u b je c ts .  44.47. o f  th e se  comments de­

p lored  the  f a c t  t h a t  su b je c ts  were forced  to  p a r t i c ip a t e  in  the  experiment. 

The harm and extreme s u f fe r in g  i n f l i c t e d  on su b je c ts  was another indictm ent
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o f  Exposure. 32,1% of those who c a l le d  i t  u n e th ic a l  underscored the  harm 

and s u f f e r in g .  That i t  was much too r i s k y ,  and could be f a t a l ,  was ex­

p ressed  by 18.57® o f  those who proclaimed Exposure u n e th ic a l .  A ll except 

one s p e c i f i c a l ly  mentioned f a t a l i t i e s .  Another 18.5% of those who checked 

u n e th ic a l  made comments d i re c te d  a t  the  f ind ings  and the  experim ental 

method. These included the a s s e r t io n  t h a t  Exposure d id  more harm than 

good and th a t  i t  was not worth the human s u f fe r in g  (6.2%); t h a t  the  r e ­

s u l t s  were w orth less  (4.9%) o r l im ited  (3.7%); and f i n a l l y ,  t h a t  "o ther  

methods should be used" (3.7%).

An Addendum: Should EXPOSURE be Included in  Future Studies? Screen­

ing p a r t ic ip a n ts  i s  probably necessary  re g a rd le s s  of whether the  procedure 

i s  used fo r  "presumed consent"  or exp loring  e th ic a l  i s su e s .  But i s  i t  

necessary  to  use Exposure, e s p e c ia l ly  s in ce  in c lu d in g --o r  not inc lud ing— 

the  14 p a r t ic ip a n ts  w i l l in g  to  g ran t  a perm it to  Exposure d id  not a f f e c t  

th e  o v e ra l l  f ind ings?  Exposure is  not foo lp roof in i s o l a t in g  p a r t ic ip a n ts  

with dubious judgment. I t  may cap tu re  a couple of f i s h  in the n e t  th a t  

do not deserve to  be th e re  as well as allow ing o ther  deserv ing  f is h  to  

escape. Dubious judgment was a lso  apparent in  the  d isc repanc ies  between 

Consent and Permit and in  g ran ting  perm its  to  experiments presumed to  be 

u n e th ic a l .  A more e f f e c t iv e  means o f screen ing  might be to  c l a s s i f y  r e ­

spondents on the  b a s is  of d isc repanc ies  in  the  Consent and Permit questions 

and the E th ic a l  and Permit q u es tio n s .  Demerits could be given whenever 

th e re  is  a d iscrepancy th a t  was not adequately  j u s t i f i e d  by the  p a r t i c i ­

p a n t 's  ex p lana tion . The c r i t e r i o n  fo r  adequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  can be sp e c i­

f ie d  in  advance. P a r t i c ip a n ts  could be i s o la te d —or r e je c te d — i f  the  number 

o f  demerits i s  s u f f i c i e n t ly  high to  in d ic a te  dubious judgment. I f  Exposure
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i s  included, g ran tin g  a perm it would add to  the  dem erits .  But i f  th e re  

was cons ide rab le  overlap between those  who rece ived  many demerits and those 

who gran ted  a perm it to  Exposure, t h i s  would make i t  unnecessary  to  r e ly  

on Exposure as a means of screening  p a r t i c ip a n t s .

Focus on th e  Questions

I t  should be r e c a l le d  th a t  f iv e  o f the  s ix  questions  rece iv ed  a 

numerical score  from -2  to  +2. Except fo r  T raum atica lly  Conditioned 

Response, th e re  were s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe re n c e s  in  the  mean scores  fo r  the  

in d iv id u a l  questions  w ith in  each experiment: a t  l e a s t  one question

d i f f e r e d  from the  o th e rs .

I f  the  scores  fo r  a l l  experiments a re  combined, the  ques tion  on 

Permit has the  h ig h e s t  composite mean sco re ,  while Consent and B enefit  

have the lowest mean s c o re s ,  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than  Harm, E th ic a l  and 

Perm it, and both  a r e  in  the  n ega tive  range (- .16  and - .1 4 ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ) .

The r e l a t i v e ly  low score  fo r  the  ques tion  on B en e fi t—across  experim ents— 

does no t g ive  r i s e  to  concern (Table 21). Experiments a re  n o t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  

conducted fo r  the purpose o f b e n e f i t in g  s u b je c ts .  The r e l a t i v e l y  low score  

fo r  Consent i s  a d i f f e r e n t  m a tte r ,  e s p e c ia l ly  s in ce  i t  occurs in  conjunc­

t io n  with a r e l a t i v e l y  high score  fo r  Perm it. (Permit was a lso  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  h igher  than Harm.) I t  would seem th a t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  a re  more w i l l in g  

to  g ra n t  a perm it to  an experiment than they a re  to  consent to  be a su b je c t  

in  the  experiment them selves.

On the  su r fa c e ,  t h i s  discrepancy between Consent and Permit c e r t a in ly  

r a i s e s  qualms about th e  e th ic a l  s e n s i t i v i t y  o f p a r t i c ip a n t s .  From an e t h i ­

ca l  v iew point, the most troublesome types o f  response a re  the ones to  which 

a perm it i s  g ran ted  by a person who is  e i th e r  u n w ill in g  or "Not su re "  about
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Table 21. Mean Scores for Questions Across Experiments ;
A P o s te r io r i  Contrasts  and Repeated Measures ANOVA

A P o s te r io r i  C o n tra s ts , Duncan .05

CONSENT BENEFIT HARM ETHICAL PERMIT
-0.16 -0 .14  -tO.07 +0.18 40.23

M.S. d . f . F P
TOTAL QUESTIONS 18.57 4 15.39 < .0 0 1
Residual 1.21 2300
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h is  own p a r t i c ip a t i o n .  I t  is  the  frequency o f t h i s  behavior th a t  i s  of 

g r e a te s t  concern, and from 11.5% to  43.8% o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  each ex­

periment were w il l in g  to  g ran t a perm it when they themselves were e i th e r  

u n w ill in g  o f  "Not su re"  about being a su b jec t  (see Table 1G, Appendix G).

The frequency o f c o n s is te n t  and in c o n s is te n t  responses fo r  each 

experiment does n o t,  o f  course , provide inform ation on the  number o f  par­

t i c ip a n t s  who were c o n s is te n t  or In c o n s is te n t .  An in d iv id u a l  p a r t ic ip a n t  

may be c o n s is te n t ,  or in c o n s is te n t ,  fo r  1 experiment or 6. I f  the co n s is ­

tency ques tion  is  posed fo r  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  r a th e r  than experim ents, we find  

th a t  only 13 (13.5%) were c o n s is te n t  for Consent and Permit fo r  every ex­

periment in  t h e i r  bookle t and 2 p a r t ic ip a n ts  made in c o n s is te n t  r e p l ie s  for  

5 o f  the  6 experiments (Table 22) . F u r th e r ,  more than 70% of the p a r t i c i ­

pants  g ran ted  a perm it to  a t  l e a s t  one experiment when they were unw illing  

to  p a r t i c ip a te  or "Not s u r e . "  Does th i s  mean th a t  70% demonstrated some 

form o f  dubious judgment, even i f  i t  was r e l a t i v e l y  minor? Or is  i t  pos­

s ib l e  th a t  some o f these  in c o n s is te n c ie s  a re  more apparent than  r e a l?  To 

attem pt to  understand what appears to  be an in c o n s is te n t  a t t i t u d e  toward 

being a s u b je c t  and g ran ting  a perm it ,  i t  i s  necessary  to  examine the  com­

ments made by p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  e s p e c ia l ly  to  the  questions  on Consent, E th i­

c a l  and Perm it.

Refusing to  be a s u b je c t ,  or not being su re  about i t ,  fo r  e i th e r  

a v o lu n ta ry  or harmless experiment, need not in d ic a te  an in c o n s is te n t  a t t i ­

tude . For example, one p a r t i c ip a n t  was "Not su re"  about p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  

Game because she wanted " to  p a r t i c ip a te  in  an experiment th a t  would i n t e r ­

e s t  me more" bu t s t r e s s e d  the  v o lun ta ry  n a tu re  o f  Game in  her  answers to  

th e  questions  on E th ic a l  and Permit. Another p a r t i c ip a n t  s a id  "No" to
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Table 22. Percentage o f P a r t ic ip a n ts  Who Were C onsisten t 
Or In c o n s is te n t  For Permit and Consent

C onsisten t

Permit Yes, 
Consent No 
or Not Sure

Permit No, 
Consent Yes 
or Not Sure

Mixed Incon­
s i s t e n t  
(Both types 
described  above)

N

Actual checks 

13 13.5

49 51.0

15 15.6

19 19.8

96 100%

Revised c l a s s i f i c a t io n s  
based on p a r t i c ip a n t ' s  
 exp lanations______

51 53.1

32 33.3

9 9 .4

4 4 .2

96 100%
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being a su b je c t  in  Shock because she " d o e sn 't  l ik e  shocks" and she , too , 

s t r e s s e d  the  v o lun ta ry  c h a ra c te r  o f  the  experiment. S t i l l  ano ther p a r ­

t i c ip a n t  was "not su re"  about consenting  to  Sensory because i t  was a s i t u ­

a t io n  th a t  she did  no t l ik e  bu t f e l t  th a t  the a c tu a l  su b je c ts  could end 

t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n  whenever they f e l t  l i k e  i t  and th a t  i t  was v o lu n ta ry .  

Therefore , she considered  Sensory e th ic a l  and was w i l l in g  to  g ran t  i t  a 

perm it.

Although an experim ent's  being v o lun ta ry  makes i t  more l ik e ly  

t h a t  a person can g ra n t  i t  a perm it while re fu s in g  to  be a s u b je c t ,  and 

s t i l l  remain c o n s is te n t ,  not a l l  reasons fo r  d ec l in in g  to  p a r t i c ip a t e  in 

a vo lun ta ry  experiment when a perm it is  g ranted  a re  equa lly  p la u s ib le  or 

v a l id .  One p a r t i c ip a n t  re fused  to  consent to  Sensory because of the  "pos­

s i b i l i t y  o f  unnecessary in ju r y , "  f e l t  i t  was very  u n e th ic a l  because a sub­

j e c t  could be " h u r t , "  and, y e t ,  was w il l in g  to  g ran t Sensory a perm it.

This is  c e r t a in ly  in c o n s is te n t  and can be considered  as re p re se n tin g  a 

dubious e th ic a l  p e rsp e c t iv e .  Another p a r t i c ip a n t ,  while s t r e s s in g  th a t  

Shock was v o lu n ta ry ,  expla ined  her own unw illingness to  p a r t i c ip a te  by say­

ing th a t  the  experiment was " too  r i s k y , "  thus remaining in c o n s is te n t .

Does an experiment need to  be both v o lu n ta ry ,  and to  involve in ­

formed consent, fo r  an apparent inconsis tency  between Consent and Permit 

to  d isappear when the  exp lanations  a re  examined? Not n e c e s s a r i ly .  One 

p a r t ic ip a n t  re fu sed  to  consent to  Reaction (homosexuality) because she 

f e l t  i t  had "no s o c ia l  value"  and almost checked "No" to  Permit fo r  the 

same reason , bu t d id  not do so because she f e l t  the  experiment was harm­

le ss  and th a t  th e re  were o th e r  reasons fo r  g ran tin g  i t  a perm it.

Table 22 summarized the  frequency of c o n s is te n t  and in c o n s is te n t  

p a r t ic ip a n ts  based both on the  a c tu a l  checks t h a t  were made fo r  Consent
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and Permit and the  re v ised  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  based on an examination of the  
•k

w ri t te n  comments. The percentage of c o n s is te n t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  r i s e s  d ra­

m a t ic a l ly  from 13.5% to  53.1%. N evertheless , i t  is  s t i l l  somewhat t ro u b le ­

some to  f ind  th a t  37.5% continued as in c o n s is te n t  in  g ran ting  a perm it to  

an experiment when they themselves d id  not want to  be a s u b je c t .  T h irteen  

o f  the 36 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who did  t h i s  were in  the  group th a t  were w i l l in g  to  

give Exposure a perm it and 8 of these  were in c o n s is te n t  fo r  o ther  e x p e r i­

ments as w ell as fo r  Exposure.

Countering the  somewhat discouraging p ic tu re  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  th a t  

the  discrepancy between consenting  to  be a su b je c t  and g ran tin g  a perm it 

provided, were the  high c o r re la t io n s  th a t  e x is te d  between the  questions 

on E th ic a l  and Perm it. These two questions have a s tro n g e r  c o r re la t io n  

than any o th e r  p a i r  of q u e s tio n s .  Eight of the  10 experiments have both 

a moderately high c o r r e la t io n  (.48 to  .72) between E th ic a l  and Permit and 

a s ig n i f i c a n t  th i r d  o rder p a r t i a l .

A few p a r t i c ip a n ts  undoubtedly had no understanding of what was 

meant by e th ic a l  (one p a r t i c ip a n t  thought i t  meant ’’e th n ic 1') . Other par­

t i c ip a n t s  had a somewhat vague no tion  o f the  in te n t  o f  the  ques tion  on 

E th ic a l  and a few in d ic a te d ,  by th e i r  r e p l i e s ,  th a t  they saw no r e l a t i o n ­

sh ip  between e t h i c a l i t y  and the  conduct o f  an experiment. F u r th e r ,  some 

reasons th a t  were given fo r  considering  an experiment e th ic a l  or u n e th ic a l ,  

such as an experim ent’s .c o n t r ib u t io n  to  sc ien ce , cannot be considered 

le g i t im a te  reasons in  themselves for d ec la r in g  an experiment e th ic a l  or

In Table 2G, Appendix G, the  rev ised  c l a s s i f i c a t io n s  for c o n s is ­
te n t  and in c o n s is te n t  a t t i t u d e s  toward Consent and Permit a re  p resen ted  
fo r  each o f  the  10 experim ents. The percentage o f c o n s is te n t  r e p l ie s  i s  
not only h ig h e r ,  o f  course , bu t th e re  is  le s s  v a r ia t io n  among experiments.
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u n e th ic a l .  This i s  not to  say t h a t  cons ide ra tions  o f the  v a l i d i t y  o f  an 

experiment, and i t s  p o te n t ia l  co n tr ib u t io n  to  knowledge, do not en te r  in to  

e th ic a l  dec is ions  a t  some le v e l .  Any experiment t h a t  is  m ethodologically  

unsound, and of no va lue  to  sc ien ce ,  but th a t  p laces  a su b jec t  in  a s i t u ­

a t io n  of r i s k ,  or even d iscom fort,  should undoubtedly be deemed u n e th ic a l .

But c o n tr ib u t in g  to  sc ie n ce ,  in  and o f  i t s e l f ,  i s  not a c r i t e r i o n  fo r  

d ec la r in g  an experiment e t h i c a l .  Nor did the  experim ental d esc r ip t io n s  

provide s u f f i c i e n t  inform ation to  make such a d ec is io n .

Although a judgment of e th ic a l  need not n e c e s s a r i ly  r e s u l t  in  g ra n t­

ing a perm it s in ce  o th e r  co n s id e ra t io n s  come in to  p lay ,  such as " the  worth 

o f the  experim ent,"  a judgment o f u n e th ic a l  would seem s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  r e ­

fu sing  a perm it,  even when an experiment was thought to  be "probably un­

e t h i c a l . "  T herefo re , i t  seems warranted to  assume th a t  e th ic a l  s e n s i t i v ­

i t y  o r  an understanding o f  e th ic a l  issues  may be lacking  fo r  those  p a r t i c i ­

pants who decided an experiment was u n e th ic a l ,  y e t  were w i l l in g  to  g ran t  

i t  a perm it.  A lack of s e n s i t i v i t y ,  o r  understanding , is  a lso  suggested 

when a p a r t i c ip a n t  f inds  an experiment "n e i th e r  e th ic a l  or u n e th ic a l . "

T h ir ty  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (31.3%) declared  a t  l e a s t  one experiment u n e th ic a l  but 

nonetheless  granted  i t  a perm it.  An a d d i t io n a l  8 p a r t ic ip a n ts  made no 

commitment on the  e t h i c a l i t y  o f  a t  l e a s t  one experiment.

P a r t ic ip a n ts  v a r ie d  in  the  q u a l i ty  aqd cogency o f t h e i r  reasons 

fo r  cons idering  an experiment e th ic a l  o r  u n e th ic a l  and in d iv id u a l  p a r t i c i ­

pants  v a r ie d  in  the  q u a l i ty  and cogency for d i f f e r e n t  experiments, probably 

r e f l e c t i n g  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  t r a n s l a t e  t h e i r  fe e l in g s  and thoughts in to  

words as w ell as t h e i r  understanding  o f the  e th i c a l  issues  involved. For 

some experiments t h i s  may have been more d i f f i c u l t  than fo r  o th e r s .  F u r th e r ,
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g ra n t in g  a perm it only to  an experiment t h a t  is  c o n s id e re d 'e th ic a l  did 

not guarantee t h a t  the  comments on e t h i c a l i t y  would always be p e r t in e n t  

or noteworthy. How, then , do the 30 p a r t i c ip a n ts ,  who were w il l in g  to  

g ran t perm its  to  experiments they c a l le d  u n e th ic a l ,  exp la in  t h e i r  ac tions?  

Do th ese  p a r t i c ip a n ts  lack concern fo r  the issues  th a t  determine whether 

an experiment i s  e th ic a l?

O ccasionally  p a r t i c ip a n ts  did no t consider any experiment e th i c a l  

but n e v e r th e le ss  g ranted  some experiments a perm it.  One o f  these  s a id  th a t  

e th ic s  did no t apply to  Game but g ran ted  i t  a perm it. She a lso  granted  

Conformity a perm it a lthough she thought i t  was u n e th ic a l  because " i t  puts 

a  person in  an uneasy p o s i t i o n . "  She ob jec ted  to  Attack because the sub­

j e c t  " i s  drawn in  on f a l s e  p re ten ses ,"  to  Shock because of the  p a in ,  to  

A irplane because i t  "plays with a p e rso n 's  l i f e  and is  too s t r e s s f u l , "  

and to  Exposure because " i t  is  not v o lun ta ry  and i t  may be harm fu l."  I t  

c e r t a in ly  cannot be s a id  t h a t  t h i s  p a r t i c ip a n t  is  unconcerned about e t h i ­

c a l  i s s u e s .  Perhaps she cannot concep tua lize  what would c o n s t i tu te  an 

e th ic a l  experiment and th e re fo re  g ran ted  perm its  to  experiments i f  they 

were considered  le ss  u n e th ic a l  than o th e r s .  A few p a r t ic ip a n ts  c a l le d  an 

experiment u n e th ic a l  because they considered  the p o ss ib le  behavior o f 

su b je c ts  u n e th ic a l  and, th e r e fo re ,  were not g ran ting  perm its to  "u n e th i­

c a l  experim en ts ."

For o th e r  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,  judgments o f  e t h i c a l i t y  did not seem r e ­

la te d  to  c o n s id e ra t io n s  involved in  g ran tin g  a perm it.  For example, one 

p a r t ic ip a n t  c a l l e d  A irplane and T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response u n e th i ­

c a l  because th e  su b je c ts  were t r ic k e d  and denied them perm its ,  y e t  gran ted  

a perm it to  Attack th a t  he considered  u n e th ic a l  because " i t  took u n fa i r  

advantage o f  su b je c ts  who a re  no t so s k i l l e d  in  debating tech n iq u es ,"
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Another c a l le d  Reaction u n e th ic a l  because she did not th ink  i t  was f a i r  

to  su b je c ts  and could not see what purpose i t  would se rv e ,  y e t  granted  

Reaction a perm it.

I t  was apparent th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d i f f e re d  in  how they approached 

e th i c a l  i s s u e s .  Not only did some p a r t ic ip a n ts  concep tua lize  t h e i r  thoughts 

about the  issu es  b e t t e r  than o th e rs ,  but a l s o ,  some were ab le  to  handle the 

e th i c a l  ques tion  r e l a t i v e l y  w ell fo r  roost experiments while o thers  performed 

unevenly. There were a lso  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who did  not have a conception o f 

the  r e l a t io n  o f  e th i c a l  issu es  to  the  conduct o f  experiments and o the rs  

who did  not seem to  have a firm understanding o f what was meant by e th ic a l  

or u n e th ic a l .  For s t i l l  o th e r s ,  no tions  of e th ic a l  must be considered 

r a th e r  dubious, a t  l e a s t  fo r  some experiments. Hence, i t  seems obvious 

t h a t  a checked answer to  the  ques tion  on E th ic a l ,  w ithout an exp lana tion , 

would be m eaningless. Without th i s  exp lana tion , we would not have any way 

o f knowing what the  p a r t i c ip a n t  considers  the qu es tio n  on E th ic a l  to  s ig ­

n i fy .  And, as we have seen, p a r t i c ip a n t s '  conceptions o f e th ic s  can be 

q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  conceptions of p sy c h o lo g is ts ,  and the d i f f e r e d  

from each o th e r .

Focus on the  Reasons

R ecall th a t  a f t e r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  had decided whether they would g ran t 

a perm it fo r  the conduct of an experiment (question  6 ) ,  they were asked to  

in d ic a te  what reasons in fluenced  t h e i r  d ec is io n .  They could w r i te  th e i r  

own e x p lan a t io n s ,  as b e fo re ,  bu t they a lso  had the  op tion  o f  checking any 

a l t e r n a t iv e  from a group o f  8, provided s e p a ra te ly  fo r  "Yes" and "No" 

answers. I f  an a l t e r n a t iv e  was of p a r t i c u la r  importance in  in flu en c in g  

t h e i r  d e c is io n ,  they could give th a t  a l t e r n a t iv e  two checks, bu t t h i s  could 

only be done once.
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The r e l a t i v e  importance of the  e ig h t  reasons fo r  v o ting , or not 

vo t in g ,  fo r  a permit to  conduct an experiment were determined by comparing 

the means o f each a l t e r n a t iv e  in e i t h e r  the  "Yes” or "No" groups. As de­

sc r ib e d ,  the  means were obtained by t r e a t in g  the omission of a check as 0, 

a s in g le  check as 1, and a double check—allowed only once—as 2. Two 

types of analyses were c a r r ie d  out with th is  d a ta .  One was based only on 

the number of "Yes" or "No" r e p l ie s  fo r  each experiment. This an a ly s is  

compared the  r e l a t i v e  rank of an a l t e r n a t iv e  i r r e s p e c t iv e  o f the  frequency 

with which an experiment was gran ted  a perm it.  The second a n a ly s is  was 

based on the  t o t a l  number o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  for  each experiment, and a l l  

a l t e r n a t iv e s  not in th e  ap p ro p ria te  group had a 0 va lue .  When th i s  method 

was employed, the means r e f l e c t e d  both the p a r t i c u la r  reasons fo r  g ran ting  

or denying a perm it,  and the  frequency with which an experiment was, or 

was n o t,  voted a perm it.  Hence, the  f i r s t  method compared the  r e l a t i v e  

ranking o f  the  reasons w ith in  one experiment with the ranking w ith in  o ther  

experim ents. And the  second method compared the  reasons in  terms o f  t h e i r  

abso lu te  frequency.

For the  f i r s t  method o f t r e a t in g  the  d a ta ,  "Yes" and "No” on ly ,

"To le a rn  something o f value about human behavior" and "Does not take  un­

f a i r  advantage of th e  su b je c ts "  d id  not show s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe re n c e s  among 

the  experiments. For the  second method, the  t o t a l  sample, "Encourages un­

d e s ira b le  behavior" was not s ig n i f i c a n t  (see Tables 1H and 2H, Appendix H). 

Tables 23 to  38 p re sen t  the  a p o s te r io r i  d iffe ren ces  fo r  the "Yes" and "No" 

a l t e r n a t iv e s  fo r  both methods o f  t r e a t in g  the d a ta .

The two reasons concerned with the issue  of decep tion , " I f  the sub­

je c t s  knew the t ru e  purpose . . .  o f  the  experiment, . . . they might behave 

in  an u n n a tu ra l  manner” and "Subjects . . . may f e e l  d ece iv ed ,” one a "Yes,"
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the o th e r  a "No" a l t e r n a t iv e ,  were both s ig n i f i c a n t  fo r  the  two types o f 

ana ly ses .  But s ince  only s ix  of the ten  experiments employed decep tion , 

the  s ig n i f i c a n t  Fs may r e f l e c t  t h i s .  Therefore , i t  is  necessary  to  note  

vrtiat occurs when only the s ix  deception experiments were included in  the  

ana lyses .  For the "Yes" or "No" only an a ly ses ,  th e re  were no s ig n i f i c a n t  

d i f fe re n c e s .  When the  t o t a l  sample was analyzed, both a l t e r n a t iv e s  were

s ig n i f i c a n t .  For the "Yes" v e rs io n ,  th e  use of deception  was endorsed 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more fo r  A ttack , Conformity and Reaction than i t  was fo r  

Traum atica lly  Conditioned Response and A irp la n e . Obedience was s i g n i f i ­

ca n t ly  h igher than T raum atically  Conditioned Response but did not d i f f e r  

from any of the  o ther  experiments. For the "No" v e rs io n ,  "Subject . . . 

fe e ls  deceived ,"  a s im i la r  p a t te rn  emerged, bu t in  re v e rse .  A irplane and 

Traum atica lly  Conditioned Response were r e je c te d  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more o f te n  

fo r  th i s  reason than Obedience, Attack and Conformity.

The reasons fo r  vo ting  "Yes" o r "No" to  the  Permit question  w i l l  

be d iscussed  according to  t h e i r  o v e ra l l  importance to  p a r t i c ip a n t s .  This 

general ranking does n o t,  o f  course , r e f l e c t  t h e i r  a b so lu te  s a l ie n c e ,  being 

undoubtedly in fluenced  by the  experiments th a t  were included. But, nonethe­

le s s ,  th e  o v e ra l l  ranking is  no t w ithout some im p lica tions  concerning how 

" p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts "  r e a c t  to  experim ental s i t u a t io n s .

The reasons for g ran tin g  perm ission fo r  an experiment to  be con­

ducted w i l l  be d iscussed  f i r s t .  The following th re e  reasons were checked 

s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more o f te n  than the remaining f iv e  reasons but th e re  was a 

s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe re n c e  among them.

See Table 3H, Appendix H, fo r  ANOVAS and a p o s t e r i o r i  c o n t r a s t s .
irk

See Table 4H, Appendix H, fo r  repea ted  measures ANOVAS and 
a p o s te r io r i  c o n t r a s t s .
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Knowing How They Would Behave in  This S i tu a t io n  Will Be of 
Value to  the  Subjects in  Understanding Themselves

This a l t e r n a t iv e  was o f  paramount importance to  p a r t ic ip a n ts  as a 

reason fo r  vo tin g  a perm it.  With the exception  o f  "To lea rn  about b eh av io r ,"  

i t  was checked s ig n i f i c a n t ly  more o f te n  than any o ther  reason . I t  was the 

s in g le  most im portant reason fo r  endorsing Conformity, Game and A ttack .

For R eac tion , i t  shared t h i s  s a l ie n c e  with only one o ther  reason (see Table 

19).

When the  r e l a t i v e  ranking of the reasons is  compared across e x p e r i­

ments, being "of va lue  to  su b jec ts  in understanding themselves" had s ig ­

n i f i c a n t ly  h igher means fo r  Conformity, Game, A ttack , Reaction and A irplane 

(Table 23). There was, however, considerab le  overlap  fo r  the d i f f e r e n t  ex­

perim ents ,  in d ic a t in g  t h a t  i f  any experiment was endorsed, i t  was very l ik e ly  

to  be endorsed fo r  t h i s  reason , another in d ic a t io n  o f the  sa lie n c y  o f th i s  

reason .

I f  the  comparison among experiments i s  made so th a t  the  means r e ­

f l e c t  the  ab so lu te  frequency of checking th i s  reason , th re e  experiments 

s tand  ou t from th e  o th e rs ;  Conformity, Game and A ttack . This was the only 

a l t e r n a t iv e  in  which th e se  th re e  experiments formed the h ig h e s t  unique group. 

Thus, i t  was no t only the most im portant reason fo r  endorsing each o f  these 

experiments in d iv id u a l ly ,  bu t th e se  th re e  experiments were endorsed s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y  more o f te n  fo r  th i s  reason than any o th e r  experiment. That a l l  

th re e  o f  the  H igh-ra ted  experiments would share one reason , and one reason

only , as th e  reason o f paramount importance fo r  endorsing them, is  no tab le .

Moreover, fo r  two o f  th ese  experim ents, Conformity and A ttack , the m a jo rity  

o f  the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  commented spontaneously to  one o f  the  f iv e  o th e r  ques­

t io n s ,  t h a t  su b je c ts  would have an opportun ity  to  lea rn  about themselves 

i f ,  and when, they p a r t i c ip a te d .



Table 23. Of Value to  Subjects  in  Understanding Thbmselves: A P o s te r io r i  C ontrasts  

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
EXPOSURE SHOCK SENSORY TCR OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE REACTION ATTACK GAME
O.M 0.44 0.66 0.82 0.85 1.00 1.07 1.10 1.14

Based on Tota l Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE SHOCK TCR AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE SENSORY REACTION ATTACK GAME
0.04 0.17 0.19 0.29 0.48 0.52 0.65 0.94 1.01

CONFORMITY
1.27

CONFORMITY
1.17

For t h i s ,  and subsequent t a b le s ,  Duncan was used fo r  c o n t r a s t s 'w i th  
equal Ns and SNK fo r  unequal Ns.
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The opportun ity  th a t  an experiment a f fo rd s  fo r  se lf -u n d e rs tan d in g  

is  apparen tly  one o f i t s  most a t t r a c t iv e  fe a tu re s  fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and, un­

doubtedly , plays a c r u c ia l  r o le  in  determining whether an experiment is  

voted a perm it—a r o le  th a t  may o v er-r id e  o ther  c o n s id e ra t io n s .  That s e l f -  

understanding  is  sought a f t e r  is  a lso  evidenced by the p o p u la r i ty  of books 

th a t  p ro fess  to  provide in s ig h t  in to  o n e 's  own behavior. Indeed, i t  is  not 

unexpected to  f in d  people in te re s te d  in  them selves, and y e t ,  th i s  i n t e r e s t  

seems to  be la rg e ly  overlooked in  d iscuss ions  o f  b e n e f i t s  to  be derived 

from p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  psychology experiments. When self-knowledge is  men­

tioned  in  the  con tex t o f  psychology experim ents, i t  is  u su a lly  to  condemn 

the  im parting of " p o te n t i a l ly  d is tu rb in g  in s ig h t s . "  People may not come 

to  the  la b o ra to ry  fo r  " p o te n t i a l ly  d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts "  as Kelman has sug­

g es te d ,  bu t they c e r t a in ly  seem to  seek " in s ig h ts "  and " se lf -u n d e rs ta n d in g ."

To Learn Something o f Value about Human Behavior

This i s  th e  only a l t e r n a t iv e  fo r  endorsing an experiment t h a t  does 

not r e f e r  to  the  experience o f  the su b je c t  and ex c lu s iv e ly  focuses on the  

o b je c t iv e  o f  the experim ent. Not only was th i s  a l t e r n a t iv e  one o f the  most 

f req u en tly  checked, b u t th e re  was no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe re n c e  in  i t s  r e l a ­

t iv e  rank fo r  d i f f e r e n t  experiments (Table 24). In o th e r  words, the  con­

t r i b u t io n  t h a t  an experiment makes to  knowledge o f human behavior is  a 

reason fo r  vo ting  "Yes" t h a t  was equally  favored fo r  any experiment, i f  

t h a t  experiment was g ran ted  a perm it.  This i s  no t s u rp r is in g  s ince  the 

primary purpose o f  a psycho log ica l experiment i s  p r e c i s e ly  th a t  of gaining 

knowledge o f  behavior.

Learning "something o f  value about human behavior" i s  not neces­

s a r i l y  a major reason fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it to  In d iv id u a l  experim ents.*

*Table 19, Focus on the  Experiments, has the  a p o s te r io r i  c o n tra s ts  
fo r  the  rank ing  o f  a l l  a l t e r n a t iv e s  w ith in  experim ents.



Table 24. To Learn About Behavior: A Posteriori Contrasts.

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
EXPOSURE ATTACK AIPRLANE SHOCK TCR OBEDIENCE GAME REACTION CONFORMITY SENSORY

0.64 0.78 0.79 0.89 0.91 0.93 0.93 0.93 1.00 1.00

Based on Tota l Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE TCR AIRPLANE SHOCK OBEDIENCE REACTION ATTACK SENSORY GAME CONFORMITY

0.09 0.21 0.23 0.33 0.52 0.56 0.67 0.79 0.82 0.92
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For R eac tion , i t  was one o f  two equally  important reasons for g ran ting  a 

perm it,  and fo r  Sensory and Obedience, i t  was one of th re e  important reasons. 

Although "To lea rn  about behav ior"  was among the  four most checked reasons 

fo r  endorsing T raum atically  Conditioned Response, only two o ther  reasons 

were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower. For Airplane i t  did not d i f f e r  from any o ther  

reason . The importance o f  lea rn ing  about human behavior,  fo r  the remaining 

f iv e  experim ents, was always secondary to  one or more o ther  reasons fo r  

g ran ting  a perm it.

I t  would seem th a t  t h i s  reason fo r  g ran ting  a permit i s  given 

g re a te r  emphasis fo r  any experiment t h a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  might have some am­

b ivalence  about endorsing, an ambivalence th a t  may be based on o b je c t io n ­

able fe a tu re s  o r  on the  p o s s ib le  d e le te r io u s  consequences o f p a r t i c ip a t io n .

I f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  then endorse the  experiment, the experim ent's  value in 

lea rn ing  about behavior becomes e s p e c ia l ly  s a l i e n t .

Subjects V o lu n ta r i ly  Agreed to  be in  the Experiment

Subjects  v o lu n te e r ,  the  th i r d  most checked a l t e r n a t iv e ,  did not 

d i f f e r  from "To lea rn  about behavior"  in  the  frequency o f being checked 

bu t i t  was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  lower than "Of value to  su b jec ts  in  understand­

ing them selves."  That th e  vo lun tary  na tu re  o f  an experiment i s  a paramount 

concern of p a r t ic ip a n ts  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d ,  i r o n ic a l ly ,  by t h e i r  giving th i s  as 

a reason fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it to  Exposure, a c tu a l ly  in vo lun ta ry . In some 

in s ta n c e s ,  p a r t ic ip a n ts  r e a l i z e d  th a t  Exposure was not vo lu n ta ry ,  but s ta te d  

th a t  "being vo lun ta ry"  was a p r e re q u is i t e  fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it.

Being v o lun ta ry  was the  most s a l i e n t  reason fo r  endorsing Shock as 

w ell as Exposure, both  in  terms o f  the  r e l a t i v e  importance o f th is  a l t e r n a ­

t iv e  compared to  o ther  a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  and in  terms o f the  r e l a t i v e  rank
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compared to  o ther  experiments (Table 25). However, n e i th e r  Exposure nor 

Shock d i f f e r e d  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  in  r e l a t iv e  rank when compared to  Sensory, 

Obedience o r T raum atically  Conditioned Response.

On the  o th e r  hand, Exposure was among th e  four experiments with 

the  l e a s t  number o f checks when the abso lu te  frequency is the  c r i t e r i o n  

used. And i t  was Sensory th a t  received  more checks than any o ther  ex p er i­

ment fo r  being v o lu n ta ry .  Sensory, however, did not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  

from e i th e r  Game o r A ttack in  the number o f checks i t  rece iv ed .  Since 

Attack was checked so f re q u e n tly ,  and i t  i s  an experiment employing decep­

t io n ,  we must conclude th a t  being vo lun ta ry  need not n e c e s sa r i ly  imply in ­

formed consent fo r  p a r t i c ip a n ts .

As noted p re v io u s ly ,  i f  e i th e r  Exposure o r  Shock were granted  a 

perm it ,  being v o lun ta ry  was the  s in g le  most important reason . And fo r  

Sensory, i t  was one o f two major reasons fo r  g ran ting  a perm it when the 

r e l a t i v e  s a l ie n c e  o f the  reasons w ith in  experiments is  considered . While 

Exposure is  obviously  not v o lu n ta ry ,  Shock and Sensory can be considered 

v o lu n ta ry . For Shock, consent is  both vo lun tary  and informed. Sensory, 

although vo lu n ta ry , has l im i ta t io n s  on informed consent s in ce  the sub jec ts  

a re  no t t o ld  o f p o ss ib le  h a l lu c in a t io n s  or confused thought p rocesses .  

However, the  v o lun ta ry  na tu re  of th i s  experiment i s  enhanced by the par­

t i c ip a n t  being ab le  to  withdraw a t  any tim e. Many p a r t ic ip a n ts  c i t e d  th is  

in  exp la in ing  why they would not be harmed or why they considered the  

experiment e th i c a l .

Game i s  a l s o  v o lu n ta ry ,  and with informed consent, bu t i t s  being 

v o lun ta ry  would seem to  be overshadowed by o ther  reasons o f  equal, or 

g r e a te r ,  s a l ie n c e  in  g ran tin g  i t  a perm it. Two a l t e r n a t iv e s  were checked



Table 25. Subjects V oluntarily Agreed: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
CONFORMITY REACTION AIRPLANE ATTACK GAME OBEDIENCE SENSORY TCR SHOCK

0.55 0.62 0.71 0.73 0 .74 0.89 1.08 1.09 1.28

Based on T o ta l Sample. Duncan .05
EXPOSURE AIRPLANE TCR REACTION SHOCK OBEDIENCE CONFORMITY ATTACK GAME

0.19 0.21 0.25 0.38 0.48 0.50 0.50 0.63 0.66

EXPOSURE
1.29

SENSORY
0.85
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s ig n if ic a n t ly  more, and another two were given equal weight w ith v o lu n ta ry  

as reasons fo r g ran tin g  Game a p erm it.

I t  would seem th a t  being  v o lu n ta ry  becomes r e la t iv e ly  more im portant 

as a reason  fo r vo tin g  an experim ent a perm it i f  an experim ent has some 

s tro n g ly  d is l ik e d  fe a tu re s ,  such as Sensory, Shock or Exposure. I f  an ex­

perim ent is  then endorsed, d e sp ite  i t s  being considered—a t  minimum—un­

p le a sa n t, then i t s  being v o lun tary  w il l  be e s p e c ia lly  s a l i e n t  s in ce  being 

vo lu n tary  can serve  as a r a t io n a l iz a t io n  fo r approval.

The follow ing four reasons fo r  g ran tin g  a perm it were o f i n t e r ­

m ediate importance but only one o th e r reason was le ss  im portan t. There 

were no s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c es  among th e  fo u r.

Does Not Take U nfair Advantage of Subjects

This a l te r n a t iv e  does not re p re se n t a s p e c if ic  e th ic a l  issu e  bu t 

i s  r a th e r  a g en era l sta tem ent th a t  focuses on s u b je c ts .  In a sen se , i t  

se rv es  as a co u n te rp a rt fo r  any s ta tem en t in  the "No" group th a t  emphasizes 

the d isadvantage o f being a su b je c t w ithout im plying th a t  the  su b je c t b e n e f i ts .

I t  i s  no t s u rp r is in g , th e re fo re , to  f in d  th a t  th e re  were no d i f f e r ­

ences in  th e  r e la t iv e  ranking o f th is  reason  among experim ents (Table 26). 

Furtherm ore, any d iffe re n c e s  in  the  ab so lu te  frequency o f checking th is  

reason  merely r e f l e c t s  how freq u en tly  an experim ent was g ran ted  a p e rm it.

There were, however, th ree  experim ents where "no t u n fa ir  to  sub­

je c ts "  was l ik e ly  to  have some b earin g  on vo tin g  a p e rm it: Game, Sensory

and Shock. For a l l  th re e , th i s  reason earned a rank o f in te rm ed ia te  im­

p o rtan ce , above o th e r a l te r n a t iv e s .  A ll th re e  experim ents a re  v o lu n ta ry , 

and su b je c ts  a re  informed o f the n a tu re  o f the p rocedures, i f  not com pletely 

informed fo r  Sensory, and th is  may be why they were considered  "no t u n f a i r ."

'ftAs p rev io u sly  s ta te d ,  being ab le  to  q u it  a t  any tim e may compensate
fo r  t h i s .



Table 26. Not U nfair to  S ub jec ts: A P o s te r io r i  C on trasts  

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
AIRPLANE TCR OBEDIENCE REACTION EXPOSURE CONFORMITY SENSORY ATTACK SHOCK

0.36 0.36 0.41 0.41 0.43 0 .43  0 .50 0.51 0.56
GAME
0.68

Based on T o ta l Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE TCR AIRPLANE SHOCK OBEDIENCE REACTION CONFORMITY SENSORY ATTACK GAME
0.06 0.08 0.10 0.21 0.23 0.25 0.40 0.40 0.44 0.60
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But s in c e  th e re  were no d iffe re n c e s  In the  r e la t iv e  rank of th is  a l te r n a ­

t iv e ,  and i t  was no t a m ajor reason  fo r  endorsing any experim ent, "not 

u n fa ir  to  s u b je c ts "  would seem to  p lay  a su b s id ia ry  ro le  in  whether an ex­

perim ent is  g ran ted  a p erm it. I f  th e  experim ent is  approved fo r  o th e r 

reaso n s , then c e r ta in  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  th e  experim ent may make i t  more 

l ik e ly  th a t  th i s  a l te r n a t iv e  is  checked along w ith o th e r , more s a l i e n t ,  

re a so n s .

P o ss ib le  D iscom fort or S tre ss  fo r th e  Subjects 
W ill Be Only Temporary

This a l te r n a t iv e  acknowledges th a t  s t r e s s  or d iscom fort e x is t  and, 

a t  the  same tim e, minimizes the  s t r e s s  or d iscom fort by a s s e r t in g  they  are  

tem porary. I f  th i s  a l te r n a t iv e  is  checked, s tr e s s  o r d iscom fort a re  recog­

nized  as p a r t  o f the experim ental s i tu a t io n .  Not checking th is  a l te r n a ­

t iv e  may in d ic a te ,  o f co u rse , th a t  a p a r t ic ip a n t  fe e ls  th a t  th e  " s t r e s s  or 

d iscom fort" is  no t tem porary. But i t  may a lso  be om itted  because th e  p ar­

t ic ip a n t  f e l t  th a t  " s t r e s s  o r d iscom fort"  d id  not e x i s t .  The l a t t e r  is  

more l ik e ly .

This reason  fo r  endorsing an experim ent had the  g r e a te s t  r e la t iv e  

Importance fo r  Sensory although Sensory did  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from 

Shock, A irplane or A ttack C^able 27). I f  the a b so lu te  frequency o f check­

ing th is  a l te r n a t iv e  is  considered , both  Sensory and A ttack rece iv ed  the  

most frequen t checks although n e ith e r  d if fe re d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from Conform ity. 

Since Conformity and A ttack a re  two o f th e  H igh-rated  experim ents, i t  would 

appear th a t  being b land , o r w ithout any d is tu rb in g  f e a tu re s ,  i s  no t a p re ­

r e q u is i te  fo r  being  accep tab le  to  p o te n t ia l  s u b je c ts ;  d iscom fort o r s t r e s s  

is  acknowledged and to le ra te d  in  experim ents, provided th e  d iscom fort or 

s t r e s s  a re  considered  tem porary.



Table 27. Discomfort or S tress W ill be Temporary: A P oster io r i Contrasts

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
GAME OBEDIENCE CONFORMITY REACTION TCR EXPOSURE ATTACK AIRPLANE SHOCK SENSORY
0.28 0 .41 0.48 0.48 0.55 0 .64 0.66 0.71 0.72 0.76

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE TCR AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE GAME SHOCK REACTION CONFORMITY ATTACK SENSORY

0.09 0.13 0.21 0.23 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.44 0.56 0.60
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For a l l  except four experim ents, th e  temporary n a tu re  o f s t r e s s  or 

d iscom fort was r e l a t iv e ly  unim portant as a reason  fo r  g ran tin g  a p erm it.

For Exposure, Shock, Sensory and A ttack , i t  had some im portance, although 

i t  was no t a prim ary reason  fo r approving th e se  experim en ts: o th er reasons

were given equal emphasis and one o th e r  reason  was given more emphasis.

That th is  would no t be among the  most im portant reasons fo r endorsing an 

experim ent is  u n d erstan d ab le . Why should an experim ent be endorsed merely 

because s t r e s s  o r d iscom fort is  temporary? I t  is  lo g ic a l  th a t  s t r e s s  or 

d iscom fort would be to le ra te d  only i f  th e re  a re  o th e r cogent reasons fo r  

endorsing an experim ent.

When s t r e s s  o r d iscom fort being temporary is  a reason fo r g ran tin g  

a p erm it, i t  seems to  be eq u a lly  im portan t fo r a h ig h ly  ra te d  experim ent, 

such as A ttack , as i t  i s  fo r  experim ents th a t  a re  u su a lly  d is l ik e d ,  such 

as Shock and Exposure. For Exposure, checking th is  a l te r n a t iv e  would seem 

to  be p a r t o f a p a t te rn  o f d e n ia l, evidenced by some p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  when 

they gran ted  Exposure a p erm it.

Not Too U npleasant o r S tre s s fu l  fo r  th e  Subjects

This a l te r n a t iv e  may in d ic a te  e i th e r  th a t  unp leasan tness  and s t r e s s

a re  w ith in  reasonab le  l im i ts ,  considered  m inim al, o r th a t  they do not e x is t .

This was a r e la t iv e ly  im portant reason  fo r  endorsing Game, both  in  terms of

th e  r e la t iv e  rank and th e  ab so lu te  frequency o f i t s  being  checked, compared

to  o th er experim ents (Table 28). However, in  terms o f  i t s  r e la t iv e  rank ,
*k

Game d id  no t d i f f e r  from four o th e r experim ents. Both Conformity and Game 

were checked more freq u en tly  as being "Not too u n p leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l"  bu t 

n e ith e r  d if fe re d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from A ttack .

*fc
Conform ity, R eac tion , A ttack  and A irp lane .



Table 28. Not Too Unpleasant or S tressfu l: A P oster io r i Contrasts

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
EXPOSURE SHOCK TCR OBEDIENCE SENSORY AIRPLANE ATTACK REACTION CONFORMITY

0.07 0.17 0.18 0.26 0.42 0.43 0.49 0.52 0.59

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK CONFORMITY

0.01 0.04 0.06 0.13 0.15 0.31 0.33 0.42 0,54

GAME
0.66

GAME
0.58
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N onetheless, th is  was not an im portant reason  fo r  endorsing an 

experim ent. For a l l  experim ents bu t Game and Sensory, "not too unp leasan t 

or s t r e s s f u l"  was among the  le a s t  checked reasons fo r g ran tin g  a p erm it.

For Sensory, th e re  was ano ther reason th a t  was checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s .

I t  was r e la t iv e ly  more s a l ie n t  fo r Game; th re e  reasons were checked le ss  

fre q u e n tly . In f a c t ,  fo r some p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  i t  was th e  ra th e r  bland charac­

te r  of Game th a t  seemed to  induce them to  g ran t i t  a perm it r a th e r  than 

more su b s ta n tiv e  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f th e  experim ent.

The Value o f the  Experiment in  Advancing Our Knowledge o f 
Human Behavior J u s t i f i e s  Exposing th e  Subject to  the 
P o ss ib le  S tress  Involved

This a l te r n a t iv e ,  re q u ir in g  th a t  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  ev a lu a te  an ex­

perim ent by b a lancing  p o ss ib le  advantages and d isadvan tages, was n o t f r e ­

quently  checked. Perhaps th i s  is  because of the  d i f f i c u l ty  involved in  

making th i s  s o r t  o f judgment. Or, perhaps i t  is  because s t r e s s  tends to  

be m inim ized, o r overlooked, i f  an experim ent is  favorab ly  viewed on o ther 

grounds. None of the  a l te rn a t iv e s  r e fe r r in g  to  p o ss ib le  " s t r e s s "  in  an 

experim ent were o f paramount im portance as reasons fo r endorsing an ex p eri­

m ent. Being considered  ov erly  s t r e s s f u l ,  however, was an im portant reason 

fo r r e je c t in g  an experim ent.

The rank o f th is  reason was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  h igher fo r Shock, Sensory, 

Obedience and Conformity than  i t  was fo r  Reaction and A ttack , although they 

a l l  involved s t r e s s  CTable 29). I t  is  u n lik e ly  th a t  Reaction and A ttack 

were no t considered  "of v a lu e"  s in ce  they  both ranked high fo r th e  a l te rn a ­

t iv e  th a t  s p e c i f ic a l ly  a ffirm s th a t  an experim ent has "v a lu e ,"  bu t i t  is  

p o ss ib le  th a t  the s t r e s s f u l  a sp ec ts  o f  th ese  experim ents were minimized i f  

they were g ran ted  a perm it o r th a t  o th e r  reasons were considered  more cogent.



Table 29. Value of Experiment J u s t if ie s  P ossib le  S tress: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
REACTION ATTACK AIRPLANE GAME EXPOSURE TCR CONFORMITY OBEDIENCE SENSORY

0.21 0.29 0.36 0.36 0.43 0.45 0.57 0.59 0.66

Based on T o ta l Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE AIRPLANE TCR REACTION ATTACK SHOCK GAME OBEDIENCE CONFORMITY

0.06 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.25 0.27 0.32 0.33 0.52

SHOCK
0.72

SENSORY
0.52

191
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Or perhaps the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  no t f e e l  the value o f A ttack and R eaction 

outweighed the  "d iscom fort o r s t r e s s , "  bu t th i s  is  le s s  l ik e ly .  When th e  

a b so lu te  frequency o f checking th i s  reason is  co nside red , i t  is  Sensory 

and Conformity th a t  were checked the  m ost, although they d id  no t d i f f e r  

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from e i th e r  Obedience o r Game. With re sp e c t to  r e la t iv e  

ran k , Sensory and Obedience were endorsed more fre q u e n tly  fo r  th is  reaso n , 

e s p e c ia lly  Obedience, compared to  o th e r experim ents. Thus, balanc ing  the  

p o te n t ia l  c o n tr ib u tio n  and the  s t r e s s  i s  ap p aren tly  more s a l i e n t  fo r th ese  

experim en ts. But i f  th e  r e la t iv e  sa lie n c e  o f th e  reasons w ith in  an ex p eri­

ment i s  co n sid e red , endorsing Obedience because the  "value j u s t i f i e s  pos­

s ib le  s t r e s s "  was no t more im portant than any o th e r reason fo r  endorsing 

Obedience. For Sensory, i t  occupies a middle ran k , w ith one reason  checked 

le s s  and two o th e r reasons checked s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more. I t  was a ls o  o f 

in te rm ed ia te  im portance fo r Shock, s ig n if ic a n t ly  h ig h er than two reaso n s , 

lower fo r  only  one. For both Sensory, Shock and Obedience, th e i r  value 

seems to  be emphasized, when they a re  endorsed, as th e  s t r e s s f u l  n a tu re  o f

th e  experim ents seem to  be very  much in  the foreground of p a r t ic ip a n ts '

aw areness.

I f  th e  S ubjects  Knew th e  True Purpose or Nature 
o f th e  Experiment Ahead of Time, They Might Have
Behaved in  an U nnatural o r Overly Self-C onscious Manner

A ll o th e r reasons fo r  endorsing an experim ent were checked s i g n i f i ­

c a n tly  more than th is  reaso n , an a l te r n a t iv e  designed to  e l i c i t  a t t i tu d e s  

toward "d ecep tiv e"  p ro ced u res . The word "decep tion" was d e l ib e ra te ly  

avoided because o f i t s  co n n o ta tiv e  meaning. Using th e  word "decep tion" in  

th is  co n tex t m ight be analogous to  ask in g : do you approve o f s in ?  However,

th e  wording o f th e  a l t e r n a t iv e  may have been too obscure o r th e  a l te r n a t iv e  

m ight re q u ire  an o v erly  com plicated a n a ly s is .
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F i r s t  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  had to  decide th a t  the a l te r n a t iv e  r e fe r re d  

to  "d ecep tiv e"  procedures in  an experim ent and, secondly , th a t  th e se  p ro­

cedures were e s s e n t ia l  to  th e  experim ental design . Even i f  th e  word "de­

cep tio n "  had been used , th e  a l te r n a t iv e  would s t i l l  be com plicated . I t  

would re q u ire  th a t  the p a r t ic ip a n t  acknowledge the  "d ecep tio n ,"  as b e fo re , 

then f in d  th e  "d ecep tion" o b je c tio n a b le , and, f in a l ly ,  i t  would re q u ire  

th a t  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  decide th a t  d e sp ite  i t s  being o b je c tio n a b le , i t  was 

p e rm iss ib le  fo r  th e  p a r t ic u la r  experim ent they were endorsing . Because i t  

involves so many s tep s  in  th e  d ec is io n  p ro cess , no t checking th i s  a l te r n a ­

t iv e  has a r a th e r  ambiguous meaning. Does i t  mean th a t  when the  p a r t i c i ­

pan t approves an experim ent invo lv ing  what i s  t r a d i t io n a l ly  considered  

d ecep tio n , b u t does no t check th is  a l te r n a t iv e ,  th a t  he does not consider 

decep tive  procedures o b jec tio n ab le  and th e re fo re  does no t need to  j u s t i f y  

them? Or does i t  mean th a t  he does no t consider th a t  p a r t ic u la r  experim ent 

decep tive? Or, f in a l ly ,  th a t  he sim ply d id  no t comprehend the meaning o f 

th e  a l t e r n a t iv e ,  was unab le to  apply i t ,  o r found i t  unim portant?

There a re  in d ic a tio n s  from the manner in  which p a r t ic ip a n ts  re ac te d  

to  th e  d i f f e r e n t  experim ents in  th is  study th a t  the  is su e  of decep tion  does 

no t have th e  same impact on p o te n t ia l  su b jec ts  th a t  i t  has had on psycholo­

g i s t s .  At any r a t e ,  th i s  reason  fo r endorsing an experim ent, p a r t i a l l y  perhaps 

because the  a l t e r n a t iv e  is  r a th e r  com plicated , and perhaps because th e  issu e  

o f  decep tion  is  n o t r e a l ly  s a l i e n t ,  was the  le a s t  checked reason  fo r  g ra n t­

ing a p e rm it.

Condoning decep tion  was r e la t iv e ly  more im portant as a reason fo r  

g ran tin g  a perm it to  both  R eaction and Obedience bu t n e i th e r  experim ent 

was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from A ttack , Conformity o r A irp lane (Table 30).



Table 30. I f  the Subjects Knew the True Purpose of the Experiment: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on Yes Only, SNK .05
SENSORY SHOCK EXPOSURE TCR GAME AIRPLANE CONFORMITY ATTACK OBEDIENCE REACTION
0.03 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.20 0.36 0.39 0.46 0.48 0.52

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
EXPOSURE SHOCK SENSORY TCR AIRPLANE GAME OBEDIENCE REACTION CONFORMITY ATTACK

0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.10 0 .18 0.27 0.31 0.35 0.40
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When th e  ab so lu te  frequency o f checking th is  reason  is  compared, i t  is  

A ttack and Conformity th a t  rece iv ed  the most checks bu t aga in  they do not 

d i f f e r  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from Reaction or Obedience. Since a l l  th ese  e x p e ri­

ments employ decep tive  p rocedures, i t  probably does in d ic a te  th a t  some p a r­

t i c ip a n t s ,  a t  l e a s t ,  acknowledge and accept decep tion  fo r some experim ents.

N onetheless, th is  a l te r n a t iv e  was of minor im portance. I t  was in  

th e  group of reasons w ith  the  low est means fo r  each o f the  te n  experim ents. 

For Sensory, no t s u rp r is in g ly ,  i t  was checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s  than  any 

o th e r reason .

Not a l l  experim ents had s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c e s  in  th e  r e la t iv e  

Importance of th e  8 a l te r n a t iv e s  th a t  in fluenced  the  d ec is io n s  to  deny a 

p erm it. Conformity d id  n o t, bu t only  4 p a r t ic ip a n ts  denied a perm it to  

Conform ity. Sensory was an o th er, b u t Sensory had 10 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who r e ­

fused to  g ran t i t  a p erm it. A pparently th e i r  reasons were d iv e rse  s in ce  

th e re  were s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c e s  fo r Game and A ttack, a lso  re je c te d  in ­

f re q u e n tly : Game by 11 p a r t ic ip a n ts  and A ttack by 7.

There were th re e  reasons fo r  denying a perm it to  an experim ent 

th a t  were checked more freq u e n tly  than the rem aining f iv e  and none o f the  

th re e  d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from each o th e r . They a l l  a llu d ed  to  harm 

or s t r e s s  but none r e f e r  to  a p a r t ic u la r  type o f harm or s t r e s s  and a re  

th e re fo re  ap p lic a b le  to  any experim ent.

The Value o f the Experiment Does Not J u s t i fy  
th e  P o ss ib le  Harm to  Subjects

Although Exposure and Shock were r e je c te d  r e l a t iv e ly  more fre q u e n tly  

fo r  th is  reason  than o th e r experim ents, only Game, Conformity and Reaction
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ranked s ig n if ic a n t ly  below Exposure and Shock (Table 31). The four e x p e ri­

m ents, w ith th e  lowest mean r a t in g s ,  were checked th e  most because the  

"value does not j u s t i f y  the p o ss ib le  harm": Exposure, T raum atically  Con­

d itio n ed  Response, Shock and A irp lan e , bu t A irplane rece iv ed  s ig n if ic a n t ly  

fewer checks than  Exposure. Since th ese  four experim ents were a lso  the  

experim ents th a t  were denied perm its most o f te n , th e re  was, o f co u rse , a 

la rg e r  percen tage of p a r t ic ip a n ts  who checked "No" a l t e r n a t iv e s . Nonethe­

le s s ,  th i s  was th e  only reason  fo r re fu s in g  a perm it th a t  was e sp e c ia lly  

s a l i e n t  fo r the  four experim ents w ith the  lowest mean r a t in g s .  For each 

o f th ese  experim ents, i t  was among a group o f reasons th a t  were th e  most 

im portant in  denying a p erm it.

I f  we examine which reasons were chosen as being th e  most im portant 

in  r e je c t in g  th e  four low est ra te d  experim ents, each of the four has a 

d if f e r e n t  c o n fig u ra tio n  o f a l te rn a t iv e s  th a t  were s e le c te d  most f req u e n tly . 

"Value does no t j u s t i f y  . . . harm" was among four reasons of equal im­

portance in  r e je c t in g  Exposure and i t  was a lso  among four fo r A irp la n e , 

bu t fo r  A irp lane i t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from a f i f t h  reason . For 

T raum atica lly  C onditioned Response, i t  was one o f th e  th re e  most s a l i e n t  

reasons fo r  denying a p e rm it, the  same th re e  th a t  were most s a l i e n t  fo r 

the  e n t i r e  sample: those  e x p l ic i t ly  concerned w ith harm or s t r e s s .  As

fo r Shock, th i s  reason  was more freq u en tly  checked than any o ther even 

though i t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from "(no) s o c ia l  v a lu e" and "Too 

u n p leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l . "

For the rem aining experim ents, Obedience, R eaction , A ttack and 

Game, th is  reason  fo r denying a perm it was not p a r t ic u la r ly  emphasized, 

b u t except fo r Game n e ith e r  was i t  among the  le a s t  checked a l te r n a t iv e s .



Table 31. Value Does Not J u stify  P ossib le  Harm: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
GAME CONFORMITY REACTION OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE ATTACK SENSORY TCR EXPOSURE SHOCK
0.18 0.25 0.58 0.71 0.79 0.86 0.90 0.92 1.00 1.03

Basedoon Total Sample, Duncan .05
GAME CONFORMITY ATTACK SENSORY REACTION OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE SHOCK TCR EXPOSURE
0.02 0.02 0.13 0.19 0.23 0.31 0.56 0.65 0 .71 0.85
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Too U npleasant or S tre s s fu l  fo r  th e  Subjects

I f  an experim ent was denied a p e rm it, being "too  unp leasan t or 

s t r e s s f u l"  was a r e la t iv e ly  more im portant reason fo r  A ttack , Exposure, 

T raum atically  Conditioned Response, Shock, A irp la n e , and Obedience than 

i t  was fo r  Game and Reaction CTahle 3 2 ). F u rth e r , fo r  each one o f these  

s ix  experim ents, being " too  un p leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l "  was in v a r ia b ly  among 

th e  reasons th a t  rece iv ed  th e  most freq u en t number o f checks. And, fo r 

Exposure, T raum atica lly  C onditioned Response, Shock and Obedience, i t  was 

among th e  th re e  o r four most im portant reasons fo r  denying a p erm it.

I f  th e  ab so lu te  frequency o f checks is  co n sid e red , i t  was Exposure 

th a t  was r e je c te d  most o fte n  because i t  was thought to  be " too  unp leasan t 

or s t r e s s f u l , "  b u t Exposure d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from T raum atically  

Conditioned Response. >

D esp ite  th e  f a c t  th a t  a llu s io n s  to  s t r e s s  in  the  a l te r n a t iv e s  fo r 

g ran tin g  a perm it d id  no t appear to  be emphasized by p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  s t r e s s  

i t s e l f  obviously  is  im portan t, e s p e c ia lly  i f  i t  is  considered  overly  sev e re . 

I t  then becomes a s a l i e n t  reason  fo r r e je c t in g  an experim ent. For some 

experim ents, whether or no t they a re  ov erly  severe  may be e a s ie r  to  decide 

than fo r  o th e r s .

May Have Long Term Harmful Consequences fo r  the Subjects

The r e la t iv e  rank o f long term harm was h ig h e s t fo r  T raum atica lly  

C onditioned Response b u t i t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from Exposure, 

A irp lane or A ttack C^able 33). And a l l  four experim ents ranked s ig n i f i ­

c a n tly  h igher than  Obedience and Game. I f  the  ab so lu te  frequency o f check­

ing th is  reason  is  co nside red , Exposure and T raum atica lly  C onditioned 

Response rece iv ed  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more checks than any o th e r experim ent.



Table 32. Too U npleasant o r  S tre s s fu l :  A P o s te r io r i  C on trasts  

Based on No Only, SNK .05
GAME REACTION CONFORMITY SENSORY OBEDIENCE AIRPLANE SHOCK TCR EXPOSURE
0.09 0.11 0.50 0.60 0.86 0.88 0.93 0.95 0.99

Based on T o ta l Sample, Duncan .05
GAME CONFORMITY REACTION SENSORY ATTACK OBEDIENCE SHOCK AIRPLANE TCR
0.01 0.04 0.04 0.13 0.15 0 .38 0 .58 0.63 0.73

Table 33. May Have Long Term Harmful Consequences: A P o s te r io r i  C on trasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
GAME OBEDIENCE CONFORMITY SENSORY REACTION SHOCK ATTACK AIRPLANE EXPOSURE
0.18 0.38 0.50 0.50 0.63 0.67 0.86 0.88 1.01

ATTACK
1.00

EXPOSURE
0.84

TCR
1.14

Based on T o tal Sample» Duncan .05
GAME CONFORMITY SENSORY ATTACK OBEDIENCE REACTION SHOCK AIRPLANE EXPOSURE TCR
0.02 0.04 0.10 0.13 0.17 0.25 0.42 0.63 0.86 0.88



200

A irp lane rece iv ed  fewer checks than Exposure or T raum atica lly  Conditioned 

Response bu t i t  had s ig n if ic a n t ly  more checks than the  rem aining seven 

experim ents.

I t  is  again  Exposure and T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response where 

long-term  harm p lays a h ig h ly  s a l i e n t  ro le  in  denying a p e rm it, compared 

to  o th e r reaso n s . For both experim ents, th i s  reason is  among e i th e r  th re e  

or four th a t  were most fre q u en tly  checked. I t  was a lso  r e la t iv e ly  s a l ie n t  

fo r A irplane and Reaction bu t fo r th ese  experim ents, th e re  were four o th e r 

reasons th a t  were given eq[ual w eight. In r e je c t in g  Shock, i t  was le ss  im­

p o r ta n t than "value does no t j u s t i f y  p o ss ib le  harm" bu t more im portant than 

fo u r o th e r rea so n s . I t s  s a lie n c e  fo r Obedience was r e l a t iv e ly  weak. I t  

was among s ix  eq u ally  endorsed reasons fo r  r e je c t in g  Obedience and th e re  

was ano ther a l te r n a t iv e  th a t  was checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  more and only one 

th a t  was checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  le s s .

Does Not Accomplish Anything o f  S ocia l Value

Not being of " so c ia l  v a lu e" was the  fo u rth  most im portant reason 

fo r r e je c t in g  an experim ent. Although i t  was checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  le ss  

than th e  th re e  p e r ta in in g  to  harm or s t r e s s ,  i t  was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more 

im portant than any o f th e  four rem aining re a so n s .

This reason fo r denying a perm it was r e la t iv e ly  more im portant 

fo r Game than i t  was fo r seven o th e r experim ents (Table 34). But Game did 

no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from e i th e r  Shock or Conform ity. However, when 

Game was denied a p e rm it, i t  was alm ost in v a r ia b ly  re je c te d  fo r "not ac­

com plishing anything o f s o c ia l  v a lu e ,"  th e  only reason  th a t  does no t base

The rank fo r  Conformity is  undoubtedly sp u rio u s ly  high s in c e  only 
4 p a r t ic ip a n ts  denied i t  a p erm it.



Table 34. Does Not Accomplish Anything of S ocia l Value: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
ATTACK OBEDIENCE SENSORY AIRPLANE EXPOSURE TCR REACTION CONFORMITY SHOCK 

0.00 0.38 0.40 0.47 0.59 0.62 0 .68 0.75 0.87

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
ATTACK CONFORMITY SENSORY GAME OBEDIENCE REACTION AIRPLANE TCR EXPOSURE

0.00 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.17 0.27 0.33 0.48 0.50

GAME
1.27

SHOCK
0.54
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the  d en ia l o f a perm it on adverse experiences fo r s u b je c ts .

The only o th e r experim ent, besides Game, where th is  reason  is  r e l a ­

t iv e ly  s a l ie n t  was Shock. For Shock, no t being o f " so c ia l  va lue" was one 

o f  th e  four most im portant reasons fo r  denying i t  a p e rm it. Comments made 

about Shock a lso  r e f le c te d  a lack  of investm ent in  i t s  o b je c tiv e s :  I ts

purpose was ap p aren tly  too  obscure and p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  not f in d  Shock 

re le v a n t to  th e i r  in te r e s t s  or th e i r  l iv e s .  Although th e  purpose o f Game 

was obvious to  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  many expressed doubts about i t s  being ab le  

to  accom plish i t s  purpose by having s u b je c ts  p lay  a game. Not a l l  who had 

doubts, however, denied Game a p erm it.

For Exposure and T raum atically  Conditioned Response, not being  of 

s o c ia l  va lue  was o f in te rm ed ia te  im portance. There were reasons th a t  had 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more s a lie n c e —those  m entioning harm or s t r e s s —but "(no) 

s o c ia l  value" was checked co n sid e rab ly  more than th re e  o th e r a l te r n a t iv e s .  

On th e  o th e r  hand, i t  was an unim portant reason  fo r  r e je c t in g  both  A irplane 

and A ttac k . In th e  case o f A ttack , none o f the p a r t ic ip a n ts  checked th is  

reason . There a re  o th e r in d ic a tio n s  th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  acknowledged " so c ia l 

value" fo r  A irp lane and A ttack even when they were denied perm its fo r  being 

o b je c tio n a b le  in  o th e r r e s p e c ts .

The fo llow ing th re e  reasons fo r denying a perm it were among the  

le a s t  im portant b u t they ranked s ig n i f ic a n t ly  h ig h er than  th e  a l te r n a t iv e  

"Encourages u n d e s ira b le , a n t i - s o c ia l  o r n e u ro tic  b e h a v io r ."  None o f the 

th re e  d if fe re d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from each o th e r .
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Subjects Do Not Volunteer t̂o be In the Experiment

The rank o f  th is  reason  was h ig h e s t fo r Exposure and A irp lane 

CTable 3 5 ). Although n e ith e r  d if fe re d  from Conformity, the  mean fo r  Con­

form ity  was sp u rio u s ly  e lev a ted  because only four p a r t ic ip a n ts  denied i t  

a p erm it. A irp lane a lso  did d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from A ttack . Exposure 

was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  h igher than any o th er experim ent in  the a b so lu te  number 

o f checks i t  rece iv ed  fo r being in v o lu n ta ry , w hile A irp lan e , although lower 

than Exposure, had s ig n if ic a n t ly  more checks than the  rem aining e ig h t 

experim en ts.

Furtherm ore, being  inv o lu n ta ry  was among the  four most im portant 

reasons fo r  denying Exposure a p erm it. I t  was a le ss  s a l i e n t  reason  fo r  

re fu s in g  a  perm it to  A irp la n e . For A irp lan e , although i t  was among the  

f iv e  most freq u en tly  checked reaso n s , th e re  were only two o th e r a l te r n a ­

t iv e s  th a t  were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  lower in  rank than th is  a l te r n a t iv e .  Hence, 

i t  shared  i t s  s a lie n c e  w ith o th er reasons to  a g re a te r  e x te n t than i t  did 

fo r Exposure. Exposure was a com pletely in v o lu n ta ry  experim ent. The sub­

j e c t s ,  " p r is o n e rs ,"  were a c tu a l ly  forced  to  p a r t ic ip a te  w hile A irp lane was 

in v o lu n ta ry  in  a le s s  d i r e c t  sense: s o ld ie rs  were no t given the  op tio n  of

re fu s in g  to  p a r t ic ip a te  nor were they f u l ly  aware they would be in  an ex­

perim ent. They were led  to  b e liev e  th a t  th e  purpose of A irp lane was to  

study th e  e f f e c t  o f changes in  a l t i tu d e  on work perform ance. Recognition 

of th e  somewhat ambiguous n a tu re  o f " in v o lu n ta ry "  fo r A irp lane seems to  

have in fluenced  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and may ex p la in  why th is  a l te r n a t iv e  shared 

i t s  s a lie n c e  w ith f iv e  o th e r reasons fo r  denying a p erm it. One of th e  f iv e  

was th a t  the  su b je c t d id  not know th e  r e a l  purpose of the  experim ent and, 

th e re fo re , would " fe e l  deceived ."



Table 35. Subjects Do Not Volunteer: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
OBEDIENCE GAME SHOCK REACTION TCR SENSORY ATTACK CONFORMITY AIRPLANE

0.05 0.09 0 .10 0.11 0.14 0 .20 0.29 0.50 0.62

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
GAME OBEDIENCE CONFORMITY REACTION SENSORY ATTACK SHOCK TCR AIRPLANE
0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.10 0.44

EXPOSURE
0.93

EXPOSURE
0.79



205

Not unexpected ly , being in v o lu n ta ry  was r a re ly  a reason  fo r  r e j e c t ­

ing th e  rem aining e ig h t experim ents. But th is  i s  obv iously  because i t  is  

genuinely  a p p lic ab le  to  only two experim ents. I t s  rank , th e re fo re , would 

o f n e c e s s ity  be sp u rio u s ly  low. That both experim ents th a t  were re je c te d  

fo r  being in v o lu n ta ry  were a lso  o b jec ted  to  on o th e r grounds need no t m ini­

mize th e  im portance p a r t ic ip a n ts  p laced  on the in v o lu n ta ry  c h a ra c te r  o f 

an experim ent, i f  i t  was a p p ro p ria te .

The im portance o f being v o lu n ta ry  ra th e r  than in v o lu n ta ry  is  a t ­

te s te d  to  by th e  f a c t  th a t  11 o f  th e  14 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who gran ted  a perm it 

to  Exposure s t ip u la te d  th a t  i t  should be, o r was, v o lu n ta ry . And, a ls o ,  

by th e  f a c t  th a t  "being v o lu n ta ry "  was among th e  th re e  most fre q u en tly  

checked reasons fo r  g ra n tin g  a p e rm it. For some experim ents, where p ar­

t ic ip a n ts  were r e lu c ta n t  to  be su b je c ts  them selves, the  d iscrepancy  between 

th e i r  a t t i tu d e  toward p a r t ic ip a t io n  and th e  g ran tin g  of a perm it was ac­

counted fo r in  terms o f th e  v o lu n ta ry  n a tu re  o f p a r t ic ip a t io n .  But th e  

v o lu n ta ry  n a tu re  o f an experim ent being e s p e c ia lly  im portant fo r  those  

experim ents th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  found u n d e s irab le  in  some re sp e c ts  a lso  need 

no t d e tr a c t  from th e  im portance a t t r ib u te d  to  being  v o lu n ta ry .

Subjects do no t Know th e  True Purpose or Nature 
o f the Experiment Before P a r t ic ip a t in g  in  I t  
and T herefore  May Feel Deceived

The r e la t iv e  rank o f " fe e l in g  deceived" was h ig h er fo r  A irp lane 

than  any o th e r experim ent (Table 3 6 ). I t  d id  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  

however, from th e  ranks o f f iv e  o th e r experim ents employing "d ec ep tio n ."  

N ev erth e less , A irp lane was th e  only experim ent where the rank fo r th is  

a l te r n a t iv e  was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  h ig h er than  i t  was fo r the four experim ents 

th a t  d id  no t employ d ecep tiv e  p roced u res . A irp lane a lso  rece iv ed  more



Table 36. Subjects Feel Deceived: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only. SNK .05
GAME SENSORY EXPOSURE SHOCK CONFORMITY OBEDIENCE TCR REACTION ATTACK
0.09 0.20 0.23 0 .23 0.25 0.48 0.54 0.63 0.71

Based on T o ta l Sample, Duncan .05
GAME CONFORMITY SENSORY ATTACK SHOCK EXPOSURE OBEDIENCE REACTION TCR
0.01 0.02 0 .04 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.21 0.25 0.42

AIRPLANE
0.76

AIRPLANE
0.54
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checks fo r being  d ecep tive  than any o th e r experim ent, although i t  was not 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response. And, fo r 

A irp lan e , " fe e lin g  deceived" was one of f iv e  eq u a lly  im portant reasons fo r 

no t g ran tin g  i t  a p e rm it. The f a c t  th a t  the decep tion  involved "en trapp ing" 

su b jec ts  in to  the  experim ental s i tu a t io n ,r a th e r  than being p a r t  o f a pro­

cedure o f an experim ent th a t  su b je c ts  en tered  in to  v o lu n ta r i ly ,  seems to  

have given the decep tion  an e sp e c ia lly  d i s ta s te f u l  c h a ra c te r .

Being decep tive  was a lso  o f importance in  r e je c t in g  T raum atica lly  

C onditioned Response. The th re e  a l te rn a t iv e s  th a t  concerned harm or s tr e s s  

were checked s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more b u t th is  a l te r n a t iv e  was s t i l l  among the  

f iv e  most checked reasons fo r  r e je c t in g  th is  experim ent. And, fo r Trau- 

m a tic a lly  Conditioned Response, th e re  i s  a lso  an element o f "entrapm ent" 

in  the  decep tion . Although th e  su b je c ts  vo lu n teered  to  be in  an e x p e ri­

m ent, the h o s p ita l iz e d  a lc o h o lic s  were given to  understand  th a t  they were 

v o lu n teers  fo r  an experim ent th a t  would help cure a lcoholism . But i f  th e re  

was a th e ra p e u tic  in t e n t ,  i t  was n e i th e r  apparent nor s p e c if ie d , except to  

r e c r u i t  the s u b je c ts .  Furtherm ore, "w ithout w arning ," th e  su b je c ts  were 

given an in je c t io n  th a t  induced a s t a t e  o f complete p a ra ly s is .

"F eeling  deceived" as a reason  fo r  r e je c t in g  an experim ent was not 

p a r t ic u la r ly  s a l i e n t ,  fo r  th e  rem aining four experim ents employing decep­

t iv e  p ro ced u res . For Obedience, A ttack and Reaction (hom osexuality), i t  was 

among 6 or 7 reasons th a t  were given equal weight by p a r t ic ip a n ts  but 

R eaction a lso  had two reasons th a t  were given le s s  weight than " fe e lin g  

deceived" in  denying a p e rm it. Conform ity, the  fo u rth  experim ent, had too 

few p a r t ic ip a n ts  denying a perm it to  ev a lu a te  th e  r e l a t iv e  Importance of 

any a l te r n a t iv e .



208

The overwhelming approval o f  Conform ity, however, is  no t w ithout 

im p lica tio n s  s in ce  i f  decep tion  were o f r e a l  concern to  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  en­

th u s ia s t ic  endorsement o f an experim ent employing decep tion  would be un­

l ik e ly .  I t  would seem th a t  decep tion  per se i s  no t a n o tab le  issu e  fo r 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  and is  s tro n g ly  o b jec ted  to  only when the  decep tion  serves 

to  t r i c k  s u b je c ts  in to  e n te r in g  a s i tu a t io n  th a t  they o rd in a r i ly  would not 

have en te red  v o lu n ta r i ly .  In  o th e r  words, when i t  fu n c tio n s  as a form of 

"entrapm ent" as i t  does fo r A irp lane and, p a r t i a l l y ,  fo r  T raum atica lly  

C onditioned Response.

F ifty -se v e n  p a r t ic ip a n ts  (59.4%) re je c te d  a t  le a s t  one experim ent 

because the su b je c t d id  n o t know th e  r e a l  purpose and, th e re fo re ,  would 

" fe e l  d ece iv ed ."  But 4 o f th e  57 r e je c te d  only Exposure, Shock o r Sensory 

fo r  th i s  reason . Moreover, only  1 p a r t ic ip a n t  checked " su b je c t f e e ls  de­

ceived" fo r each t r a d i t io n a l ly  decep tive  experim ent in  h is  b o o k le t: th e re

were two. The rem aining p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  no t check " fe e ls  deceived" fo r 

a t  le a s t  one decep tion  experim ent in  th e i r  b ook le t and many did no t check 

i t  fo r  two or more. Some, o f  co u rse , d id  no t check " su b je c t fe e ls  deceived" 

fo r  any decep tion  experim ent. There were two to  four decep tion  experim ents 

in  every b o o k le t.

As is  ap p aren t, a ffirm in g  o r d isa ff irm in g  the use o f decep tion  was 

a lso  done fo r  experim ents such as Exposure, Shock, Sensory o r Game th a t  

do no t f i t  a t r a d i t io n a l  d e f in i t io n  of d ecep tiv e . In some in s ta n c e s , p a r­

t ic ip a n ts  may have broadened th e  meaning of the  a l t e r n a t iv e  to  in c lu d e  the  

s u b je c t being unaware o f the  u ltim a te  purpose of th e  experim ent. For in ­

s ta n c e , i f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t iv e  was checked fo r  Game i t  may have been assumed 

th a t  su b je c ts  had not been to ld  th a t  the purpose o f th e  game was to  re p re ­

se n t panic s i tu a t io n s  and, th e re fo re ,  they  d id  no t know the  " re a l  pu rpose ."
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For Exposure, su b jec t "ignorance" may have been thought to  involve e i th e r  

th e  purpose or th e  submersion in  freez in g  w ater. This a l te r n a t iv e  may a lso  

have been checked in  a frenzy o f approval or d isap p ro v a l. A few p a r t i c i ­

pan ts w ith e i th e r  extreme enthusiasm  fo r ,  o r re v u ls io n  a t ,  an experim ent 

suddenly checked a l l  e ig h t a l te rn a t iv e s  fo r g ra n tin g , or no t g ra n tin g , a 

perm it.

T h irty -o n e , or more than h a l f  o f the 57 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who re je c te d  

an experim ent because th e  su b je c t would " fe e l  d ece iv ed ,"  a lso  condoned de­

cep tio n  fo r  a t  le a s t  one o th e r experim ent by checking th e  "Yes" a l te r n a ­

t iv e .  And, th e re  were 12 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who only checked the  a l te r n a t iv e  

condoning th e  s u b je c t 's  ignorance of th e  r e a l  purpose o f the  experim ent.

Deception was a lso  commented on by p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  being o b jec ted  to  

in  some in s ta n c e s , being accepted in  o th e rs . A t o t a l  o f 46 comments were 

made th a t  were c r i t i c a l  o f a decep tive aspect o f an experim ent b u t 12 o f 

th ese  comments were made to  experim ents th a t  were, n e v e r th e le s s , g ran ted  

a p erm it. Another 18 comments defended the use o f decep tion . As some 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  made comments to  more than one experim ent, the t o t a l  number 

o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  who commented was 40. Of th e se , 25 made only  c r i t i c a l  

comments, 10 defended re s o r t in g  to  decep tion , and 5 d id  b o th .

The fo llow ing experim ents e l i c i t e d  comments on decep tion : Reaction

(18), T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response (16), A ttack (10), A irp lane (9 ), 

Conformity (6) and Obedience (5 ). Comments o b jec tin g  to  decep tion  were 

m ainly made to  T raum atically  Conditioned Response (16) and to  A irp lane (9) 

and except in  one in stan ce  (fo r  T raum atically  C onditioned R esponse), th e  

experim ent was then denied a p erm it. C r i t i c a l  comments were a lso  made to  

R eaction (9 ), A ttack  (6 ), Obedience (4) and Conformity (2) bu t d id  not
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n e c e s sa r i ly  lead  to  denying a p erm it. For Conform ity, no p a r t ic ip a n t  r e ­

je c te d  th e  experim ent a f t e r  commenting c r i t i c a l l y  on the  d ecep tion . As 

fo r  the  o th e r experim ents, a l l  except Obedience had as many, or more, p a r­

t ic ip a n ts  g ran tin g  a perm it as re fu s in g  i t ,  a f te r  v o ic in g  an o b jec tio n  to  

the decep tive  a s p e c ts .

Six p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  o b je c tin g  to  the decep tion  in  T raum atica lly  Con­

d itio n ed  Response, d ire c te d  th e i r  c r i t ic is m  a t  th e  su b je c ts  having been 

to ld  i t  was a therapy  fo r  alcoholism  and, th e re fo re , being r e c ru i te d  under 

fa ls e  p re te n se s . One o f th e se , however, d id  g ran t th e  experim ent a perm it 

as she m ain tained  th a t  d e sp ite  th is  decep tive  r e c ru i t in g ,  th e  experim ent 

was v o lu n ta ry . None of the  o th e rs  g ran ted  a perm it and some a lso  commented 

on the  extreme n a tu re  o f th e  experim ent. "The su b je c t was deceived. He 

was to ld  i t  was to  help  a cure  and i t  w a sn 't . A lso, the su b je c t d o e sn 't 

know what h e 's  in  f o r ."  "Because the  h o s p ita l  a lc o h o lic s  a re  deceived and 

led  to  b e lie v e  th a t  th is  experim ent is  fo r th e i r  own b e n e f i t  when in  r e a l i t y  

i t  is  n o t ."

Other o b jec tio n s  to  th e  decep tion  in  T raum atically  Conditioned 

Response were based on i t s  being  used in  con junction  w ith an o b jec tio n ab le  

procedure. "To su b je c t a person to  a shock l ik e  th a t ,  when i t ' s  n o t to  h is  

gain  is  w rongfully  tak in g  advantage of h is  ig n o ran ce ."  "E sp ec ia lly  i f  the 

v o lu n tee r does n o t know about the  forthcom ing p a r a ly s is ."  "A person a lso  

sh o u ld n 't  th in k  h e 's  experiencing  death  from man-made t r i c k e r y ."  Two f e l t  

th a t  th e  "w ithout warning" was c r i t i c a l ,  e s p e c ia lly  s in ce  i t  involved in ­

je c t in g  drugs. Only 3 made comments o f a g enera l n a tu re . Two complained 

th a t  th e  su b je c t was n o t informed and the  o th e r th a t  th e  su b je c ts  were 

" t r ic k e d ,"
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For A irp la n e , 3 p a r t ic ip a n ts  s p e c i f ic a l ly  commented about th e  sub­

je c t s  being  m isled  about being in  an experim ent. " I f  I  consented to  go 

up fo r a l t i tu d e  t e s t s  and go t t h i s ,  I  would sue fo r  $$$ b ig ."  Another 

s ta te d  th a t  he should  have been informed l ik e  they do fo r a f i r e  d r i l l .

Two o th e rs  m erely commented on i t s  being  " tr ic k y "  b u t i t ' s  q u ite  probable 

th a t  they  were r e fe r r in g  to  being " tr ic k e d "  in to  p a r t ic ip a t in g  when su b jec ts  

were unaware th a t  i t  was an experim ent. Three p a r t ic ip a n ts  p ro te s te d  th a t  

th e  su b je c ts  had been "fo rced "  in to  a s i tu a t io n —under f a ls e  p re te n se s— 

th a t  would be extrem ely s t r e s s f u l  and m ight be harm ful, w hile  the  rem aining 

p a r t ic ip a n t  m erely commented th a t  the  su b je c ts  were no t f u l ly  informed.

E ighteen  p a r t ic ip a n ts  made a comment, not n e c e s sa r i ly  c r i t i c a l ,  

about th e  d ecep tive  asp ects  o f R eaction (hom osexuality), b u t only 6 subse­

quen tly  denied i t  a p erm it. Four o f th e  9, who voiced a concern about 

th e  su b je c ts  being  deceived by the  " rig g ed  d ia l"  and who a lso  denied Re­

a c tio n  a p e rm it, made re fe re n c e  to  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  decep tion  would p lace  

th e  su b je c t in  a s t r e s s f u l  s i tu a t io n  (1) o r  th a t  i t  would be harm ful (3 ): 

"Since th e  person d o e sn 't  know i t 's  rig g ed  u n t i l  much l a t e r ,  th is  tim e lapse 

may be enough to  damage h is  s e lf -e s te e m ."  Another w orried th a t  th e  su b je c t 

would b e lie v e  what the  d ia l  s a id  and then not b e lie v e  th e  experim enter when 

he to ld  th e  s u b je c t  th a t  th e  d ia l  was r ig g e d .

Four p a r t ic ip a n ts  made some derogatory  comment about the  "rigged  

d ia l"  bu t non e th e less  g ran ted  Reaction (hom osexuality) a p erm it. One sa id  

th a t  i t  would anger her and th a t  she d id  not th in k  i t  was f a i r .  Another 

f e l t  th a t  a t t r ib u t in g  f a ls e  re a c tio n s  to  th e  s i tu a t io n  could be damaging 

to  some people . A f i f t h  p a r t ic ip a n t  made no s p e c if ic  m ention of e i th e r  

decep tion  o r th e  rig g ed  d ia l ,  bu t s p e c if ie d  th a t  i f  the  experim ent was
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s t r e s s f u l ,  i t s  being s t r e s s f u l  should be exp lained  to  the  su b je c t.  I f  

they then  agreed to  p a r t ic ip a te ,  i t  would be a l l  r ig h t .  She s ta te d  th is  

as a co n d itio n  fo r  g ran tin g  a p erm it.

Nine p a r t i c ip a n ts , r e fe r r in g  to  the  "rigged  d ia l"  in  Reaction 

(hom osexuality), d id  so to  a ffirm  th a t  th e re  would be no harm s in ce  the 

su b je c t i s  l a t e r  d e b rie fe d . However, 2 o f the 9 then re fu sed  to  g ran t 

th e  experim ent a p e rm it. One o f th e  2 had f i r s t  checked the "Yes" box 

b u t c rossed  i t  o u t.

Those commenting c r i t i c a l l y  on th e  decep tion  fo r  A ttack were as 

l ik e ly  to  g ra n t A ttack a perm it as they  were to  re fu se  i t .  Complaints 

about decep tion  were d ire c te d  both  a t  th e  f a c t  th a t  the  su b jec t was caught 

o f f  guard and a t  th e  u n fa irn e ss  o f having an e s p e c ia lly  s k i l le d  opponent 

to  d ebate . One p a r t ic ip a n t ,  denying a p e rm it, f e l t  she could no t b e n e f i t  

because she would be unaware o f th e  n a tu re  o f th e  experim ent "and would 

n o t be f u l ly  p re p a re d ."  She a lso  f e l t  th a t  i t  was d e f in i te ly  u n e th ic a l 

"because th e  person  is  n o t to ld  beforehand what to  ex pect, and because o f 

th e  u n fa irn e ss  o f u sing  a s k i l le d  ''partner* w ithout the  su b je c t being aware 

o f i t . "  Another p a r t ic ip a n t  g ran ted  a perm it although she , to o , f e l t  i t  

was " u n fa ir  to  th e  su b je c t n o t to  know the  background and p lan  o f  the  o th e r 

s u b je c t ."  Of the  6 p a r t ic ip a n ts  com plaining e i th e r  th a t  the su b je c t was 

n o t p repared  o r th a t  i t  was u n fa ir  to  use a " s k i l le d  p a r tn e r ,"  3 denied a 

perm it and 3 g ran ted  i t .

Four o th e r p a r t ic ip a n ts  commented on th e  d ecep tive  asp ects  o f 

A tta c k , bu t th e  comments were to  e i th e r  j u s t i f y  i t  or to  excuse i t :  a l l  4 

g ran ted  A ttack a p erm it. Two f e l t  i t  was n ecessary , 1 f e l t  th a t  i t  was 

a l l  r ig h t  as long as th e  su b je c t gained  som ething, and the  rem aining
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p a r t ic ip a n t  supported th e  deception  on the  grounds th a t  a person had to  

"be p repared  fo r any unexpected o b s tac le s  th a t  would come u p ,"

F ive p a r t ic ip a n ts  commented on the decep tive  asp ects  o f Obedience 

and 3 o f th e  5 re fu sed  a p erm it. One p a r t ic ip a n t ,  g ran tin g  a p erm it, f e l t  

th e  decep tion  was j u s t i f i e d  by the  value  o f the  experim ent. In responding 

to  th e  question  on perm ission , she remarked: "Any advantage taken o f the

su b je c t in  no t t e l l i n g  them what i s  going on, o r p u ttin g  them in to  a s i t u ­

a tio n  l ik e  t h i s ,  i s  j u s t i f i e d  because of the value o f th e  experim ent."

The o th e r p a r t ic ip a n t  s a id  th e  decep tion  rep resen ted  "p lay ing  games" w ith 

the  su b je c t and " tak in g  advantage" o f him. The 3 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who both  

c r i t i c i z e d  the  decep tion  and re fu sed  a perm it complained i t  was e i th e r  a 

" fa rc e "  o r a " t r ic k "  and would expose a su b je c t to  s tr e s s  o r em otional trauma.

None o f th e  6 p a r t ic ip a n ts  who mentioned decep tion  in  con junction  

w ith  Conformity refu sed  to  g ran t Conformity a p e rm it. Four condoned the  

use o f  deception  w hile only 2 were c r i t i c a l .  One complained th a t  th e  ex­

perim ent involved " fo o lin g  or t r ic k in g "  th e  su b je c t w hile th e  o th e r thought 

i t  was unnecessary  to  conceal th e  id e n t i ty  o f the c o n fe d e ra te s . Two p a r­

t i c ip a n ts —condoning decep tion—f e l t  th a t  i t  was necessary . One f e l t  i t  

was necessary  because i t  had h e lp fu l r e s u l t s ,  th e  o th e r because th e  su b je c t 

must be unaware, even i f  in  some sense th is  is  tak in g  "advantage" o f  the  

s u b je c t.  Another f e l t  th e re  was no harm in  th e  decep tion  because i t  would 

be exp la ined  a f t e r  th e  experim ent was over. S t i l l  another p a r t ic ip a n t  

p ro ffe re d  th e  opin ion  th a t  rev ea lin g  the decep tion  to  the  su b je c t might be 

r is k y :  " I f  th e  purpose o f the  experim ent is  rev ea le d , h is  se lf-e s teem

goes down," bu t " i f  h is  c h a rac te r  is  such th a t  he p r o f i t s  from something 

l ik e  t h i s ,  he can work on i t ;  i f  n o t,  he may always fe e l  h e 's  being 

c h e a te d ."
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To summarize, i t  would appear from both th e  q u a n ti ta t iv e  and

q u a l i ta t iv e  fin d in g s  th a t  deception  is  r a re ly ,  i f  a t  a l l ,  condemned on

ab so lu te  grounds. To be s u re , only 6 o f th e  10 experim ents employ what

is  t r a d i t io n a l ly  considered  decep tive  procedures and th e re fo re  th e  genera l

ranking may undervalue the im portance o f th is  a l t e r n a t iv e .  However, u n lik e

"being in v o lu n ta ry ,"  th is  a l te r n a t iv e  was a p p lic a b le  to  more than h a l f  the

experim ents r a th e r  than  only two. Y et, a la rg e r  percen tage o f p a r t ic ip a n ts

*checked " in v o lu n ta ry "  th an  checked " fe e ls  deceived,"' and, in  a d d itio n , 

being "v o lu n ta ry "  was one o f the  most h ig h ly  favored reasons fo r g ran tin g  

a p erm it.

Furtherm ore, even those p a r t ic ip a n ts  who f e l t  an experim ent should 

be denied a perm it because th e  " su b jec t fe e ls  deceived" d id  no t deny p e r­

m its to  every decep tion  experim ent in  th e i r  b o o k le t. There was only  1 

p a r t ic ip a n t  who re je c te d  both  decep tion  experim ents in  the  b o o k le t fo r 

th is  reason  (Obedience and R ea c tio n ).

Even when deception  is  considered  u n d es irab le  in  some re s p e c ts ,  

and n e i th e r  defended nor condoned, the p a r t ic ip a n t  may s t i l l  g ive the 

experim ent a p e rm it. There a re , to  be su re , s tro n g  p ro te s ts  a g a in s t de­

c ep tio n . But when p ro te s ts  a re  u t te r e d ,  they a re  u s u a lly  u t te re d  because 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  o b jec t to  o th e r fe a tu re s  o f experim ental s i tu a t io n s ,  such as 

extreme s t r e s s  or p o s s ib le  harm. P a r tic ip a n ts  a re  e s p e c ia lly  vehement 

a g a in s t decep tion  th a t  Is used to  e n tic e  or fo rce  su b je c ts  in to  an ex p eri­

ment th a t  they o therw ise might have re fu sed  to  be su b je c ts  in ,  i f  they had 

no t been " lu red "  in to  the experim ent on f a ls e  p re te n se s , e . g . ,  A irp lane or 

T raum atica lly  Conditioned Response. For A irp la n e , th e  su b je c ts  were de­

ceived  about being in  an experim ent and fo r  T raum atica lly  C onditioned 

Response, about i t s  th e ra p e u tic  in te n t .

There were two to  fou r decep tion  experim ents in  every b o o k le t.
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S ubjects May Behave In a Way th a t  Lowers Their S elf-esteem

"Lowered s e lf -e s te e n r  had th e  g re a te s t  im portance fo r  Reaction 

(hom osexuality) and A ttack as a reason fo r denying them a p erm it, bu t 

n e i th e r  experim ent d if f e re d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from Obedience or Conformity 

(Table 37). Reaction was a lso  most l ik e ly  to  be re je c te d  fo r th is  reason 

when th e  comparison is  based on the a b so lu te  frequency of being  checked, 

bu t i t  d id  not d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from Obedience. Obedience, in  tu rn , 

d id  no t d i f f e r  from A ttack , Exposure o r A irp lan e .

There were only  two experim ents where "lowered se lf-e s te e m "  was a 

m ajor reason fo r  denying a p erm it: R eaction and A ttack . I t  was a ls o  o f

some importance fo r Obedience, bu t fo r  Obedience i t  was overshadowed by 

o th e r eq u ally  checked reasons fo r  denying a perm it and only one reason was 

checked s ig n if ic a n t ly  le ss  than "lowered s e lf -e s te e m ."  For Reaction and 

A tta ck , no t only was th is  a l te r n a t iv e  the  most freq u e n tly  checked reason 

fo r  denying a perm it (although i t  d id  n o t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from four 

o th e r s ) ,  bu t th e re  were th re e  reasons w ith s ig n i f ic a n t ly  fewer checks.

I t  would seem th a t  "lowered se lf-e s teem "  d id  concern p a r t ic ip a n ts  

even i f  i t  is  no t o f te n  th e  unique grounds fo r  denying a p e rm it. I t s  low 

rank fo r  the  t o t a l  sample is  probably a t t r ib u ta b le  to  two fa c to rs .  For 

some experim ents, such as A irp lan e , i t s  im portance was overshadowed by more 

cogent reasons fo r  denying a p e rm it, such as harm o r extreme s t r e s s .  For 

o th e r experim ents, such as Shock, i t  was not r e le v a n t .  " P o te n tia l s u b je c ts ,"  

however, may no t reg a rd  "lowered se lf-e s te em "  as in e v ita b le  in  s i tu a t io n s  

where i t  might be regarded  as in e v ita b le  by p sy c h o lo g is ts . Some p a r t i c i ­

pan ts f e l t  th a t  A ttack  should be r e je c te d  because i t  could "lower s e l f ­

esteem ," bu t A ttack was one o f th e  most h ig h ly  ra te d  experim ents. Those



Table 37. Lowers Self-Esteem: A P oster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
GAME TCR SHOCK EXPOSURE AIRPLANE SENSORY CONFORMITY OBEDIENCE REACTION ATTACK
0.09 0.16 0.17 0.21 0.24 0.50 0.75 0.76 1.00 1.29

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
GAME CONFORMITY SHOCK SENSORY TCR AIRPLANE EXPOSURE ATTACK OBEDIENCE REACTION
0.01 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.33 0.40
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who endorsed A ttack may have f e l t  th a t  th is  danger was n o n -e x is te n t, 

m inim al, o r th a t  o th er co n sid e ra tio n s  made i t  worth th e  r i s k .

Encourages People to  Reveal U n d esirab le ,
A n ti-S o c ia l or N eurotic Behavior

This reason  fo r r e je c t in g  an experim ent was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  le ss
i

Im portant than any o th e r reaso n . I t s  mean fo r  A ttack ranked h igher than 

fo r  any o th e r  experim ent h u t A ttack did  no t d i f f e r  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from 5 

o th e r  experim ents CTable 38). F u rth e r , th e re  were no s ig n i f ic a n t  d i f f e r ­

ences among experim ents in  the  ab so lu te  frequency of checking th is  reason . 

Moreover, th i s  was always one of th e  le a s t  checked reasons fo r  denying a 

perm it fo r every experim ent where th e re  were s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe re n c e s  among 

th e  a l t e r n a t iv e s .

I t  i s ,  o f  cou rse , u n lik e ly  th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  would applaud "en­

couraging u n d e s ira b le , e tc .  behavior" b u t i t  was a minor reason  fo r  deny­

ing a p erm it. I t  i s  p o ss ib le  th a t  they do no t regard  behavior th a t  occurs 

in  an experim ental s i tu a t io n  as "n e u ro tic , u n d es irab le  o r a n t i - s o c i a l , "  

s in c e  i t  a r is e s  w ith in  a s p e c if ic  co n te x t. I t  then would be the s i tu a t io n  

r a th e r  than th e  behavior th a t  w arrants the  derogato ry  la b e l .  And, o f cou rse , 

they  may f e e l  th a t  th e i r  behav io r, and p o ss ib ly  th e  behavior o f o th e rs , 

w i l l  be exemplary in  most experim ental s i tu a t io n s .

When, and i f ,  unwanted or untoward behavior is  a concern, the  focus 

o f th is  concern need no t be the behavior i t s e l f  b u t r a th e r  th e  s t r e s s  th a t  

i s  f e l t  c o n cu rren tly  or th e  harm th a t  might r e s u l t  from an a l te r e d  s e l f -  

image. These w orries need no t n e c e s sa r ily  lead  a p a r t ic ip a n t  to  condemn 

an experim ent because i t  might e l i c i t  c e r ta in  k inds o f beh av io r. The fa c t  

th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  d id  no t focus on the  a c tu a l beh av io r, as i t  was m anifested



Table 38. Encourages Undesirable Behavior: A P o ster io r i Contrasts

Based on No Only, SNK .05
CONFORMITY EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE GAME SENSORY OBEDIENCE REACTION 
0.00 0.12 0.16 0.17 0.24 0.27 0.40 0.43 0.47

ATTACK
0.57

Based on Total Sample, Duncan .05
CONFORMITY GAME SENSORY ATTACK EXPOSURE SHOCK TCR AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION

0.00 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.17 0.19 0.19
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In the  experim ent, b u t were more concerned w ith the fu tu re  Impact o f p a r­

t i c ip a t io n ,  such as lea rn in g  about them selves o r being harmed, was i l l u s ­

t r a te d  by th e i r  comments. U n d esirab le , or o therw ise unworthy, behavior 

a lso  was a focus o f fu tu re  concern bu t not n e c e s sa r ily  as a p recu rso r o f 

an unwanted outcome. Some p a r t ic ip a n ts  f e l t  th a t  behavior in  an e x p e ri­

ment could  provide the  b a s is  fo r  improving fu tu re  behav io r. I f  a su b je c t 

behaved "b ad ly ,"  i t  could b rin g  about a change in  th a t  behavior th a t  might 

be b e n e f ic ia l  in  th e  long run .

Reasons fo r g ra n tin g , o r no t g ra n tin g , a perm it no t only d if fe re d  

in th e i r  r e l a t iv e  s a lie n c e  compared to  o th e r reasons bu t d if fe re d  in  th e i r  

r e la t iv e  s a lie n c e  fo r d i f f e r e n t  experim ents. A p a r t ic u la r  reason  could be 

h ig h ly  germane in  in flu en c in g  a d ec is io n  fo r one or more experim ents and 

y e t  be r e l a t iv e ly  unim portant fo r o th e rs . But th is  need not be th e  case . 

Some reasons were eq u a lly  im portant o r unim portant fo r a l l  experim en ts.

For in s ta n c e , "To le a rn  something o f  value about human behavior" was of 

equal im portance, i f  and when an experim ent was g ran ted  a p e rm it. There 

were no s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe re n c e s  in  th e  r e la t iv e  rank o f th is  reason  among 

th e  experim en ts.

Some reasons were no t a p p lic a b le  to  a l l  experim ents, and, th e re ­

fo re ,  the im portance of th ese  reasons may be underestim ated  compared to  

o th e rs . N onetheless, i t  does not seem w arranted to  d ism iss, as meaning­

le s s ,  th e  r e l a t iv e  rank of the  e ig h t "Yes" and "No" reaso n s. The r e la t iv e  

ranks undoubtedly a re  re le v a n t to  what may induce p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts  to  

view experim ents fav o rab ly  or un favorab ly . To be s u re , the reasons a re  

no t independent o f the  experim ents. I f  Conform ity, A ttack and Game a re
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endorsed more than o th e r experim ents, and i f  how they would behave in  

these  experim ents is  o f  in te r e s t  to  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  then n a tu ra l ly  th e  rank­

ing of th is  reason  w il l  be h igh . But one can reasonably  ask why these  

experim ents a re  favo rab ly  viewed. And the answer may be very  sim ple-- 

because they provide su b je c ts  w ith  the o p p o rtu n ity  to  le a rn  about them­

se lv e s . This may r e f l e c t  the p ro v e rb ia l chicken and egg problem, bu t 

o th er evidence suggests o therw ise . In p a r t ic u la r ,  comments by p a r t i c i ­

pants provide s tro n g  evidence th a t  the  o p p o rtu n ity  fo r se lf-u n d e rs tan d in g  

has a s tro n g  in flu en ce  on determ ining which experim ents w ill  be approved.

Four "Yes" reasons were o f in te rm ed ia te  im portance, th ree  having 

to  do w ith to le r a t in g  o r m inim izing s t r e s s .  These reasons were more im­

p o rta n t fo r some experim ents than they were fo r o th e rs  bu t they were 

u su a lly  su b s id ia ry  to  o th e r reasons fo r g ran tin g  a perm it.

The th ree  most im portant reasons c i te d  fo r  r e je c t in g  an e x p e ri­

ment a re  the  ones th a t  concern harm or s t r e s s .  I t  c e r ta in ly  would not 

make sense to  conclude th a t  th ese  reasons were im portant because the  four 

experim ents e l i c i t i n g  the g re a te s t  d isap p ro v al were harm ful or s t r e s s f u l .  

Here, i t  i s  h ig h ly  u n lik e ly  th a t  the chicken-egg problem is  germane. 

Moreover, r e je c t in g  experim ents th a t  a re  considered  very  harm ful o r ex­

trem ely s t r e s s f u l  c e r ta in ly  is  a p p ro p ria te . Of in te r e s t ,  then , is  which 

experim ents a re  considered  the  most harm ful or s t r e s s f u l .  I t  should a lso  

be noted th a t  some reaso n s , p a r t ic u la r ly  "not v o lu n ta ry ,"  were not gen­

e r a l ly  a p p lic a b le , and, th e re fo re , th e i r  im portance is  probably under­

estim ated .

Focus on the  ’Outcome* M anipulation 

R ecall th a t  fo r  the  'outcom e1 m an ipu la tion , the  r e s u l t s  o f the 

experim ents were p resen ted . Two v e rs io n s  o f  the  r e s u l t s  were used fo r
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Obedience and Conformity, a c tu a l and f i c t i t i o u s .  The f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l ts  

o f the  Conformity experim ent s ta te d  th a t  90% conformed w hile the f i c t i ­

tio u s  r e s u l t s  o f the Obedience experim ent had le s s  than 1% obeying. Thus, 

the more favorable r e s u l t s  were the a c tu a l  r e s u l t s  fo r Conformity and the 

f i c t i t i o u s  r e s u l ts  fo r Obedience.

Of the 44 one-way ANOVAS fo r Obedience and Conformity fo r the main 

co n d itio n  and the r e a l  and fa ls e  'outcom e' co n d itio n s  (Table 39), on ly  4 

were s ig n i f ic a n t .  A ll 4 were fo r Obedience. Three of the s ig n i f ic a n t  Fs 

were fo r reasons fo r g ran tin g , or not g ran tin g , a perm it and the fo u rth  

was for Harm. However, none of the s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe re n c e s  were between 

the r e a l  and fa lse  outcomes. The d iffe re n c e s  were between the  main con­

d i t io n  ( r e s u l ts  not s ta te d )  and one or both of the outcome c o n d itio n s .

While 4 s ig n if ic a n t  fin d in g s ou t o f 22 fo r Obedience is  somewhat b e t te r  

than chance, i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  d isce rn  a p a tte rn  fo r the f in d in g s . There­

fo re , i t  seems f u t i l e  to  sp ecu la te  on the meaning o f the  in d iv id u a l r e s u l t s .

I t  would seem th a t  the experim ents, as d esc rib ed , had such a r e l a ­

t iv e ly  s tro n g  impact th a t  the r e s u l ts  became secondary and were no t s a l i e n t  

enough to  produce d is t in c t iv e  re a c tio n s . I f  the p o ssib le  impact o f the 

r e s u l ts  on re a c tio n s  to  the experim ents i s  to  be eva lua ted  w ith le s s  ambi­

g u ity , the technique o f p re sen tin g  the  experim ents w il l  have to  be re v ise d . 

The r e s u l ts  o f the p re sen t study do not allow  us to  d ism iss--a s  u n ten ab le— 

the assumption th a t  r e s u l t s  may in fluence  re a c tio n s . In  r e te s t in g  the 

h y p o th esis , the r e s u l ts  would have to  be more s a l ie n t  w ithou t, o f  cou rse , 

lead ing  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  b e lie v e  th a t they were expected to  respond to  the 

r e s u l t s  in  a s p e c if ic  manner.
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Table 39. "Outcome" Manipulation: S ign ifican t Findings

OBEDIENCE
Harm
Between Groups 
W ithin Groups

S ubjects V olunteer 
Between Groups 
W ithin Groups

Of Value to  S ubjects 
Between Groups 
W ithin Groups

Long Term Harm 
Between Groups 
W ithin Groups

M.S.

5.63
1.89

0.77
0.24

1.44
0.41

2.06
0.47

d . f .

2
141

2
78

2
78

2
60

2.97

3.18

3.47

4.38

A P o s te r io r i  C on trasts

Harm, Duncan .05

FALSE
-0 .0 4

REAL
+0.08

NO RESULTS 
+0.60

S ubjects  V olun teer, SNK .05

FALSE REAL
0.54 0 .70

NO RESULTS 
0.89

Of Value to  S u b jec ts , SNK .05

NO RESULTS 
0.85

FALSE
1.13

REAL
1.30

Long Term Harm, SNK .05

P

.05

.05

.035

.02

NO RESULTS FALSE 
0.38  0.83

REAL
1.00



223

Chapter 4 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In  th is  chapter* th e  im p lica tio n s  o f th e  fin d in g s  fo r  "presumed 

consent" and e th ic a l  Issu es  w i l l  be d iscu ssed . R ecall th a t  th e  "presumed 

consent" o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  was suggested both  as a  s u b s t i tu te  fo r  the a c tu a l 

consent o f su b je c ts  i f  experim ents employed a "decep tiv e  cover s to ry "  and 

as a means of p r e - te s t in g  those experim ents—previous to  undertak ing  a 

p i l o t  study—i f  th e re  a re  se rio u s  doubts about the  p o ss ib le  harm ful 

e f f e c ts  o f a procedure on p i l o t  s u b je c ts .  The technique used fo r  c o n su lt­

in g  " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  in  th is  study  was a lso  designed to  e l i c i t  in fo r ­

m ation on how p a r t ic ip a n ts  re a c t  to  v a rio u s  experim en tal procedures th a t  

have been c o n tro v e rs ia l .  The fin d in g s  a re  a lso  analyzed in  terms of 

th e i r  re levance to  e th ic a l  is s u e s .  Before proceeding—q u estio n s  r e la t in g  

to  th e  v a l id i ty  o f the f in d in g s  th a t  a re  eq u a lly  p e r t in e n t  to  "presumed 

consent" and e th ic a l  is s u e s —w il l  be d e ta i le d .

Are the  F indings V alid?

In  co n sid e rin g  w hether th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th i s  study  a re  v a l id ,  two 

d i s t in c t  problems must be ra is e d . Are the  re a c tio n s  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  

th is  study s im ila r  to  th e  p o ss ib le  re a c tio n s  o f o th e r  groups, even i f  

th ese  o th e r  groups a re  composed o f undergraduates? Do the  d e sc rip tio n s  

o f th e  experim ents convey an accu ra te  p ic tu re  o f the  a c tu a l  experim ents?

A f u r th e r ,  b u t obviously  c ru c ia l  q u es tio n —is  the  re a c tio n  to  a w r i t te n



224

d e s c r ip tio n  comparable to  a c tu a lly  p a r t ic ip a t in g  In  an experim ent—w il l  

be d iscussed  under "presumed co n sen t."

There was an extrem e range o f re a c tio n s  to  the d i f f e r e n t  ex p e ri­

ments in  th is  study  b u t th e re  was s u f f ic ie n t  agreement among p a r t ic ip a n ts  

to  r e s u l t  in  th re e  d i s t i n c t  groups o f experim ents— ra te d  Low, In te rm ed ia te  

and High. F u r th e r , th e  re a c tio n s  to  Exposure were d i s t in c t ly  d i f f e r e n t  

from re a c tio n s  to  o th e r  experim ents. That Exposure was re je c te d  im plies 

c o n su ltin g  " p o te n tia l  s u b je c ts "  has face v a l id i ty ,  re g a rd le ss  o f whether 

the goal i s  "presumed consen t" o r an em p irica l understand ing  of the  e th i ­

c a l  im p lica tio n s  o f d i f f e r e n t  experim ental p rocedures. But can we assume 

th a t  o th e r  " p o te n tia l  s u b je c ts "  would r e a c t  s im ila r ly  to  th e  same e x p e ri­

ments? Obviously th is  i s  a  q u es tio n  th a t  must be answered em p irica lly  

b u t th e re  i s  evidence to  suggest th a t  the re a c tio n s  o f undergraduates in  

th is  study a re  no t unique.

When th is  study  was p i lo te d  in  1970, e ig h t o f the ten  experim ents 

were the same as those  included  in  the  f in a l  v e rs io n . Only T raum atically  

Conditioned Response and R eaction were n o t in  the  p i l o t  s tu d y . The 

r e s u l t s  o f  the two s tu d ie s  a re  no t d i r e c t ly  comparable s in ce  the  ques­

tio n s  and form at were somewhat d i f f e r e n t ,  b u t some o b serv a tio n s  can be 

le g it im a te ly  made. In  th e  p i l o t  s tu d y , p a r t ic ip a n ts  rece ived  ten  ex p e ri­

ments r a th e r  than s ix  and they only had fo u r qu estio n s on each experim ent. 

The f i r s t  q u es tio n  asked p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  in d ic a te  how they would have 

f e l t  a f t e r  they had p a r t ic ip a te d  in  th e  experim ent. They were given f iv e  

a l te rn a t iv e s  to  check. The two anchor p o in ts  were "very glad to  have 

been in  th e  experim ent" and "very s o r r y ............. " The th re e  rem aining ques­

tio n s  were alm ost id e n t ic a l  to  those asked in  th is  study on E th ic a l ,
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Consent and P erm it. As In  th i s  s tu d y , exp lan a tio n s  o f the  checked answers 

were re q u ire d . However, In  the p i l o t  study the  form at o f  the Perm it ques­

t io n  d if fe re d . A lte rn a tiv e s  fo r  "Yes" and "No" answers were no t provided 

and In s te ad  an ex p lan a tio n  o f  the rep ly  was asked fo r - -a s  was done fo r  

th e  o th e r  q u es tio n s . The q u a n ti ta t iv e  sco rin g  of the  q u estio n s  was Iden­

t i c a l ,  -2  to  +2. The to ta l  r a t in g ,  however, d if fe re d  s in ce  th e re  were 

fo u r qu estio n s th a t  were scored r a th e r  than f iv e .

N onetheless, as In  the  f in a l  s tu d y , Conform ity. A ttack  and Game 

had the  h ig h e s t r a t in g s .  Sensory and Obedience were In  the  In te rm ed ia te  

range w hile  Shock and A irplane had low r a t in g s . Exposure had an extrem e­

ly  low r a t in g  th a t  was d is s im ila r  from the rem aining experim ents. Hence 

the  fin d in g s  re p l ic a te d  the  q u a n t i ta t iv e  r e s u l t s  o f  th i s  s tu d y . The f r e ­

quencies o f  responses to  In d iv id u a l q u estio n s  were a lso  approxim ately the 

same. And, although the w r itte n  ex p lan a tio n s  tended to  be s h o r te r ,  some 

of th e  comments were hau n tin g ly  fa m ilia r .  There was no attem pt to  com­

pare  frequencies  o f w r i t te n  responses s in ce  in  the p i l o t  study they were 

no t coded. The s im i la r l l ty  o f the f in d in g s  i s  e s p e c ia lly  s t r ik in g  s in ce  

th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  In  the p i l o t  study were no t undergraduates b u t were 

re c ru i te d  from th e  p u b l ic -a t- la rg e .  There were 26 men and 28 women, and 

the  age range was from 16 to  81. A few were s tu d en ts  b u t the  m ajo rity  

were housew ives, b u sin ess  men, working women, p ro fe s s io n a ls ,  a r t i s t s  and 

r e t i r e d  o ld e r  peop le .

A comparison o f the  two s tu d ie s  suggests  th a t  the  fin d in g s  do have 

g e n e ra lt iy —e s p e c ia lly  s in c e  the  two groups were so d iv e rse—b u t ,  o f 

co u rse , does n o t p reclude the  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  th e re  may be o th e r  groups 

th a t  would d i f f e r .  I t  c e r ta in ly  would be ad v isab le  to  sy s te m a tica lly
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explo re  th e  p o s s ib le  s im i la r i t i e s  and d if fe re n c e s  among groups o f d iv e rse  

backgrounds.

Are " p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts "  le s s  concerned w ith  s t r e s s  and deception  

than some p y sch o lo g is ts  have thought them to  be? As f a r  as deception  is  

concerned) th e re  i s  evidence to  suggest th a t  th i s  may be the  ca se . But 

s t r e s s  and harm were c e r ta in ly  no t ignored  by the  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  I f  

s t r e s s  and harm a re  s a l i e n t , why then a re  two experim ents in  which s t r e s s  

appears (and th a t  have been considered  p o te n t ia l ly  harm ful by some) so 

h ig h ly  ra te d  by p a r t ic ip a n ts ?  One answer may be th a t  many p a r t ic ip a n ts  

d id  no t r e a l iz e  th a t  s t r e s s —and p o s s ib le  harm—were l ik e ly  to  be p re se n t 

fo r  th ese  experim ents. This r a is e s  a q u es tio n  as to  w hether th e  d e sc rip ­

tio n s  o f the experim ents adequate ly  conveyed to  the  p a r t ic ip a n t  the  

experience of being  a  su b je c t in  an experim ent.

In  d esc rib in g  an experim ent, a d e l ic a te  balance has to  be main­

ta in ed  between p o rtra y in g  an experim ent a cc u ra te ly  and o b je c t iv e ly ,  and 

no t avoid ing  the  p o ss ib ly  u n p leasan t f e a tu re s .  S tre s s  o r  d iscom fort, i f  

they a re  l ik e ly  to  be encountered , should  be dep ic ted  b u t ,  a t  th e  same 

tim e, a t te n t io n  must be given to  n o t p o r tra y in g  "u n d esirab le"  e f f e c ts  in  

a manner th a t  seems p r im a rily  in tended to  e l i c i t  only neg a tiv e  responses. 

In  s h o r t ,  th e re  i s  a need to  be accu ra te  and o b je c tiv e  w hile  sim ultane­

ously  conveying any su b je c tiv e  d iscom fort o r  s t r e s s  th a t  a su b je c t may 

endure. Where i t  was known th a t  te n s io n , c o n f l ic t  o r s t r e s s  e x is te d , th is  

was s p e c i f ic a l ly  mentioned in  the  p ro to c o l. But perhaps the  unp leasan t 

a sp ec ts  o f  some experim ents could have been d e ta ile d  more fo rc e fu lly  o r 

d ra m a tic a lly . For example, in s te a d  o f s ta t in g —"C o n flic t and ten sio n  

may be fre q u e n tly  experienced  by th e  s u b je c ts "  as i t  was d escribed  fo r  

Conform ity. i t  might have been s a id :  "F requen tly  su b je c ts  paled  and
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trem bled w hile  they s tu t te r e d  th e i r  answers in  the face  o f an oppressive  

and fo rb id d in g  m a jo r i ty .11 This approach, however, may run the r i s k  o f 

conveying an im pression  th a t  c e r ta in  responses a re  expected.

I t  i s  o f course  p o ss ib le  th a t  the d is t r e s s in g  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f 

some experim ents were p o rtray ed  more fo rc e fu l ly  and e f fe c t iv e ly  than  fo r  

o th e r s .  But i t  i s  do u b tfu l w hether th is  i s  th e  e n t i r e  answer. The 

d e s c r ip tio n s  o f bo th  Conformity and A ttack mentioned s t r e s s .  The p o ss i­

b i l i t y  o f harm was considered  by p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  e s p e c ia lly  fo r  A ttack , and 

a lso  fo r  Conform ity, b u t to  a le s s e r  e x te n t .  Moreover, fo r  Conformity 

th e re  was a  m oderate n eg a tiv e  c o r re la t io n  between the B en efit and Harm 

q u e s tio n s , in d ic a tin g  th a t  fo r  some p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  b e n e f i t  and harm could 

e x i s t  s im u ltan eo u sly .*  What may have in flu en ced  the r a t in g s  may n o t have 

been the seem ingly benign o r harm less n a tu re  o f a h igh ly  ra te d  experim ent 

b u t o th e r  com pelling fe a tu re s  th a t  had a p o s it iv e  v a len ce . F ea tu res  th a t  

induced many p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  minimize—o r  overlook—p o ssib ly  unp leasan t 

o r  d is t r e s s in g  a sp ec ts  th a t  they may have considered  temporary.

I f  th i s  p o s s ib i l i ty  i s  env isioned  in  determ ining  why Conformity 

and A ttack  were endorsed so h ig h ly , what they appear to  share  in  common, 

i s  what could be c a lle d  t h e i r  "immediacy,11 th a t  i s ,  they deal w ith  to p ic s  

th a t  invo lve  everyday p sy cho log ica l concerns: conform ity and defending

o n e 's  b e l i e f s  and v a lu e s . In  both experim ents, a su b je c t may le a rn  

something th a t  he f e e ls  i s  re le v a n t to  h is  l i f e  and th a t  may give him 

in s ig h t  in to  h im se lf . That th is  i s  Indeed th e  case seems c e r ta in  when 

i t  i s  noted th a t  the  m ajo rity  o f the  p a r t ic ip a n ts —in  responding to  

Conformity and A ttack —mentioned " le a rn in g  about them selves" in  a comment

*The lower th e  r a t in g  on harm, the more harm ful.
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to  a t  l e a s t  one q u es tio n  (60.4% and 58.3%). That le a rn in g  about o n e se lf  

was a s a l i e n t  concern o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  I s  evidenced by the f a c t  th a t  I t  

m erited  being  considered  a se p a ra te  category  fo r  every experim ent, except 

Exposure. 8.3% to  45.8% of the  p a r t ic ip a n ts  mentioned le a rn in g  about 

them selves to  o th e r  experim ents.

I f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  f e e l  th a t  th e re  i s  an advantage to  p a r t ic ip a t in g  

in  an experim ent th a t  advantage may e i th e r  compensate fo r  d iscom fort o r 

s tr e s s  o r make the d iscom fort o r s t r e s s  seem t r i v i a l .  People a re  o fte n  

w ill in g  to  undergo unp leasan tness o r tak e  some r i s k ,  e sp e c ia lly  i f  they 

a re  no t overly  sev ere  o r th re a te n in g , when on ba lan ce , the probable gains 

outweigh the p o ss ib le  lo s s e s .

Focus on “Presumed Consent1'

"Presumed consent" w i l l  be d iscu ssed  from th e  fo llow ing  perspec­

t iv e s :  the advantages o f a "presumed consent" procedure; can "presumed

su b je c ts "  make v a l id  in fe ren ces  about an experim ent a f t e r  only read ing  a 

d e sc r ip tio n  of i t ;  a  comparison w ith  o th e r  techniques o f a n t ic ip a t in g  

the re a c tio n s  o f fu tu re  s u b je c ts ;  and, f in a l ly ,  how should a  "presumed 

consent" procedure be used most e f f e c t iv e ly  by an in v e s t ig a to r  who i s  

planning  an experim ent.

A d i s t i n c t  d isadvantage o f any experim ent th a t  employs a  decep­

t iv e  cover s to ry  i s  th a t  the in v e s t ig a to r  cannot ex p la in  th e  procedures 

to  the a c tu a l s u b je c ts  and d isco v er i f  they o b je c t to  p a r t ic ip a t in g .

Nor can he know in  advance how p a r t ic ip a n ts  a re  l ik e ly  to  a c t o r re a c t 

to  the  experim ent. He can , o f  co u rse , p i l o t  th e  study w ith  a few in d i­

v id u a ls  bu t even i f  th i s  gave him s u f f ic ie n t  in fo rm atio n , th ese  in d iv i­

duals may s u f f e r  n e e d le s s ly . I t  would seem th a t  a  b e t t e r  t a c t i c  would
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be to  d escrib e  the experim ent and ask re p re s e n ta tiv e s  o f the p ro sp ec tiv e  

su b je c t popu la tion  th e i r  re a c tio n s  to  the  experim ent. Moreover, th is  

procedure need not be reserved  only fo r  experim ents th a t  employ decep tion . 

Not only can the re a c tio n s  o f "presumed su b je c ts "  a id  the  in v e s t ig a to r  in  

decid ing  w hether he should proceed w ith  a study as in ten d ed , b u t w ith  

advance knowledge of the e x te n t o f p o ss ib le  r e a c t io n s ,  an in v e s t ig a to r  

i s  in  a p o s it io n  to  counter p o ss ib le  adverse re a c tio n s  as w ell as re in ­

fo rce  those fe a tu re s  o f the experim ent th a t  may make i t  rewarding fo r  

p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  i f  he decides to  p i l o t  the  re sea rch  o r simply proceed.

The r e s u l ts  o f th is  study were such th a t  i t  seems j u s t i f i e d  to  

conclude th a t  " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  can make r e l ia b le  judgments about 

psychology experim ents. Not only were the  responses to  the q u estio n s  

h ig h ly  d i f f e r e n t ia te d  b u t th e  experim ents f e l l  in to  d i s t i n c t  groups 

according to  p a r t ic ip a n ts ' p re fe ren ces  and Exposure was decided ly  re je c te d  

by most p a r t ic ip a n ts .  There were experim ents—in  the in te rm ed ia te  range 

of r a t in g s — th a t  can be regarded as c o n tro v e rs ia l ,  even fo r  "presumed 

s u b je c ts ,"  h ig h ly  endorsed by some, condemned by o th e rs . But th e re  were 

o th e r  experim ents th a t  were g en e ra lly  applauded o r g en e ra lly  condemned.

I f  re a c tio n s  to  experim ents had been h igh ly  I n d iv id u a l i s t ic ,  w ith o u t def­

i n i t e  group d is t in c t io n s ,  i t  would no t only have been d i f f i c u l t  to  a sse ss  

s p e c if ic  procedures bu t i t  would have m itig a te d  a g a in s t using  th is  tech ­

nique as an instrum ent fo r  "presumed co n sen t."

Are th e  Opinions and A ttitu d e s  o f "Presumed S u b jec ts"  Valid?

Although p a r t ic ip a n ts  can make r e l ia b le  d isc r im in a tio n s  among 

experim ents, a f t e r  having read  a d e s c r ip tio n , does th a t  imply the judg­

ments a re  v a lid  in  terms o f how su b je c ts  a c tu a l ly  r e a c t  to  an experim ental
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s i tu a t io n ?  Obviously no. Agreement among p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  even i f  they 

are  r e p l ic a b le ,  cannot t e l l  us bow a c tu a l su b jec ts  r e a c t .  Saying th a t  

th i s  problem i s  a lso  in h e ren t when an a c tu a l p a r t ic ip a n t ,  a f t e r  hearing  

a d e sc r ip tio n  of an experim ent, g ives fu l ly  informed consent to  p a r t i c i ­

p a te ,  does n o t make i t  le s s  o f a problem. Complete accuracy in  p re d ic t­

ing  re a c tio n s  cannot be achieved in  e i th e r  s i tu a t io n .  Moreover, a  p a r t i ­

c ip a n t 's  re a c tio n  need no t always be overly  o p tim is tic  about h is  p o ss ib le  

re a c tio n s . Fear o f c e r ta in  experim ental p rocedures, such as e l e c t r i c  

shock, may be worse in  a n t ic ip a t io n  than they a re  when a c tu a lly  ex p eri­

enced. Many a n tic ip a to ry  fe a rs  a re  worse preceding  an event than the 

a c tu a l  ex p erien ce , e . g . ,  th e  "p a in fu l in je c t io n "  may have a lready  taken 

p lace  as we t ig h te n  our muscles to  b race a g a in s t the  p a in . Milgram, in  

q u es tio n in g  h is  su b je c ts  a f t e r  they had p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the  Obedience 

experim ent, d id  n o t g e t the  neg a tiv e  re a c tio n s  th a t  many had p red ic ted  

and th a t  were a lso  p re d ic te d  by some p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th is  s tudy . These
i

d ire  re a c tio n s  may have occurred i f  th e re  had n o t been a c a re fu l  and 

leng thy  d e b r ie fin g  b u t t h i s ,  o f cou rse , i s  merely co n jec tu re . That a 

p a r t ic ip a n t 's  r e a c tio n  i s  le s s  severe than expected , need n o t concern us 

from the  p o in t o f  view o f p ro te c tin g  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  although u n n ecessa rily  

re f r a in in g  from p o te n t ia l ly  im portan t In v e s tig a tio n s  may have unforeseen 

b u t, n e v e r th e le s s , im portan t consequences. We can never know the  fu tu re  

co s ts  o f no t doing re se a rch .

Is  read ing  a  d e sc r ip tio n  of an experim ent comparable to  the  a c tu a l 

experience o f being  a su b jec t?  Not n e c e s s a r i ly , b u t th i s  i s  an em p irica l 

q u es tio n . Obviously we need to  v e r ify  the e ffe c tiv e n e s s  o f a "presumed 

consent" procedure by comparing re a c tio n s  o f those who a c tu a lly  p a r t ic ip a te
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w ith  those  who merely read about the  experim ent. This can be accomplished 

by p re se n tin g  id e n t ic a l  questions to  a group o f a c tu a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  and to  

a group th a t  has read a d e sc rip tio n  o f the experim ent. The q u es tio n n a ire  

r e s u l t s  fo r  th e  two co n d itio n s  need n o t be s im ila r  in  every re sp e c t as 

long as they lead  to  the  same general conclusions about the experim ent.

An approxim ation o f re a c tio n s  would achieve an in v e s t ig a to r 's  goal o f 

knowing th e  e f f e c t  o f  h is  re sea rch  on p a r t ic ip a n ts .  In  o th e r  words, 

th e re  should  no t be s u b s ta n t ia l  d iffe re n c e s  in  the  q u a n ti ta t iv e  and q u a li­

ta t iv e  r e s u l t s  but th e re  need no t be exact correspondence, e s p e c ia lly  i f  

the  a c tu a l  p a r t ic ip a n ts  give more fav o rab le  r e p l ie s  to  th e  experim ent.

Nor do th e  freq u en c ies  o f v arious comments made to  the q u estio n s  need to  

be id e n t ic a l ly  d is t r ib u te d  as long as they allow  th e  in v e s t ig a to r  to  

a n t ic ip a te  most o f  th e  l ik e ly  r e a c tio n s . I f  he knows th a t  anx ie ty  w i l l  

be experienced , he does n o t need to  know the  ex ac t number o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  

who may experience an x ie ty .

Obviously in  v a l id a t in g  the  p rocedure , a  p o te n t ia l ly  r isk y  ex p e ri­

ment should be avoided. I f  we know th a t  most " p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts "  co n si­

der an experim ent harm fu l, need less  to  say , i t  would be ir re s p o n s ib le  to  

t e s t  the accuracy o f  th e i r  p re d ic tio n s  by using  v o lu n te e rs . Less obvious, 

b u t perhaps eq u a lly  im p o rtan t, i s  the q u es tio n  w hether we should use a 

co n triv ed  s i tu a t io n  to  v a l id a te  the procedure o f co n su ltin g  p o te n t ia l  sub­

j e c t s .  A customary so lu tio n  to  the problem of v a l id a t io n  would be to  

design  a u n ita ry  experim ent where in  one c o n d itio n , the  su b je c ts  read th e  

experim ent and in  the  o th e r , th e  s u b je c ts  a re  a c tu a lly  run through th e  

experim ent. But such a co n triv ed  s i tu a t io n  might In flu en ce  the r e s u l t s .

A b e t t e r  s o lu tio n  would be to  t e s t  the  "presumed consent" procedure by
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jo in in g  fo rces  w ith  an in v e s t ig a to r  who i s  undertak ing  an experim ent fo r  

o th e r  purposes. A dd itio n al p a r t ic ip a n ts  could  be asked to  v o lu n tee r and 

then they could be randomly assigned  to  the  on-going resea rch  o r to  the 

" p o te n t ia l  su b je c t"  co n d itio n .

O ther Techniques o f A n tic ip a tin g  "Presumed Consent"

The "presumed consent" concept o f th i s  study i s  s im ila r  in  some 

re sp e c ts  to  o th e r  s tu d ie s  seek ing  to  p re d ic t  how " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts"  

may re a c t  to  experim ents. F a rr  and Seaver (1975) as w ell as Wilson and 

D onnerstein  (1976) p resen ted  " p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts "  w ith  d e sc r ip tio n s  of 

experim ental procedures in  o rd er to  e l i c i t  t h e i r  view s. Because the 

d e sc r ip tio n s  p resen ted  in  these  s tu d ie s  were extrem ely s h o r t ,  th e  pro-1 

cedure could be undertaken more q u ick ly . In  f a c t ,  F arr and Seaver were 

ab le  to  p re sen t 81 d i f f e r e n t  procedures to  th e  same group o f su b je c ts ,  

a t  the  same tim e. The in fo rm ation  thus ob ta ined  i s  c e r ta in ly  o f value 

b u t th e re  a re  d e f in i te  shortcom ings to  an approach th a t  only focuses on 

is o la te d  p ro ced u res , a t  l e a s t  as f a r  as "presumed consen t" i s  concerned.

A procedure—out o f co n tex t o f  the  goals o f  a study and the r a t io n a le — 

n o t only  emphasizes th e  d isadvantages b u t may a l t e r  re a c tio n s  in  unknown 

ways. I t  i s  o f te n  the co n tex tu a l a sp ec ts  o f  an a c tio n  th a t  determ ine 

r e a c tio n s . F u r th e r , a procedure—out o f co n tex t—does n o t p rov ide an 

o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  en v is io n  what they may gain  from p a r t i -  

c la p tio n . Of co u rse , they may decide fo r  them selves the p o ss ib le  pur­

poses o f the procedures and th e  p o ss ib le  g a in s , b u t th e i r  im aginary 

experim ent cannot be ev alua ted  o r c o n tro lle d . The B erscheld e t  a l .  (1973) 

experim ent p resen ted  experim ents a t  seven d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  o f  in fo rm ation  

about them, and as a r e s u l t ,  re a c tio n s  were d i f f e r e n t .
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B erscheid  e t  a l .  u n fo rtu n a te ly  made th e i r  prim ary dependent 

v a r ia b le —w illin g n e ss  to  consent—a continuous v a r ia b le .  As they them­

se lv e s  r e a l iz e d ,  in  r e t ro s p e c t ,  I t  would have been ad v isab le  to  d icho to ­

mize the  consent v a r ia b le .  When they analyzed th e i r  f in d in g s , they 

a r b i t r a r i l y  dichotom ized th e  consent v a r ia b le  by making " d e f in i te ly  no t"  

the  only response equal to  "No." "Probably no t"  and the  o th e r  th re e  

a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  were considered  a f f irm a tiv e . In  th i s  s tu d y , even when 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  checked "no t s u re ,"  they o f te n  exp lained  th e i r  a c tio n s  In 

such a way as to  In d ic a te  th a t  they were undoubtedly say ing  "No." Thus, 

the  manner o f dichotom izing the  consent v a r ia b le  p o st hoc In the B erscheid 

e t  a l .  study i s  most unconvincing and u n fo rtu n a te ly  makes i t  im possible 

to make a  m eaningful comparison w ith  th is  s tudy . I t  does, however, make 

sense to  compare th e  two techniques o f o b ta in in g  "presumed co n sen t."  One 

fe a tu re  o f the  B erscheid study  th a t  seems q u ite  commendable i s  th a t  o f 

p re se n tin g  d e s ira b le  and u n d es irab le  b eh av io ra l outcom es, and comparing 

the re a c tio n s  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  under both circum stances. Where th e re  i s  a 

lik e lih o o d  o f s o c ia l ly  u n d esirab le  beh av io r, t h i s  might be an e f f e c t iv e  

means o f o b ta in in g  re a c tio n s  to  th e  proposed re se a rc h .

One can q u e s tio n , however, l im itin g  the c ru c ia l  v a r ia b le  to  the 

consent q u e s tio n , even i f  i t  i s  dichotom ized. Asking q u estio n s  on p o ss i­

b le  b e n e f i ts  and harm, e s p e c ia lly  when p a r t ic ip a n ts  ex p la in  th e i r  answ ers, 

can provide s p e c i f ic  in form ation  th a t  an in v e s t ig a to r  could f in d  v a lu ab le  

in  a l t e r in g  h is  experim ent, i f  n ecessary , o r in  p ro v id in g  the a c tu a l  p a r­

t ic ip a n ts  w ith  a  rew arding o r le s s  p o te n t ia l ly  u p se ttin g  ex p erience . 

Moreover, q u es tio n s  on the e th ic a l i ty  o f experim ents o r perm ission  fo r  

the  experim ents to  be conducted, o fte n  prov ide  in te r e s t in g  in s ig h ts  on
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how p a r t ic ip a n ts  r e a c t  to  an experim ent. The answer to  only one q u es tio n , 

even i f  i t  i s  an im portan t q u es tio n , i s  le s s  l ik e ly  to  give a f u l l  and 

r e l ia b le  p ic tu re  o f  re a c tio n s  to  the  experim ent, than responses to  a few 

dim ensions. I t  a lso  seems adv isab le  to  ask p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  ex p la in  th e i r  

answ ers, e s p e c ia lly  i f  one wants to  have more d e ta i le d  and s p e c if ic  in fo r ­

m ation to  use in  changing ov erly  d is tu rb in g  experim ents o r  to  conduct 

e s s e n t ia l ly  harm less , bu t n e v e rth e le ss  no t benign experim ents—w ith  the 

l e a s t  p a s s ib le  d iscom fort fo r  the s u b je c ts .  The response to  d if f e r e n t  

q u estio n s—o ffe r in g  d iv e rse  p e rsp e c tiv e s—can a lso  provide in fo rm ation  

fo r  an I n s t ru c t iv e  and rew arding d e b r ie fin g  se ss io n ; one th a t  o f fe r s  

am elia to ry  f e a tu re s ,  i f  n ecessary .

The D ecision to  Stop o r Go: How Does an In v e s tig a to r
Use th e  "Presumed Consent11 Procedure

The p o ss ib le  use o f a consent procedure to  gain  Inform ation from 

" p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  th a t  can be of value in  h e lp in g  a c tu a l  su b je c ts  to  

a s s im ila te  and r e a c t  favorab ly  to  an experim ent, has been d iscu ssed .

But a c r u c ia l  q u es tio n  has no t been co n fro n ted . How does an in v e s tig a ­

to r  decide i f  an experim ent should , o r should n o t ,  be conducted? A fte r  

a l l ,  i t  may be v a lu ab le  to  know p o te n t ia l  re a c tio n s  to  an experim ent and 

p rep are  fo r  them, bu t th a t  presumes th a t  th e  proposed re sea rc h —w ith  o r 

w ithou t changes—w il l  be undertaken . But the  most c ru c ia l  qu estio n  to  be 

answered by a  "presumed consent" procedure i s —would a c tu a l  su b je c ts  con­

se n t to  the  re se a rch  i f  they knew what was being  asked o f them? To pu t 

the questio n  in  co n cre te  term s, i f  any of the experim ents in  th is  study 

were under c o n s id e ra tio n , which experim ents should  g e t a go-ahead and 

which should be p u t on th e  sh e lf?
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Baumrind has suggested th a t  i f  more than 5% o f the p r e te s t  

su b je c ts  q u estio n  an experim ental p rocedure, the re sea rch  should no t be 

conducted. With th is  c r i te r io n ,  i t  i s  doub tfu l th a t  more than two o r 

th re e  psychology experim ents could be performed in  the fu tu re . Perhaps 

none, depending on what was exp la ined  to ,  o r  asked o f ,  the p r e te s t  sub­

j e c t s .  95% agreement on even the  most banal to p ic s  i s  most unusual in  

human a f f a i r s .  M oreover, th is  s t ip u la t io n  d e l ib e ra te ly  d isreg a rd s  the  

p o te n t ia l  value o f  any re se a rc h . For Baumrind—th e re  i s  p o te n t ia l  value 

in  research  only fo r  m edical s tu d ie s .  Furtherm ore, as we have n o ted , i t  

i s  no t only the procedure th a t  a f f e c ts  a p a r t i c ip a n t 's  re a c tio n  to  a 

psychology experim ent. S tr e s s fu l  procedures may be to le ra te d  i f  p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  f e e l  they have something to  gain  th a t  i s  va lu ab le  to  them and, 

a ls o ,  perhaps to  s o c ie ty .

W ilson and D onnerstein (1976) in  d iscu ss in g  whether c e r ta in  f ie ld  

s tu d ie s  should be given the go-ahead, d iscussed  th i s  in  terms of the  

approval o f  the m a jo rity  bu t they were n o t com pletely happy w ith  th i s  

answer. One can concur in  t h e i r  d is s a t i s f a c t io n .  N either the c r i te r io n  

of 95% approval, nor the  approval o f the m a jo rity , seems a s a t i s f a c to ry  

answer to  th is  d i f f i c u l t  problem. I f  we used Wilson and D o n n ers te in 's  

c r i te r io n ,  s ix  experim ents in  th is  study  would be given a  green l i g h t  i f  

the c r i te r io n  q u es tio n  was Perm it and th re e  experim ents, i f  the c r i te r io n  

q u es tio n  was Consent. I f  we used Baumrlnd's c r i t e r io n ,  none of the  

experim ents would be p e rm itted , in c lu d in g  Game, an e s s e n t ia l ly  benign and 

n o n -s tre s s fu l  experim ent.

I f  e th ic a l  d ec is io n s  a re  to  be l e f t  to  a  v o te , what i s  th e  magic 

number? Or should e th ic a l  d ec is io n s  be voted on? 55% can be wrong as
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w ell as 95%. And even in  the  u n lik e ly  even t th a t  100% of the p r e te s t  

s u b je c ts  gave an in v e s t ig a to r  the go-ahead, should th a t  be a  means of 

abso lv ing  an in v e s t ig a to r  o f r e s p o n s ib i l i ty .  "Presumed consent" can 

never be fo o lp ro o f. I f  "presumed consent" i s  used, i t  should be a method 

o f execu ting  r e s p o n s ib il i ty  more e f f e c t iv e ly  and no t an excuse fo r  avoid­

ing  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  o r d iv e s tin g  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty .  Moreover, i f  a "presumed 

consent" procedure i s  to  fu n c tio n  as a  guide to  re sp o n s ib le  dec is io n s  on 

w hether to  proceed w ith  an experim ent, the d ec is io n  to  s to p —o r go ahead 

— cannot be made s o le ly  on the b a s is  o f "presumed co n sen t."  The v a lu e , 

o r  th e  v a l id i ty ,  o f an experim ent cannot be decided by p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts . 

And the  p o ss ib le  c o n tr ib u tio n  of an experim ent should undoubtedly have a 

s ig n i f ic a n t  in flu en c e  on decid ing  w hether an experim ent should be under­

tak en . Any experim ent can run a r i s k  o f imposing on some p a r t ic ip a n ts .

I f  the  "presumed consent" procedure i s  used fo r  a d ec is io n  on 

w hether to  proceed , what q u es tio n  o r  q u estio n s  should be focused on and 

how should th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts 1 responses c o n tr ib u te  to  the d e c is io n . As 

p rev io u sly  n o ted , the  Perm it q u e s tio n  had a  m a jo rity  v o tin g  a perm it to 

s ix  experim ents. Should th a t  q u es tio n  be used? But what about th e  d is ­

crepancies  th a t  have been noted between Consent and Perm it? Should the 

Perm it q u es tio n  be used when we know th a t  many p a r t ic ip a n ts  are  w ill in g  

to  g ive perm its to  experim ents when they them selves a re  u n w illin g  to  p a r­

t i c i p a t e ,  o f te n  w ithout s u f f ic ie n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  th e i r  ac tio n s?  The 

Consent q u estio n  cou ld , o f co u rse , be used, p rov id ing  a s t r i c t e r  c r i t e ­

r io n . C e rta in ly  i f  only one q u es tio n  i s  used fo r  th e  d e c is io n , Consent 

may be the  b e s t c r i te r io n .  But any one q u es tio n  has i t s  p i t f a l l s .  

Responses to  the Consent q u es tio n  may be based on a  m isunderstanding such 

as equating  consent w ith  an agreement to  engage in  disapproved behavior.



237

Consent may a lso  be denied because th e  to p ic  does n o t I n te r e s t  the 

p a r t ic ip a n t  o r  he does no t fu lly  understand th e  experim ent and th e re fo re  

may con sid e r p a r t ic ip a t io n  a w aste o f tim e. Consent need no t r e l a t e  to  

p o s s ib le  harm ful e f f e c ts  o f an experim ent. Indeed an answer to  a  s in g le  

q u e s tio n , even an Im portant one, can be more prone to  extraneous f a c to rs  

than th e  sum t o t a l  o f th e  answ ers. Perhaps the  b e s t  s in g le  measure would 

be the  t o t a l  r a t in g ,  w ith  o r  w ithout g iv ing  c o n s id e ra tio n  to  the response 

to  th e  Consent and Perm it q u es tio n s .

In  th is  s tu d y , th e  experim ents d iv ided  In to  th re e  groups, Low, 

In te rm ed ia te  and H igh-ra ted  experim ents. T h is , o f co u rse , i s  h e lp fu l bu t 

i t  does no t so lve  the  problem o f  the  magic number, o r th e  magic l i n e ,  as 

the  case may be. Should a green l ig h t  be given to  the  H igh -ra ted  ex p e ri­

ments? And a red  l ig h t  be assigned  to  the  r e s t?  I f  we fo llow  th is  

ro u te , we again  ignore  an experim en t's  p o te n t ia l  c o n tr ib u tio n  and even 

th is  ap p aren tly  co n serv ativ e  approach may have i t s  p i t f a l l s  as f a r  as 

p ro te c t in g  the r ig h ts  o f p o te n t ia l  s u b je c ts . Two h ig h ly  ra te d  e x p e ri­

ments in  th is  study were no t w ithout s t r e s s  and p o te n t ia l ly  harm ful 

e f f e c ts  b u t the s t r e s s  and p o ss ib le  harm were minimized by p a r t ic ip a n ts  

because the  experim ents evoked enthusiasm  and gave promise o f p o te n t ia l  

p sy ch o lo g ica l rewards fo r  the s u b je c ts .  Caution must be taken w ith  

experim ents where su b je c ts  expect to  gain  knowledge o f them selves and 

th e re fo re  tend to  minimize the  s t r e s s .  On the o th e r hand, experim ents 

th a t  a re  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  a  p a r t ic ip a n t  to  com pletely understand—in  terms 

o f  the  o b je c tiv e s  and th e  procedure—may be tre a te d  w ith  undue h a rsh n ess. 

Moreover, In  g iv in g  a green l ig h t  to  the H igh -ra ted  experim ents and a 

red  l i g h t  to  the  rem aining experim ents, we a re  again  p lay in g  the magic
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number game ra th e r  than using  the "presumed consent" procedure as a guide 

to  re sp o n s ib le  d ec is io n s—d ec is io n s  th a t  con sid e r both the  r i s k  and the 

p o ss ib le  b e n e f i ts  o f the re sea rch .

I f  we proceed w ith the red  and green l ig h t  m etaphor, perhaps we 

can forego the magic number. The H igh-ra ted  experim ents could be given 

a green l ig h t  bu t as most green l i g h t s ,  th e re  should always be an aware­

ness th a t  they may tu rn  from green to  yellow  to  red . C oncurren tly , the 

opin ion  o f even a few p a r t ic ip a n ts  th a t  they may be harmed by the  ex p e ri­

ment should  be heeded and the  necessary  p recau tio n s  tak en . The I n te r ­

m ediate experim ents could be given a yellow  l i g h t .  ? ro c e e d - - if  you 

proceed a t  a l l —w ith  extreme cau tio n . Only i f  th e re  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  j u s t i ­

f ic a t io n  fo r  the p rocedure , and only i f  the c o n tr ib u tio n  o f th e  ex p eri­

ment to  our understand ing  o f b ehav io r, i s  l ik e ly  to  be co n s id e rab le , 

should th e  yellow  l ig h t  be allowed to  fo llow  the cycle  to  green . As fo r  

the Low-rated experim ents, the  l ig h t  should be red . And only  under the  

most e x trao rd in a ry  circum stances should i t  be allow ed to  change to  green . 

Not only  should th e  fu tu re  c o n tr ib u tio n  be p r a c t ic a l ly  assu red  bu t the 

experim ent i t s e l f  should be both  v o lun tary  and w ith  informed consen t. 

Thus, fo r  th e  Low-rated experim ents n e i th e r  th e  procedures nor the 

recru itm en t should be d ecep tiv e . F u rth e r , th e re  should be a guarantee 

th a t  su b jec ts  can re fu se  to p a r t ic ip a te  w ithou t fe e lin g  g u i l ty  o r  f e e l ­

ing  deprived o f Im plied fu tu re  rew ards. In  o th e r  words, extreme care 

should be ex e rc ised  to  p rev en t su b tly  coercive  p re ssu re s  to  p a r t ic ip a te ,  

as might be th e  case i f  fa c u lty  s o l i c i t  s tu d en ts  in  t h e i r  own u n iv e rs ity  

o r the su b je c t popu la tion  i s  in s t i tu t io n a l iz e d .
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Focus On E th ic a l Issu es

In  th is  s e c t io n , the im p lica tio n s  o f th e  f in d in g s  fo r  e th ic a l  

is su e s  w i l l  be d iscu ssed . The re a c tio n s  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  w i l l  be sc ru ­

t in iz e d  in  terms of conducting e th ic a l  experim ents: experim ents th a t  do

not e x p lo it  s u b je c ts .  The fin d in g s  o f th is  study  have provided em piri­

c a l  evidence on how " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  view p h y sica l and psycho log ica l 

s t r e s s  and harm, re a c t  to  " In s ig h ts "  in to  th e i r  p e r s o n a l i t ie s  as w e ll as 

th e i r  a t t i tu d e s  toward decep tio n . A fte r  review ing the  evidence on these  

fa c e ts  o f experim en tation , a  new technique fo r  o b ta in in g  informed con­

sen t w i l l  be suggested .

Do " P o te n tia l  S u b jec ts"  View Experim ental 
Procedures as I t  Has Been Assumed?

In  undertak ing  th is  em p irica l e x p lo ra tio n  of e th ic a l  is s u e s ,  

v arious experim ents were s e le c te d  th a t  have e i th e r  aroused e th ic a l  con­

tro v e rsy  o r  th a t  had s p e c if ic  procedures th a t  have been qu estio n ed . By 

having " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  g ive th e i r  re a c tio n s  to  th ese  experim ents— 

in c lu d in g  th e i r  views on whether they were e th ic a l—i t  was f e l t  th a t  

knowledge could be gained th a t  would be of value  in  p ro te c tin g  the r ig h ts  

o f " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  in  psychology experim ents. That p a r t ic ip a n ts  

may have a d i f f e r e n t  p e rsp e c tiv e  than p sy ch o lo g is ts  i s  o f te n  acknowledged 

bu t when the im positions of experim ents on su b je c ts  a re  p o rtray ed , f ra g ­

mentary anecdo ta l re p o r ts  a re  u su a lly  c i te d  r a th e r  than em p irica l 

ev idence.

I f  experim ents a re  to  be designed to  avoid e th ic a l  problem s, then 

they should be based on the a c tu a l and le g itim a te  concerns o f p a r t i c i ­

p a n ts . Whether o r  no t su b je c ts  are  l ik e ly  to  be harmed—o r to  f e e l  they
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have been ex p lo ite d —cannot be determ ined un less th e i r  fe e lin g s  and 

a t t i tu d e s  a re  assessed . Y et, u n t i l  f a i r l y  re c e n tly , debates on e th ic a l  

is su e s  were based on mere c o n je c tu re , w ith  p sy ch o lo g is ts  and o th e rs  mak­

ing  assum ptions about how su b je c ts  r e a c t  to  experim ental procedures. 

N e ith e r a c tu a l  o r p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts  were questioned . But do people 

r e a c t  to  experim ental procedures in  a  manner th a t  some p sy ch o lo g is ts  

th in k  they do? The re a c tio n s  o f p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th is  study in d ic a te  

th a t  some o f the a l le g a t io n s  made by p sy ch o lo g is ts  about s u b je c ts ' a t t i ­

tudes toward experim ental procedures do no t n e c e s sa r ily  correspond to 

what " p o te n tia l  su b je c ts "  r e p o r t  as th e i r  own view s. For in s ta n c e , 

n e i th e r  s t r e s s  o r  decep tion  d e te rre d  p a r t ic ip a n ts  from ev a lu a tin g  some 

experim ents h ig h ly , i f  th e re  were fe a tu re s  o f those experim ents th a t  

o f fe re d  p o s i t iv e  rewards fo r  p a r t ic ip a t io n .

Perhaps the  re a c tio n s  o f  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  experim ents in  th is  

re sea rch  w i l l  p rov ide  in fo rm ation  th a t  can a s s i s t  experim enters in  dev is­

ing  experim ents th a t  a re  com patible to  both  su b je c t and experim enter 

a l ik e .  Experiments th a t  do no t expose su b je c ts  to  s i tu a t io n s  th a t  are  

onerous to  them and th a t  can—when p o ss ib le —make the  experience o f being 

a su b je c t rew arding. An experim ental s i tu a t io n  can be made rewarding i f  

we can le a rn  what " p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts"  seek from th e i r  p a r t ic ip a t io n .

P h y sica l Versus P sycho log ical S tre s s  and Harm

How do p a r t ic ip a n ts  re a c t  to s t r e s s  and p o ss ib le  harm? Does an 

experim ent need to  be bland—w ithout any p o ss ib ly  u p se ttin g  fe a tu re s  o r 

any temporary d iscom fort—fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  approve th e  experim ent fo r  

them selves and o th ers?  I t  does no t seem so . N eith er Conformity o r 

A ttack  a re  w ithout s t r e s s —o r p o ss ib le  harm. N onetheless both  s t r e s s
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and harm a re  the most im portan t reasons fo r  re je c t in g  an experim ent, i f  

th a t  s t r e s s  o r  harm i s  s u f f ic ie n t  to  alarm  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  A ll th re e  o f 

th e  Low-rated experim ents were re je c te d  because they were considered  

overly  s t r e s s f u l  and harm ful. Furtherm ore, fo r  a l l  th re e  experim ents, 

th e re  was an emphasis on p h y s ica l harm. M entioning p h y sica l harm, even 

when the  p h y s ic a l harm was n e i th e r  a t t r ib u te d  to ,  o r a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f ,  

p h y s ica l s t r e s s o r s ,  was a  c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f the  Low-rated experim ents. 

Although p h y s ic a l in ju ry  was p o ss ib le  fo r  the  th re e  experim ents, p a r t i ­

c ip an ts  hypothesized  th a t  p h y s ica l harm need no t be a  d i r e c t  outcome of 

a p h y s ica l cause—p h y s ic a l harm might a lso  occur as a r e s u l t  o f  the  

extrem e s t r e s s ,  f e a r  o r  p a in . I t  would seem th a t  p h y s ica l harm th a t  can 

occur w ith o u t a  necessary  p h y sica l cause i s  an alm ost pathognomic s ig n  of 

extrem ely n eg a tiv e  re a c tio n s  to  an experim ent. Less to le ra n ce  o f physi­

c a l  d iscom fort and the p o ss ib le  v io la t io n  of p h y s ica l in t e g r i ty ,  a re  a lso  

suggested  by th e  r e s u l t s  o f the F arr and Seaver s tu d y . They d id  not 

d i r e c t ly  compare th e  re a c tio n s  to  p h y s ic a l and p sycho log ica l d iscom fort 

b u t i f  th e  d iscom fort aroused by h y p o th e tic a l invasions o f p rivacy  are  

grouped w ith  o th e r forms o f p sycho log ica l s t r e s s ,  i t  i s  obvious th a t  the 

means fo r  p h y s ica l s t r e s s  would be h ig h e r than  the  means fo r  psychologi­

c a l s t r e s s .  Comparing only the means fo r  p sy cho log ica l and p h y s ic a l d is ­

com fort, w ithou t in c lu d in g  invasions o f  p riv acy , suggests the  same con­

c lu s io n  b u t would have to  be te s te d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y .

The fo regoing  does no t imply th a t  th e re  should  be to le ra n c e  o f 

experim ents th a t  only  employ psycho log ica l s t r e s s  o r th a t  psycho log ica l 

s t r e s s  need no t be worrisome. Not only  do p a r t ic ip a n ts  fe a r  p h y s ica l 

harm i f  p sy ch o lo g ica l s t r e s s  i s  e x c e ss iv e , bu t the f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s
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app aren tly  more to le ra n c e  fo r  p sy cho log ica l s t r e s s  obviously  does not 

imply th a t  psycho log ica l s t r e s s  cannot be harm ful. A le s s  In te n se  reac­

t io n  to  p sycho log ica l s t r e s s  may be Induced by the  fe e lin g  o f p a r t i c i ­

pan ts th a t  they have b e t t e r  c o n tro l over p sych o lo g ica l s i tu a t io n s , and 

th e i r  re a c tio n s  to  them, than they would have fo r  p h y s ica l s t r e s s .  This 

" i l lu s io n  o f co n tro l"  may c o n tr ib u te  to  th e i r  fe e l in g  ab le  to  avoid  harm 

—harm th a t  might occur i f  they were s u sc e p tib le  to  the  experim ental 

m anipulations Invo lv ing  p sy cho log ica l s t r e s s .  For In s ta n c e , many p a r t i ­

c ip an ts  denied harm from th e  Obedience experim ent because they would no t 

obey. M oreover, the  consequences o f a  p sych o lo g ica l s t r e s s o r  may be 

more d i f f i c u l t  to  en v isio n  than the consequences o f a p h y s ica l s t r e s s o r .

I t  should be noted th a t  th e  th re e  Low-rated experim ents a l l  

employed procedures th a t  th re a te n e d , o r  a c tu a lly  v io la te d ,  the  p h y s ica l 

in te g r i ty  o f the s u b je c ts :  T raum atically  Conditioned Response w ith  an

In je c t io n  o f  an ec tln e  th a t  brought about a  c e s sa tio n  of r e s p i r a t io n  and 

complete p a ra ly s is  fo r  over a m inute; Shock th a t  exposed p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  

e l e c t r i c  shocks of near maximum in te n s i ty  ( th e  low est ra te d  procedure in  

the F a rr  and Seaver s tu d y ); and, A irp lan e . where s u b je c ts  were le d  to 

b e lie v e  they were about to  make a c rash  land ing  in  t h e i r  p lan e .

The Acceptance of "D istu rb in g  In s ig h ts "

A c r i t ic is m  o f some experim ents, e sp e c ia lly  Obedience, has been 

th a t  they expose s u b je c ts  to  s i tu a t io n s  where they might behave in  a 

le s s  than d e s ira b le  manner. Concern has been expressed  th a t  th is  might 

lead  to  "d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts "  th a t  could  have harm ful a f t e r e f f e c t s .

And i t  has a lso  been m aintained th a t  s u b je c ts  do n o t expect in s ig h t  in to  

them selves as they would i f  they en te red  a  th e ra p e u tic  s i tu a t io n .  We
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can d ispense w ith  th is  l a t t e r  con ten tion  w ithout d i f f i c u l ty .  One of the 

prime m otives fo r  being  a su b je c t would seem to  be self-know ledge. The 

more opportun ity  th a t  an experim ent provides fo r  le a rn in g  about o n e s e lf , 

the  more o fte n  I t  w i l l  be endorsed o r  a c tu a lly  applauded. An extrem ely 

s t r e s s f u l  experim ent, such as A irp la n e . rece iv es  some approbation  i f  I t  

p rov ides an o p p o rtu n ity  to  le a rn  about o n e s e lf ,  even i f —on balance—I t  

I s  condemned.

F u rth er support fo r  the  supremacy of le a rn in g  about o n e se lf  as a 

motive fo r  being a s u b je c t,  comes from the F a rr  and Seaver (1975) s tu d y . 

In  th a t  s tu d y , the  most b la ta n t  forms o f in v asio n  of p rivacy  were 

rep o rted  as arousing  minimum discom fort by responden ts. A f a c t  they 

found s u rp r is in g . Yet i t  I s  lo g ic a l  when we know th a t  " p o te n tia l  sub­

je c t s "  value  le a rn in g  about them selves from p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  e x p e ri­

m ents. I f  we seek knowledge o f  o u rse lv es , re v e a lin g  perso n a l inform a­

tio n  i s  n o t regarded as  p r im a rily  th re a te n in g  d iscom fort b u t as an ave­

nue to  se lf-u n d e rs tan d in g  and awareness.

The q u estio n  of derogatory  o r d is tu rb in g  in s ig h ts  i s  more d i f f i ­

c u l t  to  co n fro n t. P a r tic ip a n ts  c e r ta in ly  evidence w illin g n ess  to  d is ­

cover whether they would conform even when they p rev io u sly  m aintained 

th a t  they would no t conform. For the Conformity experim ent, l ip - s e r v ic e  

by p a r t ic ip a n ts  was given to  accep tin g  p o ss ib ly  derogatory  in s ig h ts .

But can we b e liev e  them? Perhaps so , most " p o te n t ia l  su b je c ts"  a re  

eager fo r  knowledge o f them selves. However, when i t  came to  th e  Obedi­

ence experim ent, the  d e s ire  fo r  in s ig h t  seemed to  d isap p ear. To be s u re , 

many p a r t ic ip a n ts  s ta te d  they could b e n e f it  by le a rn in g  how they would 

behave in  the Obedience experim ent b u t when i t  came to  v o lu n tee rin g  as a
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su b je c t—a concrete  o p p o rtu n ity —c u r io s i ty  about t h e i r  own behavior was 

conspicuous in  i t s  absence fo r  those  who were w il l in g  to  consen t. Are we 

to  then conclude th a t  a  s tro n g  in t e r e s t  in  le a rn in g  about o n ese lf  i s  

lim ite d  to  knowledge th a t  a ffirm s we a re  marvelous c re a tu re s  w ith  perhaps 

one o r  two minor human weaknesses? To d isco v er our v ir tu e s  and our 

s tre n g th s —and be to ld  th a t  we have behaved adm irably—i s , o f course , 

p le a s u ra b le . Why s h o u ld n 't  i t  be? But must we in f e r  from th a t  th a t  p ar­

t ic ip a n ts  r e j e c t  any derogatory  in s ig h ts  and th a t ,  th e re fo re ,  an ex p eri­

ment th a t  can evoke behav io r th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  might f in d  d i f f i c u l t  to  

accep t in  them selves, should  be avoided? Perhaps. I t  i s  no t w ithout 

r i s k .

I t  i s  n o t s u rp r is in g  to  f in d  th a t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  b e liev ed  th a t  

I n f l i c t i n g  n eed less  and sev ere  p a in  on ano ther person—fo r  "no apparen t 

reason" as one p a r t ic ip a n t  s ta te d  i t —I s  a h o r r ib le  deed to  contem plate. 

Merely view ing th e  f ilm  o f the  Obedience experim ent e l i c i t s  s tro n g  

responses from an aud ience. Laughter th a t  i s  undoubtedly a  s ig n  of ten ­

s io n , a lb e i t  m ilder in  form than th a t  which occurs in  the experim ent 

I t s e l f ,  i s  u su a lly  p re se n t.  The experim ent fathoms very  s tro n g  and deep 

em otions. Should we avoid  an experim ent th a t  touches us too deeply?

Most people would no t l ik e  to  th in k  them selves capable o f i n f l i c t i n g  

p a in  a t  the  req u est o f  an a u th o r ity  and would l ik e  to  d is s o c ia te  them­

se lv e s  from th e  n o tio n  o f an Eichmann merely fo llow ing  o rd e rs , even i f  

th e  behav io r i s  n o t our own. For the p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th is  s tu d y , the 

experim ental s i tu a t io n  had even more c ru e l Im p lic a tio n s . Many did  not 

co n cep tu a lize  th e  ro le  o f a u th o r ity ,  and—lik e  o th e rs  who a re  f i r s t  

in troduced  to  th e  experim ent— f e l t  i t  measured th e  s u b je c t 's  own
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w illin g n e ss  to  i n f l i c t  p a in  on ano ther person , sometimes w ith  s a d is t i c  

p le a su re . N onetheless, th e re  were p a r t ic ip a n ts  who were in  favo r o f the  

experim ent. I t  was c o n tro v e rs ia l fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  as i t  has been con tro ­

v e r s ia l  f o r  p sy ch o lo g is ts  and o th e rs . Y et, th e  only p a r t ic ip a n ts  who 

expressed an I n te r e s t  in  th e i r  own behavior when responding to  th e  Consent 

q u e s tio n , checked 'N ot sure* r a th e r  than 'Yes* to  being a  s u b je c t .  And, 

a  few expressed fe a r  about knowing how they would behave.

When th e  Obedience experim ent was run—w ith  over 1000 s u b je c ts — 

the su b je c ts  them selves seemed to  have emerged unscathed. No d ire  con­

sequences o f p a r t ic ip a t io n  have been re p o rte d , and, in  f a c t ,  84% o f the  

su b je c ts  endorsed the  experim ent and le s s  than 2% In d ic a te d  n eg a tiv e  

f e e l in g s .  F u r th e r , a  p s y c h ia t r i s t  who in terv iew ed  40 su b jec ts  a year 

a f t e r  they had p a r t ic ip a te d ,  and probed fo r  i l l - e f f e c t s ,  d id  n o t f in d  

them. What may determ ine th e  u ltim a te  im pact o f  a  p o te n t ia l ly  d is tu rb ­

ing  experim ent, and how uncom fortable in s ig h ts  a re  a ss im ila te d  by a sub­

j e c t ,  may be the d e b r ie f in g . A s e n s i t iv e  and thorough d e b r ie f in g  may be 

ab le  to  p reven t an untoward re a c tio n  i f  th e  p e rso n 's  own defenses do not 

accom plish th is  fo r  him.

But utm ost cau tio n  seems in d ic a te d  i f  an experim ent i s  l ik e ly  to  

evoke s tro n g  em otions, e s p e c ia lly  when th e  em otions a re  l ik e ly  to  involve 

p o s s ib le  p sy cho log ica l in s ig h t :  I t  seems th a t  psycho log ica l in s ig h t  i s

both  sought and valued by p a r t ic ip a n ts  and th i s  may make them v u ln e rab le . 

U n fo rtu n a te ly , the experim ents th a t  concern them selves w ith  c ru c ia l  

human b eh av io r, and th a t  may, th e re fo re ,  make a  s u b s ta n t ia l  co n tr ib u tio n  

to  knowledge o f beh av io r, a re  those th a t  run the  g re a te s t  r i s k  o f expos­

ing  su b je c ts  to  s i tu a t io n s  th a t  may touch them deeply . And many o f these
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experim ents employ decep tive  cover s to r i e s .  Thus, we face  a se rio u s  

e th ic a l  dilemma. In  search in g  fo r  m eaningful knowledge of beh av io r, we 

may c o n s ta n tly  have to  con fron t unavoidable problem s. Problems th a t  may 

never be com pletely so lv a b le . But can we confron t them by never tak in g  

a  s te p  un less  we are  100% su re  we w i l l  never f a l t e r  o r  run the s l ig h te s t  

r isk ?

The Issu e  o f D eception

One o f the  most o f t  debated Issu es  in  psychology experim ents i s  

th e  issu e  o f decep tion . For some, th e  mere use o f a  decep tive  cover 

s to ry  i s  l ik e ly  to  Induce u n d esirab le  re a c tio n s  in  s u b je c ts ,  re g a rd le s s  

o f o th e r  f e a tu re s .o f  the experim ent. O thers o b je c t to  decep tion  because 

i t  invo lves d e c e it  and d e c e it  i s  wrong. (A d e ta i le d  d isc u ss io n  o f a t t i ­

tudes toward the  is su e  of decep tion  was p rev io u sly  p resen ted  i n  the 

in tro d u c tio n .)  I f  we asked whether p a r t ic ip a n ts  o b jec ted  to  decep tio n , 

th e  answer would have to  be: yes and no. Yes, i f  deception  fu n c tio n s

as a  form of entrapm ent. O therw ise, no. Deception d id  no t appear to  be 

a notew orthy fe a tu re  o f an experim ent fo r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  un less th e re  were 

o th e r  a sp ec ts  o f the experim ent th a t  were o b jec ted  to ,  and the decep tion  

served  to  en trap  su b je c ts  in to  an experim ental s i tu a t io n  th a t  they 

r e je c te d  on o th e r  grounds.

D eception i s  acknowledged as onerous when as a  r e s u l t  o f the 

d ecep tio n , su b je c ts  f in d  them selves in  a s i tu a t io n  th a t  they would have 

avoided, had they known what was in  s to re  fo r  them, e . g . ,  a  decep tion  

th a t  invo lves seducing th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in to  the  experim ent r a th e r  than 

being  p a r t  o f an experim ental cover s to ry .  The s o ld ie r s  in  A irp lane 

w ere taken up in  a p lane  to  study the e f f e c t  o f changes in  a l t i tu d e  on
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work perform ance. They a re  no t aware th a t  i t  la  an experim ent. A group 

o f  h o s p ita l iz e d  a lc o h o lic s  a re  asked to  v o lu n tee r fo r  a  study supposedly 

concerned w ith  a p o s s ib le  therapy fo r  a lcoho lism . Both groups then fin d  

them selves in  extrem ely s t r e s s f u l  s i tu a t io n s ,  where escape i s  im possib le .

Where decep tion  served to  en trap  the  s u b je c ts ,  decep tion  was p ro ­

te s te d .  A d ecep tiv e  s i tu a t io n  such as th e  Conformity experim ent, was no t 

worrisome to  p a r t ic ip a n ts .  Nor d id  decep tion  seem p a r t ic u la r ly  w o rri­

some to  su b je c ts  in  th e  S u lliv a n  and D eiker (1973) study—although the 

type o f decep tion  in  th a t  study was n e a re r  to  being  a  form o f entrapm ent, 

as th e  s o -c a lle d  cover s to ry  was no t r e la te d  to  th e  experim ental manipu­

l a t io n ,  b u t was an excuse fo r  having su b je c ts  v o lu n te e r . I f  the  fin d in g s  

o f  th is  study a re  b e lie v a b le , we must conclude th a t  the  decep tion  is su e  

i s  a bogus is s u e . The f a c t  th a t  su b je c ts  a re  p resen ted  w ith  a  s i tu a t io n  

th a t  i s  no t a l l  th a t  i t  seems to  b e , may n o t even be in te rp re te d  as 

"decep tion" by those  u n fam ilia r  w ith  p sy ch o lo g ica l ja rg o n . Or—i f  i t  i s  

—i t  i s  n o t condemned as unreasonable f o r  experim ents th a t  were approved. 

Very few considered  experim ents u n e th ic a l on th ese  grounds. There may, 

o f co u rse , be some a c tu a l su b je c ts  who would re se n t decep tive  procedures 

bu t w hether they do, o r  n o t ,  might depend on f a c to rs  o th e r  than  the  

decep tion  i t s e l f .  F ac to rs  having to  do w ith  how the  s i tu a t io n  i s  han­

d led  and how w ell they understand  and accep t the decep tive  cover s to ry .

I f  the  decep tive  cover s to ry  i s  thought necessary  to  g a in  in s ig h t  in to  a 

p a r t ic u la r  type o f  beh av io r, i t  may be e a s i ly  accep ted .

Saying th a t  decep tion  i s  a  bogus is su e  does no t imply th a t  decep­

t iv e  procedures should be accepted w ithou t q u es tio n  and used w ithout hes­

i t a t i o n .  I t  i s  always p o ss ib le  th a t  the  use o f decep tion  could have
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unexpected rep e rcu ss io n s . Moreover, even I f  decep tion  I t s e l f  I s  n o t an 

Issu e  as f a r  as p a r t ic ip a n ts  a re  concerned, the  Issu e  o f deception  r a is e s  

ano ther e th ic a l  Issu e— th a t  o f Informed consent.

Deception and The Issu e  of Informed Consent

Even I f  "presumed consent" I s  s u b s t i tu te d  f o r  the  usual Informed 

consent o f  the a c tu a l  s u b je c t ,  I s  th a t  s u f f ic ie n t?  The Issu e  of Informed 

consent I s  n o t a  sim ple one and what c o n s ti tu te s  a v a lid  Informed consent 

agreement I s  no t e a s i ly  decided. But many f e e l  very  s tro n g ly  th a t  Ignor­

ing  o r evading Informed consent I s  e th ic a l ly  rep re h e n s ib le . And, I t  i s  

on th ese  grounds th a t  decep tion  can be condemned ra th e r  than on the 

grounds th a t  I t  I s  m erely d e c e i t fu l  and d e c e it  I s  wrong.

I t  seems f u t i l e  to  cla im  th a t  decep tion  i t s e l f  i s  app aren tly  a 

bogus Is su e  and then to  p o in t ou t t h a t ,  bogus is s u e  o r n o t,  i t  remains in  

an e th ic a l  tw il ig h t  zone. I f  decep tion  p rec ludes inform ed consen t, how 

can decep tion  be used w ithout some v io la t io n  o f th e  r ig h ts  o f su b jec ts?

I t  cannot b e , i f  the  t r a d i t io n a l  inform ed consent agreement i s  th e  only 

accep tab le  one. However, an informed consent agreement can be dev ised  

th a t  would no t in v a lid a te  a  decep tion  experim ent and, a t  th e  same tim e, 

allow s s u b je c ts  to  consent to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  v ario u s  experim ents. Indeed 

deception  i t s e l f  can be consented to —o r re fu sed — in  advance. R ather 

than having a consent agreement th a t  I s  only re le v a n t fo r  a p a r t ic u la r  

experim ent, th e re  could be a g en era l consen t agreem ent, ap p ro p ria te  to  a 

wide range o f experim ents. A g en era l consent agreement need no t Imply a 

vague document th a t  asks p a r t ic ip a n ts  to  d ispense w ith  c e r ta in  r ig h t s ,  

and agree to  accep t c e r ta in  Im p o sitio n s , such as s t r e s s ,  d iscom fort o r 

a n x ie ty . An agreement th a t  i s  genera l in  th is  sense may be worse than
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no agreem ent. P a r t ic ip a n ts ,  In t h i s  ca se , a re  asked to  b lin d ly  agree 

to  submit them selves to  unknown and p o ss ib ly  d is tu rb in g  experiences o r 

to  re fu se  on the  b a s is  o f Imagined t r ib u la t io n s  th a t  may never m a te r ia liz e .

What can be considered genuinely Informed consen t, and what should 

be included  in  an informed consent agreem ent, has been debated b u t no t 

reso lv ed . T herefo re , any consent agreement can be open to  c r i t ic is m . 

However, a consent agreement th a t  i s  merely form w ithout su b stan ce , can be 

sev ere ly  c r i t i c i z e d  s in ce  i t  c re a te s  an I l lu s io n  o f acceptance w ithout 

provid ing  an opportunity fo r  a le g itim a te  d e c is io n . A general agreement 

th a t  i s  vague r a th e r  than s p e c i f ic ,  does n o t provide the  necessary  in fo r ­

mation fo r  a  knowledgeable d ec is io n . But what in fo rm ation  i s  needed? 

Perhaps i f  we heed the  Regents1 d ec is io n  in  the Cancer c a se , t h e i r  d ec i­

s io n  can be used as a guide to  design ing  a consent agreement th a t  pro­

v ides e f fe c t iv e  p ro te c tio n  o f s u b je c ts ,  rhey m aintained th a t  inform ed 

consent should in c lu d e  any in fo rm ation  th a t  i s  l ik e ly  to  in flu en c e  the 

g ran tin g —o r w ithhold ing—o f consen t. S p e c if ic  procedures a re  no t 

n e c e s sa r ily  what in flu en c es  a p a r t ic ip a n t  to  consent to  be a su b je c t in  

a p a r t ic u la r  experim ent.

A genera l consent agreement should be ap p licab le  to  more than a 

s in g le  experim ent w ithou t being  vague. I t  should be p o ss ib le  to  have 

most p o te n t ia l  s u b je c ts— forming a su b je c t pool—sig n  the  agreement and 

then be e l ig ib le  fo r  most experim ents th a t  w i l l  be perform ed. The con­

se n t document should cover a s u f f ic ie n t ly  wide range of s i tu a t io n s  so 

th a t  i f  s p e c i f ic  experim ents could be in v a lid a te d  by having su b je c ts  

informed o f th e i r  p a r t ic u la r  goals and co n ten t—in  advance—they could 

be re c ru ite d  by means o f the consent agreement th a t  has a lready  been
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s ig n ed . Thus, s u b je c ts  would n o t have to  be a le r te d  to  th e  aims o f an 

in d iv id u a l experim ent. Having p a r t ic ip a n ts  s ig n  a consent agreem ent, a t  

some d is tan c e  in  time from a c tu a l p a r t ic ip a t io n ,  a lso  w i l l  make i t  le s s  

l ik e ly  th a t  knowledge o f  th e  con ten t o f an agreem ent, w i l l  contam inate 

behav io r. S im ultaneously a  g en era l agreement can p ro te c t  fu tu re  s u b je c ts .  

I f  an agreement i s  signed  independently  o f a  p a r t ic u la r  experim ent, th e re  

w i l l  be no su b tle  p re ssu re s  to  p a r t ic ip a te  s in c e  they have a lread y  volun­

te e re d . I f  they a re  confronted  w ith  the  in v e s t ig a to r 's  own consent agree­

ment a f t e r  having te n ta t iv e ly  agreed to  be a s u b je c t,  i t  may be much 

h ard er to  re fu se  to  p a r t ic ip a te  because they d is l ik e  what they a re  l ik e ly  

to  encoun ter.

What can, o r  should b e , included  in  a g en era l consent agreement 

to  make i t  m eaningful? I t  must be genera l in  term s o f procedures bu t i t  

need no t be general in  terms o f the p o ss ib le  s u b je c tiv e  o r psycho log ica l 

impact o f the  p rocedures. I t  probably does no t m a tte r to  a su b je c t 

w hether he i s  le d  to  b e liev e  he has a "u n d esirab le  t r a i t "  by means o f a  

rigged  d ia l  o r  by means o f a fake p e rso n a lity  t e s t .  What makes the  

experience accep tab le  o r unacceptable i s  probably the f a c t  th a t  he was 

m isled  about h is  own p e rso n a lity  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s .  I t  i s  the  outcome or 

psych o lo g ica l impact o f the  procedure th a t  i s  l ik e ly  to  in flu en ce  h is  

w illin g n e ss  to  consen t.

I f  a consent agreement focuses on th e  genera l co n d itio n s  o f  con­

s e n t,  th e  consent must be g iven , o r  w ith h e ld , to  In d iv id u a l c lau ses 

r a th e r  than being a b lan k e t agreem ent. The im pact o r  outcomes o f v a r i ­

ous procedures can be d escrib ed  In d iv id u a lly  and the su b je c t can consen t, 

o r  re fu s e , acco rd in g ly . Some of th e  c lau ses  can be co n s tru c ted  a f te r
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p re - te s t in g  an experim ent, o r  s e r ie s  o f experim ents, by using  a "presumed 

consent" procedure. The co n ten t o f  th e  c lau ses  and the len g th  o f the 

agreement can vary according to  the s p e c i f ic  c ircum stances. O ccasionally  

i t  may be necessary  to  in c lu d e  s i tu a t io n s  th a t  a p a r t ic ip a n t  w i l l  not 

encounter so th a t  the consen t agreement does no t s e n s i t iz e  him to  sp ec i­

f i c  experim ental procedures th a t  he w i l l  encounter. The agreement should 

probably inc lude  10 to  15 s i tu a t io n s .  This would probably be s u f f ic ie n t ly  

long to  in c lu d e  both  the  s i tu a t io n s  he w i l l  encounter as w e ll as some he 

w i l l  no t encoun ter. The le n g th  should  probably  be te s te d  em p irica lly  so 

as to  avoid an agreement th a t  i s  too long to  be answered c a re fu l ly .  I f  

th e re  a re  too many c la u se s , i t  would in v i te  h as ty  and th o u g h tle ss  r e p l ie s .

An example o f an agreement made up o f  in d iv id u a l c lau ses  i s  given 

below. I t  does no t co n ta in  the  recommended number o f item s b u t r a th e r  a 

s e le c t iv e  sample o f the  k ind  o f item s th a t  could be inc luded .

Model Consent Agreement

Psychology experim ents invo lve many asp ec ts  o f behavior and, th e re ­
fo re ,  in  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  a psychology experim ent, you may encounter a 
v a r ie ty  o f d i f f e r e n t  ex p erien ces . Before you a re  asked to  v o lu n tee r fo r  
a  s p e c if ic  experim ent, we want to  know which o f the  co n d itio n s , described  
below, you would agree to  undergo.

Your s ig n a tu re  a t  th e  end o f  th e  Agreement, in d ic a te s  th a t  you 
have read each in d iv id u a l item  c a re fu lly  and have given your consent only 
I f  you a re  w ill in g  to p a r t ic ip a te  in  an experim ent in vo lv ing  the  s i tu a ­
tio n s  th a t  a re  d esc rib ed .

P lease  read each o f the  fo llow ing  item s c a re fu lly  b efo re  in d ic a t­
ing  whether o r  n o t you a re  w il l in g  to  consen t.

1 . In  some experim ents, p rev ious knowledge o f the  goals o r  th e  purpose 
o f th e  research  w i l l  undoubtedly in flu en c e  your b ehav io r. T herefo re , th e  
experim enter may no t give you a  complete o r accu ra te  d e s c r ip tio n  o f th e  
experim ent, u n t i l  i t  I s  com pleted. Moreover, under some circum stances, 
the  d e sc r ip tio n  o f the  experim ent may even be m islead ing .

I  would agree .

I  would n o t agree.
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2. Some experim ents may Involve temporary psycho log ica l s t r e s s .

I  would agree .

X would not agree ,

3 . Some experim ents may involve p h y s ica l s t r e s s ,  such as n o ise , overly  
h o t rooms, o r e l e c t r i c  shock. The p h y s ica l s t r e s s  w il l  no t r e s u l t  in  any 
bo d ily  harm.

I  would agree____ .

I  would agree only i £  I  knew the type of p h y s ica l s t r e s s  involved_____

I  would no t agree .

4 . Psychology experim ents a re  designed to  gain  a g re a te r  understanding  of 
b eh av io r. T herefo re , in  some experim ents you may become aware o f  c e r ta in  
c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f your p e rs o n a li ty ,  p rev io u s ly  unknown to  you.

I  would agree

X would no t agree____ .

5 . Xn some experim ents, you might le a rn  something about y o u rse lf  th a t  you 
could co n sid e r unfavorab le . What you learned  would, o f co u rse , be co n fi­
d e n t ia l  and the  experim enter w i l l  d iscu ss  th is  w ith  you and answer any
q u e s tio n s .

I  would agree____ .

X would n o t agree____ .

6 . An experim ent may involve s t r e s s f u l  encounters w ith  o th e r  peop le , such 
as i n s u l t s ,  argum ents, o r com petition  in  which you may win o r  lo se .

I  would ag ree

I  would no t agree____ .

7. Xn some experim ents, to  c re a te  the  proper psycho log ica l atm osphere, a
p a r t ic ip a n t  may be given f a ls e  in fo rm ation  on some c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f  h is
p e rso n a li ty  o r performance on a  ta sk . A fte r  com pleting the experim ent,
th e  experim enter w i l l  t e l l  you th a t  th e  Inform ation  was f a ls e  and ex p la in
why i t  was g iven.

I  would agree

X would no t agree.
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8. In  some experim ents, you may be exposed to  co n d itio n s  th a t  can induce 
fe e lin g s  o f f a i lu r e .  The sense of having f a i le d  may be achieved through 
f a ls e  feedback o r by a  poor perform ance on some ta sk . A fte r com pleting 
the experim ent, th e  f a ls e ly  induced sense o f  f a i lu r e  w i l l  be exp la in ed .

I  would agree .

I  would no t agree
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Verbal In s tru c tio n s  

Psychology experim ents a re  one way in  which we learn  about human 

behav io r. Since experim ents e n l i s t  the  cooperation  of p a r t ic ip a n ts —asking 

them to  commit th e i r  tim e and energy—w ith and w ithout being p a id , psychol­

o g is ts  want to  know how people would view th e i r  experience i f  they p a r t i c i ­

pated  in  d i f f e r e n t  k inds o f experim ents. We a re  p a r t ic u la r ly  in te re s te d  

in  how each in d iv id u a l would re a c t  to  an experim ent from the s tan d p o in t of 

being a su b je c t in  i t .

In your b o o k le t, th e re  a re  d e sc rip tio n s  o f s ix  p o ss ib le  psychology 

experim ents. P lease  read  each experim ent c a re fu lly  and answer the two pages 

of questions th a t  fo llow  each experim ent. Do th is  before  proceeding to  the 

next experim ent. S ta r t  w ith the  FIRST experim ent and then do the o th ers

in  th e  same o rder as they appear in  the  b o o k le t.

You w il l  n o tic e  th a t  some questions req u est th a t  you ex p la in  why you 

answered as you d id . P lease  be su re  to  in d ic a te  th e  reasons fo r your answer 

even when th e  answer you have checked is  NOT SURE. We need to  know no t only 

HOW you REACT, b u t WHY you reac te d  th a t  way.

Turn to  the  second page o f q u es tio n s . Note th e re  is  a s e p a ra te  group 

of ALTERNATIVES fo r  YES and NO answ ers. Go to  th e  YES column i f  you 

answered YES, the  NO column i f  you answered NO. Use TWO CHECKS fo r the  

ONE a l te r n a t iv e  th a t  you consider the  most im portant or in f lu e n t ia l .  You 

may check as MANY a l te rn a t iv e s  as you wish, BUT only  use the DCUBLE-CHECK 

once. The double-check is  fo r any one reason th a t  is  p a r t ic u la r ly  im portant 

At th e  end o f  each b o o k le t, th e re  a re  two pages o f questions re q u es t­

ing some in form ation  about you. You a re  NOT req u ired  to  give your name;

b u t p lease  do not fo rg e t to  answer th e se  q u es tio n s .

I f  th e re  a re  any problems as you proceed, p lease  r a is e  your hand and 

they w ill  be answered.
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INSTRUCTIONS

In th is  b o o k le t, th e re  a re  d e sc rip tio n s  of s ix  p o ss ib le  

experim ents. P lease  read each experim ent c a r e fu l ly ,  and 

answer th e  two pages of questions th a t  fo llow  i t ,  befo re  

proceeding to  the  next experim ent. S ta r t  w ith  th e  f i r s t  

experim ent and then go on to  the  o th e rs  in  th e  o rder in  

which they appear in  th e  bo o k le t.

You w il l  n o tic e  th a t  some q u es tio n s  req u est th a t  you 

ex p la in  why you answered as you d id . P lease  be su re  to  

in d ic a te  the reasons fo r  your response , even when the  answer 

you have checked i s  "not su re " . We need to  know not only 

how you re a c t  to  an experim ent bu t why you reac ted  th a t  way.

Note th a t  fo r  qu estio n  6 , th e re  i s  a se p a ra te  group of 

a l te r n a t iv e s  fo r  "yes" and "no" answ ers. P lease  read the 

in s tru c t io n s  fo r  th is  q uestion  c a re fu l ly .

P lease  be c e r ta in  th a t  you have read a l l  s ix  experim ents 

and answered every q u es tio n . I f  th e re  a re  any problems as 

you proceed , p lease  r a i s e  your hand and they w i l l  be answered.



Questions After Each Experiment

How do you th in k  you would have behaved i f  you had been a su b jec t 
in  th is  experiment?

Do you th in k  you could b e n e f it  in  any way by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  th is  
experim ent?

( ) D e f in ite ly  ( ) P ossib ly  ( ) Probably no t ( ) D e f in ite ly  not

P lease  ex p la in  your answer

Do you th in k  you could be harmed in  any way by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  th is  
experiment?

( ) D e f in ite ly  ( ) P o ssib ly  ( ) Probably no t ( ) D e f in ite ly  no t

P lease  ex p la in  your answer

Would you consent to  serve  as a su b je c t in  th is  experiment?

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Not sure

P lease ex p la in  why

Do you f e e l  th a t  th i s  experim ent i s  e th ic a l  o r u n e th ica l?

( ) D e f in ite ly  ( ) Probably ( ) Probably ( ) D e f in ite ly
e th ic a l  e th ic a l  u n e th ic a l u n e th ic a l

P lease ex p la in  why
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6. Suppose an experiment could be c a r r ie d  out only w ith the consent o f a 
board made up o f re p re se n ta tiv e s  o f p o ss ib le  su b je c ts  fo r the e x p e ri­
ment. The board would make a judgment based on the experim en t's  e f fe c t  
on s u b je c ts ,  co n s id e ra tio n s  o f the  worth o f  the  experim ent, i t s  accep ta­
b i l i t y  to  community moral s tan d a rd s , o r any o th er fa c to rs  i t  deemed 
re le v a n t .  I f  you were a member o f th is  board , would you vo te  to  give 
perm ission  fo r  the conduct o f th is  experiment?

( ) Yes ( ) No

P lease  check any o f th e  reasons below which in fluenced  your d e c is io n .
Make 2 checks fo r the  one reason  which is  o f p a r t ic u la r  importance in
th is  d e c is io n .

"YES" answ ers:

Subjects v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed  to  be in  th e  experim ent.
 P o ss ib le  d iscom fort o r s t r e s s  fo r the su b je c ts  w il l  be only tem porary.

Knowing how they would behave in  th is  s i tu a t io n  w il l  be o f value to
the  su b je c ts  in  understand ing  them selves.

 Not too unp leasan t or s t r e s s f u l  fo r  the  s u b je c ts .

 To Learn something of va lue  about human behavior.
 I f  the  su b je c ts  knew the  tru e  purpose or n a tu re  o f the experim ent

ahead o f tim e, they might have behaved in  an u n n a tu ra l o r overly  
se lf-c o n sc io u s  manner.
The value of the  experim ent in  advancing our knowledge o f human behavior 
j u s t i f i e s  exposing the  su b je c t to  the  p o ss ib le  s t r e s s  involved .

 Does n o t take  u n fa ir  advantage o f  the  su b je c ts .

 Other (p lease s p e c i fy ) :

"NO" answ ers:

 S ubjects do not v o lu n tee r to  be in  the experim ent.
May have long term harm ful consequences fo r the  s u b je c ts .

 S ubjects may behave in  a way th a t  lowers th e i r  sense o f s e lf -e s te e m .
Too u n p leasan t or s t r e s s f u l  fo r the su b je c ts .
Does n o t accom plish anyth ing  of s o c ia l  va lue .

 Subjects do no t know the  tru e  purpose or n a tu re  o f the  experim ent before
p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  i t  and th e re fo re  may f e e l  they have been deceived .
The value o f the  experim ent does not j u s t i f y  the  p o ss ib le  harm to  s u b je c ts .

 Encourages people to  re v e a l u n d es ira b le , a n t i - s o c ia l  o r n e u ro tic  behav io r.
 Other (p lease  s p e c ify ) :
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AGE SEX

OCCUPATION

EDUCATION; P lease  check th e  h ig h es t le v e l  a t ta in e d ,

Some College

Some High School Completed High School 

Completed C ollege ___

Some graduate  o r p ro fe s s io n a l t r a in in g  _____

Completed g rad u ate  o r p ro fe s s io n a l t r a in in g  _____

I f  you have a tten d ed  g raduate  o r p ro fe s s io n a l sch o o l, p lea se  in d ic a te  which 

type: ___________________________________ __________________________ _____ _____ _

MARITAL STATUS;

S in g le   M arried _____  Separated  Divorced . Widowed _____

Do you id e n t i fy  w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  e th n ic  group? Yes _____  No______

I f  y e s , which? ______________________________________________________

Do you id e n t i fy  w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  r e l ig io u s  group? Yes _____  No______

I f  y e s , which?  ____________________________________________

I f  you have a r e l ig io u s  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  do you consider y o u rse lf :

H ighly observan t _____  O bservant_____ _

R arely  observan t   Not observan t _____

Why did  you v o lu n te e r  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  th is  experim ent?

PLEASE TURN TO THE FOLLOWING PAGE



Have you ever p a r t ic ip a te d  in  a psychology experiment before? Yes ___ No

I f  y e s » b r ie f ly  d esc rib e  th e  experim ent.

Are th e re  any experim ents, d escribed  in  your b o o k le t, th a t  seemed to  be 
s im ila r  to  o th e r psychology experim ents th a t  you have heard about?

Yes  ____  No______

I f  y e s , p lea se  name th e  experim ent or experim ents as they a re  t i t l e d  in  
the  b o o k le t, and In d ic a te  b r ie f ly ,  th e  s im ila r  fe a tu re s .

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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Experim ental W rite -ups: From H ighest to  Lowest Rated

CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE

To what e x te n t w i l l  a person y ie ld  to ,  o r r e s i s t ,  the in flu en ce  of 

a group? The purpose of th i s  experim ent i s  to  d isco v er how a person 

w i l l  r e a c t  when confronted  w ith  a unanimous view which i s  co n tra ry  to  

h is  own.

A group of e ig h t people i s  assembled and asked to  judge which of 

th re e  l in e s  i s  the  same len g th  as ano ther l i n e .  Many such judgments 

a re  req u ired  and each member of the group must g ive  h is  answer p u b lic ly  

so th a t  a l l  can h e a r . The c o r re c t  answer i s  a sim ple and obvious one. 

Normally i t  would be extrem ely r a re  fo r  someone to  make an e r ro r .  

However, in  th i s  s i tu a t io n ,  only one person i s  th e  r e a l  su b je c t.  The 

o th e r  members of the  group, a s s i s ta n t s  of the experim en ter, have been 

in s tru c te d  to  unanimously g ive  in c o r re c t  responses fo r  many of the 

judgm ents. The su b je c t answers l a s t  and thus must re so lv e  a powerful 

c o n f l ic t .  He must e i th e r  announce an answer which i s  in  disagreem ent 

w ith  a l l  the  o th e rs  o r e ls e  he must g iv e  an answer which he i s  

probably  su re  i s  in c o r re c t .  He fa c e s , perhaps fo r  the f i r s t  time in  

h is  l i f e ,  a s i tu a t io n  in  which the unanimous op in ion  of a  group of 

people d i f f e r s  from h is  own. And, he must s t a t e  h is  own op in ion , 

p u b lic ly .

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s :  When su b je c ts  g ive th e i r  opinion a f t e r  hearing  th e

in c o r re c t  answers of o th e rs ,  they may a lso  g ive in c o r re c t  answ ers.

There may be pronounced d iffe re n c e s  among the s u b je c ts  in  th e  ex ten t 

to  which they conform to  group opin ion  r a th e r  than g iv in g  th e  c o rre c t 

answer. C o n flic t and ten s io n  may be fre q u e n tly  experienced  by the  

s u b je c ts ,  e s p e c ia lly  when they express an op in ion  which d i f f e r s  from 

th a t  of th e  unanimous m a jo rity .
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A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS

When th e re  i s  a f i r e  in  a b u ild in g  or a th e a tre  w ith  too few e x i t s ,  

panic may develop. The aim of t h i s  experim ent i s  to  re p re s e n t,  in  the 

la b o ra to ry , some fe a tu re s  of a p an ic . This i s  done by means of a game.

Aluminum cones w ith  s tr in g s  a ttach ed  to  them a re  put in  a la rg e  

b o t t l e .  The b o t t le  has a narrow neck so th a t  only one cone a t  a time 

can be withdrawn. I f  two cones a re  p u lled  out of th e  b o t t l e  

s im u ltan eo u sly , they jam the neck of the b o t t l e  and n e ith e r  can be 

withdrawn. Each su b je c t holds th e  end of a s t r in g  a ttach ed  to  a cone. 

The s i tu a t io n  i s  s e t  up as a game in  which su b je c ts  can e i th e r  gain  or 

lo se  sm all amounts of money. During th e  experim ent, w ater i s  

g ra d u a lly  in troduced  in to  the b o t t l e  from below. Each su b je c t i s  given 

25 cen ts  i f  he removes h is  cone from the  b o t t l e  w hile the cone i s  s t i l l  

d ry , and he lo ses  money as the wet a rea  of h is  cone in c re a se s . The 

w ater re p re se n ts  the  f i r e ,  the neck of the b o t t l e  i s  l ik e  an e x i t  from 

a th e a tr e  which i s  on f i r e ,  and the  cones re p re se n t th e  e x it in g  people. 

The q u es tio n  i s  -  under what c ircum stances w i l l  jams occur?

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s : T n a ffic  jams may occur as long as th e re  a re  rewards

fo r  removing the cone befo re  i t  g e ts  w et, even i f  th e  s u b je c ts  a re  

allowed to  have d isc u ss io n s  ahead of tim e, to  p lan  on how they can 

coo p era te . I f  th e re  i s  no money in vo lved , su b je c ts  may be ab le  to  e x it  

s u c c e ss fu lly  in  the ample time allow ed.
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ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES-  -  - ^

How does a person re a c t to  a s t r e s s f u l  d isp u te  w ith  ano ther person , 

e s p e c ia lly  when h is  va lu es  and b e l ie f s  a re  s k i l l f u l l y  a ttacked?  The 

fo llow ing experim ent a ttem pts to  answer t h i s  q u es tio n .

The su b je c t and a "p a r tn e r"  a re  asked to  debate  th e i r  personal 

p h ilo so p h ies  o f l i f e .  They a re  p laced  in  a b r i l l i a n t l y  l ig h te d  room 

where th e  proceedings can be observed and film ed . Appartus to  record  

h e a r tb e a t and r e s p i r a t io n  i s  provided fo r  both th e  su b je c t and h is  

p a r tn e r .

The s u b je c t ,  who g e n e ra lly  expects a p le a sa n t d isc u s s io n , i s  taken 

by s u rp r is e  when h is  p a r tn e r ,  supposedly ano ther s u b je c t ,  launches a 

sh arp , v igorous a t ta c k  on th e  s u b je c t 's  p o in t of view. However, h is  

"p a r tn e r"  i s  no t a c tu a l ly  ano ther su b je c t bu t an a s s i s ta n t  o f the 

experim en ter, a law s tu d en t who i s  s k i l le d  in  debating  techniques and who 

has been in s tru c te d  to  anger the su b je c t by opposing and te a r in g  down h is  

b e l i e f s .  The s u b je c t 's  behavior and em otional re a c tio n s  a re  observed and 

m easured, b e fo re , d u rin g , and a f t e r ,  th e  a t ta c k .

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s :  S ub jec ts  w i l l  p robably  d i f f e r  in  both  th e i r  em otional

r e a c t io n s ,  as measured by b o d ily  changes, and th e i r  b ehav io r. I f  the  

su b jec t i s  very  involved in  the d e b a te , a c t iv e ly  defending h im se lf , h is  

b o d ily  re a c tio n s  may be d i f f e r e n t  than i f  he responds to  th e  a t ta c k  

w ith  "su rren d er and subm ission".
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SENSORY DEPRIVATION

The purpose of th is  study  i s  to  d isco v er how people re a c t  when 

deprived  of the usual a u d ito ry , v is u a l  and t a c t i l e  s tim u la tio n  th a t  is  

norm ally rece iv ed  from th e i r  su rround ings.

S ub jec ts  v o lu n tee r  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  an experim ent re q u ir in g  a 

prolonged period  of i s o la t io n .  The s u b je c t,  in  a sm all l ig h te d  room, 

must l i e  on a bed during  th e  e n t i r e  period  -  w ith  time ou t only fo r  meals 

and going to  th e  t o i l e t .  T ran slu cen t p la s t i c  g la s se s  a re  worn, which 

tra n sm it l i g h t ,  bu t do not allow  th e  form or d e ta i l s  of any o b je c t to  be 

seen . Nothing can be heard except the  continuous hum of a i r  c o n d itio n ­

ing equipment. Cotton gloves and cardborad c u f f s ,  extending beyond the  

f in g e r t ip s ,  r e s t r i c t  the  sense of touch. The su b je c t i s  kep t in  th is  

c o n d itio n  fo r  as long as he i s  w il l in g .

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s ; Prolonged exposure to  a r e s t r i c t e d ,  monotonous 

environm ent, may d is ru p t  behavior and th in k in g . The su b je c t could show 

c h i ld is h  em otional re a c tio n s  and h is  p e rcep tio n s  could become d is to r te d .  

I t  i s  a lso  p o ss ib le  th a t  he w i l l  experience v is u a l  and a u d ito ry  

h a l lu c in a t io n s .  Immediately a f t e r  the  experim ent, th e  s u b je c t 's  

perform ance on in te l l e c tu a l  ta sk s  may be below h is  u sual c a p a c ity . I t  

i s  u n lik e ly  th a t  th ese  symptoms w i l l  p e r s i s t  beyond a few hours.



REACTION TO AN UNDESIRKD TRAIT

I f  a person Is  exposed to  in fo rm atio n , s tro n g ly  im plying th a t  he 

possesses a t r a i t  which he r e je c t s  o r condemns in  h im se lf , w i l l  he t ry  to 

re so lv e  the c o n f l ic t  by a t t r ib u t in g  th a t  t r a i t  to  o th e rs?  In th i s  e x p e r i­

m ent, su b je c ts  who do not consider them selves homosexual, a re  led  to  b e lie v e  

they possess homosexual tendencies  and a re  then asked th e i r  opin ion  of 

ano ther person.

Male s u b je c ts  a re  given a s e r ie s  of p sych o lo g ica l t e s t s .  They a re  to ld  

th a t  th e se  t e s t s  w i l l  be analyzed by c l in i c a l  p sy c h o lo g is ts . A fte r  th e  t e s t ­

ing they  a re  in v ite d  to  re tu rn  fo r  a second se ss io n  in  which both th e i r  s e l f ­

in s ig h t  and th e i r  a b i l i t y  to  judge the  p e rso n a li ty  of ano ther person w i l l  be 

ev a lu a ted . At the  second s e ss io n , the  su b je c t and h is  p a r tn e r ,  ano ther sub­

j e c t ,  a re  sea ted  a t  a ta b le ,  fac ing  a sc reen . In  f ro n t  of them, each su b je c t 

has a d ia l  -  connected to  them by w ires  -  which they can see  but th e  o th er 

person cannot. The experim enter then p ro je c ts  p ic tu re s  o f semi-nude and 

f u l ly  c lo thed  men onto the  sc reen . The d ia l  i s  rigged  so th a t  everytim e a 

handsome, semi-nude man ap p ea rs , the d ia l  r e g i s te r s  a wide swing. With g re a t 

ca re  the  experim enter ex p la in s  th a t  th e  movement of th e  need le  in  response 

to  looking  a t  photographs of nude men, i s  a c le a r  and in d isp u ta b le  s ig n  of 

homosexual a ro u sa l. Following t h i s ,  the  su b je c t i s  asked to  d e sc rib e  h is  

own re a c tio n s  and to  in d ic a te  how h is  p a r tn e r  may have re a c te d .

In  concluding the  experim ent, i t  i s  c a r e fu l ly  exp lained  to  th e  su b je c t 

th a t  h is  s o -c a lle d  re a c tio n s  to  the  p ic tu re s ,  supposedly in d ic a te d  on the 

d i a l ,  have a c tu a lly  been rigged  by the  experim enter.

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s ; Some s u b je c ts  may a t t r i b u t e  hom osexuality to  th e i r  p a r t ­

ners  a s  a response to  "d isco v erin g "  homosexual ten d en c ies  in  them selves.

This s o r t  of re a c tio n  may r e l a t e  to  th e  s u b je c t 's  own fe e lin g s  o f s e l f ­

esteem .
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OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS

The purpose i s  to  see how f a r  a person  w i l l  comply w ith an 

e x p e rim en te r 's  c a llo u s  o rd e rs  b efo re  re fu s in g  to  go on. In  o th e r words, 

to  see w hether a person would disobey an experim enter r a th e r  than ac t 

se v e re ly  a g a in s t ano ther in d iv id u a l.

Two a d u lts  come to  a psychology la b o ra to ry  to  take p a r t  in  a 

study  on memory and le a rn in g . (One of them i s  an a c tu a l  s u b je c t ,  the 

o th e r  i s  a p ro fe s s io n a l a c to r  working fo r  the  experim en te r.) The 

su b je c t i s  p laced in  a p o s it io n  where he i s  to ld  he must ad m in iste r 

in c re a s in g ly  pow erful e l e c t r i c  shocks to  th e  o th e r man (th e  v ic t im ) .

He i s  to ld  to  d e l iv e r  a shock each tim e the o th e r man makes an e r ro r  on 

a le a rn in g  ta sk . And in  o rder to  d e l iv e r  the  shock the  su b je c t i s  

given c o n tro l of an im pressive shock g e n e ra to r , th a t  can give shocks 

from 15 v o l ts  to  450 v o l t s :  Danger, severe  shock. The v ic tim  i s  

s trap p ed  in  a c h a ir  and cannot ge t o u t. But he p ro te s ts  w ith  in c re a s ­

ing  vehemence as the  shock le v e l  i s  r a is e d .  I f  the su b jec t tu rn s  to  

th e  experim enter and p r o te s t s ,  the  experim enter t e l l s  him th a t  he must 

go on, g iv in g  in c re a s in g ly  more powerful shocks. (A c tu a lly , the v ic tim  

does not r e a l ly  re c e iv e  any shocks, b u t the  su b jec t th in k s  he d o es .)

The q u es tio n  i s  whether the su b je c t w i l l  obey, or re fu se  to  obey, the 

experim en ter.

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s : Some su b je c ts  may obey th e  experim en ter, con tin u in g

to  give shocks u n t i l  the  h ig h est shock le v e l  on the g en era to r i s  

reached , and the  experim ent i s  te rm in a ted . O thers may obey i n i t i a l l y ,  

bu t re fu se  to  con tinue a f t e r  the  v ic tim  beg ins to  p r o te s t .  S u b jec ts  

may experience  c o n f l ic t  and m an ifest s ig n s  of extrem e te n s io n .
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AIRPLANE CRASH SIMULATION

To study the e f f e c t s  of extreme s t r e s s  on work e f f ic ie n c y  and on 

the  production  of harmful and noxious body p ro d u c ts ,  the  experimenter 

c re a te s  a s i t u a t io n  l i k e l y  to produce in ten se  f e a r .

A group of s o ld ie r s  -  during b a s ic  t r a in in g  -  i s  taken on an 

a i rp la n e  f l i g h t .  They a re  to ld  th a t  the purpose of the  f l i g h t  i s  to 

study the e f f e c t  of changes in  a l t i t u d e  on work performance. During 

the  f l i g h t ,  the a i r c r a f t  lu rches  and one p ro p e l le r  s to p s .  Other 

m alfunctions a re  announced over the  intercom and f i n a l l y  the s o ld ie r s  

a re  to ld  to p repare  fo r  a crash land ing . Ambulances and f i r e  trucks  

a re  seen in  the f i e ld  below.

The s o ld ie r s  a re  then asked to  f i l l  out some q u e s tio n n a ire s  (which 

a re  a c tu a l ly  t e s t s ) : One in  the  form of emergency in s t r u c t io n s  and

the  o th e r  in  the  form of emergency da ta  such as the  name of the  next of 

k in .  They a re  in s t r u c te d  to p lace  these  documents in  t h e i r  su rv iv a l  

k i t .  Meanwhile the p i l o t  s im u la tes  the beginning of a c rash  d ive .

This s t r e s s  s i t u a t io n  l a s t s  a b r i e f  time and then the  s o ld ie r s  are  

to ld  t h a t  they are s a fe .

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s : Under co n d it io n s  of extreme s t r e s s ,  i t  i s  p o ss ib le

th a t  working e f f ic ie n c y  w i l l  decrease  markedly and th e re  w i l l  be 

s p e c i f i c  changes in  body chem istry .
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TRAUMATIC SHOCK AND LEARNING

How does a person , exposed to extremely p a in fu l  shocks, le a rn  to 

avoid f u r th e r  shocks? This experiment i s  designed to study lea rn in g  

under p a in fu l  co n d it io n s .

S ub jec ts  v o lu n tee r  to  serve  in  an experiment involving e l e c t r i c  

shock: A medical approval s l i p  i s  r e q u ire d .  A fte r  s ign ing  a waiver of

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  the  su b je c t  i s  s trapped  in to  the  ap p ro p ria te  ap para tus .

A b e l l  i s  sounded, and ten  seconds l a t e r ,  the  su b jec t  i s  given a shock. 

The i n t e n s i t y  of the  shock i s  g rad u a lly  in creased  u n t i l  i t  i s  p a in fu l .  

When the  su b je c t  in d ic a te s  th a t  a f u r th e r  in c rease  w i l l  make the pain 

i n to l e r a b l e ,  the  in t e n s i ty  o f the shock i s  then  decreased s l i g h t l y  and 

kep t a t  th a t  l e v e l .

The number of p a in fu l  shocks depends on how quickly  a su b jec t  

le a rn s  to  avoid the  shocks: S ubjects  re c e iv e  a minimum of 45 shocks

and a maximum of 200. There a re  two groups of s u b je c ts .  For both 

g roups, the  b e l l  s ig n a ls  the  onset o f shock, but the  manner of avoiding 

th e  shock d i f f e r s .  In one group, a r e f l e x  response can e i t h e r  te rm inate  

the shock or avoid i t .  In  the  o ther  group, the su b je c ts  must le a rn  to  

tu rn  a  knob both  to  te rm ina te  the shock or avoid i t .  For the  r e f l e x  

group -  a lthough  escaping th e  shock i s  autom atic -  avoiding the  shock 

must be le a rn e d .  The question  i s :  Which group le a rn s  f a s te r ?

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s : The su b je c ts  may le a rn  to avoid the  shock more e a s i ly  

when they have to le a rn  how to  te rm inate  the shock. When the te rm ina tion  

of the  shock i s  based on a r e f l e x  r e a c t io n ,  i t  may be more d i f f i c u l t  to  

le a rn  how to avoid the shock.
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A TRAUMATICALLY CONDITIONED RESPONSE

I f  a person has an experience of t e r r i f y i n g  dim ensions, w i l l  he 

con tinue to  r e a c t  to  an in c id e n ta l  element in  th a t  trauma? For in s ta n c e ,  

a s p e c i f i c  tone. H osp ita l ized  a lc o h o l ic s  v o lu n tee r  as su b je c ts  a f t e r  

being to ld  th a t  the experiment i s  connected w ith  a p o ss ib le  therapy fo r  

a lcoholism .

The su b je c t  i s  placed on a s t r e t c h e r  and var io u s  dev ices  to  measure 

h e a r t  r a t e ,  r e s p i r a t i o n ,  and o th e r  p h y s ic a l  r e a c t io n s ,  a re  used. Suddenly 

-  w ithout warning -  a drug i s  in je c te d  which causes in s tan tan eo u s  p a ra ly s is  

and r e s p i r a t i o n  i s  suspended. Although the  su b jec t  i s  unable to b re a th e ,  

he i s  aware of what i s  going on. The s i t u a t i o n  continues fo r  about two 

minutes and the su b je c t  f e e l s  as i f  he i s  dying. He i s  unable to b re a th e ,  

and a t  the  same time, because of the  gen era l  p a r a ly s i s ,  unable to  do any­

th ing  about i t .  (The experience i s  d escribed  as h o r r i fy in g  even when the 

in d iv id u a l  knows beforehand th a t  i t  i s  a temporary r e a c t io n  caused by a 

drug and a ls o  expects i t . )  During the  trauma, earphones a re  used to 

t ra n sm it  a  s p e c ia l  tone. W ill the  su b je c t  show the same p h y s ica l  r e a c t io n  

to  th e  tone alone when i t  i s  used w ithout the o r ig in a l  trauma?

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s :  Subjects  who hear the  tone while they a re  undergoing

t h i s  traum atic  experience , may con tinue  to  respond to the tone long a f t e r  

the o r ig in a l  trauma has passed , e .g .  show the same p h y s ica l  r e a c t io n s .

They may do so even though the traum atic  experience i s  never rep ea ted .

Some s u b je c ts  may m an ifest s igns  of shock immediately a f t e r  the  e f f e c t  

of the  drug has worn o f f .
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PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO FREEZING TEMPERATURES

Sometimes p i l o t s  must c rash  land t h e i r  planes or b a i l  out in to  

A rc tic  w aters . The follow ing experiments a re  conducted to  study leng th  

of su rv iv a l  and bodily  r e a c t io n s  to immersion in  extremely cold w ater.  

Subjects  a re  p r iso n e rs  and they a re  forced  to  take  p a r t  in  t h i s  

experiment.

During a cold snap, in  December, a p r iso n e r  i s  placed naked on a 

s t r e t c h e r  o u ts id e  h is  c e l l  in  the  evening. He i s  covered w ith  a sheet 

and every hour a bucket of cold water i s  poured over him. The su b jec t  

lays  out in  the open l i k e  t h i s  fo r  more than twelve hours. Temperatures 

a re  taken , and measures a re  made of h e a r t  a c t io n  and r e s p i r a t i o n .

In  a second experiment, a p r iso n e r  i s  immersed in  water in  f u l l  

f ly in g  u n ifo rm .. . .w ith  hood. A l i f e  ja c k e t  p revents  s in k in g .  The 

experiments a re  conducted a t  water tem peratures between 36,5 and 53.5 

degrees F ah renhe it .  In  the f i r s t  s e r i e s  the back of the head and the 

b ra in  stem are  above w ater.  In another s e r i e s  the  back of the  neck 

and p a r t  of the head a re  submerged.

P o ss ib le  r e s u l t s :  F a t a l i t i e s  may occur only when the  medulla and the

cerebellum a re  c h i l l e d .  The leng th  of time th a t  each p r iso n e r  i s  ab le  

to su rv ive  in  the  icy  w a te r ,  may vary .
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"Results" as Presented for 'Outcome1 Manipulation

REAL:
CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE 

R e s u l t s : When su b jec ts  gave th e i r  judgments a f t e r  hearing  the  in c o r re c t

answers o f o th e r s ,  about a t h i r d  o f  th e se  judgments were in  e r ro r .  There 

were a lso  s t r ik in g  d if fe ren ces  among th e  sub jec ts  in  the  ex ten t to  which 

they followed the  group op in ion . Some never d id , while o thers  almost 

always d id .  C o n f l ic t  and tension  were f re q u e n tly  experienced by the 

s u b je c t s .

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS 

R e s u l t s : Over 60 percen t of the  su b je c ts  obey the  experim enter, con tinu­

ing to  shock the v ic tim  u n t i l  the  end of the  experiment, and th e re fo re  

they give the h ig h es t  shock le v e l  on the  g enera to r ,  450 v o l t s :  Danger,

severe  shock. Many su b je c ts  m an ifes t  s igns o f  extreme nervous ten s io n .

FALSE:
CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE 

R e s u l t s : When su b jec ts  gave th e i r  judgments a f t e r  hearing  the in c o r re c t

answers o f  o th e rs ,  about 90 percen t o f  th e se  judgments were in  e r r o r .

There were a lso  s t r i k in g  d if fe ren ces  among the  su b jec ts  in the  ex ten t  to  

which they followed the  group op in ion : a few never d id ,  while most of

the  o thers  did so r e g u la r ly .  C o n f l ic t  and ten s io n  were f req u en tly  ex­

perienced  by the s u b je c ts .

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS 

R e s u l t s : Most su b jec ts  disobeyed the experimenter and stopped shocking

the  v ic tim  a t  150 v o l t s .  Fewer than 4 percen t were s t i l l  obedient a t  300 

v o l ts  and le ss  than one percen t continued u n t i l  450 v o l t s :  Danger, severe

shock. Signs o f  extreme tension  were shown by some s u b je c ts .
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A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS 

R e s u l t s ; T ra f f ic  jams in v a r ia b ly  occur. Some groups of su b jec ts  a re  p e r ­

m it te d  to  have d iscu ss io n s  ahead of time, allowing them to  make a p lan 

o f  coopera tion . But even when such plans a re  made, se r io u s  jams occur.

On th e  o th e r  hand, su b je c ts  a re  ab le  to  draw the  cones from the b o t t l e  

w ithout any se r io u s  jams occu rr in g , i f  money rewards a re  e lim ina ted  and 

th e re  i s  no w ater.

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES 

R e s u l ts : Subjects d i f f e r e d  in  both t h e i r  emotional r e a c t io n s ,  as measured

by bod ily  changes, and t h e i r  behavior. I f  the  su b je c t  was very  involved 

in  the  debate , a c t iv e ly  defending h im se lf ,  b rea th in g  and h e a r t  r a t e  were 

f a s t e r .  But i f  he responded to  the a t ta c k  with "su rrender  and submis­

s io n , "  b rea th in g  and h e a r t  r a t e  slowed down.

SENSORY DEPRIVATION 

R e s u l t s : The r e s u l t s  show th a t  prolonged exposure to  a r e s t r i c t e d ,  monoto­

nous cond it ion  can d is ru p t  behavior and th in k in g . Some su b je c ts  show 

c h i ld i s h  emotional r e a c t io n s .  Perceptions can become d i s to r t e d  and v isu a l  

and au d i to ry  h a l lu c in a t io n s  a re  sometimes experienced. Immediately a f t e r  

the  experiment, a s u b je c t ' s  performance on i n t e l l e c t u a l  tasks  i s  below h is  

u su a l  c a p a c i ty .  A ll th e se  symptoms g en era l ly  d isappear a f t e r  a few h o u rs .

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT 

R e s u l t s ; Some su b jec ts  a t t r i b u t e d  homosexuality to  t h e i r  p a r tn e rs  as a 

response to  "d iscovering"  homosexual tendencies in  them selves . This r e ­

a c t io n  r e l a t e d  to  the s u b je c t ' s  own fee l in g s  of s e lf -e s te e m .
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AIRPLANE CRASH SIMULATION 

R e su l ts :  Under cond itions  o f  extreme s t r e s s ,  the  working e f f ic ie n c y  of

some su b je c ts  decreased markedly. There were a lso  s p e c i f i c  changes in 

body chem istry.

TRAUMATIC SHOCK AND LEARNING 

R e s u l t s : The s u b je c ts ,  whose escape response was a r e f l e x  re a c t io n  to  the

shock, never learned  to  avoid the shock. However, the su b je c ts  who had 

to  lea rn  how to  te rm ina te  the shock were a lso  ab le  to  lea rn  how the  shocks 

could be avoided.

A TRAUMATICALLY CONDITIONED RESPONSE 

R e s u l t s : Subjects  who heard the  tone while undergoing th i s  traum atic  ex­

p er ience  continued to  respond to  the  tone long a f t e r  the  o r ig in a l  trauma 

had passed , e . g . ,  they  showed the  same phys ica l  r e a c t io n s .  The re a c t io n  

to  the  tone continued even though the  traum atic  experience was never 

rep ea ted . Some su b je c ts  m anifested  signs o f  shock immediately a f t e r  the 

e f f e c t  o f  the  drug had worn o f f .

PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO FREEZING TEMPERATURE 

R e s u l t s : F a t a l i t i e s  occurred only when the  medulla and the  cerebellum

were c h i l l e d .  The toughest man endured in the  icy  water fo r  100 minutes, 

the  weakest fo r  53 minutes.
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Tables fo r  Sex D ifferences



Table IB. S ig n ifica n t t Tests for Sex

MEAN
RATING
fCR

00
QUESTIONS
Exposure -  B enefit  

(N)
TCR
E th ica l
Permit

(N)
Shock
Harm

(N)
A irplane
Harm

(N)
Sensory
Permit

(N)
A ttack
Permit

(N)
Game
Harm

(N)
Conformity
B enefit

(N)

REASONS
Exposure
Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l  

(N)
Shock
Learn about behavior 

(N)
A irplane
Value does not j u s t i f y  harm 

(N)
Obedience
Discomfort or s t r e s s  

temporary 
Learn about behavior 

(N)
Reaction
Value j u s t i f i e s  s t r e s s  

(N)
Sensory
Ss v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 
Discomfort or s t r e s s  on’y 

temporary

M
-2 .2 5

( 12)

-1 .8 3
(24)

-0 .17
-0 .3 3

( 12)

-0 .0 8
( 12)

+0.25
( 12)

+2.00
( 12)

+2.00
( 12)

+1.75
(24)

+0.50
(12

1.15
(20)

1.50
(6)

0 . 22
(9)

0.80
1.40
(5)

0 .00
(9)

0 .83

0.50

F
-5 .4 7

(36)

-1 .19
(72)

-0 .94
-1 .33

(32)

- 0.88
(32)

-0 .89
(32)

+0,89
(32)

+ 1.22
(32)

+1.33
(72)

+1.14
(36)

0.94
(62)

0.58
( 12)

1.00
(25)

0.32
0.82
(22)

0.30
(20)

1.19

0.88

SD
M F _t

6.48 4.49 1.92

0.38* 1.17* 4.04

0.39 0.21 1.82
2.06 1.51 1.81

1.56 1.05 1.75

1.55 1.04 2.90

0.00 1.82 2.10

0.00 1.61 1.67

0.68* 1.19* 2.12

1.17 1.07 1.75

0.49 0.51 1.66

0.55 0.52 3.49

0.44 0.65 3.33

0.45 0.57 1.77
0.55 0.66 1.81

0.00 0.47 1.90

0.39 0 .49 2.22

0.52 0 .59  1.94

275

P
(.06)

.001

( .08)
(.08)

( .09)

.01

.04

( . 10)

.04

(.09)

( . 10)

.003

.002

(.09)
(.08)

(.07)

.03

(.06)

* Variances not homogeneous.
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Table IB. Significant J: Tests for Sex (continued)
MEAN SD

Sensory (continued) M F M F P
Of va lue  to  Ss in  under­

standing  themselves 0.33 0.81 0.65 0.80 1.79 (.08)
(N) (12) (26)

Long term harm 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.71 2.24 .05
Lovers Self-esteem 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.53 3.00 .02
Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.52 3.67 .005
No s o c ia l  value 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.52 2.45 .04
Value does not j u s t i f y  harm 0.00 0.90 0.00 0.74 3.86 .004
Encourages undes irab le

behavior 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.70 1.81 (.10)
(N) (0) (10)

Attack
Long term harm 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.69 3.29 .02
Lowers se lf -e s teem 0.00 1.29 0.00 0.76 4.50 .004

Ss f e e l  deceived 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.76 2.50 .05
Value does no t j u s t i f y  harm 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.38 6.00 .001
Encourages n e u ro tic  behavior 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.54 2.83 .03

(N) (0) (7)
Conformity
Value j u s t i f i e s  s t r e s s 0.27 0.67 0.47 0.69 1.75 (.09)

(N) (11) (33)

QUESTIONS ACROSS EXPERIMENTS
Harm +0.28 0.00 1.54 1.56 1.86 (.06)

(N) (144) (432)

REASONS ACROSS EXPERIMENTS
Learn about behavior 1.14 0.82 0.53 0.60 4.37 .001
Value j u s t i f i e s  s t r e s s 0.33 0.49 0.58 0.63 2.04 .04
Not u n fa i r  to  Ss 0.43 0.55 0.52 0.57 1.74 (.08)

(N) (87) (235)
Value does not j u s t i f y  harm 0.70 0.90 0.63 0.68 1.96 .05

(N) (57) (198)
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APPENDIX C

Tables fo r  Sections on Before and A fte r  Exposure; 

Exposure and Game, Findings and Im plica tions



Table 1C. Experiments Before and After Exposure: Significant ̂  Tests

MEAN SD
TCR Before A fter Before A fter t
B enefit -0 ,5 0 -1.17 1.45 1.13 1.78
E th ic a l

(N)
-0 .42

(24)
-1 .08

(24)
1.44 1.10 1.80

Conformity
E th ic a l

(N)
+1.13

(24)
+1.63

(24)
0.99* 0.58* 2.14

Game
Rating +5.38 +7.00 4.10 3.10 2.19
E th ic a l

(N)

TCR
O fv a lu e  to  a  in  under-

+1.08
(48)

+1.58
(48)

1.09* 0.79* 2.57

standing  themselves 1.29 0.00 0.95 0.00 2.64
Learn about behavior 

(N)

Shock
Not too unpleasan t or

1.14
(7)

0.50
(4)

0.38 0.58 2.26

s t r e s s f u l 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.52 2.31
Not u n fa ir  to  Ss 

(N)

A irp lane
Discomfort or s t r e s s

0.30
(10)

0.88
(8)

0.48 0.64 2.17

only temporary 
(N)

0.38
(8)

1.17
(6)

0.74 0.41 2.34

Long term harm 
(N)

1.11
(18)

0.63
(16)

0.68 0.50 2.36

Obedience
Not u n fa ir  to  Ss 

(N)
0.60

(15)
0.17

(12)
0.74* 0.39* 1.96

Long term harm 0.54 0.13 0.52 0.35 1.98
Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l  

<N)
Reaction
I f  Ss knew the  t ru e  purpose 

of experiment they behave

1.15
(13)

0.38
(8)

0.80 0.52 2.44

unn a tu ra lly
(N)

0.35
(17)

0.75
(12)

0.49 0.62 1.92

Lowers se lf -es teem  
(N)

0.43
(7)

1.33
(12)

0.54 0.65 3.11

P
(.08)
(.08)

.04

.03

.01

.03

.05

.035

.045

.04

.025

(.06)

(.06)
.025

(.07)

.01

^Variances not homogeneous.
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Table 1C. Experiments Before and After Exposure: S ig n if ic a n t  _t Tests  
(continued)

Sensory .
Not too unpleasant or 

s t r e s s f u l  
Not u n f a i r  ter Ss 

(N)

MEAN SD
Before A fter  Before A fter  t

0.22
0.33

(18)

0.60
0.65

( 20)

0.43
0.49

0.68
0.49

2 . 02
2.00

.05

.05

A ttack
Ss v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 
Not u n fa i r  to  Ss 

(N)

S elf-es teem  lowered 
(N)

Conformity
Ss v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 

(N)

0.90 0.57 0.72
0.30 0.71 0.47

(20) ( 21)

1.75 0.67 0.50
(4) (3)

0.73 0.36 0.63
(22) (22)

0.51 1.70 (.09)
0.46 2.84 .01

0.58 2.66 ,045

0.49 2.13 .04

S elf-es teem  lowered 
No s o c ia l  value 

(N)

1.50 0.00 0.71 0.00 3.00 (.095)
0.00 1.50 0 .00 0.71 0.00 (.095)

(2) (2)
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Table 2C. P o sitio n , Rating and Mean Score for Questions

Exposure
Rating

M.S. d . f . F P

Between groups 
Within groups

25.59
9.89

5
90

2.59 .03

Linear
D evia tion  from

113.16 1 11.76 .001

l in e a r 3.70 4 0.37 N.S.
Q uadratic

D eviation  from
12.77 1 1.33 N.S.

q u ad ra t ic 0.68 3 0.07 N.S.

B en e fit
Between groups 
Within groups

2.12
1.08

5
90

1.96 (.09]

Linear 9.66 1 9.24 .003
D eviation  from l i n e a r 0.23 4 0.21 N.S.

Q uadratic 0.02 1 0.02 N.S.
D evia tion  from q u ad ra t ic 0.30 3 0.28 N.S.

Harm
Between groups 
Within groups

CM
 • 

•
o 

o 5
90

0.54 N.S.

L inear 0.97 1 2.30 N.S.
D evia tion  from l in e a r 0.05 4 0.12 N.S.

Q uadratic 0.15 1 . 0.34 N.S.
D eviation  from q u ad ra tic 0.02 3 0.05 N.S.

Consent
Between groups 
Within groups

0.64
0.55

5
90

1.16

Linear 0.43 1 0.77
D eviation  from l in e a r 0.69 4 1.26

Quadratic 0.07 1 0.13
Deviation  from q u ad ra t ic 0.90 3 1.63

E th ic a l
Between groups 
W ithin groups

2.27
1.00

5
90

2.27 .05

Linear 3.32 1 3.19 (.07]
D evia tion  from l i n e a r 2.01 4 2.01 (.09<

Quadratic 6.86 1 7.01 .01
D eviation  from q u ad ra t ic 0.39 3 0.39 N.S.

Permit
Between groups 3.47 5 1.79 N.S.

J



Table 2C. P o sitio n , Rating and Mean Score for Questions (continued)

Exposure (continued) M.S.
Within groups 1,93

Linear 16.51
Deviation  from l in e a r  0.20

Quadratic 0,19
D eviation  from q u ad ra t ic  0,21

TCR
Rating
Between groups 15.93
Within groups 28.12

Linear 77.26
D eviation  from l in e a r  0.60

Quadratic 0.15
D eviation  from q u ad ra t ic  0.75

B enefit
Between groups 1.48
Within groups 1.79

Linear 5.60
D eviation  from l in e a r  0.45

Quadratic 0.10
D eviation  from q u ad ra tic  0.57

Harm
Between groups 1.43
Within groups 1.30

Linear 0.03
D eviation from l in e a r  1.78

Quadratic 0.72
D eviation from q u ad ra tic  2.14

Consent
Between groups 1.73
Within groups 2.26

Linear 0.26
D eviation  from l in e a r  2.10

Q uadratic 3.72
D eviation from q u ad ra tic  1.56

Permit
Between groups 3.53
Within groups 2.81

Linear 12.60
D eviation from l in e a r  1.27

d . f . F P
90

1 8.88 .004
4 0.11 N.S.
1 0.10 N.S.
3 0.11 N.S.

5 0.57
42

1 3.00 ( .09)
4 0.02
1 0.01
3 0.03

5 0.83 
42

1 3.34 (.07)
4 0.25
1 0.06
3 0.32

5 1.11 
42

1 0.02
4 1.38
1 0.53
3 1.65

5 0.75 
42

1 0.11
4 0.93
1 1.68
3 0.69

5 1.26 
42

1 4.71 .03
4 0.45



282

Table 2C. P o sitio n , Rating and Mean Score for Question (continued)

TCR (continued) M.S.
Quadratic 4.02

Deviation from quadra tic  0.35

Shock
Rating
Between groups 15.43
Within groups 33.30

Linear 39.11
D eviation from l in e a r  9.51

Quadratic 1.43
Deviation from q u ad ra t ic  12.21

Benefit
Between groups 2.32
Within groups 1.52

L inear 0.79
D eviation from l in e a r  2.70

Quadratic 4.50
D eviation from Quadratic 2.11

Harm
Between groups 0.67
Within groups 1.57

L inear 2.19
Deviation from l i n e a r  0.29

Q uadratic 1.01
D eviation from q u adra tic  0.05

Consent
Between groups 0.88
Within groups 1,94

Linear 0.01
D eviation from l in e a r  1.10

Quadratic 0.10
D eviation  from q u adra tic  1.44

E th ic a l
Between groups 1.67
Within groups 2.21

Linear 0.09
D eviation from l in e a r  2.07

Quadratic 6.29
D eviation from q u ad ra t ic  0.66

Permit
Between groups 4.80

d . f . F P
1 1.52
3 0.12

5 0.46
42

1 1.25
4 0.29
1 0.05
3 0.37

5 1.53 
42

1 0.49
4 1.78
1 2.89 ( .09)
3 1.38

5 0.43 
42

1 1.50
4 0.19
1 0.68
3 0.03

5 0.46 
42

1 0.00
4 0.57
1 0.05
3 0.74

5 0.76 
42

1 0.04
4 0.94
1 2.99 (.09)
3 0.30

5 1.29
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Table 2C. P osition . Rating and Mean Score for Question (continued)

Shock (continued) M.S.
Within groups 3.71

L inear 16.46
D eviation from l in e a r  1.89

Quadratic 0.00
D eviation  from q u ad ra tic  2.51

Game
Rating
Between groups 15.70
Within groups 13.65

Linear 38.63
D eviation  from l in e a r  9.97

Quadratic 6.03
D eviation from q uadra tic  11.28

B enefit
Between groups 0,35
Within groups 1.71

Linear 0.23
D eviation from l in e a r  0.38

Quadratic 0,00
D eviation from quadra tic  0.51

Harm
Between groups 2.28
Within groups 1.14

Linear 7.23
D eviation  from l in e a r  1.04

Q uadratic 0.67
D eviation  from quadra tic  1.56

Consent
Between groups 2.20
Within groups 1.86

Linear 0.01
D eviation  from l i n e a r  2.75

Quadratic 3.24
D eviation  from quadra tic  2.58

E th ic a l
Between groups 1.84
Within groups 0.91

Linear 6.60
D eviation from l in e a r  0.65

Quadratic 0.86

d . f . F P
42

1 4.63 .035
4 0.51
1 0.00
3 0.68

5 1.15
90

1 2.86 (.09)
4 0,73
1 0.44
3 0.83

5 0.20 
90

1 0.14
4 0.22
1 0.00
3 0.30

5 2.00 (.09)
90

1 6.39 .01
4 0.91
1 0.59
3 1.02

5 1.18 
42

1 0.01
4 1.48
1 1.72
3 1.39

5 2.02 (.08)
90

1 7.33 .01
4 0.71
1 0.95
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Table 2C. P o s i t io n ,  Rating and Mean Score fo r  Questions (continued)

Game (continued) M.S.
D eviation from q u ad ra t ic  0.58

Permit
Between groups 1.77
Within groups 1.63

L inear 0.13
D eviation  from l i n e a r  2.18

Q uadratic  0.30
D eviation  from q u ad ra t ic  2.80

TCR
E th ic a l
Between groups 3.53
W ithin groups 2.81

Linear 12.60
D eviation from l i n e a r  1.27

Quadratic 4.02
D eviation  from q u ad ra tic  0.35

d . f . F P
3 0.64

5 1.08
90

1 0.08
4 1.33
1 0.18
3 1.72

5 1.26
90

1 4.71 .03
4 0.45
1 1.52
3 0.12
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Table 3C. S ig n if ic a n t  _t Tests  Between Those Granting 
Exposure a Perm it.

MEAN SD

or Not Granting

Yes NO Yes No _t P
Average r a t in g  without

Exposure
(N)

+3.97
(14

+1.32
(82)

2.62 2.92 3.17 .0001

Rating
TCR

(N)
-3 .50

(4)
-4 .77

(44)
5.26 5.22 0.47

Shock
(N)

+0.50
(10)

-3 .87
(38)

6.84 4.94 2.29 .01

Airplane
<N)

+2.17
(6)

-2 .98
(42)

5.04 5.09 2.32 .01

Obedience
(N)

+1.25
(8)

-0 .28
(40)

5.97 5.50 0.71

Reaction
(N)

+4.50
(6)

+0.81
(42)

3.56 6.24 1.41 (.08)

Sensory
<N)

+4.70
(10)

+1.63
(38)

5.52 5.55 1.56 (.06)

A ttack
<N)

+7.75
(4)

+4.25
(44)

1.50 5.03 1.37 (.09)

Game
(N)

QUESTIONS
Exposure

+7.57
(14)

+5.95
(82)

3.16 3,76 1.52 (.07)

B enefit -0 .8 6 -1 .44 1.29 1.01 1.91 .03
Harm -0 .93 -1 .73 .92* .52* 3.19 .01
Consent -1 .14 -1 .83 1.29* 0.56* 1.96 .04
E th ic a l

<N)
TCR

-0 .21
(14)

-1 .61
(82)

1.42* 0.80* 3.57 .002

Consent
(N)

Shock

0.00
(4)

-1 .18
(44)

2.31 1.39 1.55 (.06)

Harm 0.00 -0 .76 1.33 1.15 1.81 .04
Consent -0 .60 -1 .37 1.65 1.24 1.63 (.056)
E th ic a l +1.10 -0 .26 1.20 1.41 2.80 .004
Permit

(N)
+0.40

(10)
-0 .7 4

(38)
2.07 1.88 1.67 .05

Airplane
Consent +0.67 -0 .76 1.63 1.46 2.21 .02
E th ic a l +0.30 -0 .45 1.64 1.19 1.75 .04
Permit

(N)
+0.67

(6)
-1 .0 5

(42)
2.07 1.72 2.23 .02

Obedience
Harm

(N)
+1,25

(8)
+0.48

(40)
1.04 1.34 1,54 (,07)

*Varlances no t homogeneous.



286

Table 3C. S ig n if ic a n t  _t Tests  Between Those Granting or Not Granting 
Exposure a Permit (continued)

MEAN SD
Yes NO Yes No P

Reaction
Benefit +0.83 -0 .45 0.98 1.33 2.17 .01
Harm +1.33 +0.62 0.52* 1.40* 2.37 .01
E th ica l

(N)
Sensory

+1.67
(6)

+0.17
(42)

0.52* 1.45* 4.88 .0001

Harm +1.10 +0.05 1.20 1.36 2.22 .02
E th ic a l

(N)
Attack

+1.40
(10)

+0.58
(38)

0.97 1.31 1.85 .04

B enefit
(N)

Game

+1.75
(4)

+0.75
(44)

0.50 1.04 1.89 .03

B enefit +0.93 +0.43 1.14 1.30 1.36 (.09)
Harm

(N)

REASONS
Game
Not too unpleasan t or

+1.86
(14)

+1.37
(82)

0.36* 1.16* 3.06 .002

s t r e s s f u l
(N)

0.92
(13)

0.61
(72)

0.49 0.49 2.11 .04

No s o c ia l  value 
(N)

TCR

0.00
(1)

1.30
(10)

0.00 0.68 1.84 (.099)

Subject v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 
(N)

0.00
(1)

1.20
(10)

0.00 0.63 1.81 (.10)

Long term harm 1.67 1.09 0.58 0.51 1.85 (.07)
Too unpleasan t or s t r e s s f u l 0.33 1*00 0.58 0,55 2.01 .05
No s o c ia l  value 

(N)
Shock

1.33
(3)

0.56
(34)

0.58 0.56 2.29 .03

Subject v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 
(N)

A irplane
Of value  to  Ss in  understand­

1.00
(6)

1.42
(12)

0.00 0.52 1.95 (.07)

ing themselves 
I f  Ss knew t ru e  purpose, they

1.50 0.80 0.58 0.63 1.91 (.08)

might behave u n n a tu ra l ly  
(N)

Obedience
Discomfort or s t r e s s

0.75
(4)

0.20
(10)

0.50 0.42 2.10 (.06)

temporary
(N)

0.80
(5)

0.32
(22)

0,84 0,32 1.77 (.09)

No s o c ia l  value 
(I'D

♦Variances no t homogeneous.

1.00
(3)

0,28
(18)

1.00 0.46 2.13 .05
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Table 3C. S ig n if ic a n t  £  Tests Between Those Granting or Not Granting 
Exposure a Permit (continued)

MEAN SD
Yes No Yes No _t Z

Reaction
Subject v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 1.25 0.52 0.96 0.51 2.35 ,03

(N) (A) (25)
Sensory
Of va lue  to Ss in  under­

s tand ing  themselves 1.11 0.52 0.93 0.69 2.08 .045
Learn about behavior 1.44 0.86 0.53 0.58 2.68 .01

(N) (9) (29)
Attack
I f  Ss knew tru e  purpose,

might behave u n n a tu ra l ly 1.50 0.35 0.58 0.48 4.44 .001
Not u n fa i r  to  Ss 1.00 0.46 0.00 0.51 2.12 .04

(N) (A) (37)
Long term harm 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.69 3.29 .02
Lowers se lf -es teem 0.00 1.29 0.00 0.76 4.50 .004
Ss f e e l  deceived 0.00 0.71 0 . 0 0 0.76 2,50 .05
Value does not j u s t i f y 0.00 0.86 0.00 0.54 6.00 .001
Encourages undes irab le

behaVior 0.00 0.57 0.00 1.00 2,83 .03
(N) (0) (7)

REASONS ACROSS EXPERIMENTS 
Value j u s t i f i e s  p o ss ib le

s t r e s s 0.60 0.42 0.63 0.61 2.02 .045
(N) (53) (254)

Ss do not v o lun teer 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.53 1.95 u05
Too unpleasant or s t r e s s f u l 0.47 0.78 0.51 0.60 2.03 .04
No s o c ia l  value 0.94 0.58 0.75 0.64 2.15 .03
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Table 4C. D istrib u tion  of Average Ratings for 6 Experiments in Booklet

Average F %_

-6 2 2.1

-5 1 1.0

-4 7 7.3

-3 7 7.3

-2 8 8.3

-1 11 11.5

0 17 17.7

+1 11 11.5

+2 9 9.4

+3 15 15.6

+4 3 3.1

+5 3 3.1

+6 1 1.0

+7 1 1.0

(N) (96) 100.0

MEAN- +0.22, S.D. = 2.72
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APPENDIX D

ANOVA Tables fo r  Focus on the  Experiments

I
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Table ID. Repeated Measures ANOVAS fo r  Rating and Questions 
fo r  Groups 1 to  8

Group One: Exposure. Game, R eaction . A irp lane. A ttack and Traumatically
Conditioned Response.

MS df F
T o ta l  Rating 346.19 5 17.98*
Residual 19.25 55

Benefit 6.49 5 4.22**
Residual 1.54 55

Harm .19.33 5 17 .62*
Residual 1.10 55

Consent 19.92 5 14.22*
Residual 1.40 55

E th ic a l 9.99 5 7.52*
Residual 1.33 55

Permit 19.60 5 8.05*
Residual 2.44 55

*P <.001 **P =.003

Group Two; Exposure. Game. Conformity. A irplane. A ttack . Traum atically
Conditioned Response.

MS df F
T ota l Rating 410.99 5 29.76*
Residual 13.81 55

B enefit 8.78 5 6.53*
Residual 1 .3 4 55

Harm 16.29 5 20.26*
Residual 0.80 55

Consent 21.83 5 17.45*
Residual 1.25 55

E th ic a l 17.87 5 20.33*
Residual 0.88 55

Permit 24.36 5 11.33*
Residual 2.15 55

*P <.001
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Table ID. Repeated Measures ANOVAS for Rating and Questions 

fo r  Groups 1 to  8 (continued)

Group Three; Exposure. Game. Conformity. A irp lane. Shock. A ttack

MS df F
T ota l Rating 594.68 5 52.85*
Residual 11.25 55

B enefit 20.19 5 21.55*
Residual 0.94 55

Harm 23.16 5 31.55*
Residual 0.73 55

Consent 32.80 5 22.55*
Residual 1.46 55

E th ic a l 23.65 5 25.05*
Residual 0.94 55

Permit 30.22 5 14.39*
Residual 2.10 55

* P ^ .0 0 1

Group Four: Exposure, Game, Conformity, A irp lane, Shock, Sensory

MS df F
T ota l Rating 320.36 5 19.13*
Residual 16.75 55

Benefit 6.76 5 4.85**
Residual 1.39 55

Harm 16.63 5 16.82*
Residual 0.99 55

Consent 20.93 5 16.14*
Residual 1.30 55

E th ica l 11.01 5 8.03*
Residual 1.37 55

Permit 14.27 5 6.65*
Residual 2.15 55

* ? C  .001
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Tablei ID (Continued)

Group Five: Exposure, Game. Conformity. Obedience. Shock, Sensory

MS df F
T ota l Rating 310.35 5 16.35*
Residual 18.98 55

B enefit 6.37 5 4.50**
Residual 1.42 55

Harm 13.52 5 9.69*
Residual 1.40 55

Consent 18.50 5 9.77*
Residual 1.89 55

E th ic a l 10.62 5 8.61*
Residual 1.23 55

Permit 19.96 5 9.44*
Residual 2.11 55

*P 44.001, **P a .002

Group Six: Exposure. Game. Obedience, R eaction(hom osexuality), Shock.
Sensory.

MS df F
T o ta l  Rating 232.19 5 10.98*
Residual 21.14 55

B enefit 6.01 5 4.03**
Residual 1.49 55

Harm 15.82 5 12.51*
Residual 1.27 55

Consent 16.62 5 7.48*
Residual 2.22 55

E th ic a l 8.09 5 6.22*
Res idua l 1.30 55

Permit 9.82 5 2.87***
Residual 3.42 55

* P ^ .0 0 1 ,  **P "  .004, ***P-- .023
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Table ID (continued)

Group Seven; Exposure. Game. Obedience. Reaction (homosexuality). Sensory.
Traum atically  Conditioned Response

MS df F
T o ta l Rating 257.23 5 9.29*
Residual 27.69 55

B enefit 5.12 5 3.05**
Residual 1.68 55

Harm 12.89 5 8.97*
Residual 1.44 55

Consent 9.52 5 3.94***
Residual 2.42 55

E th ic a l 11.26 5 6.03*
Residual 1.87 55

Permit 19.56 5 7.04*
Residual - 2.78 55

*P 4  .001, **P -  .017, ***P = .005

Group Eight; Exposure. Game. Obedience. Reaction (homosexuality). A ttack.
Traum atically  Conditioned Response

MS df F
T ota l Rating 462.65 5 26.32*
Residual 17.58 55

Benefit 13.91 5 10.08*
Residual 1.38 55

Harm 15.13 5 16.79*
Residual 0.90 55

Consent 23.20 5 14.95*
Residual 1.55 55

E th ica l 17.31 5 13.12*
Residual 1.32 55

Permit 28.49 5 12.89*
Residual 2.21 55

*P 4  .001

/
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Table 2D. Significant Annvas for 8 Groups of 12. Ratings and Questions

MR df F P
SHOCK
R ating
Between Groups 
Within Groups

B enefit
Between Groups 
Within Groups

77.80
28.24

6.41
1.29

3
44

3
44

2.76

5.01

.05

.005

Consent
Between Groups 
Within Groups

OBEDIENCE
B enefit
Between Groups 
Within Groups

3 . 86
1.69

4.31
1.98

3
44

3
44

2.29

2.18

.09

.10

SHOCK; Rating

A P o s te r io r i  C o n tra s ts .  Duncan .05

Group 3 Group 4 Group 6 Group 5
-6 .67  -2 .5 8  -1 .33  -1 .25

SHOCK; B enefit

SHOCK: Consent

Group 3 Group 4 Group 6 Group 5
-1 .67 -0 .5 0  -0 .17  -0 .08

Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 Group 6
-2 .02  -1 .17  -1 .0 0  -0 .67

OBEDIENCE; BenefJt Group 7 Group 6 Group 8 Group 5
-1 .08  -0 .0 8  +0.08 +0.25



Table 3D. Repeated Measures ANOVAS for Questions

M.S. d. f . F P

EXPOSURE 2.46 4 3.22 .01
R esidual 0.77 380

TCR 1.07 4 0.94 N.S.
R esidual 1.13 188

SHOCK 9.16 4 7.52 £ .  001
R esidual 1.18 188

AIRPLANE 5.07 4 3.82 .006
R esidual 1.33 188

OBEDIENCE 11.69 4 7.76 £ .0 0 1
R esidual 1.51 188

REACTION 6.84 4 5.14 .001
R esidual 1.33 188

SENSORY 11.97 4 9.59 £ .0 0 1
R esidual 1.25 188

ATTACK 4.02 4 3.59 . 008
R esidual 1.12 188

GAME 16.91 4 14.81 £ .001
R esidual 1.14 380

CONFORMITY 4.78 4 5.41 <.001
R esidual 0.88 188



Table 4D. Repeated Measures ANOVAS for Reasons

M.S. d. f . F
EXPOSURE
Yes Reasons 2.16 7 5.25
R esidual < 0.41 91

No Reasons 12.84 7 52.92
Residual 0.24 567

TCR
Yes Reasons 1.39 7 3.33
Residual 0.42 70

No Reasons 5.85 7 22.05
R esidual 0.27 252

SHOCK
Yes Reasons 2.79 7 8.92
R esidual 0.31 119

No Reasons 4.65 7 16.17
R esidual 0.29 203

AIRPLANE
Yes Reasons 0.85 7 2.56
R esidual 0.33 91

No Reasons 2.46 7 7.35
R esidual 0. 34 231

OBEDIENCE
Yes Reasons 1.77 7 4.80
R esidual 0.37 182

No Reasons 1.44 7 3.72
Residual 0.39 140

REACTION
Yes Reasons 2.26 7 6.86
Residual 0.33 196

No Reasons 1.71 7 4.32
R esidual .40 126 4

SENSORY
Yes Reasons 4.25 7 12.64
R esidual 0.37 259

No Reasons 0.51 7 1.48
R esidual 0.35 63

.005

.02

.002

.001

N.S.



Table 4D. Repeated Measures ANOVAS for Reasons (continued)

M.S. d .f . F P
ATTACK
Yes Reasons 2.51 7 8.19 * . 0 0 1
Res idual 0.31 280

No Reasons 1.16 7 3.82 .003
R esidual 0.30 42

GAME
Yes Reasons 9.02 7 29.80 £ . 0 0 1
ResIdual 0.30 588

No Reasons 1.80 7 7.77 £  .001
R esidual 0.23 70

CONFORMITY
Yes Reasons 4.26 7 14.50 * . 0 0 1
Residual 0.29 301

No Reasons 0.27 7 0.57 N. S.
R esidual 0.47 21
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APPENDIX E 

W ritten  R eplies to  the  Q uestions: 

Codes and General C ategories
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Table IE. Q uestion 1: How do you th in k  you would have behaved, i f  you
had been a su b jec t In  th is  experiment?

EXPOSURE
R eactions F %

Anger, d i s l ik e ,  resen tm ent, h a te , ou trage. 14 14.6
Angry, fu r io u s , outraged 6 6.3
D is lik e , h a te , re se n t 8 8.3

Fear -  Panic 8 8.3
F ear, t e r r o r ,  shock, h o rro r 7 7.3
Nervous, panicky (behavior) 1 1 .0

Anguish, anger, ind ig n an t because fo rced . 11 11.5
Extreme d iscom fort, pa in 6 6.3

Behaviors
Tried  to  get out of o r avoid s i tu a t io n s . 31 32.3
Tried to  escape, re b e lle d  o r fought a g a in s t,  t r i e d  not 

to  p a r t ic ip a te 18 18.8
U ncooperative, r e s is te d 8 8.3
Refused to  p a r t ic ip a te ,  q u i t ,  no t vo lun teered 5 5.2

Died, go tten  s ic k , given in . 14 14.6
Died 7 7.3
Gotten s ic k 4 4.2
Given in  or up, not la s te d  long , no t endured long 3 3.1

T ried  to  l iv e ,  wished o r  begged fo r  h e lp . 10 10.4
T ried  to  l iv e ,  t r ie d  to  in c rease  tem perature 7 7.3
Wished fo r  help  or d ea th , t r i e d  to  escape through fan tasy 3 3.1
Begged fo r  h e lp 1 1 .0

P ro te s te d , screamed. 9 9.4
P ro te s te d , h o s t i l e ,  complained 5 5.2
C ried , screamed 2 2.1

No choice 4 4.2

TCR
R eactions
Gone in to  shock, h o r r i f ie d ,  t e r r i f i e d ,  a f ra id 23 47.9
Angry, angry afte rw ards 5 10.4
F eel h o r r ib le ,  be extrem ely uncom fortable 3 6 .3
Hope would l iv e ,  p o s s ib i l i ty  of not su rv iv in g 3 6.3

Behaviors
Continued to  respond to  the tone (w ith o r w ithout in d ic a tin g  

f r i g h t . ) 12 25.0
T raum atically 3 6.3
Continued to  remember w ith  h o rro r o r f r ig h t 2 4.1
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Table i e . Q uestion 1: (continued)

SHOCK
Reactions F %
D is tre s se d , uncom fortable, d i s l ik e ,  r e s e n tfu l 4 8.3
Scared, nervous, panicky 2 4.2
Mould no t l ik e  i t  L f........... 2 4.2

Behaviors
P ain  would push me to le a rn ,  would le a rn  very quickly 13 27.1
Try to  avoid th e  shock 10 20.8
Behavior would depend on which group I  was in 5 10.4
Would no t p a r t ic ip a te 4 8.3
Probably could no t avoid the shock 4 8.3
I f  did no t le a rn , would te rm inate  o r ask to  leave 3 6.3

AIRPLANE CRASH 
R eactions
F rig h ten ed , panicky, nervous, u p se t, f a in t 29 60.4
F u rio u s , would d is l ik e 2 4.2

Behaviors
Done poorly  on q u e s tio n n a ire s , e f f ic ie n c y  decreased 10 20.8
Panicked a t  the  beginn ing , then follow ed in s tru c t io n s 4 8.3
T ried  to  comply, fo llow  in s tru c t io n s 3 6.3
T ried  to  s ta y  calm, appeared calm 3 6.3
Prayed 2 4.2

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS 
R eactions
F e l t  te n se , anxious 2 4.2

Behaviors
Disobeyed 41 85.4
Disobeyed i f ,  when, because 37 77.1
Disobeyed from th e  s t a r t ,  would no t p a r t ic ip a te 4 8.3

Obeyed 1 2 .1
D on 't know, hard  to  say , no t sure 2 4.2

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT
R eactions
Uncom fortable, unhappy about d iscovery 7 14.6
Uncom fortable, u p se t o r anxious about fin d in g  out 

about something do no t want to  know 2 4.3
Unhappy, shaken to  f in d  out about being homosexual 5 10.4

Annoyed, angry, h o s t i l e 5- 10.4
H o s tile  to  experim enter, outraged 3 6.3
Annoyed, angry 2 4.2
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Table IE. Question 1; (continued)

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT (continued)
F %

Skeptical o r detached , would no t b e liev e  in  experim ent 3 6.3
Embarrassed, s i l l y  and cheated 2 4.2

Behaviors
Would no t a t t r i b u t e  hom osexuality to  p a r tn e r 12 25.0
Would not a t t r i b u t e  hom osexuality to  p a r tn e r 9 18.8
Would blame s e l f  and no t a t t r ib u te  hom osexuality to

p a r tn e r 3 6.3

Would n o t b e lie v e  I  was homosexual 9 18.8
A ttr ib u te  homosexual tendencies  to  p a r tn e r 8 16.7

SENSORY DEPRIVATION
R eactions
N egative re a c tio n s 15 31.3
Would be anx ious, te n se , frig h ten ed 8 16.7
Feel lo n e ly , is o la te d 4 8.3
Bored, annoyed w ithout senses 4 8.3

Enjoy q u ie t ,  being away from everyday l i f e 2 4.2

Behaviors
Find s i tu a t io n  uncom fortab le. develop symptoms. t r y  to

g e t out
Not la s te d  long , t r i e d  to  escape, wanted out 
C h ild ish ly , gone crazy , become h y s te r ic a l  
H a llu c in a ted , lo s t  touch w ith  r e a l i ty ,  e tc .  as d escribed  

in  r e s u l t s
Would be in  a fog a f te rw a rd s , a c ts  unusually  o r u n n a tu ra lly  

( in t e l l e c tu a l ly  or em otionally  below par)
Develop c lau s tro p h o b ia

R elax, f a n ta s iz e  o r engage in  some a c t iv i ty

21
9
4

3

3
2

10

43.8
18.8

8 .3

6.3

6.3 
4 .2

20.8
Would r e la x ,  t ry  to  r e la x ,  f a l l  as leep 5 10.4
Would daydream, f a n ta s iz e ,  th in k , keep mind occupied 6 12.5

Would s ta y  a long tim e, s ta y  as long as p o ss ib le 2 4.1

D on 't know 3 6.3

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES 
R eactions
Become em otionally  d is tu rb e d , upset 7 14.6
A ttack er would have no e f fe c t  on me 3 6.3

Behaviors
Not surrended and /o r fought back 22 45.8
Fought back, a tta c k e d , defended s e l f  s tro n g ly 19 39.6
Came through in  t a c t ,  no t subm itted 3 6.3
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Table IE. Question 1: (continued)

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES (continued) F %
Became angry or defensive 8 16.7
Gotten angry 6 12.5
Behaved defen siv e ly 2 4.2

Surrended 7 14.6
Surrended, given in 5 10.4
Might give up my b e l ie f 2 4.2

N eith er surrended nor fought back 5 10.4
N either argued nor subm itted 3 6.3
Surrended p u b lic ly , kep t views p r iv a te ly 2 4.2

Weight the views of th e  o th e r 4 8.3.
Depends on h is  arguments 2 4.2

GAME
R eactions
Accept as a game, enloyed i t 4 4.2
Accept as a game 3 3.1
Enjoyed i t 1 1.0

Tried  no t to  p a n ic :n o t panicked 9 9.4
Not panicked, kept composure 5 5.1
Tried no t to  pan ic , do no t th in k  would panic (behavior) 4 4 .1

Behaviors
Got cone out f i r s t ,  s a fe ly 36 37.5
Try to  g e t cone out f i r s t  o r  w ith p a tien ce 26 27.1
For money, t r ie d  to  g e t cone r ig h t  out 9 9.4
Got cone r ig h t  out 1 1 .0

Might p an ic , panicked, cause a pan ic , become unduly
e x c ite d , ten se . 22 22.9

Cause a p an ic , cause a jam, only th in k  of s e l f 7 7.3
Panicked 6 6.3
Might panic i f . . . 6 6.3
Nervous, unduly e x c ite d , ten se  (re ac tio n ) 3 3.1

C ooperatively  o r com plian tly , t r i e d  no t to  jam e x it 27 28.1
Been Unsuccessful 5 5,1
Money too sm all to  in f lu e n c e , not th in k  of money 5 5.1

CONFORMITY
Reactions
Tense, nervous, anxious 5 10.4

Behaviors
Not Conformed 9 18.8
Doubt own judgment and y ie ld e d , conformed 3 6.3
Y ielded to  group, gave in c o r re c t  answer 6 12.5
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Table IE. Question 1: (continued)

CONFORMITY (continued) F %
Conformed 36 75.0
Not conformed, d isag reed  30 62.5
Not conformed, w ith reason  given 6 12.5

D on 't know whether would conform or not 3 6 .3
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Table 2E. Q uestion 2: Do you th in k  you could b e n e f it  in  any way by
p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  th is  experiment?

EXPOSURE F % %Yes
Yes
For knowledge, to  help  science 7 7.3 50.0
Would prepare  me fo r  a s im ila r  s i tu a t io n 5 5.2 35.7
A neg a tiv e  re a c tio n  along w ith the p o s it iv e 2 2.1 14.3

No % No
No personal b e n e f it  fo r su b lec t 34 35.4 42.0
No p o ss ib le  way to  b e n e f it 15 15.6 18.5
Experience or knowledge of no personal value 13 13.5 16.0
Other people might b e n e f i t ,  bu t not su b je c t 6 6.3 7.4

Harmful 39 40.6 48.1
D ie, would be dead, th re a t  of death 16 16.7 19,8
Harmful, hazardous to  h e a lth , damage body 7 7.3 8 .6
F reeze, p h y s ic a lly  s u f f e r ,  get s ic k 6 6 .3 7.4

Inhumane, too trau m atic  or s t r e s s f u l 12 12.5 14.8
P a in fu l ,  to r tu ro u s , inhumane, c ru e l,  t e r r i b l e 7 7.3 8 .6
Too s t r e s s f u l 3 3 .1 3.7
Hate the co ld , a f ra id  of cold 2 2.1 2 .5

Experiment c r i t i c iz e d 12 12.5 14.8
No value  to  experim ent 7 7.3 8 .6
Knowledge gained no t worth l i f e  o r type of experience 5 5.2 6.2

No b e n e f i t  when fo rced , because fo rced , no t vo lun tary 10 10.4 12.3
P o s it iv e  re a c tio n  along w ith  the neg a tiv e 5 5.2 6.2
Refuse to  p a r t ic ip a te ,  hope w il l  no t be exposed 4 4.2 4.9
P h y sica l s tu d y , only ph y sica l 2 2.1 2.5

Other 4 4 .2

TCR
Yes F _% % Yes
I f  cured of o r t re a te d  fo r  alcoholism  or o th e r  bad

mode of beh av io r, only i f  cured o f . . . 6 12,5 46.2
To see my re a c tio n 4 8.3 30.8

No 7. No
Too f r ig h te n in g , d ea ls  w ith  death 13 27.1 1872
Too f r ig h te n in g , te r r i f y in g ,  trau m a tic , c ru e l 10 20.8 29.4
Do no t need to  know how i t  f e e ls  to  d ie 4 8 .3 11.8

Harmful, long term harm 9 18.8 26.5
Could cause both psycho log ica l and p h y sica l harm 4 8 .3 11,8
Would only be ano ther th ing  to  fo rg e t -  harm ful

p sycho log ica l a f t e r e f f e c t s 3 6.3 8.8
Too much r is k  of harm o r dying 2 4.2 3.9

Only someone e ls e  could b e n e f it 2 4.2 • 5.9
No connection w ith trea tm en t fo r a lc o h o lic s 3 6 .3 8.8
Nothing b e n e f ic ia l  about i t 4 8 .3 11.8
Other 10 20.8



Table 2E. Q uestion 2; (continued)

SHOCK
Yes
See re a c tio n  or measure cap ac ity

F

8

I

16.7

305

% Yes 

47.1
See r e a c tio n , le a rn  about s e l f ,  gain  se lf-aw aren ess 4 8.3 23.5
Measure cap ac ity  to  le a rn  under s t r e s s ,  see how f a s t  

I  could le a rn ,  compare a b i l i t y  w ith  o th ers 4 8.3 23.5

Learn or m aster something 8 16.7 47.1
Learn how to  avoid shocks, g e t b e t te r  co n tro l 

of re f le x e s 5 10.4 29.4
Understand process of lea rn in g 3 6.3 17.6

No
S ublect cannot b e n e f it 14 29.2

% No 
45.2

No p erso n a l b e n e f i t ,  only le a rn  to  te rm in a te  shocks, 
not l i f e - l i k e 10 20.8 32.3

Do not need to  le a rn  to  avoid pain 2 4.2 6.5
Only experim enter b e n e f i ts 2 4.2 6.5

Too p a in fu l o r s t r e s s f u l 10 20.8 32.3
Too p a in fu l,  pain  should be avoided, low to le ra n ce  

fo r  pain 6 12.5 19.4
Dangerous, sc a ry , too s t r e s s f u l 4 8 .3 12.9

Experiment w orth less  or unnecessary 6 12.5 19.4
Not in te re s te d ,  would te rm in a te , would no t p a r t ic ip a te 2 4.2 6.5

Other 6 12.5

AIRPLANE CRASH 
Yes
Change the person or h is  l i f e  fo r  the b e t te r 12 25.0

% Yes
4 6 .2

Facing death  can change your l i f e 2 4.2 7.7
Teach you to  handle f e a r f u l  s i tu a t io n s ,  can be 

app lied  to  o th e r s i tu a t io n s 10 20.8 38.5

Learn more about s e lf 10 20.8 38.5
Learn more about m yself 3 6.3 11.5
To see how I  would r e a c t  or c o n tro l m yself 7 14.6 26.9

But dying involves too much s t r e s s ,  could have
p h y s ica l danger, should not be done w ithout warning 3 6.3 11.5

No
Too trau m a tic , d r a s t ic  o r em otional 14 29.2

% No 
63.6

Too d r a s t ic - to o  s t r e s s f u l ,  no b e n e f it  in  being 
scared  to  death 12 25.0 54.5

Cause an em otional r e a c t io n , expose n eu ro sis 2 4.2 9.1

Harmful 4 8.3 18.2
Only harm ful, could induce h e a r t  a t ta c k 3 6.3 13.6
Cause psycho log ica l o r em otional damage 1 2.1 4.5

No personal b e n e f it  involved 2 4 .2 9.1
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Table 2E. Question 2: (continued)

AIRPLANE CRASH (continued) F % %No
Make me a f ra id  o f f ly in g 2 4.2 9 .1
Would ju s t  show me how to  re a c t  to  an emergency 2 4.2 9 .1

Other 4 8 .3

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS
Yes %Yes
See how I would behave or re a c t 17 35.4 73.9
To see my re a c tio n s 6 12.5 26.1
To see how f a r  I  would obey b efo re  moral judgment

s e ts  in ,  t e s t  s tre n g th  of c h a ra c te r ,  morals 5 10,4 21.7
To see  how another could c o n tro l my beh av io r, to  see

i f  obey, how I  would respond to  a u th o r ity 4 8.3 17.4
See I f  I  am capable of g iv in g  p a in , i f  I  l ik e  to

make people s u ffe r 3 6.3 13.0

Could change my behavior in  the fu tu re 2 4.2 8 .0
To see how o th e r people re a c t 2 4.2 8 .0

No %No
Could not shock or harm an o th e r, would d is l ik e

s i tu a t io n 12 25.0 48.0
D is lik e  harming an o th e r, could no t harm another 6 12.5 24.0
Would f e e l  i l l - a t - e a s e ;  extreme te n sio n ; m iserab le ,

too extreme 5 10.4 20.0
Only a c a llo u s  person or s a d is t  could b e n e f it 2 4.2 8 .0

Harmful 8 16.7 32.0
Would f e e l  i l l - a t - e a s e ;  extreme te n s io n ; m iserab le ;

too extreme 5 10.4 20 .0
Could d isco v e r something in  m yself th a t  would

cause problems or g u i l t 3 6.3 12.0

Do not need to  know how I would behave in  th is
s i tu a t io n 7 14.6 28.0

Already know my re a c t io n s ,  how I  would behave 5 10.4 20.0
Do not need to  t e s t  my m orals, my need to  v ic tim iz e

o th ers 2 4.2 8 .0

No b e n e f i t ,  no-one could b e n e f it 2 4.2 8 .0
Only experim enter b e n e f i ts 2 4.2 8 .0

Other 4 8.3
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Table 2E. Question 2: (continued)

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT
Yes F % % Yes
Learn more about mvself 17 35.4 81.0
Find out my re a c tio n , le a rn  more about s e l f 10 20.8 47.6
Would fin d  out a t t i tu d e  toward bad t r a i t s  or

hom osexuality 4 8 .3 19.0
To le a rn  i f  I  had homosexual tendencies 3 6.3 14.3
To see how I  re a c t  under s t r e s s f u l  or d i f f i c u l t

cond itions 3 6 .3 14.3

Learn something about o th e r people 2 4.2 9.5

No %No
Does not teach  me anything about m vself 12 25.0 44.4
Know I am not a homosexual, cannot le a rn  or

b e n e f i t  by being led  to  b e lie v e  I am something
I  am not 7 14.6 25.9

Already know my beh av io r, my re a c tio n s 3 6.3 11.1
Would no t le a rn  anything new about myself 3 6.3 11 .1

Nothing new, no t In te re s t in g ,  experim ent c r i t i c i z e d .7 14.6 25.9
Nothing new, n o t u se fu l 3 6.3 11 .1
Experiment no t v a l id ,  w ithou t purpose 3 6.3 11 .1
Not in te re s te d ,  u n rea l 2 4.2 7.4

Because s i tu a t io n  i s  rigged  and fo o ls  su b je c t 4 8 .3 14.8
H urts or shakes up s e lf -e s te e m , pu ts  su b je c t in  a

s t r e s s f u l  s i tu a t io n 3 6 .3 11 .1

Other 5 10.4

SENSORY DEPRIVATION
Yes %Yes
Learn more about s e l f 13 27.1 48.1
See how long I  could take i t ,  le a rn  e x te n t of s e l f -

c o n tro l ( t e s t  some a b i l i t y  or cap ac ity ) 6 12.5 22.2
To see how I  would r e a c t  (g en era l) 5 10.4 18.5
Learn about my own beh av io r, become more s e l f -

aware, co n cen tra te  on in n er experience 3 6 .3 11.1

Learn or experience something new or in te re s t in g 12 25.0 44.4
Learn what i t  i s  l ik e  to  be b lin d , d ea f, without:

senses 5 10.4 18.5
New ex p erien ce , I n te re s t in g  experience 3 6 .3 11.1
Sharpen fu tu re  sensory  experience 2 4.1 7.4
Learn to  a d ju s t  to i s o la t io n ,  experience i s o la t io n 2 4.1 7.4
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Table 2E. Question 2; (continued)

SENSORY DEPRIVATION (continued)
No F % %No
S ublect cannot b e n e f i t 72 27.0 57.1
General exp ressions of d is l ik e  fo r  th e  s i tu a t io n ;

unw illing  to  p a r t ic ip a te ;  would leave  too soon;
would re a c t n eg a tiv e ly 5 10.4 23.8

No p o ss ib le  way to  b e n e f i t ;  le a rn  nothing u se fu l 3 6.3 14.3
Only experim enter would b e n e f it 3 6.3 14.3
Already know my re a c tio n 2 4.1 9.5

Harm or n eg a tiv e  re a c tio n 5 10.4 23.8
Would make me nervous; too  u p se ttin g 3 6.3 14.3
Could be harm ful 2 4.1 9 .5

R esu lts  u se le ss 2 4.1 9 .5

Other 4 8.3

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES
Yes % Yes
Learn about s e l f 14 29.2 36.8
See how I  respond or re a c t 10 20.8 26.3
Get more s e l f  understanding 5 10.4 13.2

Gain g re a te r  in s ig h t in to  o n e 's  b e l ie f s ;  s tren g th en
b e l ie f s 12 25.0 31.6

Learn more about th e  value  of my own b e l ie f s ;  le a rn
more about and ev a lu a te  b e l ie f s . 5 10.4 13.2

D iscover how s tro n g , or im portant to  me, by b e l ie f s
a re ; whether I can defend them 4 8 .3 10.5

Improve and s tren g th en  b e l ie f s 4 8.3 10.5

Learn how to  behave in  a debate 8 16.7 21.1
Learn to  c o n tro l re a c tio n s  when under a t ta c k 5 10.4 13.2
Teach me to  defend my b e l ie f s 4 8 .3 10.5

Learn about o th e rs ; handle o th e rs  b e t te r 5 10.4 13.2
Understand o th e rs  b e t t e r ,  handle o th e rs  b e t te r 3 6.3 7.9
Learn more about p a r tn e r 's  b e l ie f s  or techniques 2 4.2 5.3

F eel good about m yself, i f  su ccess fu l 2 4.2 5.3

No %No
Would no t le a rn  anything new about s e l f  o r o th e rs 3 6.3 30.0
Not good a t  argu ing ; do not p r o f i t  from disagreem ent 2 4.2 20.0

Other 8 16.7
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Table 2E. Question 2: (continued)

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS
Yes F % % Yes
Learn something 26 27.1 39. 4
To le a rn  how people would behave or re a c t 10 10.4 15. 2
Teach me som ething, g e t to  know s i tu a t io n s  of panic 1 0 . 10.4 15. 2
Can be ap p lied  to  d a ily  l i f e 9 9.4 13. 6

Learn something in  r e la t io n  to  s e l f 16 16.7 24. 2
Learn how to  c o n tro l m yself under an x ie ty , s t r e s s ,

p re ssu re 14 14.6 21 . 2
Learn how to  coopera te , t e s t  a b i l i t y  to  cooperate 2 2.1 3. 0

See how I would behave or re a c t 33 34.4 50. 0
May earn  money, enjoy games 2 2.1 3. 0
But no t a r e a l  t e s t  of panic 2 2.1 3. 0

No % No
Onlv a game, no t r e a l i s t i c 16 16.7 53. 3
Not analogous to  p an ic , not r e a l i s t i c 14 14,6 46. 7
Only a game, would no t be taken s e r io u s ly 2 2.1 6 . 7

S ub ject cannot b e n e f i t  or le a rn 10 10.4 33. 3
No b e n e f i t ,  d i s l ik e  experim ent; cannot le a rn

anyth ing  new 5 5.2 16. 7
Could no t le a rn  anything p e rso n a lly  re le v a n t 5 5.2 16. 7

Other 4 4.2

CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE
Yes % Yes
Learn about s e l f 22 45.8 55. 0
Test my s tre n g th  to  defend an opin ion , my need to

conform 13 27.1 32. 5
Would le a rn  about m yself 7 14,6 17. 5
See how g u l l ib le  I am, i f  I  had se lf-c o n fid en ce 3 6.3 7. 5
To see how I  would re a c t 1 2 .1 2 . 5

Learn to  behave or re a c t  d i f f e r e n t ly 12 25.0 30. 0
Teaches people to  s tand  up fo r  th e i r  b e l ie f s 10 20.8 25. 0
Could b u ild  se lf-c o n fid e n c e 4 8.3 10 . 0

Learn about o th e rs  or p sycho log ica l fa c to rs 6 12.5 15. 0
Would le a rn  about o th e rs ; understand human behavior 4 8.3 10 . 0
Teach me about the tremendous in flu en ce  of group

opinion 2 4.2 5. 0

To dem onstrate I am r ig h t ;  go a g a in s t m ajo rity 3 6.3 7. 5

No % No
Experiment r id ic u lo u s 2 4.2 25. 0
Sure of s e l f ,  no hang ups about disagreem ent 2 4.2 25. 0
Know how I  would behave a lready 2 4.2 25. 0

Other 4 8.3
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Table 3E. Question 3: Do you th in k  you could be harmed in  any way 
by p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  th is  experiment?

PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO FREEZING TEMPERATURES 
Yes % Yes
Long range or permanent harm 52 54.2 55.9
Could be f a t a l i t y 51 53.1 54.8
Permanent damage, long range psycho log ica l damage 2 .2 .1 2.2

P h y sica l harm 32 33.3 34.4
Both m ental and p h y sica l harm 7 7.3 7.5
Could g e t s ic k , damage body, p h y s ic a l harm 31 32.3 33.3
Must be harm ful, such co ld , such co n d itio n s 2 2.1 2.2

P sycholog ical harm 10 10.4 10.8
Both m ental and p h y sica l harm 7 7.3 7.5
P sycholog ical breakdown or harm 6 6.3 6.5
P a in fu l, uncom fortable, could not to le r a te  i t 4 4.2 4.3

Being forced 7 7.3 7.5
Experiment i s  c r im in a l, inhumane 3 3.1 3.2
Aversion to  r a in ,  snow, co ld , a ffe c te d  by cold 3 3.1 3.2
Risky, hazardous, dangerous '2 2 .1 2.2

Other e 6.3
Not in te rp re ta b le 2 2 .1

TCR
Yes
Psycholog ical harm 27 56.3

% Yes 
71.1

Psycholog ical a f te r e f f e c ts  em otional e f f e c t  could 
l a s t  some time; cure worse than d isease 11 22.9 28.9

Permanent harm in d ica te d  s p e c i f ic a l ly 10 20.8 26.3
Could induce wrong behavior, "clockwork orange". 3 6.3 7.9
Psycholog ical and p h y sica l harm, harm 3 6.3 7.9
Even i f  temporary harm 1 2 .1 2 .6

Adverse p h y s ica l re a c tio n 9 18.8 23.7
P hysical harm such as h ea rt a t ta c k ,  adverse re a c tio n  

from in je c t io n ,  going in to  shock, e tc . 6 12.5 15.8
Physchological and p h y sica l harm, harm 3 6.3 7.9

Too shocking or traum atic 5 10.4 13.2
T e rr ify in g , traum atic 3 6.3 7.9
Shock of alm ost dying 2 4.2 5.3

Trauma may k i l l ,  su b jec t could d ie 4 8.3 10.5

No
Only temporary s t r e s s 7 14.6

% No 
70.0

P h y sica lly  s a fe ,  i f  p h y s ic a lly  sa fe 3 6.3 30.0
BUT fe a r fu l  o r some neg a tiv e  e f fe c ts 3 6.3 30.0

Other 2 4.2
Not in te rp re ta b le 1 2 .1
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Table 3E. Question 3: (continued)

TRAUMATIC SHOCK AND LEARNING
Yes F % % Yes
Harmful 24 50.0 68.6
Emotional o r psycho log ica l harm from pain  or fea r 8 16.4 22.9
P h y sica l harm 8 16.4 22.9
Shocks w i l l  harm anyone 5 10.4 14.3
May Induce u n d esirab le  behavior or re a c tio n  a f t e r

experim ent i s  over 5 10.4 14.3

Tremendous p a in , h a te  p a in , pain  may be harm ful 11 22.9 31.4
E ffe c t of shock unknown, might not be sa fe 3 6.3 8.6

No % No
Harmless 6 12.5 46.2
No p h y sica l harm, shocks a re  harm less 3 6.3 23.1
No psycho log ica l harm 2 4.2 15.4
Only temporary harm or pain 1 2.1 7.7

I f . . . 4 8.3 30.8
As long as experim enter knows what he i s  doing 2 4.2 15.4
I f  I was p h y s ic a lly  f i t 2 4.2 . 15.4

Can co n tro l the shocks, can withdraw i f  too p a in fu l 2 4.2 15.4

Other 3 6.3

AIRPLANE CRASH SIMULATION
Yes %Yes
Induce u n p leasan t em otional s ta te 11 22.9 31.4
Would pan ic , g e t t ie d  up in  knots 7 14.6 20.0
Very u n p leasan t, too s t r e s s f u l 4 8 .3 11.4

P sycho log ical a f te r e f f e c ts 11 22.9 31.4
Could cause psycho log ica l harm 5 10.4 14.3
Could r e s u l t  in  extreme fe a r  o f f ly in g , might no t

re a c t p ro p erly  to fu tu re  em ergencies, th ink ing
fake ( a f te r e f f e c ts ) 3 6.3 8 .6

Decreased t r u s t ,  might not b e liev e  experim enter when
to ld  i t  was sa fe 2 4.2 5.7

Long term harm: as a r e s u l t  o f fe a r ,  as a r e s u l t  of
lowered se lf-e s teem 2 4 .2 5.7

Real danger might be p resen t 5 10.4 14.3
Could jeo p a rd ize  o th er people; o thers  could panic and

cause acc iden t 2 4.2 5.7
Plane could r e a l ly  crash 3 6.3 8 .6

Could have h e a r t a t ta c k  or go In to  shock ,or o th e r
bod ily  re a c tio n s  14 29.2 40.0
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Table 3E. Q uestion 3: (continued)

AIRPLANE CRASH (continued)
No F % % No
R e lie f  a f te r  i t s  over "5 10.4 38.5
Would ge t over sc a re  a f t e r  I  was sa fe ; d a ily  l i f e

i s  f u l l  o f s t r e s s f u l  a c t i v i t i e s 3 6 .3 23.1
Feel lucky n o t the r e a l  th ing 2 4.2 15.4

Unless some untoward a f te r e f f e c t 3 6.3 23.1
Would only le a rn  about s e l f 2 4.2 15.4

Other 7 14.6

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS
Yes % Yes
G u ilt, an x ie ty , c o n f l ic t  or p o ss ib le  p sycho log ica l

damage 9 18.8 56.3
P sycho log ical damage i f  obeyed and gave shocks 3 6.3 18.8
Might develop g u i l t  and a n x ie ty , f e e l  shame 3 6.3 18.8
C o n flic t over obeying 3 6.3 18.8
Could become upse t when asked to  i n f l i c t  pain 1 2.1 6.3

Too s t r e s s f u l ,  more te n s io n  than could handle 4 8 .3 25.0

No % No
Would no t obey, would no t p a r t ic ip a te 10 20.8 31.3
Would no t obey, would s to p , would f ig h t  fo r  what

I  b e liev e  in 7 14.6 21.9
Would no t p a r t ic ip a te 3 6.3 9 .4

I f  obeyed, i f  fo rc ed , could be harm ful 8 16.7 25.0
I f  fo rced , harm ful, do no t want to  harm anyone,

would re g re t  harm 3 6.3 9 .4
G u ilt fo r  obeying, i f  d id , g u i l t  only i f  obeyed 3 6,3 9 .4
Only d is tu rb in g  i f  obeyed 2 4 .2 6.3

Only temporary te n s io n  Or c o n f l ic t . , 5 , 10.4 15.6
Only temporary te n s io n , a n x ie ty , s t r e s s 3 6 .3 9 .4
Only c o n f l ic t  over obeying, no harm 2 4.2 6 .3

Harmless, no t dangerous 4 8.3 12.5
Would only le a rn  the  t ru th  about s e l f ;  see i f  sould

obey 3 6.3 9 .4

Other 8 16.7

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT
Yes % Yes
Doubts o r b e l ie f  could con tinue a f t e r  experim ent

i s  over 10 20.8 71.4
Might be led  to  b e lie v e  you a re  a homosexual 9 18.8 64.3
S elf-doub t might con tinue a f te r  experim ent i s  over,

d e b rie fin g  might not be e f fe c t iv e 2 4.2 14.3
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Table 3E. Question 3: (continued)

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT (continued) F % % Yes
F ee lin g s , se lf-e s te e m , o r m orale could be h u r t 

No
Not bothered  by being considered  homosexual

3

10

6.3

20.8

21.4

% No
29.4

Being to ld  I  am homosexual would no t bo th er me 
n o r  in flu en c e  me 7 14.6 20.6

Does no t m atte r i f  people are  homosexual 2 4 .2 5.9
Sure of sexual id e n t i ty 1 2.1 2.9

Because d eb rie fed 9 18.8 26.5
See no p o ss ib le  harm, b e n e f ic ia l 5 10.4 14.7
Become more convinced of m yself 2 4.2 5.9
Could fu r th e r  se lf-ex am in a tio n 2 . 4 .2 5.9
BUT an x ie ty  provoking, ego d e f la t in g ,  e tc . 3 6.3 8 .8

Other 7 14.6

SENSORY DEPRIVATION 
Yes
A ctual or Im plied long term  harm 11 22.9

% Yes 
50.0

Adverse p sycho log ica l e f f e c t  such as p arano ia ,
dep ress io n  or f in d in g  ou t something unfavorable 
about o n ese lf 6 12.5 27.3

U n -an tic ip a ted  damage, long term e f fe c ts 4 8 .3 18.2
Symptoms might p e r s i s t  longer than expected 3 6.3 13.6

Im plied temporary harm 6 12.5 27.3
Not accustomed to , cannot d ea l w ith , could not 

g ive up sensory s tim u la tio n 5 10.4 22.7
Temporary p h y s ica l and m ental d e te r io ra t io n 1 2.1 4 .5

H a llu c in a tio n s , red u c tio n  in  in t e l l e c tu a l  a b i l i t y 3 6.3 13.6

N o
R eaction only temporary 9 18.8

% No 
34.6

Symptoms do no t p e r s i s t  fo r  long , only temporary 6 12.5 23.1
Only r e s t l e s s  or u p se t during 4 8 .3 15.4

S ubject allowed to  leav e  whenever he wants to 11 22.9 42.3
More h e lp fu l  than harm fu l, harm less, not d r a s t ic 4 8.3 15.4

Other 7 . 14.6
Not in te rp re ta b le 1 2.1
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Table 3E. Question 3; (continued)

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES
Yes
Emotional harm, a n x ie ty , c o n f l ic t ,  upset

F
7

%
14.6

% Yes 
46.7

Could become u p se t, lo se  c o n tro l, become too angry ■3 6.3 20.0
Could g e t so e x c ite d , i t  could adverse ly  a f fe c t  

h e a lth 2 4.2 13.3
Harmed em o tio n ally , severe  c o n f l ic t  and /o r anx ie ty 2 4.2 13.3

Lowered s e lf -e s te e m , shame, h u r t p rid e 5 10.4 33.3
Behavior could lower s e lf -e s te e m , disappointm ent 

in  s e l f 3 6.3 20.0
P ride could be h u r t ,  could f e e l  shame 2 4.2 13.3

No
Could su rv iv e  experim ent unscathed 23 47.9

% No 
69.7

You w il l  g e t over a t ta c k ,  s t r e s s  and discom fort 
only temporary 7 14.6 21.2

A nother's  views would n o t a f f e c t  my b e l i e f s ,  would 
not be bothered  by a tta c k 6 12.5 18.2

Can w ith stand  f a s t  t a lk e r ,  s t ic k s  and s to n es , e tc . 4 8.3 12.1
Ju s t a l i t t l e  shaken 3 6.3 9.1
Harmless, an everyday occurrence 3 6.3 9 ,1
Know how to  d ea l w ith  th e  s i tu a t io n 2 4.2 6 .1

S tre ss  o r e f f e c t  temporary 10 20.8 30.3
You w i l l  g e t over a t ta c k , s t r e s s  and discom fort 

only temporary 7 14.6 21.2
J u s t  a l i t t l e  shaken 3 6.3 9 .1
A ffec t s e lf -c o n fid e n c e , b u t no t perm anently 1 2.1 3 .0

Could come out b e t t e r ,  le a rn  more than lo se 5 10.4 15.2
Only become aware of v e rb a l a b i l i t y  o r in a b i l i ty 2 4 .2 6 .1
BUT... 2 4.2 6 .1

Other 5 10.4
Not in te rp r e ta b le 1 2.1

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS 
Yes
Might le a rn  something unfavorab le  about y o u rse lf 3 3.1

% Yes 
30.0

Might g e t anx ious, nervous o r panic 3 3.1 30.0
Might induce u n d es irab le  behavior a f t e r  th e  experim ent 

i s  over 2 2.1 20.0
Others might a c t  b ad ly , see  o th e rs  ac t badly 2 2.1 20.0

No
A game, no t ego -in v o lv in g , no t s t r e s s f u l  o r harm ful 66 68.8

% No 
76.7

No harm ful s id e - e f f e c ts ,  r i s k s ,  harm 34 35.4 39.5
Nothing a t  s ta k e , a game, j u s t  fo r  money, fun 34 35.4 39.5
Could n o t tak e  s e r io u s ly ,  f a i lu r e  here  would not 

a f f e c t  me 3 3.1 3 .5

Would only le a rn  something about s e l f 7 7.3 8 .1
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Table 3E. Question 3: (continued)

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS (continued) F % % N(
Would only le a rn  something about y o u rse lf 5 5.2 5 .8
J u s t  t e s t s  a b i l i t y  to  re a c t to  panic 2 2.1 2.3

Even i f  nervous du ring , i t  would be tem porary,
e f f e c t  temporary 5 5.2 5.8

Could only b e n e f i t ,  in te r e s t in g ,  b e n e f ic ia l 2 2.1 2.3

O ther 6 6.3

CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE
Yes % Yt
Could in ju re  s e lf -c o n fid e n c e , lower se lf-e s te em 4 8.3 40.0
Feel h u m ilia ted , fo o lis h  or in f e r io r 3 6 .3 30.0

No % No
S tre ss  minimum, t r i v i a l  or n o n -ex is ten t 18 37.5 47.4
Not enough s t r e s s ,  only temporary s t r e s s 6 12.5 15.8
O thers d isag ree in g  would not bo th er me 6 12.5 15.8
Only em barrassed or tem porarily  shaken 4 8.3 10.5
Worst th a t  could happen would be to  conform and

f e e l  em barrassed o r fo o lis h 3 6.3 7 .9

Learning experience 6 12.5 ' 15.8
Could only teach  me to  t r u s t  m yself more, no t to  be

a f ra id  to  d ev ia te 3 6.3 7.9
Learn about o u rse lf 2 4.2 5 .3
Would view i t  as le a rn in g  s i tu a t io n 1 2.1 2 .6

Harmless 6 12.5 15.8
Harmless 5 10.4 13.2
No p h y sica l harm or p a in 1 2.1 2 .6

Help fu tu re  behavior 5 10.4 13.2
Could only teach  me to  t r u s t  m yself more, no t to  be

a f ra id  to  d e v ia te 3 6.3 7.9
Would help  me have more confidence in  myself 2 4.2 5 .3

BUT could lead  to  s e l f  doubts or onlv i f  e a s ily
in tim id a ted 4 8.3 10.5

Other 8 16.7
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Table 4E. Q uestion 4: Would you consent to  serve as a su b je c t in  th is
Experiment?

PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO FREEZING TEMPERATURE
No
P o ss ib le  permanent harm

F
24

7.
25.0

% No 
28.6

Too dangerous, r is k y , could be f a t a l  
P h y s ica lly  dangerous, p o s s ib le , i r r e v e r s ib le  o r 

extreme p h y sica l damage

Too u n p leasan t, s t r e s s f u l ,  sev e re , inhumane

22

5

22

22.9 

5.2

22.9

26.2

6.0

26.2
COLD and co n d itio n s  l ik e  th a t  have an adverse

e f f e c t ,  d is l ik e  cold (Cold must be mentioned 
s p e c i f i c a l l y ) , 12 12.5 14.3

Too u n p leasan t, p a in fu l,  sev e re , to r tu ro u s , c ru e l ,  
inhumane 7 7.3 8 .3

Unnecessary s t r e s s ,  f e a r ,  do no t l ik e  to  s u ffe r 3 3 .1 3.6

Comments d ire c te d  a t  experim ent 18 18.8 21.4
Experiment n o t worth th e  su ffe r in g ; No reason f o r ,  

r is k s  outweigh any good r e s u l ts 10 10.4 11.9
Would never consent to  th is  type of experim ent 3 3.1 3.6
S ub jec ts  a re  p r iso n e rs  and fo rced ; S ubjects have

no choice; only i f  v o lu n ta ry  and could term inate 3 3 .1 3.6
Experiment s tu p id , dumb, r id ic u lo u s 3 3.1 3.6

Harmful 12 12.5 14.3
Too harm ful; p h y s ica l and m ental harm 5 5.2 6 .0
Value h e a lth  and w e ll-b e in g ; might g e t s ic k 5 5.2 6 .0
No b e n e f i t  to  su b je c t,  only harm 3 3.1 3.6

Nothing to  g a in , no b e n e f i t 12 12.5 14.3
No purpose fo r  me, nothing to  gain 9 9.4 10.7
No b e n e f i t  to  su b je c t,  only harm 3 3.1 3 .6

Am not a fo o l,  a re  you k idd ing l no exp lanation  
needed 3 3.1 3 .6

Other 4 4 .2

TCR
Yes
D irec t th e ra p e u tic  b e n e f i t 4 8 .3

% Yei 
57.1

NO
Too harm ful, p h y sica l trauma 8 16.7

% No 
24.2

Too harm ful; psycho log ica l problems or harm may occur 5 10.4 15.2
Might have n eg a tiv e  s id e - e f f e c ts ;  unnecessary or too 

much p h y s ica l trauma 3 6,3 9.1.

P o ss ib le  o r a c tu a l  permanent harm 6 12.5 18.2
P o s s ib i l i ty  o f permanent psycho log ica l damage 3 6.3 9.1
P o s s ib i l i ty  o f permanent p h y s ica l damage 2 4 .2 6.1
Could be f a t a l 2 4 .2 6 .1
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Table 4E. Question 4: (continued)

TCR (continued)
F % % No

Too tra u m a tic , s t r e s s f u l ,  extreme 14 29.2 42.4
N egative exp ressions d ire c te d  a t  experim ent 3 6.3 9.1
Because i t  r e l i e s  on drugs o r in je c t io n 2 4.2 6 .1

Other 5 10.4

TRAUMATIC SHOCK AND LEARNING
Yes % Yes
To see how I  would re a c t  to  p a in , to  see how i t  f e e ls 3 6 .3 60.0

No % No
Because of p a in , shock 26 54.2 76.5
Too much p a in , t ry  to  avoid pain 16 33.3 47.1
D is lik e  shock, could no t to le r a te  shock 10 20.8 29.4
Pain  w i l l  be d e trim en ta l 2 4.2 5.9

Too r is k y , f r ig h te n in g , too much fo r  me 4 8.3 11.8
R esu lts  u s e le s s , no e o c ia l va lue 3 6.3 8 .8
Inhumane, should be done on anim als 2 4.2 5.9
No p erso n a l b e n e f it 2 4.2 5.9

Other 2 4.2

AIRPLANE CRASH SIMULATION
Yes % Yes
To see how I would re a c t ;  le a rn  about m yself 4 8.3 44.4

No % No
Too s t r e s s f u l ,  frig h te n in g 13 27.1 56.5
Too p a in fu l,  too s t r e s s f u l 7 14.6 30.4
Would f e e l  doomed; l i f e  or death ; fac in g  death

u n n ecessa rily 4 8.3 17.4
Am too em otional, h igh  s tru n g , might do something

d r a s t ic 2 4.2 8.7

Harmful 5 10.4 21.7
Adverse bo d ily  re a c tio n s 4 8.3 17.4
Might have long term e f fe c t 1 2.1 4 .3

True reason  fo r  experim ent no t to ld 2 4.2 8.7
Would make a fo o l of me 2 4.2 8.7
Do no t l ik e  c o n d itio n s , do no t l ik e  type of

experim ent 2 4.2 8.7

Other 9 18.8
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Table 4E. Question 4: (continued)

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS
Yes F % % Yes
R esu lts  u se fu l; u se fu l to know how many obey 3 6.3 33.3
C u rio s ity ; in te r e s t  in  human behavior 2 4.2 22.2

No % No
Would no t want to  give shocks 15 31.3 57.5
Would no t enjoy harming anyone; h a te  to  see people

s u ffe r 9 18.8 34.6
Would not be ab le  to  adm in ister shock; would not obey 5 10.4 19.2
Am not s a d is t i c ,  i t s  c ru e l 1 2.2 3.8

U n e th ica l, inhumane, s a d is t i c ,  e tc . 5 10.4 19.2
Do not want to  be involved in  th is  type of

experim ent, no t good fo r  me. 3 6.3 11.5

Other 11 22.9

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT
Yes % Yes
Might le a rn  something h e lp fu l;  see how I  behave; see '

my re a c tio n 12 25.0 63.2
Confident of re a c tio n , not a homosexual, re a ff irm

se lf-u n d e rs tan d in g 3 6.3 15.8
Topic in te r e s t in g ,  sounds in te re s t in g 3 6.3 15.8

No % No
R id icu lous, w o rth le ss , no purpose or value 11 22.9 64.7
Not in te re s te d ,  waste of time 5 10.4 29.4
Experiment w o rth le ss , no s o c ia l  value 4 8.3 23.5
P a r tic ip a t io n  would serve  no purpose 2 4.2 11.8

Subject may th ink  h e 's  homosexual; do not want to
change opinion of s e lf 3 6.3 17.6

SENSORY DEPRIVATION
Yes % Yes
I n te re s t in g ,  challeng ing 6 12.5 33.3
Appeals to  sense of adventure, challeng ing 3 6.3 16.7
In te re s t in g ,  fa sc in a tin g , curious about 3 6.3 16.7

To see my re a c tio n 7 14.6 38.8
Because can leave whenever I want to 2 4.2 11.1
R esu lts  u se fu l 2 4.2 11.1

No % No
Too unp leasan t; a f ra id  of s i tu a t io n 12 25.0 63.2
Nightmare; too unpleasan t 6 12.5 31.6
A fraid  of personal re a c tio n ; a f ra id 4 8 .3 21.2
Need sensory s tim u la tio n ; do no t want to  be

deprived of senses 2 4.2 10.5

Harmful 3 6.3 16.7



Table 4E. Question 4: (continued)

SENSORY DEPRIVATION (continued)
Would not remain long
Waste of tim e, too much time involved
P o in tle s s ,  r e s u l t s  u se le ss

Other

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES 
Yes
See re a c tio n : le a rn  more about s e l f  
See my re a c tio n
Learn more about m yself and p e rso n a lity  
Test my a b i l i t y  to  defend m yself; have experience 

of having views a ttack ed

Enjoy argu ing ; good a t  argu ing ; d o n 't  mind arguing 
Enjoy argu ing , defending b e l ie f s ;  good a t  arguing 
Not a f ra id  of arguments

In te re s t in g ,  w orthw hile, challeng ing  
Harmless

No
D is lik e  s i tu a t io n  o r f in d  too th rea ten in g  
Would get too e x c ite d ; too much p ressu re  
D is lik e  argu ing , no t a good d eb ater

D is lik e  n a tu re  of experim ent

Other

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS 
Yes
Easy, p a in le s s , no r is k s  involved, might be fun 
Easy, why not? nothing to  lo se , a game, fun 
No r i s k s ,  harm less, p a in le s s ,  no s t r e s s

Learn something about s e l f ,  o th e rs , s i tu a t io n s  of 
panic

To see how I  would re a c t 
To see how o th e rs  re a c t
Learn how to  behave in  s im ila r  s i tu a t io n  when 

money involved or panic

Worthwhile experim ent; experim ents a re  in te re s t in g  
Worthwhile and in te re s t in g  experim ent 
Experiments a re  in te re s t in g ;  in te r e s t  in  human 

behavior

Can b e n e f i t ;  w orthw hile to  be a su b jec t
C u rio s ity
Money

F % % No
2 4.2 10.5
2 4.2 10.5
2 4.2 10.5

7 14.6

% Yes
14 29.2 46.7
9 18.8 30.0
5 10.4 16.7

2 4.2 6.7

7 14.6 23.3
5 10.4 16.7
2 4.2 6.7

5 10.4 16.7
2 4.2 6.7

% No
4 8.3 33.3
3 6.3 25.0
3 6.3 25.0

5 10.4 41.7

9 18.8

% Yes
34 35.4 43.6
20
17

20.8
17.7

25.6
21 .8

34 35.4 43.6
25 26.0 32.1

9 9.4 11.5

8 8.3 10.3

10 10.4 12.8
6 6.3 7.7

4 4.2 5,1

7 7.3 9 .0
6 6.3 7.7
2 2.1 2 ,6
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Table 4E. Question 4: (continued)iaDle HE*. v u e s L i u u  *+ • v c u u u m u e u ;

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS (continued) 1 I % No
No
W orthless; no value fo r me 7 7.3 58.3
W orthless, experim ent w orth less 4 4.2 33.3
No value fo r  me; w aste of time 4 4.2 33.3

Too com petitive , s t r e s s f u l ,  hazardous 2 2 . 1 16.7

Other 3 3.1

CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE
Yes % Yes
Learn about s e l f 19 39.6 48.7
To see how I  would r e a c t 9 18.8 23.1
To see i f  I  p red ic ted  my own behavior c o r re c tly 6 12.5 15.4
B e tte r  In s ig h t in to  s e l f ;  le a rn  about s e l f 4 8.3 10.3

Harmless, no neg a tiv e  e f fe c t 7 14.6 17.9
Harmless, would no t a f f e c t  me n eg a tiv e ly 5 10.4 1 2 . 8
Only involves conforming or not 2 4.2 5.1

Enjoyable, p le a s a n t,  in te re s t in g 5 10.4 1 2 . 8
May gain  something 5 10.4 1 2 . 8
Like s tro n g  o p p o s itio n , am used to  opp o sitio n 2 4.2 5.1
R esu lts  b e n e f ic ia l ,  in te re s te d  in  psychology 2 4.2 5.1

Other 6 12.5



Table 5E. Question 5:
321

Do you fe e l  th a t  th is  experim ent i s  e th ic a l  or 
u n e th ica l?

PROLONGED EXPOSURE TO FREEZING TEMPERATURE 
E th ic a l
R esu lts  u se fu l 
Because p riso n e rs

U neth ical
Subjects t re a te d  u n fa ir ly  
Forced, d id  no t v o lu n teer
Takes advantage of p r iso n e rs , p r iso n e rs  to r tu re d , 

p r iso n e rs  no t guinea p igs 
Extreme c ru e l ty ,  Nazi s ty le  to r tu r e ,  should not be 

done w ith  humans, v io la t io n  of human r ig h ts

Harmful
P h y sica l harm, harm, m ental and/or p h y sica l harm 
Not worth human s u ffe r in g ; more harm than good 
Extreme s u f fe r in g , pain

Too r is k y ; could be f a t a l
Could be f a t a l
Too r is k y , h igh ly  dangerous

R esu lts  do no t j u s t i f y ;  r e s u l t s  w orth less  
Not worth human s u ffe r in g ; more harm than good 
No s o c ia l  v a lu e , r e s u l t s  not w orthw hile 
Other methods of te s t in g  should be used 
R esu lts  l im ite d  or of value  only to  o th e rs

3
2

1
3.1
2 . 1

53 55.2

% ETHICAL

33.3 
2 2 . 2

% Uneth
65.4

36 37.5 44.4

15 15.6 18.5

13 13.5 16.0

26 27.1 32.1
19 19.8 23.5

5 5.1 6.2
3 3.1 3.7

15 15.6 18.5
13 13.5 16.0

2 2.1 2.5

15 15.6 18.5
5 5.1 6.2
4 4.2 4.9
3 3.1 3.7
3 . 3 .1 3.7

Other

TCR *
E th ic a l
S ubjects  t re a te d  f a i r l y  or i f  t re a te d  f a i r ly  
I f  v o lu n te e r  knows consequence or outcome 
Subjects a re  v o lu n tee rs  
S ubjects knew what to  expect

As a p o ss ib le  cure fo r  alcoholism  
BUT...

U neth ical
Subjects t re a te d  u n fa ir ly
Subjects tr ic k e d , no t to ld  about in je c t io n ,  not to ld  

d e t a i l s ,  n o t warned beforehand 
Subjects taken  advantage o f ,  r e c ru ite d  under f a ls e  

p re te n se s , a lc h o lo ic s  ex p lo ited  
Too ab u siv e , d r a s t ic ,  traum atic  
Too d i s t r e s s in g ,  tra u m a tic , d r a s t ic  
Tampers w ith  p e o p le 's  bodies and l iv e s ,  no concern 

w ith  human l i f e

% E th ic a l
8 16.7 66.7
4 8.3 33.3
3 6.3 25.0
1 2 .1 8.3

2 4.2 16.7
2 4.2 16.7

% Uneth 
14 29.2 42.4

10 20.8 30.3

5 10.4 15.2
9 18.8 27.3
7 14.6 21.2

2 4.2 6 .1
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Table 5E. Q uestion 5: (continued) 

TCR (continued)

Permanent damage, harm ful a f te r e f f e c t s

F

8

1

16.7

% Uneth 

24.2
May cause permanent o r lo n g - la s t in g  damage,

psycho log ica l & p h y sica l a f te r e f f e c ts 7 14.6 21.2
Endangers l i f e 1 2.1 8.3

Harmful, could damage a lc o h o lic s , harms humans
ra th e r  than helps 5 10.4 15.2

Other 5 10.4

TRAUMATIC SHOCK AND LEARNING
E th ic a l % E th ic a l
Sub-jects not abused 15 31.3 57.7
V oluntary 13 27.1 50.0
Subject p h y s ic a lly  f i t ,  screened , m edical approval

necessary 5 10.4 19.2
Temporary harm, harm a p a r t  of l i f e 2 4.2 7.7

R esu lts  u se fu l 8 16.7 30.8
S im ila r to  many psychology experim ents 2 4.2 7.7

U neth ical % Uneth
Experiment u se le ss 7 14.6 33.3
No redeeming v a lu e , only causes pain  to  su b je c t 4 8 .3 19.0
No p r a c t ic a l  use to  j u s t i f y ,  p o in t le s s ,  b e t t e r  ways

to  study le a rn in g 3 6.3 14.3

Involves p a in , too p a in fu l 6 12.5 28.6
Harmful, could have harm ful a f te r e f f e c t s 6 12.5 28.6
S ick , inhumane, do no t l ik e  I t 3 6 .3 14.3

Other 5 10.4

AIRPLANE CRASH SIMULATION % E th ic a l
E th ic a l
Can b e n e f it  su b je c ts 7 14.6 41.2
S o ld ie rs  have to  l iv e  w ith  s t r e s s ,  t r a in  fo r  s t r e s s 4 8.3 23.5
Some su b je c ts  may want to  know how they would r e a c t ,

su b je c ts  could b e n e f it 3 6.3 17.6

R esu lts  u se fu l 6 12.5 35.3
R esu lts  could be b e n e f ic ia l  fo r  s o ld ie r s ,  o th e r

f ly e rs 4 8 .3 23.5
R esu lts  w orthw hile 2 4.2 11.8

No r e a l  harm, harm not extreme 4 8.3 23.5
B U T ...IF .. . 2 4 .2 11.8
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Table 5E. Q uestion 5: (continued)

AIRPLANE CRASH (continued) F % % Uneth
U neth ical
Too s t r e s s f u l ,  f e a r f u l ,  r isk y 16 33.3 55.2
Too s t r e s s f u l ,  tra u m a tic , h a rsh , r e a l i s t i c  Inhumane 11 22.9 37.9
Induces f e a r fu l  s t a t e ,  could cause panic 3 6.3 10.3
Too r isk y  even fo r  Army, could be f a t a l 2 4.2 6.9

Harmful 7 14.6 24.1
P h y sica l damage could be done 4 8.3 13.8
Harmful psycho log ica l e f f e c ts ;  long term psycho log ica l

e f f e c ts 4 8 .3 13.8

Methods r e je c te d .  d ea ls  w ith  death 5 10.4 17.2
Concerns i t s e l f  w ith  death 3 6.3 10.3
R esu lts  do not j u s t i f y  th is  kind of experiment 2 4.2 6.9

S o ld ie rs  deceived , taken advantage of 8 16.7 27.6

R esu lts  w orth less 2 4.2 6.9

Other 4 8 .3

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS
E th ic a l % Ethica
Experiment can be u se fu l 12 25.0 42.3
R esu lts  u se fu l ( s p e c if ic  and re le v a n t) 5 10.4 19.2
Im portant knowledge can be gained , r e s u l t s  u se fu l 4 8.3 15.4
Shows v io le n t ,  ag g ress iv e  n a tu re  of some people 2 4.2 7.7
Can b e n e f i t  su b je c t o r change h is  behavior in  the

fu tu re 2 4.2 7.7

No one r e a l ly  harmed; te n s io n , c o n f l ic t  temporary 11 22.9 42.3
No-one r e a l ly  harmed; no-one shocked ( re fe r s  to  v ic tim ) 7 14.6 26.9
No one se rio u s ly  harmed, not dangerous, harm less 2 4.2 7.7
Tension, c o n f l ic t ,  p sy cho log ica l e f fe c t  temporary 2 4.2 7.7

People can discobey i f  they want to 2 4.2 7.7

U neth ical % Uneth
Concerned w ith  "immoral" behav io r, forced to  h u r t some­

one, su b je c t b u ll ie d 11 22.9 52.4
Being forced to  h u r t  someone, wrong to  i n f l i c t  pain 8 16.7 38.1
Concerned w ith  immoral b ehav io r, su b je c t put in

p o s itio n  th a t  v io la te s  own code 2 4.2 9 .5
Subject b u l l ie d ,  taken advantage of 1 2 .1 4.8

Too s t r e s s f u l ,  tra u m a tic , could damage su b jec t 8 16.7 38.1
Traum atic, unnecessary to r tu r e ,  overly  em otional,

extreme ten sio n  may have an a f te r e f f e c t 4 8.3 19.0
Subject would r e a c t  to  g iv ing  shock even i f  not tru e 2 4.2 9 .5
Might perm anently damage s u b je c t’ s view of h im self

i f  he obeyed 2 4.2 9.5
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Table 5E. Question 5; (continued)

OBEDIENCE TO IMMORAL ORDERS fcontinued) F % %Uneth
Animal should be used , d i f f e r e n t  ways to  study

memory and le a rn in g 2 4.2 9 .5
D eceptive 2 4.2 9 .5

Other 6 12.5

REACTION TO AN UNDESIRED TRAIT
E th ic a l % E th ic a l
Experiment u se fu l 6 12.5 20.0
Helps ex p la in  human behavior 4 8.3 13.3
S ig n if ic a n t ,  im portant to p ic 2 4.2 6.7

Gives in s ig h t to  su b le c t 6 12.5 20.0
People only d isco v er t r u th  about them selves 4 8.3 13.3
Anyone re a c tin g  to  d iscovery  w i l l  f in d  he has an

area  to  deal w ith  p sy ch o lo g ica lly 2 4.2 6.7

Harmless, no permanent harm 9 18.8 30.0
S ubjects  to ld  t ru th  a t  the  end, d eb rie fed 5 10.4 16.7
BUT some people could be h u r t ,  could damage 3 6.3 10.0

U neth ica l % Uneth
Harmful 10 20.8 55.6
Could p sy ch o lo g ica lly  damage su b je c t,  id e n t i ty

d oub ts, g u i l t ,  e tc . 7 14.6 38.9
Tampers w ith  sexual outlook 2 4.2 11,1
Could cause in te n se  an x ie ty 1 2.1 5.6

U n fa ir, su b je c ts  tr ic k e d 3 6.3 16.7
No purpose, see no purpose 2 4.2 11.1

O-feher 12 25.0
Not in te rp re ta b le 1 2.1

SENSORY DEPRIVATION
E th ic a l % E th ic a l
S ub jects n o t abused o r harmed 18 37.5 47.4
Subjects can q u it  a t  any time 11 22.9 28.9
S ub jects n o t abused or harmed 6 12.5 15.8
No permanent o r la s t in g  e f f e c ts 2 4.2 5.3

I F . . . 3 6.3 7.9
I f  no apparen t harm o r la s t in g  e f f e c ts 2 4.2 5 .3
I f  su b je c ts  informed of the  r is k 1 2.1 2 .6

R esu lts  u s e fu l ,  good sound experim ent 11 22.9 28.9
V oluntary 7 14.6 18.4
S ub jec ts  may gain something 2 4.2 5.3
Not su re  why 2 4.2 5.3
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Table 5E. Question 5: (continued) 

SENSORY DEPRIVATION (continued) F % % Uneth
U neth ical
Harmf u l , inhumane 5 10 . A 55.6
S ubjects  can be harmed, experim enters d o n 't  know 

enough about outcome 3 6.3 33.3
T o rtu re , l ik e  p riso n  camp, inhumane 2 4.2 22.2

P o in tle s s , r id ic u lo u s , no p o ssib le  value 2 4.2 22.2

Other 5 10.4
Not in te rp r e ta b le 1 2.1

ATTACK ON PERSONAL VALUES
E th ic a l
Harmless 16 33.3

% E th ic a l 
45.7

H arm less, no a f te r e f f e c t 9 18.8 25.7
No-one s e r io u s ly  h u r t,  s t r e s s  i s  minimum and 

temporary 6 12.5 17.1
No p h y s ica l s t r e s s  o r pain 1 2.1 2.9

V oluntary 5- 10.4 14.3
V oluntary , su b je c t no t forced  in to  anything 3 6.3 8.6
S ubject i s  v o lu n tee r so would expect to  stand  up 

to  t h i s ,  meet th is  challenge 2 '4 .2 5.3

S ub jects  can le a rn  something, b e n e f it  from the 
experience 6 12.5 17.1

Purpose v a lu a b le , r e s u l t s  u se fu l 5 10,4 14.3
People have to  be prepared fo r th e  unexpected, 

something th a t  happens in  everyday l i f e 2 4.2 5.7
I F . . . 2 4 .2 5.7

UNETHICAL 
U n fa ir, b e tra y a l 7 14.6

% Uneth 
63.6

U n fa ir , b e tr a y a l ,  fo rces  people to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  
something they d o n 't  l ik e 7 14.6 63.6

Use o f s k il le d 'p ro fe s s io n a l*  opponent 3 6.3 27.3

Should no t a t ta c k  someone's v a lu es , r is k y  to  a t ta c k  
someone's values 2 4 .2 18.2

Other 6 12.5

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS
E th ic a l
Harmless 39 40.6

% E th ic a l 
47.6

Does no t harm anyone, no danger or s t r e s s  involved 36 37.5 43.9
Only a game, fun fo r  su b je c ts 2 2 .1 2.4
Does n o t compel anyone to  h u r t someone o r v io la te  

someone's s e lf-e s te e m 2 2 .1 2.4

V oluntary, informed consent* 11 11.5 13.4

* One case  had a th i rd  code which was om itted .
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Table 5E. Question 5: (continued)

A GAME TO LEARN ABOUT PANICS (continued) F % % E th ic a l
Informed consen t, no d ecep tion , f u l ly  explained 6 6.3 7.3
V oluntary 4 4.2 4.9

R esu lts  u s e fu l ,  v a lid  experim ent 26 27.1 31.7
Teaches people in  experim ent something, helps 

su b jec ts 11 11.5 13.4
Does nothing m orally  wrong, an ex e rc ise  in  e th ic s ,  

no problems 10 10.4 12.2

U neth ica l
No r e la t io n  to  su b jec t being s tu d ie d , in v a lid 5 5.2

% Uneth 
55.6

Other 5 5.2
Not in te rp re ta b le 3 3.1

CONFORMITY AND INDEPENDENCE
E th ic a l
Harmless 19 39.6

% E th ic a l 
44.2

R esu lts  u se fu l 13 27.1 30.2
Can help  the  su b je c t 5 10.4 11.6
S ubjects  given a choice as to  how to  behave 3 6.3 7.0
D eception has u se fu l r e s u l t s ,  no t u n fa ir 3 6.3 7.0

U neth ical
Fools the su b je c t;  can h u rt the  su b jec t; 3 6.3

% Uneth 
100.0

pu ts  su b je c t in  an uneasy p o s itio n



APPENDIX F

Frequency D is tr ib u tio n s  o f Q uestions and T o ta l R ating



Table IF. Do you think you could b en efit  in any way by p artic ip atin g  in th is  experiment?
(Percentage o f participants checking each a ltern a tiv e)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME conform:

D e f in ite ly
Not 65.6 43.8 31.3 18.8 27.1 22.9 16.7 - 8.3 4 .2

Probably
Not 18.8 27.1 33.3 27.1 25.0 33.3 27.1 20.8 22.9 12.5

P ossib ly 14.6 22.9 35.4 41.7 37.5 37.5 41.7 54.2 47.9 47.9

D e f in ite ly - 4 .2 - 12.5 10.4 6 .3 14.6 25.0 20.8 35.4

None or 
two checks 1.0 2.1

P a r tic ip a n t gave an exp lanation  fo r h is  a c tio n  and th e re fo re  th e  question  was considered  answered.
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Table 2F. Do you think you could be harmed in any way by p artic ip a tin g  in th is  experiment?
(Percentage o f participants checking each a ltern a tiv e)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME 

D e f in ite ly  67.7 35.4 20.8 22.9 4 .2  6 .3  6 .3  2.1 5.2

P o ssib ly  29.2 43.8 52.1 50.0 29.2 22.9 39.6 29.2 5.2

Probably
no t 3 .1  18.8 20.8 18.8 35 .4  35.4 29.2 33.3 19.8

CONFORMITY

20.8

35.4

D e f in ite ly
no t - 2 .1  6 .3  8 .3  31.3 35.4 25.0 35 .4  69.8 43.8



Table 3F. Would you consent to  serve as a subject in  th is  experiment?
(Percentage of participants checking each a ltern a tiv e)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY 

NO 87.5 68 .8  70.8 47.9 54.2 35.4 39.6 25.0 12.5 2.1

Not su re  11.5 16.7 18.8 33.3 27.1 25.0 22.9 12.5 6 .3  16.7

YES 1.0 14.6 10.4 18.8 18.8 39.6 37.5 62.5 81.3 81.3
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Table 4F. Do you fe e l  that th is  experiment is  e th ic a l or unethical?
(Percentage of participants checking each a ltern ative)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

D e fin ite ly
u n e th ic a l 67.7 37.5 22,9 16.7 16.7 14.6 12.5 4 .2  1.0

Probably
u n e th ic a l 16.7 31.3 20.8 43.8 27.1 22.9 6.3 18.8 8 .3  6 .3

Probably
e th ic a l  7 .3  18.8 39.6 27.1 43.8 37.5 52.1 35.4 27.1 35.4

D e f in ite ly
e th ic a l  2.1 6 .3  14.6 8 .3  10.4 25.0 27.1 37.5 58.3 54.2

None or
two checks* 6 .3  6 .3  2 .1  4 .2  2 .1  - 2 .1  4 .2  5 .2  4 .2

4.07= of th e  responses to  the question  on E th ica l were given a "0" (n e u tra l)  sco re .
This was done when a p a r t ic ip a n t  checked both  e th ic a l  and u n e th ic a l or d id  no t check e i th e r .  
In both c ircum stances, th e  question  s t i l l  f u l f i l l e d  the c r i te r io n  of being answered as the 
w r itte n  response explained  why the p a r t ic ip a n ts  ac ted  as they  d id , e .g . ,  an experiment may 
have been considered  n e ith e r  e th ic a l  o r u n e th ic a l o r i t  may have been a s se r te d  th a t  an 
e th ic a l  judgment was in a p p ro p ria te .
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NO

YES

Table 5F. Suppose an experim ent could be c a r r ie d  out only w ith the consent o f a board made up 
o f re p re se n ta tiv e s  o f p o ss ib le  su b je c ts  fo r the experim ent. The board would make a 
judgment based on the  experim en t's  e f f e c t  on s u b je c ts , co n s id e ra tio n s  o f the  worth 
o f  the experim ent, i t s  a c c e p ta b il i ty  to  community moral s tan d a rd s , o r any o ther 
fa c to rs  i t  deemed re le v a n t.  I f  you were a member o f th is  board , would you vo te  to  
g ive perm ission fo r  th e  conduct o f  th is  experiment?

( ) Yes ( ) No
(Percentage of p a r t ic ip a n ts  checking "Yes" o r "No" to  Perm it)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY 

85.4 77.1 62.5 70.8 43.8 39.6 20.8 14.6 11.5 8.3

14.6 22.9 37.5 29.2 56.3 60 .4  79.2 85.4 88.5 91.7
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Table 6F. D istribution  o f Total Rating: Percentage o f Participants

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORM

-10 42.7 14.6 6 .3 2.1 - 6 .3 - - - -

-9 10.4 10.4 8 .3 6 .3 4 .2 2 .1 4.2 - _ -

-8 10.4 16.7 10.4 8.3 2.1 4.2 4 .2 4 .2 - -

-7 11.5 12.5 10.4 12.5 6 .3 - 4 .2 2 .1 - -
-6 4 .2 6 .3 12.5 10.4 10.4 4 .2 2.1 _ - -
-5 5.2 4 .2 10.4 6 .3 10.4 10.4 - 2.1 1.0 2.1

-4 2.1 2.1 - 2.1 4.2 2.1 2.1 - 2.1 -
-3 4 .2 4 .2 2.1 6.3 2.1 2 .1 4 .2 2.1 1.0 -
-2 1.0 4.2 - 6 .3 2.1 2 .1 6.3 - 1.0 -
-1 2 .1 2 .1 2 .1 8.3 4 .2 4 .2 4 .2 8.3 2.1 2.1

0 1.0 2.1 4.2 2.1 - - 4.2 4 .2 3.1 2.1

+1 3.1 2 .1 4 .2 - 8.3 6 .3 2.1 - 3 .1 2 .1
+2 1.0 2 .1 6 .3 6 .3 10.4 4 .2 2.1 4 .2 3 .1 -
+3 1.0 4 .2 10.4 2 .1 8.3 6 .3 14.6 6 .3 3 .1 4 .2
+4 - 6 .3 2.1 6.3 - 2 .1 2.1 - 6 .3 -
+5 - 2 .1 - 4 .2 8.3 4 .2 6 .3 10.4 5.2 10.4
+6 - - 4 .2 2.1 4.2 16.7 - 12.5 8.3 8 .3 10.4
+7 - 4 .2 - 6 .3 4 .2 8 .3 10.4 14.6 13.5 27.1
+8 - - 4 .2 - 4.2 10.4 - 8.3 10.4 8.3
+9 - - 2.1 2.1 4 .2 4 .2 6 .3 20.8 22.9 22.9

+10 2.1 _ 8.3 4 .2 13.5 8.3

u>
u>
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Table 1G. Percentage of Actual Checks to Both Permit and Consent: Consistent and Inconsistent

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

Perm it Yes
Consent Yes 1.0 10.4 8 .3  14.6 18.8 35 .4  35 .4  62.5 77.1 79.2

Perm it No
Consent No 78.1 62.5 54.2 41.7 35 .4  29.2 16.7 8 .3  5 .2  2.1

TOTAL
C onsisten t 79.2 72.9 62.5 56.3 54.2 64.6 52.1 70.8 82.3 81.3

Perm it Yes
Consent No 9 .4  6 .3  16.7 6 .3  18.8 6 .3  22.9 16.7 7 .3

Perm it Yes 
Consent
Not Sure 4 .2  6 .3  12.5 8.3 18.8 18.8 20.8 6 .3  4 .2  12.5

TOTAL 
Perm it Yes 
Consent No
or Not Sure 13.5 12.5 29.2 14.6 37.5 25.0 43.8 22.9 11.5 12.5

Perm it No
Consent Yes - 4 .2  2.1 4 .2  - 4 .2  2 .1  -  4 .2  2.1

Perm it No 
Consent
Not Sure 7 .3  10.4 6 .3  25.0 8.3 6 .3  2.1 6 .3  2.1 4 .2
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Table 2G. Revised Perm it-Consent Responses: Percentage C o n sisten t and In c o n sis te n t Each Experiment

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

Perm it Yes 
C onsisten t

Perm it No 
C onsisten t

TOTAL
C onsisten t

Perm it Yes 
In co n s is te n t

Perm it No 
In c o n s is te n t

TOTAL
In co n sis te n t

Perm it Yes 
Consent No 
C onsisten t

Perm it Yes 
Consent No 
In c o n sis te n t

Perm it Yes 
Consent N.S. 
C onsisten t

Perm it Yes 
Consent N.S. 
In c o n s is te n t

1.0

81.3

82.3 

13.5

4 .2

12.5

72.9

85.4

10.4 

4 .2

27.1 16.7

56.3 66.7

83.3 83.3

10.4 12.5

6 .3 4 .2

17.7 14.6 16.7 16.7

12.5 2.1

9 .4  6 .3  4 .2  4 .2

2 .1  6 .3

4 .2  4 .2  6 .3  8.3

37.5

41.7

79.2

18.8

2.1

20.8

8.3

10.4

10.4

8.3

47.9

35.4

83.8

12.5

4 .2

16.7

2. 1

4 .2

10.4

8.3

75.0

18.8

93.8

4.2

2.1

6.3

18.8

4.2

20.8

75.0 85.4 87.5

10.4 9 .4

10.4 3 .1

4.2  2.1

14.6 5.2

8.3 5.2

8.3 2.1

4 .2  3.1

2 . 1  1.0

4.2

85.4  94.8 91.7

4 .2

4 .2

8.3

8 .3

4 .2
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Table 26. Revised Permit-Consent Responses: Percentage Consistent and Inconsistent Each Experiment (continued)

EXPOSURE TCR SHOCK AIRPLANE OBEDIENCE REACTION SENSORY ATTACK GAME CONFORMITY

Perm it No 
Consent Yes 
Cons is te n t 2.1 2.1 2.1

Perm it No 
Consent Yes 
In c o n s is te n t 2 . 1  2 . 1  2 . 1 4 .2  2 .1 2 .1  2 .1

Perm it No 
Consent N.S. 
C onsisten t 3 .1  8 .3  2 .1  22.9 6 .3  6 .3  2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1

Perm it No 
Consent N.S.
In c o n s is te n t 4 .2  2.1 4 .2  2 .1  2.1 4 .2  2.1

u



APPENDIX H 

Tables fo r Focus on the  Reasons



339

Table 1H. A lternatives for Question 6: Yes and No Analysis

M.S. d . f . F

Subjects v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed
Between groups 1.55 9 4.62
W ithin groups 0 .34  262

Discomfort or s tr e s s  only  temporary
Between groups 0.79 9 2.43
W ithin groups 0 .33  262

Of value to  Ss in  understand ing
them selves

Between groups 2.09 9 4.35
W ithin groups 0 .48  262

Not too unp leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l
Between groups 0.80 9 2.93
W ithin groups 0.27 262

To lea rn  about behavior
Between groups 0 .23  9 0.67
W ithin groups 0.35 262

I f  Ss knew tru e  purpose, they might
behave u n n a tu ra lly

Between groups 0 .99  9 4.06
W ithin groups 0 .24  262

Value j u s t i f i e s  p o ss ib le  s tr e s s
Between groups 0 .81  9 2.13
W ithin groups 0 .38  262

Not u n fa ir  to  Ss
Between groups 0 .29  9 0.96
W ithin groups 0.30 262

Ss do not v o lu n teer
Between groups 2.60 9 10.12
W ithin groups 0.26 199

Long term harm
Between groups 1.60 9 4 .44
W ithin groups 0.36 199

Lowers se lf-e s teem
Between groups 2.48 9 9.31
W ithin groups 0.27 199

Too unp leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l
Between groups 1.78 9 6.56
W ithin groups 0.27 199

P

.001

.01

.001

.003

N.S.

.001

.03

N.S.

.001

.001

.001

.001
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Table 1H. A lternatives for Question 6: Yes and No Analysis (continued)

M.S. D .F. F P

No s o c ia l  value
Between groups 1.04 9 2.77 .005
W ithin groups 0 .38  199

Ss fe e l  deceived
Between groups 1.07 9 3.45 .001
W ithin groups 0 .31 199

Value does n o t j u s t i f y  p o ss ib le  harm
Between groups 0 .88  9 2.00 .04
W ithin groups 0 .44  199

Encourages n e u ro tic  behav ior
Between groups 2.22 9 2.22 .02
W ithin groups 1.00 199 ,
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Table 2H. A lternatives for Question 6: Analysis based on to ta l group

M.S. d . f .

Subjects v o lu n ta r i ly  agreed 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Discomfort o r s t r e s s  only temporary 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Of value to  Ss in  understanding
them selves

Between groups 
W ithin groups

Not too u n p leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l  
Between groups 
W ithin groups

To lea rn  about behavior 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

I f  Ss knew tru e  purpose, they might
behave u n n a tu ra lly  

Between groups 
W ithin groups

Value j u s t i f i e s  p o ss ib le  s t r e s s  
Between groups 
Within groups

Not u n fa ir  to  Ss 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Ss do no t v o lu n tee r 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Long term harm 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Lowers se lf-e s teem  
Between groups 
W ithin groups

Too u n p leasan t o r s t r e s s f u l  
Between groups 
W ithin groups

2.21
0.34

1.44
0.24

7.26
0.40

2. 12
0.18

1.34
0.25

1.50
0.21

0.67
0.18

4.89
0 .22

9
470

9
470

9
470

9
470

9
470

9
470

9
470

9
470

6.42 .001

5.92 .001

18.07 .0001

11.88  .001

3.97 9 11.94 .001
0.33 470

1.13 9 7.26 .001
0.16 470

5.27 .001

7.32 .001

3.13 9 23.65 .0001
0.13 470

5.22 9 21.32 .0001
0.24  470

3.64  .001

22.18 .0001
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Table 2H. A lternatives for Question 6: A nalysis based on to ta l  group
(continued)

M.S. d . f . F P

No s o c ia l  value
Between groups 1.87 9 8.04 .001
W ithin groups 0 .23 470

Ss f e e l  deceived
Between groups 1.45 9 8 .04  .001
W ithin groups 0.17 470

Value does no t j u s t i f y  p o ss ib le  harm
Between groups 4.39 9 14.72 .001
W ithin groups 0.30 470

Encourages n e u ro tic  behavior 
Between groups 
W ithin groups

0.19
0.10

9
470

1.79 (.07)



343

Table 3H. ANOVAS and A P o s te r io r i  D ifferen ces fo r Reasons fo r  G ranting a 
Perm it That Involve D eception: Only th e  6 Deception E xperi­
ments Included

I f  th e  su b je c ts  knew th e  tru e  purpose M.S. d . f . F P
ahead of tim e they would behave
u n n a tu ra lly
Based on Yes and No only

Between groups 0 .35  5 1.06 N.S.
W ithin groups 0 .33  160

Based on t o t a l  sample
Between groups 1.06 5 4 .82 .001
W ithin groups 0 .22  282

Ss fe e l  deceived
Based on Yes and No only

Between groups 0 .39  5 0.97 N.S.
W ithin groups 0 .41 116

Based on t o t a l  sample
Between groups 1.81 5 7 .72 .001
W ithin groups 0 .23  282

A P o s te r io r i  D iffe ren ce s : Duncan .05

I f  the su b je c ts  knew the  tru e  purpose ahead 
of tim e, they  would behave u n n a tu ra lly

TCR

0.02

A irplane Obedience Reaction

0 .10 0.27 0.31

Conformity

0.35

Attack

0.40

Subjects f e e l  deceived

Conformity A ttack Obedience Reaction TCR A irp lane 

0 .02  0.10 0 .21 0 .25 0 .42 0 .54



Table 4H. G eneral Ranking of Reasons Across Experiments and Percentage of P a r tic ip a n ts  Who 
Checked Each Reason

Tes A lte rn a tiv e s
DECEPTION VALUE NOT TOO STRESS NOT UNFAIR Ss LEARN ABOUT OF VALUE
JUSTIFIED JUSTIFIES STRESSFUL TEMPORARY TO Ss VOLUNTEER BEHAVIOR TO Ss

0.28 0.45 0.47 0.51 0.51 0.82 0.91 0.97

43 60 78 74 73 83 91 88 (F)

44.8 62.5 81.3 77.1 76.0 86.5 94.8 91.7 (%)

No A lte rn a tiv e s  
ENCOURAGES UN- LOWERS Ss FEEL Ss DO NOT NO SOCIAL LONG TERM TOO VALUE DOES
DESIRABLE BEH. SELF ESTEEM DECEIVED VOLUNTEER VALUE HARM STRESSFUL NOT JUSTIFY

0.23 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.61 0.82 0.82 0.86

36 47 57 66 73 86 83 86 (F)

37.5 49.0 59.4 68.8 76.0 89.6 86.5 89.6 (%)

M.S. d . f . F P1

T o ta l Yes Reasons 
Residual

19.94
0.35

7
2240

56.99 <.001

T ota l No Reasons 
Res id u a1

15.27
0.35

7
1778

43.28 <.001 344
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