WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL

WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL REMAINS A PIVOTAL QUESTION IN THE ANNALS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH, PROMPTING
PROFOUND SHIFTS IN ETHICAL GUIDELINES FOR SCIENTIFIC STUDIES INVOLVING HUMAN PARTICIPANTS. STANLEY MILGRAM’S
CONTROVERSIAL OBEDIENCE EXPERIMENTS, CONDUCTED IN THE EARLY 19605, AIMED TO UNDERSTAND THE EXTENT TO WHICH
INDIVIDUALS WOULD OBEY AUTHORITY FIGURES, EVEN WHEN INSTRUCTED TO PERFORM ACTIONS CONFLICTING WITH THEIR
PERSONAL CONSCIENCE. W/HILE THE FINDINGS OFFERED UNPRECEDENTED INSIGHTS INTO HUMAN BEHAVIOR AND THE DYNAMICS OF
OBEDIENCE, THE METHODS EMPLOYED RAISED SERIOUS AND ENDURING ETHICAL CONCERNS. THIS ARTICLE WILL THOROUGHLY
EXPLORE THE MULTIFACETED REASONS WHY THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT IS WIDELY CONSIDERED UNETHICAL, EXAMINING ISSUES
SUCH AS THE EXTENSIVE DECEPTION INVOLVED, THE SIGNIFICANT PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS INFLICTED UPON PARTICIPANTS, THE
VIOLATION OF THEIR RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , AND THE BROADER IMPLICATIONS FOR INFORMED CONSENT IN RESEARCH.

UNDERST ANDING THESE CRITICISMS IS CRUCIAL FOR APPRECIATING THE FOUNDATIONS OF MODERN RESEARCH ETHICS.
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UNDERSTANDING THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT: A BRIEF OVERVIEW

THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT, CONDUCTED BY Y ALE UNIVERSITY PSYCHOLOGIST STANLEY MILGRAM, BEGAN IN 196 1, SHORTLY
AFTER THE TRIAL OF ADOLF EICHMANN FOR NAZI WAR CRIMES. MILGRAM SOUGHT TO INVESTIGATE WHETHER ORDINARY PEOPLE
WOULD OBEY ORDERS FROM AN AUTHORITY FIGURE, EVEN IF THOSE ORDERS INVOLVED HARMING ANOTHER PERSON. THE STUDY'S
SETUP WAS INGENIOUSLY DECEPTIVE, INVOLVING A “TEACHER” (THE ACTUAL PARTICIPANT), A “LEARNER” (A CONFEDERATE OF



THE EXPERIMENTER), AND AN “EXPERIMENTER” (ANOTHER CONFEDERATE IN A LAB COAT).

THe Core DesSIGN AND PURPOSE

PARTICIPANTS WERE TOLD THEY WERE TAKING PART IN A STUDY ON MEMORY AND LEARNING. THE “TEACHER” WAS INSTRUCTED
TO ADMINISTER ELECTRIC SHOCKS TO THE “LEARNER” FOR EVERY INCORRECT ANSWER. THE SHOCK GENERATOR RANGED FROM 15
voLTs (“sLIGHT sHock”) To 450 voLTs (“XXX"), INCREASING IN INTENSITY WITH EACH MISTAKE. CRUCIALLY, THE SHOCKS
WERE FAKE, AND THE “LEARNER” WAS AN ACTOR WHO WOULD CRY OUT IN PAIN, PROTEST, AND EVENTUALLY FALL SILENT AS
THE SHOCK LEVEL INCREASED. THE “EXPERIMENTER” WOULD USE A SERIES OF STANDARDIZED “PRODS” TO ENCOURAGE THE
“TEACHER” TO CONTINUE, SUCH AS “PLEASE CONTINUE” OR “THE EXPERIMENT REQUIRES THAT YOU CONTINUE.”

MILGRAM’'S PRIMARY GOAL WAS TO MEASURE THE WILLINGNESS OF PARTICIPANTS TO OBEY AN AUTHORITY FIGURE WHO
INSTRUCTED THEM TO PERFORM ACTS THAT CONFLICTED WITH THEIR PERSONAL CONSCIENCE. THE STARTLING RESULTS INDICATED
THAT A SIGNIFICANT MAJORITY OF PARTICIPANTS (65% IN ONE VARIATION) ADMINISTERED THE MAXIMUM 450-VOLT SHOCK,
DESPITE THEIR VISIBLE DISTRESS AND THE APPARENT SUFFERING OF THE “LEARNER.” THESE FINDINGS HIGHLIGHTED A POWERFUL
HUMAN TENDENCY TOWARDS OBEDIENCE, BUT THE PATH TO THESE INSIGHTS WAS PAVED WITH CONSIDERABLE ETHICAL
COMPROMISE.

THE PRIMARY ETHICAL CONCERNS: WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL

THE ETHICAL CONTROVERSIES SURROUNDING THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT ARE EXTENSIVE AND HAVE BEEN INSTRUMENTAL IN SHAPING
MODERN ETHICAL GUIDELINES FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH. THE METHODS EMPLOYED DIRECTLY VIOLATED WHAT ARE NOW
CONSIDERED FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS, PROMPTING A \WIDESPREAD RE-EVALUATION OF HOW HUMAN
SUBJECTS ARE TREATED IN SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY. UNDERSTANDING THESE CONCERNS IS CENTRAL TO COMPREHENDING WHY MILGRAM
EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL REMAINS A CRUCIAL DISCUSSION.

LAck oF INFORMED CONSENT

ONE OF THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ETHICAL BREACHES IN THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT WAS THE PROFOUND LACK OF INFORMED
CONSENT. TRUE INFORMED CONSENT REQUIRES PARTICIPANTS TO BE FULLY AWARE OF THE NATURE, PURPOSE, AND POTENTIAL
RISKS OF A STUDY BEFORE AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE. IN MILGRAM'S STUDY, PARTICIPANTS WERE EXPLICITLY DECEIVED ABOUT
THE TRUE PURPOSE OF THE EXPERIMENT, BELIEVING IT WAS ABOUT MEMORY AND LEARNING RATHER THAN OBEDIENCE TO
AUTHORITY. THEY WERE ALSO NOT INFORMED THAT THE “LEARNER” WAS AN ACTOR AND THAT NO ACTUAL SHOCKS WERE BEING
ADMINISTERED.

THIS DECEPTION MEANT THAT PARTICIPANTS COULD NOT GENUINELY CONSENT TO THE STUDY THEY WERE ACTUALLY
PARTICIPATING IN. THEIR AUTONOMY WAS COMPROMISED, AS THEY WERE UNABLE TO MAKE A TRULY INFORMED DECISION ABOUT
THEIR INVOLVEMENT, ENTERING A SITUATION WHOSE TRUE NATURE WAS ENTIRELY HIDDEN FROM THEM. THIS FUNDAMENTAL
VIOLATION OF TRUST IS A CORNERSTONE OF WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL.

PsycHoLoGIcAL DisTRESS AND HARM TO PARTICIPANTS

PERHAPS THE MOST VISCERAL CRITICISM OF THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT CENTERS ON THE IMMENSE PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS AND
POTENTIAL HARM INFLICTED UPON THE PARTICIPANTS. MANY “TEACHERS” DISPLAYED EXTREME SIGNS OF TENSION AND
EMOTIONAL TORMENT DURING THE EXPERIMENT, BELIEVING THEY WERE CAUSING SEVERE PAIN TO ANOTHER HUMAN BEING. THESE
OBSERVABLE REACTIONS WERE NOT MERELY MINOR DISCOMFORTS; THEY INDICATED PROFOUND INTERNAL CONFLICT AND DISTRESS.

SWEATING: PARTICIPANTS OFTEN PERSPIRED HEAVILY.

TREMBLING: MANY SHOWED VISIBLE SHAKING OF THEIR HANDS OR BODIES.

STUTTERING: SPEECH DIFFICULTIES WERE COMMON AS THEY STRUGGLED TO PROCESS THE SITUATION.

NERVOUS LAUGHTER OR SMILING: A COMMON COPING MECHANISM FOR EXTREME STRESS.

* PLEADING WITH THE EXPERIMENTER: DESPERATE ATTEMPTS TO STOP THE PROCEDURE.



e FULL-BLOWN SEIZURES: SOME PARTICIPANTS REPORTEDLY EXPERIENCED UNCONTROLLABLE CONVULSIONS DUE TO
STRESS.

EVEN AFTER LEARNING THE TRUTH, THE EXPERIENCE OF HAVING BELIEVED THEY WERE CAPABLE OF SUCH CRUELTY, OR THE
KNOWLEDGE THAT THEY HAD OBEYED ORDERS TO HARM ANOTHER, COULD HAVE LASTING NEGATIVE PSYCHOLOGICAL
CONSEQUENCES. THE ETHICAL MANDATE TO PROTECT PARTICIPANTS FROM HARM WAS SEVERELY NEGLECTED, MAKING THIS A
PRIMARY REASON WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL.

VIOLATION OF THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW

ANOTHER CRITICAL ETHICAL CONCERN WAS THE EXPLICIT VIOLATION OF THE PARTICIPANTS' RIGHT TO WITHDRAW FROM THE
STUDY AT ANY POINT WITHOUT PENALTY. W/HEN “TEACHERS” EXPRESSED A DESIRE TO STOP, THE EXPERIMENTER DID NOT GRANT
THEM THIS RIGHT FREELY. |NSTEAD, A SERIES OF FOUR STANDARDIZED “PRODS” WERE USED TO COERCE THEM TO CONTINUE:

1. “PLEASE CONTINUE.”
2. "THE EXPERIMENT REQUIRES THAT YOU CONTINUE.”
3. “IT 1S ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL THAT YOU CONTINUE.”

4. "YoU HAVE NO OTHER CHOICE, YOU MUST CONTINUE.”

THESE PRODS, PARTICULARLY THE LAST TWO, EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATED THE PERCEPTION OF CHOICE FOR MANY PARTICIPANTS,
TRAPPING THEM IN A DEEPLY DISTRESSING SITUATION. WHILE MILGRAM ARGUED THAT PARTICIPANTS TECHNICALLY COULD HAVE
REFUSED, THE PSYCHOLOGICAL PRESSURE EXERTED BY THE AUTHORITY FIGURE MADE GENUINE WITHDRAW AL EXTREMELY
DIFFICULT. THIS COERCIVE ENVIRONMENT IS A CLEAR EXAMPLE OF WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL AND DIRECTLY
CONTRAVENES MODERN ETHICAL STANDARDS REGARDING VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.

ExTensive Use oF DECEPTION

THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT RELIED HEAVILY ON DECEPTION AT MULTIPLE LEVELS, WHICH IS A KEY FACTOR IN WHY MILGRAM
EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL. PARTICIPANTS WERE DECEIVED ABOUT:

1. THE TRUE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY.
2. THE IDENTITY AND ROLE OF THE “LEARNER” (WHO WAS A CONFEDERATE).
3. THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE ELECTRIC SHOCKS (\WHICH WERE FAKE).

4. THE NEUTRALITY OF THE “EXPERIMENTER” (\X/HO WAS A CONFEDERATE ENCOURAGING OBEDIENCE).

W/HILE SOME DEGREE OF DECEPTION MIGHT BE CONSIDERED NECESSARY IN CERTAIN PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES TO AVOID DEMAND
CHARACTERISTICS, THE SHEER SCALE AND INTENSITY OF DECEPTION IN MILGRAM'S WORK WERE EXTRAORDINARY. SUCH
EXTENSIVE DECEPTION RAISES QUESTIONS ABOUT THE INTEGRITY OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AND THE TRUST BETWEEN
RESEARCHERS AND PARTICIPANTS. |T ALSO COMPOUNDS THE ISSUE OF INFORMED CONSENT, AS PARTICIPANTS COULD NOT AGREE
TO A STUDY WHOSE FUNDAMENTAL COMPONENTS WERE MISREPRESENTED.

INADEQUATE DEBRIEFING

FOLLOWING THE EXPERIMENT, ETHICAL GUIDELINES REQUIRE THOROUGH DEBRIEFING, WHERE PARTICIPANTS ARE FULLY INFORMED
ABOUT THE TRUE NATURE OF THE STUDY, ANY DECEPTION USED, AND OFFERED PSYCHOLOGICAL SUPPORT IF NEEDED. MILGRAM
DID DEBRIEF HIS PARTICIPANTS, BUT THE ADEQUACY AND TIMING OF THIS DEBRIEFING HAVE BEEN WIDELY CRITICIZED. THE INITIAL
DEBRIEFING WAS NOT ALWAYS IMMEDIATE, AND PARTICIPANTS WERE OFTEN LEFT TO PROCESS THE TRAUMATIC EXPERIENCE OF
BELIEVING THEY HAD HARMED ANOTHER PERSON FOR SOME TIME.



THERE ARE ALSO QUESTIONS ABOUT WHETHER THE DEBRIEFING EFFECTIVELY MITIGATED THE PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM EXPERIENCED.
SIMPLY BEING TOLD THAT THE SHOCKS WERE FAKE MIGHT NOT FULLY ERASE THE DISTRESS OF BELIEVING ONE WAS CAPABLE OF
SUCH ACTIONS. THE LONG-TERM PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT ON PARTICIPANTS, PARTICULARLY THOSE WHO WENT TO THE
HIGHEST SHOCK LEVELS, REMAINS A POINT OF CONTENTION AND CONTRIBUTES TO THE STRONG ARGUMENTS FOR WHY MILGRAM
EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL.

MILGRAM'S DEFENSE AND COUNTERARGUMENTS

W/HILE THE ETHICAL CRITICISMS OF THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT ARE PERVASIVE, MILGRAM HIMSELF AND SOME SUPPORTERS OFFERED
DEFENSES FOR HIS METHODOLOGY. THESE ARGUMENTS OFTEN FOCUSED ON THE GROUNDBREAKING NATURE OF THE FINDINGS AND
THE PERCEIVED LACK OF LONG-TERM HARM TO PARTICIPANTS.

THE "PosT-EXPERIMENT INTERVIEW” AND FoLLow-Up

MILGRAM MAINTAINED THAT HIS PARTICIPANTS WERE THOROUGHLY DEBRIEFED AND THAT FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRES AND
INTERVIEWS INDICATED NO LASTING PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM. HE REPORTED THAT THE VAST MAJORITY OF PARTICIPANTS
EXPRESSED RELIEF AFTER LEARNING THE TRUTH, AND MANY STATED THEY WERE GLAD TO HAVE PARTICIPATED AND GAINED
VALUABLE INSIGHT INTO THEMSELVES. ONE YEAR AFTER THE EXPERIMENT, A PSYCHIATRIST INTERVIEWED 40 oF THE
PARTICIPANTS AND CONCLUDED THAT NONE SHOWED EVIDENCE OF LONG-TERM DAMAGE.

HO\X/EVER, CRITICS ARGUE THAT THESE FOLLOW-UP MEASURES MAY HAVE BEEN INSUFFICIENT OR BIASED. PARTICIPANTS MIGHT
HAVE FELT PRESSURE TO REPORT POSITIVE EXPERIENCES, OR THE PSYCHIATRIST'S ASSESSMENT MAY NOT HAVE CAPTURED
SUBTLE OR DELAYED PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACTS. THE SUBJECTIVE EXPERIENCE OF HAVING BEEN MANIPULATED AND PUT IN A
MORALLY COMPROMISING SITUATION IS DIFFICULT TO FULLY ASSESS, REGARDLESS OF IMMEDIATE REPORTS.

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FINDINGS

ANOTHER DEFENSE POSITS THAT THE PROFOUND INSIGHTS GAINED FROM THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT JUSTIFIED THE CONTROVERSIAL
METHODS. THE STUDY PROVIDED UNDENIABLE EVIDENCE OF THE POWER OF SITUATIONAL FACTORS AND AUTHORITY IN
INFLUENCING HUMAN BEHAVIOR, OFFERING CRUCIAL UNDERSTANDING INTO PHENOMENA LIKE THE HoLOCAUST AND OTHER
INSTANCES OF SYSTEMIC CRUELTY. |TS FINDINGS REVOLUTIONIZED SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND CONTINUE TO BE HIGHLY
INFLUENTIAL IN FIELDS RANGING FROM ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR TO MILITARY ETHICS.

THIS ARGUMENT , HOWEVER, RAISES A FUNDAMENTAL ETHICAL DILEMMA: WHETHER THE PURSUIT OF KNOWLEDGE, NO MATTER
HOW VALUABLE, CAN JUSTIFY METHODS THAT CAUSE SIGNIFICANT DISTRESS OR HARM TO RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS. MODERN
ETHICAL GUIDELINES FIRMLY PRIORITIZE PARTICIPANT WELFARE OVER SCIENTIFIC GAIN, A DIRECT CONSEQUENCE OF STUDIES LIKE
MILGRAM'S DEMONSTRATING THE POTENTIAL FOR ABUSE IN RESEARCH.

THE LASTING IMPACT ON RESEARCH ETHICS

THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT, MORE THAN ALMOST ANY OTHER STUDY, SERVED AS A POWERFUL CATALYST FOR THE DEVELOPMENT
AND ENFORCEMENT OF STRINGENT ETHICAL GUIDELINES IN PSYCHOLOGICAL AND MEDICAL RESEARCH. THE WIDESPREAD
CONDEMNATION OF ITS METHODS PLAYED A DIRECT ROLE IN CREATING THE SAFEGUARDS WE NOW TAKE FOR GRANTED.

DeVELOPMENT OF MODERN ETHICAL GUIDELINES

IN RESPONSE TO THE ETHICAL BREACHES EVIDENT IN STUDIES LIKE MILGRAM'S AND ZIMBARDO'S STANFORD PRISON EXPERIMENT,
MAJOR PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, SUCH AS THE AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION (APA), REVISED AND
STRENGTHENED THEIR ETHICAL CODES. KEY PRINCIPLES THAT EMERGED AND BECAME MANDATORY FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN
SUBJECTS INCLUDE:

o INFORMED CONSENT: REQUIRING CLEAR, COMPREHENSIVE INFORMATION ABOUT THE STUDY'S PURPOSE, PROCEDURES,
RISKS, AND BENEFITS.

® RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: ENSURING PARTICIPANTS CAN LEAVE THE STUDY AT ANY TIME WITHOUT PENALTY.



® PROTECTION FROM HARM: MANDATING THAT RESEARCHERS TAKE ALL NECESSARY STEPS TO MINIMIZE PHYSICAL AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL RISKS TO PARTICIPANTS.

o CONFIDENTIALITY AND ANONYMITY: PROTECTING PARTICIPANT DATA AND IDENTITIES.

® DEBRIEFING: PROVIDING A FULL EXPLANATION OF THE STUDY AFTER PARTICIPATION, ESPECIALLY IF DECEPTION WAS USED.

FURTHERMORE, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL ReVIEW BoARrDS (IRBS) BECAME MANDATORY IN RESEARCH
INSTITUTIONS. IRBS ARE COMMITTEES THAT REVIEW AND APPROVE ALL RESEARCH PROPOSALS INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS TO
ENSURE THEY MEET ETHICAL STANDARDS. THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT STANDS AS A STARK REMINDER OF THE NECESSITY OF SUCH
OVERSIGHT, UNDENIABLY DEMONSTRATING WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL LED TO INVALUABLE REFORMS.

BALANCING SCIENTIFIC ADVANCEMENT WITH PARTICIPANT PROTECTION

THE LEGACY OF THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT IS AN ONGOING CONVERSATION ABOUT THE DELICATE BALANCE BETWEEN THE PURSUIT
OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE AND THE PARAMOUNT RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT THE WELL-BEING AND RIGHTS OF RESEARCH
PARTICIPANTS. WHILE THE EXPERIMENT 'S FINDINGS WERE PROFOUNDLY IMPACTFUL, THE ETHICAL COST WAS DEEMED TOO HIGH BY
MANY. THIS CASE HIGHLIGHTED THAT GROUNDBREAKING DISCOVERIES CANNOT COME AT THE EXPENSE OF HUMAN DIGNITY AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY.

RESEARCHERS TODAY OPERATE UNDER A MUCH STRICTER ETHICAL FRAMEWORK, ONE THAT DEMANDS CREATIVITY IN DESIGNING
STUDIES THAT CAN YIELD VALUABLE INSIGHTS WITHOUT RESORTING TO DECEPTIVE OR HARMFUL PRACTICES. THE MILGRAM
EXPERIMENT SERVES AS A PERMANENT CAUTIONARY TALE, CONSTANTLY REMINDING RESEARCHERS AND ETHICISTS ALIKE OF THE
POTENTIAL FOR HARM WHEN ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS ARE NOT GIVEN THE HIGHEST PRIORITY.

A LEGACY OF ETHICAL SCRUTINY

THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNDENIABLY OCCUPIES A COMPLEX AND CONTROVERSIAL SPACE IN THE HISTORY OF PSYCHOLOGY.
W/HILE ITS FINDINGS ON OBEDIENCE TO AUTHORITY WERE GROUNDBREAKING AND CONTINUE TO INFORM OUR UNDERSTANDING OF
HUMAN BEHAVIOR, THE METHODS EMPLOYED ARE OVERWHELMINGLY VIEWED AS A PROFOUND ETHICAL FAILURE. THE SYSTEMATIC
DECEPTION, THE SEVERE PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS INFLICTED UPON PARTICIPANTS, THE VIOLATION OF THEIR RIGHT TO
WITHDRAW , AND THE INADEQUACY OF THE DEBRIEFING COLLECTIVELY UNDERSCORE WHY MILGRAM EXPERIMENT UNETHICAL HAS
BECOME A FOUNDATIONAL CASE STUDY IN RESEARCH ETHICS. THE ETHICAL BREACHES HIGHLIGHTED BY MILGRAM'S WORK
DIRECTLY CATALYZED THE ESTABLISHMENT OF RIGOROUS ETHICAL GUIDELINES AND OVERSIGHT BODIES, FUNDAMENTALLY
TRANSFORMING HOW PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH IS CONDUCTED. THIS ENDURING SCRUTINY ENSURES THAT FUTURE SCIENTIFIC
ENDEAVORS PRIORITIZE THE WELFARE AND DIGNITY OF PARTICIPANTS ABOVE ALL ELSE, MARKING A PIVOTAL TURNING POINT IN
THE RESPONSIBLE PURSUIT OF KNOWLEDGE.

QZ \WHAT WERE THE MAIN ETHICAL CONCERNS WITH THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT?

A: THE MAIN ETHICAL CONCERNS REVOLVED AROUND FOUR KEY AREAS: THE EXTENSIVE USE OF DECEPTION REGARDING THE TRUE
NATURE OF THE STUDY, THE SIGNIFICANT PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS AND POTENTIAL HARM INFLICTED UPON PARTICIPANTS, THE
VIOLATION OF THEIR RIGHT TO WITHDRAW FROM THE EXPERIMENT, AND THE INADEQUATE NATURE OF THE DEBRIEFING PROCESS
FOLLOWING THEIR PARTICIPATION.

QI How pID THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT DECEIVE ITS PARTICIPANTS?

A: PARTICIPANTS WERE DECEIVED IN MULTIPLE WAYS. THEY WERE TOLD THE STUDY WAS ABOUT MEMORY AND LEARNING, NOT
OBEDIENCE. THE “LEARNER” WAS AN ACTOR, NOT A REAL PARTICIPANT, AND THE ELECTRIC SHOCKS WERE FAKE. THE
“EXPERIMENTER” WAS ALSO A CONFEDERATE, GIVING INSTRUCTIONS RATHER THAN CONDUCTING A NEUTRAL EXPERIMENT. THis
\WIDESPREAD DECEPTION MEANT PARTICIPANTS COULD NOT GIVE TRUE INFORMED CONSENT.



QI DID PARTICIPANTS IN THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT SUFFER PSYCHOLOGICAL HARMP

A: MANY PARTICIPANTS EXHIBITED CLEAR SIGNS OF EXTREME PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS, INCLUDING SWEATING, TREMBLING,
STUTTERING, NERVOUS LAUGHTER, AND EVEN SEIZURES. WHILE MILGRAM CLAIMED FOLLOW-UP SHOWED NO LONG-TERM HARM,
CRITICS ARGUE THAT BELIEVING THEY HAD HARMED ANOTHER HUMAN BEING, OR OBEYING ORDERS TO DO SO, COULD HAVE
LASTING NEGATIVE PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACTS, REGARDLESS OF THE SHOCKS BEING FAKE.

QZ WHY WAS THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW VIOLATED IN THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT?

A: \WHEN PARTICIPANTS EXPRESSED A DESIRE TO STOP, THE EXPERIMENTER USED A SERIES OF PRODS (“PLEASE CONTINUE,” " THE
EXPERIMENT REQUIRES THAT YOU CONTINUE,” ETC.) TO PRESSURE THEM INTO CONTINUING. THESE PRODS EFFECTIVELY REMOVED
THE PARTICIPANTS' PERCEIVED ABILITY TO LEAVE THE STUDY WITHOUT PENALTY, THUS VIOLATING THEIR FUNDAMENT AL RIGHT
TO WITHDRAW AT ANY POINT.

QZ How pIb THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT INFLUENCE MODERN RESEARCH ETHICS?

A: THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT WAS A CRITICAL TURNING POINT THAT LED TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF MUCH STRICTER ETHICAL
GUIDELINES FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS. |T DIRECTLY CONTRIBUTED TO THE MANDATORY IMPLEMENTATION OF
INFORMED CONSENT, THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , PROTECTION FROM HARM, AND THOROUGH DEBRIEFING IN RESEARCH PROTOCOLS.
|T ALSO PLAYED A SIGNIFICANT ROLE IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BoArDs (IRBS) TO OVERSEE AND
APPROVE ALL HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH.

Q: W AS THERE ANY DEFENSE FOR MILGRAM'S METHODS?

A: MILGRAM HIMSELF DEFENDED HIS METHODS BY ARGUING THAT THE SIGNIFICANT INSIGHTS GAINED INTO HUMAN OBEDIENCE
JUSTIFIED THE TEMPORARY DISTRESS, AND HE CLAIMED FOLLOW-UP STUDIES SHOWED NO LASTING HARM TO PARTICIPANTS.
HO\X/EVER, THESE DEFENSES HAVE BEEN WIDELY CRITICIZED, WITH MOST ETHICISTS CONCLUDING THAT THE POTENTIAL FOR HARM
AND THE ETHICAL BREACHES WERE TOO GREAT, REGARDLESS OF THE SCIENTIFIC VALUE.
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