HOW WOULD THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT BE MORE ETHICAL

HOW WOULD THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT BE MORE ETHICAL IS A QUESTION THAT HAS PREOCCUPIED ETHICISTS AND
PSYCHOLOGISTS FOR DECADES, REFLECTING ON ONE OF THE MOST CONTROVERSIAL STUDIES IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY HISTORY.
STANLEY MILGRAM’S OBEDIENCE EXPERIMENTS, CONDUCTED IN THE 1960S, REVEALED STARTLING INSIGHTS INTO HUMAN
BEHAVIOR UNDER AUTHORITATIVE PRESSURE BUT DID SO AT A SIGNIFICANT ETHICAL COST TO ITS PARTICIPANTS. TODAY, ANY
REPLICATION OR SIMILAR STUDY WOULD BE SUBJECT TO STRINGENT ETHICAL GUIDELINES, DEMANDING FUNDAMENT AL CHANGES IN
METHODOLOGY AND PARTICIPANT TREATMENT. THIS ARTICLE WILL DELVE INTO SPECIFIC STRATEGIES THAT WOULD RENDER A
MILGRAM-LIKE EXPERIMENT ETHICALLY SOUND, FOCUSING ON CRUCIAL ELEMENTS LIKE TRULY INFORMED CONSENT, THE
UNEQUIVOCAL RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , RIGOROUS PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFEGUARDING, AND THE POTENTIAL FOR ALTERNATIVE
RESEARCH DESIGNS. WE WILL EXPLORE HOW MODERN ETHICAL FRAMEWORKS, PARTICULARLY THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONAL
Review Boarps (IRBs), WOULD RESHAPE SUCH AN INVESTIGATION, ENSURING PARTICIPANT WELFARE IS PARAMOUNT. BY
UNDERSTANDING THESE ETHICAL IMPERATIVES, WE CAN APPRECIATE THE DELICATE BALANCE BETWEEN SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY AND
HUMAN DIGNITY IN PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH.

e UNDERSTANDING THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT'S ETHICAL DILEMMAS

® REDEFINING INFORMED CONSENT IN MODERN OBEDIENCE STUDIES

® ENSURING THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW WI1THOUT COERCION

® MINIMIZING PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM AND MAXIMIZING PARTICIPANT WELL-BEING
® EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES FOR OBEDIENCE RESEARCH

e THE RoLE OF INSTITUTIONAL RevIEw Boarps (IRBs) IN ETHICAL OVERSIGHT

o ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN REPORTING AND DISSEMINATING RESEARCH FINDINGS

UNDERSTANDING THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT’S ETHICAL DILEMMAS

THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT, CONDUCTED BY PSYCHOLOGIST STANLEY MILGRAM AT YALE UNIVERSITY IN THE 1960s,
AIMED TO INVESTIGATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH INDIVIDUALS WOULD OBEY ORDERS FROM AN AUTHORITY FIGURE, EVEN IF THOSE
ORDERS CONFLICTED WITH THEIR PERSONAL CONSCIENCE. THE STUDY INVOLVED A “TEACHER” (THE PARTICIPANT) AND A
“LEARNER” (A CONFEDERATE OF THE EXPERIMENTER), WITH THE TEACHER INSTRUCTED TO ADMINISTER INCREASINGLY SEVERE
ELECTRIC SHOCKS TO THE LEARNER FOR INCORRECT ANSWERS. UNBEKNOWNST TO THE PARTICIPANT, THE SHOCKS WERE FAKE,
AND THE LEARNER'S REACTIONS WERE PRE-RECORDED. THE RESULTS WERE PROFOUNDLY UNSETTLING, SHOWING THAT A
SIGNIFICANT MAJORITY OF PARTICIPANTS WERE WILLING TO ADMINISTER WHAT THEY BELIEVED WERE LETHAL SHOCKS UNDER THE
EXPERIMENTER'S PERSISTENT COMMANDS.

THe Core DeSIGN AND FINDINGS

MILGRAM'S SETUP WAS INGENIOUS IN ITS SIMPLICITY BUT COMPLEX IN ITS PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT. PARTICIPANTS, OFTEN
ORDINARY CITIZENS, WERE LED TO BELIEVE THEY WERE PART OF A STUDY ON MEMORY AND LEARNING. THE EXPERIMENTER,
WEARING A GREY LAB COAT, SERVED AS THE AUTHORITY FIGURE, PROVIDING PRODS LIKE “PLEASE CONTINUE” OR “THE
EXPERIMENT REQUIRES THAT YOU CONTINUE” WHEN PARTICIPANTS EXPRESSED HESITATION. THE FINDINGS INDICATED THAT 65%
OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE MOST FAMOUS VARIANT OF THE EXPERIMENT ADMINISTERED THE MAXIMUM 450-VOLT SHOCK, DESPITE
THE LEARNER'S SIMULATED CRIES OF PAIN AND EVENTUAL SILENCE. THESE RESULTS CHALLENGED PREVAILING NOTIONS OF
INDIVIDUAL MORALITY AND HIGHLIGHTED THE POWERFUL INFLUENCE OF SITUATIONAL FACTORS ON HUMAN BEHAVIOR,
PARTICULARLY OBEDIENCE TO AUTHORITY.



Key ETHICAL CONCERNS RAISED

W/HILE THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT PROVIDED INVALUABLE INSIGHTS, ITS METHODOLOGY RAISED IMMEDIATE AND LASTING ETHICAL
CONCERNS THAT PROFOUNDLY IMPACTED THE DEVELOPMENT OF ETHICAL GUIDELINES FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH. THE
PRIMARY ISSUES REVOLVED AROUND THE TREATMENT OF PARTICIPANTS AND THE POTENTIAL FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM.

e LAck ofF TRULY INFORMED CONSENT: PARTICIPANTS WERE NOT FULLY INFORMED ABOUT THE TRUE NATURE OF THE
EXPERIMENT. THEY BELIEVED THEY WERE PARTICIPATING IN A STUDY ON MEMORY AND LEARNING, NOT OBEDIENCE, AND
WERE UNAWARE OF THE DECEPTION INVOLVED IN THE “LEARNER” AND THE “SHOCKS.” THIS LACK OF TRANSPARENCY
MEANT PARTICIPANTS COULD NOT GIVE FULLY INFORMED CONSENT TO THE RISKS AND PROCEDURES THEY WOULD
UNDERGO.

® THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: ALTHOUGH PARTICIPANTS WERE TECHNICALLY FREE TO WITHDRAW , THE EXPERIMENTER'S
PRODS CREATED A COERCIVE ENVIRONMENT THAT MADE IT EXTREMELY DIFFICULT FOR MANY TO EXERCISE THIS RIGHT.
PARTICIPANTS FELT PRESSURED TO CONTINUE, UNDERMINING THE VOLUNTARINESS OF THEIR PARTICIPATION.

® PsycHoLOGICAL DiSTRESS AND DECEPTION: PARTICIPANTS EXPERIENCED SIGNIFICANT PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS,
INCLUDING ANXIETY, TENSION, SWEATING, TREMBLING, STUTTERING, AND NERVOUS LAUGHTER, BELIEVING THEY WERE
CAUSING SEVERE PAIN TO ANOTHER PERSON. THE EXTENSIVE DECEPTION, WHICH WAS ONLY FULLY REVEALED DURING A
LATER DEBRIEFING, WAS A MAJOR SOURCE OF THIS DISTRESS.

o LONG-TERM IMPACT ON PARTICIPANTS: WHILE FOLLOW-UP STUDIES SUGGESTED MOST PARTICIPANTS DID NOT SUFFER
LASTING HARM, SOME REPORTED LINGERING DISCOMFORT OR A RE-EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN MORAL COMPASS,
INDICATING THE POTENTIAL FOR PROLONGED PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS FROM THE INTENSE EXPERIENCE.

REDEFINING INFORMED CONSENT IN MODERN OBEDIENCE STUDIES

A CRUCIAL STEP TO ENSURE HOW WOULD THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT BE MORE ETHICAL INVOLVES A RADICAL OVERHAUL OF THE
INFORMED CONSENT PROCESS. MODERN ETHICAL STANDARDS DEMAND THAT PARTICIPANTS ARE FULLY AWARE OF WHAT THEIR
INVOLVEMENT ENTAILS, INCLUDING POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS, BEFORE AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE. THIS PRINCIPLE OF
AUTONOMY IS FOUNDATIONAL TO ETHICAL RESEARCH.

COMPREHENSIVE INFORMATION DISCLOSURE

IN A CONTEMPORARY VERSION OF MILGRAM'S STUDY, RESEARCHERS WOULD NEED TO PROVIDE PARTICIPANTS WITH FAR MORE
DETAILED AND ACCURATE INFORMATION. THIS INCLUDES CLEARLY STATING THE STUDY'S GENERAL PURPOSE, EVEN IF SOME
DECEPTION IS USED (\X/HICH \WOULD NEED TO BEJUSTIFIED)I AND OUTLINING ALL PROCEDURES THEY WILL UNDERGO.
PARTICIPANTS MUST BE INFORMED ABOUT THE DURATION OF THE STUDY, THEIR RIGHTS, AND ANY FORESEEABLE PSYCHOLOGICAL
OR PHYSICAL RISKS. W/HILE THE EXACT HYPOTHESIS ABOUT OBEDIENCE MIGHT STILL BE PARTIALLY CONCEALED TO PREVENT
DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS, THE POTENTIAL FOR DISTRESS AND THE NATURE OF THE TASKS MUST BE EXPLICITLY COMMUNICATED.
For INSTANCE, PARTICIPANTS COULD BE TOLD THEY WILL BE INVOLVED IN A STUDY EXPLORING DECISION-MAKING UNDER STRESS
OR ETHICAL DILEMMAS, WHICH MIGHT INVOLVE SCENARIOS THAT CAUSE DISCOMFORT.

ASSESSING VOLUNTARINESS AND COMPREHENSION

BEYOND SIMPLY PROVIDING INFORMATION, RESEARCHERS MUST ENSURE THAT PARTICIPANTS GENUINELY UNDERSTAND WHAT THEY
ARE CONSENTING TO AND THAT THEIR DECISION IS ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY. THIS INVOLVES USING CLEAR, JARGON-FREE LANGUAGE
AND ALLOWING AMPLE TIME FOR QUESTIONS. RESEARCHERS WOULD NEED TO ACTIVELY ASSESS PARTICIPANTS’ COMPREHENSION
OF THE INFORMATION, PERHAPS THROUGH A BRIEF QUESTIONNAIRE, TO CONFIRM THEY GRASP THE STUDY’'S NATURE AND THEIR
RIGHTS. CRUCIALLY, ANY FORM OF PRESSURE OR PERCEIVED COERCION MUST BE ELIMINATED. THE RECRUITMENT PROCESS ITSELF
MUST EMPHASIZE THE VOLUNTARY NATURE OF PARTICIPATION, MAKING IT CLEAR THAT THERE WILL BE NO NEGATIVE
REPERCUSSIONS FOR DECLINING TO PARTICIPATE OR WITHDRAWING AT ANY POINT.



TRANSPARENT DECEPTION PROTOCOLS (IF UNAVOIDABLE)

|F SOME LEVEL OF DECEPTION IS DEEMED ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY FOR THE STUDY'S VALIDITY — AND THIS WOULD BE A HIGH BAR
TO CLEAR FOR AN |IRB — IT MUST BE MINIMIZED AND JUSTIFIED. MODERN ETHICAL GUIDELINES DICTATE THAT DECEPTION SHOULD
ONLY BE USED WHEN THERE IS NO VIABLE ALTERNATIVE, WHEN THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OUTWEIGH THE RISKS, AND WHEN
PARTICIPANTS WILL BE FULLY DEBRIEFED AFTERWARD. IN A MILGRAM-LIKE CONTEXT, THIS MIGHT INVOLVE INFORMING
PARTICIPANTS BEFOREHAND THAT SOME ELEMENTS OF THE EXPERIMENT MAY NOT BE ENTIRELY AS THEY APPEAR, WITHOUT
REVEALING THE SPECIFIC DECEPTION. THIS “PARTIAL DISCLOSURE” OR “FOREWARNING OF DECEPTION” CAN PREPARE
PARTICIPANTS MENTALLY, EVEN IF THEY DON'T KNOW THE EXACT NATURE OF THE DECEPTION, THEREBY MITIGATING SOME OF THE
ETHICAL CONCERNS.

ENSURING THE RIGHT To WITHDRAW W ITHoUT COERCION

ONE OF THE MOST CRITICIZED ASPECTS OF THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT WAS THE DIFFICULTY PARTICIPANTS EXPERIENCED
IN EXERCISING THEIR RIGHT TO WITHDRAW. FOR AN OBEDIENCE STUDY TO BE CONDUCTED ETHICALLY TODAY, THIS RIGHT MUST
BE NOT ONLY EXPLICITLY STATED BUT ALSO ACTIVELY AND UNEQUIVOCALLY SUPPORTED THROUGHOUT THE EXPERIMENT.

W/ ITHOUT A GENUINE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , INFORMED CONSENT BECOMES MEANINGLESS.

CLEAR AND REPEATED AFFIRMATION OF WITHDRAWAL RIGHTS

PARTICIPANTS MUST BE EXPLICITLY INFORMED OF THEIR RIGHT TO WITHDRAW AT ANY TIME, WITHOUT PENALTY, BOTH IN THE
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT AND VERBALLY AT THE START OF THE EXPERIMENT. MORE IMPORTANTLY, THIS RIGHT SHOULD BE
REITERATED AT VARIOUS POINTS DURING THE STUDY, PARTICULARLY IF THE PARTICIPANT SHOWS SIGNS OF DISTRESS OR
EXPRESSES A DESIRE TO STOP. THIS MIGHT INVOLVE A GENTLE REMINDER FROM THE EXPERIMENTER, FRAMED AS AN OPTION RATHER
THAN A QUESTION, SUCH AS, ”REMEMBER, YOU ARE FREE TO STOP AT ANY TIME IF YOU FEEL UNCOMFORTABLE.”

REMOVING AUTHORITY PRESSURE

THE "PrODS” USED BY MILGRAM'S EXPERIMENTER, WHICH ESSENTIALLY PRESSURED PARTICIPANTS TO CONTINUE, WOULD BE
STRICTLY PROHIBITED IN A MODERN ETHICAL STUDY. THE EXPERIMENTER'S ROLE WOULD BE TO FACILITATE THE STUDY, NOT TO
COERCE PARTICIPATION. ANY COMMUNICATION FROM THE EXPERIMENTER WOULD NEED TO BE NEUTRAL AND SUPPORTIVE,
EXPLICITLY AVOIDING LANGUAGE THAT IMPLIES AN OBLIGATION TO CONTINUE. INSTEAD OF “THE EXPERIMENT REQUIRES THAT
YOU CONTINUE,” AN ETHICAL EXPERIMENTER MIGHT SAY, “|T SEEMS YOU ARE EXPERIENCING SOME DIFFICULTY. \WOULD YOU LIKE
TO CONTINUE, OR WOULD YOU PREFER TO STOP NOW?” THE POWER DYNAMIC BETWEEN THE EXPERIMENTER AND PARTICIPANT
MUST BE CAREFULLY MANAGED TO PREVENT UNDUE INFLUENCE.

NoN-PuNITIVE WITHDRAWAL PROCESSES

PARTICIPANTS MUST UNDERSTAND THAT WITHDRAWING WILL NOT RESULT IN ANY NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES, SUCH AS LOSS OF
PAYMENT, ACADEMIC CREDIT, OR DISAPPROVAL FROM THE RESEARCH TEAM. THE PROCESS FOR WITHDRAWAL SHOULD BE SIMPLE
AND CLEAR, REQUIRING NO JUSTIFICATION FROM THE PARTICIPANT. IF A PARTICIPANT CHOOSES TO WITHDRAW , THE EXPERIMENT
SHOULD CEASE IMMEDIATELY, AND THEY SHOULD PROCEED DIRECTLY TO A FULL DEBRIEFING SESSION. ALL DATA COLLECTED UP
TO THAT POINT WOULD TYPICALLY BE DISCARDED OR ANONYMIZED, DEPENDING ON THE PRIOR CONSENT GIVEN, ENSURING THEIR
DECISION IS FULLY RESPECTED.

MINIMIZING PSYCHoLOGICAL HARM AND MAXIMIZING PARTICIPANT \WELL-BEING

THE PROFOUND PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS EXPERIENCED BY PARTICIPANTS IN THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT IS A CENTRAL
REASON FOR ITS ETHICAL CONTROVERSY. FOR A MODERN, ETHICALLY SOUND OBEDIENCE STUDY, THE PARAMOUNT CONCERN
MUST BE THE PREVENTION AND MITIGATION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM, PRIORITIZING PARTICIPANT WELL-BEING ABOVE ALL ELSE.



PRE-SCREENING FOR VULNERABILITY

BEFORE ANY INVOLVEMENT IN A POTENTIALLY STRESSFUL STUDY, PARTICIPANTS WOULD UNDERGO A THOROUGH PRE-SCREENING
PROCESS. THIS WOULD INVOLVE QUESTIONNAIRES OR BRIEF INTERVIEWS DESIGNED TO IDENTIFY INDIVIDUALS WHO MIGHT BE
PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE TO PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS, SUCH AS THOSE WITH A HISTORY OF ANXIETY, TRAUMA, OR
CERTAIN MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS. EXCLUDING SUCH INDIVIDUALS FROM PARTICIPATION, OR OFFERING THEM ALTERNATIVE,
LESS INTENSE EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS, IS A CRITICAL STEP IN ETHICAL SAFEGUARDING. THE GOAL IS TO ENSURE THAT
PARTICIPANTS ARE PSYCHOLOGICALLY ROBUST ENOUGH TO HANDLE THE POTENTIAL CHALLENGES OF THE STUDY WITHOUT
UNDUE HARM.

IMMEDIATE AND THOROUGH DEBRIEFING

DEBRIEFING IS A NON-NEGOTIABLE COMPONENT OF ANY STUDY INVOLVING DECEPTION OR THE POTENTIAL FOR DISTRESS. IN A
MODERN MILGRAM-LIKE EXPERIMENT, THIS PROCESS WOULD BE IMMEDIATE, COMPREHENSIVE, AND HANDLED BY A TRAINED
RESEARCHER. THE DEBRIEFING WOULD FULLY EXPLAIN THE TRUE PURPOSE OF THE EXPERIMENT, THE REASONS FOR ANY DECEPTION,
AND THE STEPS TAKEN TO ENSURE THE “LEARNER” WAS NEVER HARMED. RESEARCHERS WOULD NEED TO CAREFULLY ASSESS THE
PARTICIPANT'S EMOTIONAL STATE, ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS OPENLY AND HONESTLY, AND ALLOW THE PARTICIPANT TO
PROCESS THEIR EXPERIENCE. T HE DEBRIEFING AIMS TO ALLEVIATE ANY DISTRESS, CORRECT MISCONCEPTIONS, AND RESTORE THE
PARTICIPANT'S SENSE OF WELL-BEING AND TRUST.

PrROVIDING POST-EXPERIMENT SUPPORT

BEYOND THE IMMEDIATE DEBRIEFING, ETHICAL RESEARCH DEMANDS ACCESS TO ONGOING SUPPORT IF NEEDED. PARTICIPANTS
SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH CONTACT INFORMATION FOR THE RESEARCH TEAM, ALLOWING THEM TO ASK FURTHER QUESTIONS OR
DISCUSS ANY LINGERING CONCERNS IN THE DAYS OR WEEKS FOLLOW!ING THE EXPERIMENT. CRUCIALLY/ THEY SHOULD ALSO BE
GIVEN REFERRALS TO PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL COUNSELING SERVICES, FREE OF CHARGE, IF THEY EXPERIENCE ANY LASTING
DISTRESS OR REQUIRE FURTHER EMOTIONAL SUPPORT. THIS COMMITMENT TO PARTICIPANT WELFARE EXTENDS BEYOND THE
EXPERIMENTAL SESSION ITSELF.

ETHiICAL Use oF DECEPTION: A BALANCING ACT

THE USE OF DECEPTION IS A CONTENTIOUS ISSUE, ESPECIALLY IN STUDIES INVOLVING STRONG EMOTIONAL RESPONSES. \W/HILE
SOME ARGUE THAT ANY DECEPTION IS INHERENTLY UNETHICAL, OTHERS CONTEND IT IS SOMETIMES NECESSARY TO OBTAIN VALID
RESULTS IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY. |F DECEPTION IS USED IN A MODERN OBEDIENCE STUDY, IT MUST MEET STRICT CRITERIAI IT
MUST BE ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL FOR THE RESEARCH QUESTION, THERE MUST BE NO VIABLE ALTERNATIVE, AND THE POTENTIAL
BENEFITS MUST CLEARLY OUTWEIGH THE RISKS. FURTHERMORE/ THE DECEPTION MUST NOT CAUSE SIGNIFICANT HARM, AND
PARTICIPANTS MUST BE FULLY DEBRIEFED, AS DISCUSSED. ETHICAL GUIDELINES EMPHASIZE MINIMIZING THE DEGREE AND DURATION
OF DECEPTION, ALWAYS PRIORITIZING THE PARTICIPANT’S DIGNITY AND WELL-BEING.

EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES FOR OBEDIENCE RESEARCH

A CENTRAL QUESTION FOR HOW WOULD THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT BE MORE ETHICAL INVOLVES WHETHER SIMILAR RESEARCH
QUESTIONS CAN BE ADDRESSED USING METHODS THAT BYPASS THE NEED FOR DIRECT, POTENTIALLY HARMFUL DECEPTION AND
DISTRESS. ETHICAL ADVANCEMENTS ENCOURAGE RESEARCHERS TO SEEK LESS INVASIVE ALTERNATIVES WHEN POSSIBLE.

RoOLE-PLAYING AND SIMULATION STUDIES

ONE ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES USING ROLE-PLAYING OR SIMULATION SCENARIOS WHERE PARTICIPANTS ARE FULLY AWARE THEY
ARE ENACTING A ROLE OR PARTICIPATING IN A SIMULATED EVENT. FOR EXAMPLE, PARTICIPANTS COULD BE ASKED TO IMAGINE
THEMSELVES AS A “TEACHER” IN A MILGRAM-LIKE SCENARIO AND REPORT HOW THEY WOULD BEHAVE, OR PARTICIPATE IN A
HIGH-FIDELITY SIMULATION WHERE THEY KNOW THE “LEARNER” IS AN ACTOR AND THE SHOCKS ARE FAKE. W/HILE THESE METHODS



MIGHT LACK THE ECOLOGICAL VALIDITY AND EMOTIONAL INTENSITY OF THE ORIGINAL EXPERIMENT, THEY CAN STILL PROVIDE
VALUABLE INSIGHTS INTO PEOPLE’'S PERCEIVED RESPONSES TO AUTHORITY AND ETHICAL DILEMMAS WITHOUT CAUSING REAL
DISTRESS.

HisToRrRICAL AND ARCHIVAL ANALYSIS

INSTEAD OF CREATING NEW EXPERIMENT AL CONDITIONS, RESEARCHERS CAN STUDY HISTORICAL EVENTS \WHERE OBEDIENCE PLAYED
A SIGNIFICANT ROLE (E.G., WARTIME ATROCITIES, CORPORATE SCANDALS). BY ANALYZING ARCHIVAL DOCUMENTS, TESTIMONIES,
AND PUBLIC RECORDS, RESEARCHERS CAN GAIN INSIGHTS INTO THE MECHANISMS OF OBEDIENCE IN REAL-WORLD, HIGH-STAKES
SITUATIONS. THIS APPROACH IS ENTIRELY NON-INVASIVE FOR LIVING PARTICIPANTS AND OFFERS A RICH SOURCE OF DATA,
THOUGH IT RELIES ON EXISTING INFORMATION AND MAY NOT ALLOW FOR DIRECT MANIPULATION OF VARIABLES.

OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES AND NATURALISTIC SETTINGS

ANOTHER APPROACH INVOLVES OBSERVING OBEDIENCE IN NATURALISTIC SETTINGS WHERE ETHICAL DILEMMAS ARISE
ORGANICALLY, ALBEIT WITHOUT DIRECT RESEARCHER MANIPULATION. THIS COULD INCLUDE STUDYING WORKPLACE DYNAMICS,
MILITARY TRAINING, OR OTHER INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENTS, PROVIDED APPROPRIATE ETHICAL PERMISSIONS ARE OBTAINED FOR
OBSERVATION WITHOUT INTRUSION OR MANIPULATION. W/HILE DIRECT CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS MIGHT BE HARDER TO
ESTABLISH, THIS METHOD OFFERS HIGH ECOLOGICAL VALIDITY AND AVOIDS EXPERIMENTAL DECEPTION ENTIRELY.

VIRTUAL REALITY AND DIGITAL RECREATIONS

ADVANCEMENTS IN VIRTUAL REALITY (VR) OFFER A PROMISING AVENUE. VR ALLOWS FOR THE CREATION OF IMMERSIVE,
REALISTIC SCENARIOS WHERE PARTICIPANTS CAN EXPERIENCE INTENSE SITUATIONS WITHOUT REAL-WORLD HARM. A VR-BASED
MILGRAM EXPERIMENT COULD SIMULATE THE ENTIRE SETUP, INCLUDING THE “LEARNER'S” REACTIONS AND THE “EXPERIMENTER'S”
PRODS. PARTICIPANTS WOULD BE FULLY AWARE THEY ARE IN A SIMULATION, YET THE IMMERSIVE NATURE OF VR COULD STILL
ELICIT POWERFUL EMOTIONAL AND BEHAVIORAL RESPONSES, PROVIDING VALUABLE DATA IN AN ETHICALLY CONTROLLED
ENVIRONMENT. THIS ALLOWS FOR MANIPULATION OF VARIABLES WITHOUT THE ETHICAL QUAGMIRE OF REAL DECEPTION AND
PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM.

THe RoLE oF INsTITUTIONAL Review Boarps (IRBs) IN ETHICAL
OVERSIGHT

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT CHANGE ENSURING HOW WOULD THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT BE MORE ETHICAL LIES IN THE MANDATORY
OVERSIGHT OF INSTITUTIONAL ReVIEW BoarDs (IRBS) OR EQUIVALENT ETHICS COMMITTEES. T HESE INDEPENDENT BODIES ARE
NOW A STANDARD REQUIREMENT FOR ALL RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS, ACTING AS GATEKEEPERS OF ETHICAL
CONDUCT IN SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY.

MANDATORY ETHICAL REVIEW

ANY PROPOSAL FOR A STUDY RESEMBLING MILGRAM'S WOULD FIRST HAVE TO UNDERGO A RIGOROUS REVIEW BY AN IRB.
RESEARCHERS WOULD SUBMIT A DETAILED PROTOCOL OUTLINING EVERY ASPECT OF THEIR PROPOSED STUDY, INCLUDING ITS
PURPOSE, METHODOLOGY, PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT , INFORMED CONSENT PROCEDURES, POTENTIAL RISKS AND BENEFITS,
DEBRIEFING PLANS, AND MEASURES TO PROTECT PARTICIPANT PRIVACY. THE IRB’S PRIMARY FUNCTION IS TO ENSURE THAT THE
PROPOSED RESEARCH ADHERES TO ETHICAL PRINCIPLES SUCH SUCH AS BENEFICENCE (MAXIMIZING BENEFITS, MINIMIZING HARM),
RESPECT FOR PERSONS (AUTONOMY, PROTECTION OF VULNERABLE POPULATIONS), AND JUSTICE (FAIR DISTRIBUTION OF RISKS
AND BENEFITS).



INDEPENDENT SCRUTINY AND APPROVAL

THE IRB COMMITTEE TYPICALLY CONSISTS OF RESEARCHERS FROM VARIOUS DISCIPLINES, ETHICISTS, LEGAL EXPERTS, AND
COMMUNITY MEMBERS. THIS DIVERSE COMPOSITION ENSURES A MULTI-FACETED EVALUATION OF THE ETHICAL IMPLICATIONS.
THEY WOULD CRITICALLY EXAMINE WHETHER THE RESEARCH QUESTION JUSTIFIES ANY POTENTIAL RISKS, WHETHER THE INFORMED
CONSENT PROCESS IS TRULY ADEQUATE, IF DECEPTION IS MINIMIZED AND JUSTIFIED, AND WHETHER SUFFICIENT SAFEGUARDS ARE IN
PLACE TO PROTECT PARTICIPANTS FROM PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS. GIVEN THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE MILGRAM
EXPERIMENT, ANY SIMILAR PROPOSAL WOULD FACE INTENSE SCRUTINY AND WOULD LIKELY REQUIRE SIGNIFICANT MODIFICATIONS
TO MEET CONTEMPORARY ETHICAL STANDARDS BEFORE RECEIVING APPROVAL.

ONGOING MONITORING AND COMPLIANCE

IRB APPROVAL IS NOT A ONE-TIME EVENT. FOR STUDIES THAT INVOLVE ONGOING PARTICIPANT INTERACTION OR POTENTIAL
RISKS, IRBS OFTEN REQUIRE REGULAR UPDATES AND PROGRESS REPORTS. THEY CAN ALSO MANDATE AMENDMENTS TO THE
PROTOCOL IF UNFORESEEN ETHICAL ISSUES ARISE DURING THE RESEARCH. THIS ONGOING MONITORING ENSURES THAT RESEARCHERS
CONTINUE TO ADHERE TO THE APPROVED ETHICAL GUIDELINES THROUGHOUT THE STUDY'S DURATION, MAINTAINING PARTICIPANT
WELFARE AS THE HIGHEST PRIORITY. NON-COMPLIANCE CAN LEAD TO IMMEDIATE CESSATION OF THE RESEARCH AND SEVERE
PENALTIES FOR THE INVESTIGATORS AND INSTITUTION.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN REPORTING AND DISSEMINATING RESEARCH
FINDINGS

THE ETHICAL RESPONSIBILITY OF RESEARCHERS EXTENDS BEYOND THE DATA COLLECTION PHASE, ENCOMPASSING HOW FINDINGS
ARE REPORTED AND DISSEMINATED TO THE SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY AND THE PUBLIC. THIS IS PARTICULARLY CRUCIAL FOR
SENSITIVE TOPICS LIKE OBEDIENCE TO AUTHORITY, WHERE FINDINGS CAN BE EASILY MISINTERPRETED OR SENSATIONALIZED.

PROTECTING PARTICIPANT ANONYMITY

IN ALL RESEARCH, BUT ESPECIALLY IN STUDIES THAT MIGHT ELICIT DISTRESS OR REVEAL SENSITIVE BEHAVIORS, PROTECTING THE
ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY OF PARTICIPANTS IS PARAMOUNT. THIS INVOLVES CAREFULLY MANAGING DATA, REMOVING
ANY IDENTIFYING INFORMATION, AND ENSURING THAT INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES CANNOT BE TRACED BACK TO SPECIFIC
PARTICIPANTS. W/HEN PUBLISHING RESULTS, AGGREGATE DATA SHOULD BE USED, AND ANY ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES OR QUOTES
SHOULD BE ANONYMIZED TO PREVENT ANY BREACH OF PRIVACY, REINFORCING TRUST IN THE RESEARCH PROCESS.

RESPONSIBLE INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

RESEARCHERS HAVE AN ETHICAL OBLIGATION TO INTERPRET THEIR FINDINGS RESPONSIBLY AND AVOID OVERSTATING OR
MISREPRESENTING THE IMPLICATIONS OF THEIR WORK. FOR A STUDY ON OBEDIENCE, THIS MEANS CAREFULLY CONTEXTUALIZING
THE RESULTS, DISCUSSING LIMITATIONS, AND AVOIDING BROAD GENERALIZATIONS THAT COULD UNFAIRLY STIGMATIZE
INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS. |T ALSO INVOLVES ACKNOWLEDGING THE COMPLEXITIES OF HUMAN BEHAVIOR AND NOT REDUCING IT TO
SIMPLISTIC EXPLANATIONS OF “Goob” or “EVIL.” THE NUANCES OF SITUATIONAL FACTORS AND INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
SHOULD BE HIGHLIGHTED.

PuBLIC EDUCATION AND MISINTERPRETATION

\X/HEN RESEARCH FINDINGS, PARTICULARLY THOSE WITH SIGNIFICANT SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS, ARE DISSEMINATED TO THE PUBLIC,
THERE IS A RISK OF MISINTERPRETATION OR MISUSE. RESEARCHERS AND INSTITUTIONS SHOULD CONSIDER THEIR ROLE IN
EDUCATING THE PUBLIC ABOUT THE FINDINGS IN A CLEAR, BALANCED, AND RESPONSIBLE MANNER. THIS MIGHT INVOLVE ISSUING
PRESS RELEASES WITH CAREFUL WORDING, PARTICIPATING IN PUBLIC DISCUSSIONS, OR PROVIDING ACCESSIBLE SUMMARIES OF
THEIR WORK. THE AIM IS TO INFORM PUBLIC DISCOURSE ACCURATELY, PREVENT FEAR™MONGERING, AND ENSURE THAT THE ETHICAL
LESSONS LEARNED FROM STUDIES LIKE MILGRAM'S CONTRIBUTE CONSTRUCTIVELY TO SOCIETAL UNDERSTANDING RATHER THAN



CAUSING FURTHER HARM OR ALARM.

THE ETHICAL LANDSCAPE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH HAS UNDERGONE A PROFOUND TRANSFORMATION SINCE MILGRAM'S
GROUNDBREAKING EXPERIMENTS. THE QUESTION OF HOW TO CONDUCT A MILGRAM-LIKE STUDY MORE ETHICALLY IS NOT MERELY
ACADEMIC BUT REFLECTS A FUNDAMENTAL SHIFT IN VALUING HUMAN DIGNITY AND WELFARE ALONGSIDE SCIENTIFIC ADVANCEMENT.
MODERN ETHICAL FRAMEWORKS, CHAMPIONED BY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARDS, EMPHASIZE TRULY INFORMED CONSENT, THE
UNEQUIVOCAL RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , RIGOROUS SAFEGUARDING AGAINST PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM, AND A COMMITMENT TO
COMPREHENSIVE DEBRIEFING AND FOLLOW-UP SUPPORT. FURTHERMOEE, THE EXPLORATION OF ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES,
FROM VIRTUAL REALITY SIMULATIONS TO HISTORICAL ANALYSES, DEMONSTRATES A PROACTIVE APPROACH TO ADDRESSING
COMPLEX RESEARCH QUESTIONS WITH MINIMAL PARTICIPANT RISK. W/HILE THE INSIGHTS FROM MILGRAM'S WORK REMAIN DEEPLY
RELEVANT, FUTURE INQUIRIES INTO OBEDIENCE TO AUTHORITY MUST NOW NAVIGATE THESE ETHICAL IMPERATIVES, ENSURING
THAT THE PURSUIT OF KNOWLEDGE NEVER AGAIN COMES AT THE EXPENSE OF HUMAN \WELL-BEING AND TRUST.

QI WHY WAS THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT CONSIDERED SO UNETHICAL?

A: THE MILGRAM EXPERIMENT FACED SIGNIFICANT ETHICAL CRITICISM PRIMARILY DUE TO ITS EXTENSIVE USE OF DECEPTION,
LEADING PARTICIPANTS TO BELIEVE THEY WERE ADMINISTERING HARMFUL ELECTRIC SHOCKS, WHICH CAUSED SEVERE
PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS. ADDITIONALLY, PARTICIPANTS FELT COERCED TO CONTINUE DESPITE WANTING TO WITHDRAW,
UNDERMINING THEIR AUTONOMY AND RIGHT TO DISCONTINUE PARTICIPATION. THE LACK OF TRULY INFORMED CONSENT ABOUT THE
STUDY'S TRUE NATURE ALSO VIOLATED ETHICAL PRINCIPLES.

Q: WHAT IS INFORMED CONSENT, AND HOW WOULD IT BE IMPROVED IN A MODERN
MILGRAM-LIKE STUDY?

A: INFORMED CONSENT IS THE PROCESS WHERE A RESEARCH PARTICIPANT VOLUNTARILY AGREES TO PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY
AFTER BEING FULLY INFORMED ABOUT ITS PURPOSE, PROCEDURES, POTENTIAL RISKS, AND THEIR RIGHTS. IN A MODERN MILGRAM-
LIKE STUDY, INFORMED CONSENT WOULD BE IMPROVED BY PROVIDING COMPREHENSIVE, CLEAR INFORMATION ABOUT POTENTIAL
STRESSORS OR DILEMMAS, EVEN IF SOME SPECIFIC DETAILS (LIKE THE EXACT HYPOTHESIS) ARE WITHHELD. PARTICIPANTS WOULD
BE ASSESSED FOR UNDERSTANDING, AND ANY COERCION WOULD BE STRICTLY AVOIDED, ENSURING THEIR DECISION TO
PARTICIPATE IS ENTIRELY VOLUNTARY.

Q: How WOULD THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW BE TRULY PROTECTED IN AN ETHICAL
OBEDIENCE STUDY?

A: To TRULY PROTECT THE RIGHT TO WITHDRAW , PARTICIPANTS WOULD BE EXPLICITLY REMINDED OF THIS RIGHT MULTIPLE
TIMES THROUGHOUT THE STUDY, ESPECIALLY IF THEY SHOW DISTRESS. THE EXPERIMENTER WOULD USE NEUTRAL, NON-COERCIVE
LANGUAGE, AVOIDING ANY PRODS THAT PRESSURE PARTICIPANTS TO CONTINUE. THERE WOULD BE A CLEAR, SIMPLE, AND NON-
PUNITIVE PROCESS FOR WITHDRAW AL, ENSURING NO NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES FOR PARTICIPANTS WHO CHOOSE TO STOP, SUCH
AS LOSS OF PAYMENT OR ACADEMIC CREDIT.

QI COULD DECEPTION EVER BE ETHICALLY USED IN A MODERN OBEDIENCE STUDY?

A: THE USE OF DECEPTION IN MODERN ETHICAL RESEARCH IS HIGHLY RESTRICTED AND WOULD ONLY BE PERMISSIBLE IN AN
OBEDIENCE STUDY IF IT IS ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL FOR THE RESEARCH QUESTION, NO ALTERNATIVE METHODS EXIST, AND THE
POTENTIAL BENEFITS SIGNIFICANTLY OUTWEIGH THE RISKS. EVEN THEN, THE DECEPTION MUST BE MINIMAL, NOT CAUSE SIGNIFICANT
HARM, AND BE FOLLOWED BY A THOROUGH AND IMMEDIATE DEBRIEFING WHERE THE FULL NATURE OF THE STUDY IS REVEALED AND
ANY DISTRESS IS ADDRESSED. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BoarDs (IRBS) WoOULD SCRUTINIZE SUCH PROPOSALS INTENSELY.



Q: WHAT ROLE DO INSTITUTIONAL ReVIEW BoarDS (IRBS) PLAY IN ENSURING ETHICAL
RESEARCH TODAY?

A: INSTITUTIONAL ReVIEW BoArDS (IRBS) ARE INDEPENDENT COMMITTEES RESPONSIBLE FOR REVIEWING, APPROVING, AND
MONITORING ALL RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS. THEIR ROLE IS TO ENSURE THAT RESEARCH ADHERES TO ETHICAL
PRINCIPLES SUCH AS BENEFICENCE, RESPECT FOR PERSONS, AND JUSTICE. FOR AN OBEDIENCE STUDY, AN IRB woULD CRITICALLY
EVALUATE THE RESEARCH DESIGN, INFORMED CONSENT PROCESS, RISK MITIGATION STRATEGIES, DEBRIEFING PLAN, AND OVERALL
PARTICIPANT WELFARE BEFORE ALLOWING THE RESEARCH TO PROCEED, PROVIDING A CRUCIAL LAYER OF ETHICAL OVERSIGHT.

QZ \WHAT ARE SOME ETHICAL ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES FOR STUDYING OBEDIENCE
WITHOUT THE RISKS OF THE ORIGINAL MILGRAM EXPERIMENT?

A: ETHICAL ALTERNATIVE METHODOLOGIES INCLUDE ROLE-PLAYING AND SIMULATION STUDIES, WHERE PARTICIPANTS KNOW THEY
ARE ENACTING A SCENARIO; VIRTUAL REALITY (\/R) SIMULATIONS, WHICH OFFER IMMERSIVE EXPERIENCES WITHOUT REAL-WORLD
HARM; HISTORICAL AND ARCHIVAL ANALYSIS OF REAL-\WORLD OBEDIENCE EVENTS, AND OBSERVATIONAL STUDIES IN
NATURALISTIC SETTINGS WHERE ETHICAL DILEMMAS ARISE ORGANICALLY. THESE METHODS AIM TO INVESTIGATE OBEDIENCE
WITHOUT DIRECT DECEPTION OR PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS TO PARTICIPANTS.

Q: How WouLD PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM BE MINIMIZED AND PARTICIPANT WELL-BEING
PRIORITIZED IN A MODERN OBEDIENCE STUDY?

A: MINIMIZING PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM INVOLVES PRE-SCREENING PARTICIPANTS FOR VULNERABILITY TO STRESS, ENSURING TRULY
INFORMED CONSENT, AVOIDING COERCIVE PRESSURE TO CONTINUE, AND CONDUCTING IMMEDIATE AND COMPREHENSIVE DEBRIEFINGS.
PRIORITIZING WELL-BEING MEANS ACTIVELY ASSESSING EMOTIONAL STATES DURING AND AFTER THE STUDY, PROVIDING
REFERRALS TO PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL SUPPORT SERVICES IF NEEDED, AND ENSURING FULL TRANSPARENCY AND SUPPORT
TO MITIGATE ANY LASTING DISTRESS.

QZ How DO ETHICAL GUIDELINES PROTECT PARTICIPANTS’ ANONYMITY AND ENSURE
RESPONSIBLE REPORTING OF RESEARCH FINDINGS?

A: ETHICAL GUIDELINES MANDATE PROTECTING PARTICIPANT ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY THROUGH CAREFUL DATA
MANAGEMENT, ANONYMIZATION OF PERSONAL INFORMATION, AND REPORTING FINDINGS IN AGGREGATE FORMS. RESEARCHERS ARE
ALSO ETHICALLY BOUND TO INTERPRET RESULTS RESPONSIBLY, AVOID SENSATIONALISM, ACKNOWLEDGE LIMITATIONS, AND
CONTEXTUALIZE FINDINGS TO PREVENT MISINTERPRETATION BY THE PUBLIC OR SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY, THEREBY SAFEGUARDING
BOTH INDIVIDUAL PRIVACY AND THE INTEGRITY OF SCIENTIFIC DISCOURSE.
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