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Fthical Issues in Different
Social Science Methods

HERBERT C. KELMAN

The ethical issues arising in social science research tend to vary asa func-
tion of the particular research methods employed. Forexample, certain genres
of social-psychological experiments have created ethical concerns because
they involve misrepresentation of the purpose of the research to ihe partici-
pants or because they subject participants to stressful experences. Some
organizational or large-scale social experiments have been troubling because
participation may be seen as damaging to the long-term interests of cerltain
groups. Survey research has on occasion been criticized for probing Into
sensitive areas, such as sex, religion, or family relations. Participant observa-
tion research may constitute invasion of privacy, particularly when invesliga-
tors gaia access by misrepresenting themselves or make covert observations.
Cross-cultural studies have been charged with exploitation of Third World
populations and disrcspect for their culural values.'

The purpose of the present chapter is to provide an overview of the types of
ethical issues that confront the different methods used in social research. The
overview is intended to be more than a checklist, ticking off the problems that
arise with each research method, but less than a comprehensive, overarching
scheme for categorizing and organizing all of the problems. Instead, jtiakes the
form of a rudimentary framework, designed 1o highlight some of the prablerns
that will be discussed more fully in subsequent chapters and to suggest possible
relationships between them.

The framework is itsclf rooted in a secial science analysis, relevant lo our
concern with preblems of social institutions (including the professions and the
institution of scientific research), of social relations, and of social contral, This
kind of analysis may provide a sysiematic basis for answering some of l_he
questions that have been central to the debate about the ethics of soqal
researeh. One is the question of the appropriateness of a risk-benelit analysis
10 the ethical issues that arise in social and behavioral research. Such an
analysis may or may not be useful for biomedica) research, but perhaps a
modified version of risk-benefit analysis or an cntirely different approach—
such as an analysis in terms of rights (including, of course, the right to protec-
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fion against injury }—would be more appropriate to social research.? Another
issue 1 which the present frame work might contribute concerns the appropri-
ateness of government regulations for the control of social research. Should
sacial research be subject to government regulation at all? Should at least
certain types of research be specifically exempt from regulation? If govern-
ment regulations are indicated, should they take a form different from those
designed for biomedical research or should they be applied in different ways?
The framework may help us address such questions in a systemaltic way.
Inthe discussion that follows, I shall (1) present the framework and identify
the ethical issues that it brings to the fore; (2) examine which of these issues
arise for each of the different methods of social research that can be dis-
linguished; and {3)draw out some of the general implications suggested by this
analysis. Before tuming to this discussion, however, I shall summarize the

general approach to the problem of moral justification that underlies my
analysijs.?

Approach to Moral Justilication

My ultimate criterion for moral evaluation of an action, policy, or instiu-
tion—as well as of a general rule of conduct—is its effect on the fulfillment of
human potentiatities. Fulfillment of people's potentialities depends on their
wellsbeingin the broadest sense of the term: Satsfaction oftheir basic needs—
including needs for food, shelter, security, love, self-esicem, and self-
actualization—is both a condition for and a manifestation of such fulfillment.
Furthermore, fulfillment of human potcntialities depends on the availability of
capacitics and opportunities for self-expression, self-utilization, and self-
devclopment. We therefore have a moral obligation to avoid actions and
policies that reduce others’ well-being (broadly defined} or that inhibit their
freedom to express and develop themselves. This is essentially a consequen-
tialist view, in that it judges the moral rightness of bchavior on the basis of its
consequences. It differs from some standard utilitarian thecres in the
particular consequences that form the center of its concern—namely, conse~
quences for the fulfillment of human potentialities. This definition of “'the
good" in turn implies a broader conception of human well-being that includes
the satisfaction of such needs as self-actualization.

Most commonly accepted moral principles can be derived directly from
analysis of the consequences of their accentance or violation for the fulfill-
ment of human potentialities. Clearly, violations of the principles of autonomy,
nonmaleficence, and bencficence, described in the preceding chapter, have
direct negative consequences for the fullillment of potentialities. The import-
ance of truth telling or keeping promises is not so obvious. Breaking a promisc
ortelling a lic may iohibit fulfillment ofthe other’s potential, depending on the
precise nature of the benefit or the information of which that person is thereby
deprived. But, to justify a gencral rule of truth wlling or promise keeping, one
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would have to introduce the additional notion that lying and breaking promises
undermine interpersonal trust within the society, thus depriviag everyone of
one of the conditions necessary for fulfilling human potential. In this sense,
ihen, lying and breaking promises are always (prima facie} wronp, regardless
of the specific consequences for the individual so treated. In calculating the
effects of lying, it is therc[ore not enough to weigh the harm caused to the indi-
vidual subjected to the lic against the benefits {perhaps o many others—e.g.,
through the increase in knowledge produced by deceptive experiments) that
the lie might bring in its wake. One must also take into aecount the larger effect
of the lic in undermining interpersonal trust in the society.

More generally, I subscribe 10 the rule-utilitarian view that adherence io
moral rules is important in order 1o maintain the integrity of the rules Lhem-
selves. Thus, the mere violation of the rules against lying or breaking promiscs
enails a social cost in that it weakens these rules and hence reduces the pre-
dictabilily and trust necessary for the fulfiliment of humanpotentialities within
a sociely. The same reasoning can be used 0 rule out cenain elasses of action
entircly, regardless of any calculation of specific harms and benefits, on the
grounds that these actions violate rules that are of paramount social
significance. The presumption is that the larger social harm caused by the mere
violation of thesc rujes always outweighs any potential benefits that the actions
might produce, On this presumption, I would argue, forexample, thatthe act of
killing or enslaving another can never be justified on the grounds that it would
produce a greatcr good, although it might be justified on the grounds that it
would prevent an cven greater evil.

The last example underscores a difficulty in using the fulfillment of human
potentialitics as the criterion for moral evaluation. A rule that I regard of para-
mount social significance—namely, that we must never kiil or enslave another
on the grounds that such an act would producc some greater good-—rests on the
mere presumption that the larger social harm caused by the violation of this
rule always outweighs whatever benefits the action might produce. Althougha
moral principle may be concepiually linked 1o the fulfillment of human
potentialities, itis often very difTicult to demonstrate empirically that violation
of this principle—in a spceific case orin general—has negative consequences

for human fulfillment, The difficulty arises in large part from the fact that the
predicled consequences are often due 10 the cumulative effect of violations of
the principle, For example, a singlc lic may not have any demonstrable nega-
tive consequences, but the accumulation of lies may damage the scll-esteemof
the individual to whom these lies are directed, may lower the level oftrustin the
saciety, and may underminc the integrity of a rule essential to harmonious and
cMective social interaction. Such cumulative effects cannot be readily proven,
and it is even more difficult to disprove them, We could avoid unneccssary
ambiguity, thercfore, by wusing a criterion for moral evaluation based on de-
scription of 1he action rather than on prediction of its consequences.
For this reason, 1 prefer Lo use consistency with human dignity as my work-
ing criterion for moral evaluation of an action, poliey, or institution. The
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principle of human dignity is very closely linked to the fulfillment of human
potentialities, On the one hand, the fulfillment of one’s potentialities is one of
_Jn m_n_n:a:mss of personal dignity.* On the other hand, respect for human
n__m...:.&.l.mm reflected in the treatmenl people receive from others and in social
policies and institutions—is a necessary condition for the maximal fulfillment
of human potentialities. But, while the principte of human dignity is con-
ceptually linked to—and indeed derivable from—principles demanding fulfil:-
ment of human potentialities, it can be treated as though it were an end in itself
in :._oqp_ decision making. The principle holds whether or not its acceptance or
violation has demonsirable consequences for self-fulfillment.

I define human dignity as “‘the status of individuals as cnds in themselves
rather :._.E._ as means toward some extraneous ends.””* Two components 2..
human n.____ms:w. can be distinguished, which serve as both operationalizations
and n_.u:a_zosm of dignity: identity and community.® Identity refers to our
capacity to take autonomous action, to distinguish oursclves from others, to
_:.n our lives on the basis of our own goals and values; community refers to mc_.
inclusion in an interconnected network of individuals who care for cach other
ard protect each other’s interests.” According identity to others mcans
respecting and fostering their autonomy and freedom of choice; according
community to them means treating them as fellow humans and caring actively
for their well-being,” At the level of social policies and institutions, one can
roughly equatc the provision of identity with the prevalence of individual
w,_.nn.no:_ and the provision of community with the prevalence of distributive
Justice, although I would stress that freedom and justice {and, indeed, identity
and m.”.:._._._._.EEQ themselves) are inseparable and interdependent conditions for
Hm__n_sm.rEdm: dignity. The cxtent to which pecple are aceorded identity and
community (in interpersonal relations, in social policies, and in instituticnal
m:ﬁmninzau determines their (objective) lovel of dignity, as well as their
(subjective) sense of dignity. To deny them identity or community is to treat
them as means rather than ends and thus to deprive them of dignity, from both
an objective and a subjective point of view. Moreover, implicit in the principle
of _E:._m.b dignity is the requirement to accord others identity and community
ona basis of equality: If individuals are ends in themselves, then each one—by
virtue of being human—has equal worth,

My conception of human dignity places it clearly within a consequentialist
framework: Respect for others” dignity is important precisely because it has
conscguences for their capacity and opportunity o fulfill their potentialities.
However, 1o subscribe 10 consequentialism as a framework for justificatjon
no«.m not mean 1o adopt act-utilitarian conscquentialism as a method for moral

decision making. I go on the gssumption that violations of people's dignity
reduce their capacity and opportunity to fulfill their potentialities. To some
nx"n_:.. this assumpuon can be evaluated empirically. Faor example, we can
show in a particular situation that lying deprives people of information needed
10 protect their intercsts and meet their needs or contributes (o an atmosphere
of distrust within a community—thereby lowering the capacity for self-
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fulfillment. Even in the absence of such demonstrable cansequences, how-
ever, | assume that lying degrades and diminishes the persan so treated and
undermines the principle of truth tetling—and thus generally weakens, at the
individual and societal level, the conditions for fulfillment of human potential-
ities. According to my view of human nature and of the social order, these are
neeessary and immediate consequences of the action itself, consequences
usually manifested only in their cumulative effects. Whether or not such con-
sequences can be demonstrated in a given instance, I regard them as sufficient
justification for evaluating the action as morally wrong.

The principle of human dignity, along with its two components, serves as a
“master rule” from which other rules of moral conduct can be derived. Some of
these rules—such as the rules against killing, injuring, or enslaving others—
govern actions that are not only obviously inconsistent with respeet for human
dignity, but also have direct negative consequences for the fulfillment of
human potemtialities. This category inciudes actions that deprive others of
their basic human needs (broadly defined), that reduce their freedom of. self-
expression and seif-development (ineluding their capacity and opporunity to
pursue their own goals and protect their own interests), or thatdeny them equal
access to such benefits and freedoms. Other rules—such as the rules against
lying or breaking promises—govem actions that are also inconsistent with
respect for human dignity but that may or may not have directly demon_strable
consequences for the fulfillment of human patentialities. These rules ultimately
derive heir moral force from the presumprion that the actions they pro-
seribe have adverse consequences for the individual capacities and social
conditions essential to personal fulfillment.

In any particular situation, moral conflicts may arise because two different
moral rules require eonflieting actions. To resolve such conflicts, we must
make a judgment about the relative importance of the two rules—in general and
in the particular situation—to the preservation of human dignity. Such judg-
ments are not easy, particularly when they must take account of the long-term
and systematic effects of violation of a rule, including effects on the continuing
integrity of the rule itself. Equally difficult dilemmas, however, are faced by
the act utilitarian, trying to assess (quantitatively) which action maximizes
utility, or by the deontologist, trying to decide which is the overriding duty.
Conflicts may also arise because an action that presumably contributes to
creating the conditions for enhanced human dignity in the saciety at large (e.g.,
the advancement of social research) may deprive partieular individuals of
dignity (e.g., by lying ta them). In many cases of this sor (such as the decision
whether or not o carry out an important experiment that involves some
deception of the participants), I would accept the need for weighing the relati\«:e
costs and benefits of taking or not taking the action and choosing the one that s
most consistent with the preservation and enhaneement of human dignity. In
calculating costs, however, I would consider not only the cost to the individual
who is deceived, but also the long-term cost ta the larger society. In other cases
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(such as the decision about an important experiment that entails some risk of
death or serious injury to the participants}, the action represents so fundamen-
tal a violation of the principle of human dignity that it can virtually never
be envisioned, no matter how valuable its social eontribution may be.

Harm-benefit considerations clearly play a central role in my approach to

moral justification, if harms are defined as cxperiences thatdetract from well-
being and benefits as experiences that enhance well-being, and where well-
being in turn refers to meeting one’s needs, attaining one's goals, and having
the eapacity and opportunity to express and develop one’s self. Human
dignity, which is closely linked to the fulfillment of human potentialities, can be
seen as a manifestation and condition of weil-being. Thus, actions, policies, and
rules deemed consistent with human dignity represcnt either ways of enhanc-
ing well-being, or ways of maintaining people’s ability to assure their own well-
being (i.e., protect their own interests, pursue their own goals, express and
develop themselves). But, to say that harm and benefit considerations are
central to moral justifieation does not mean—as it does for the act utilitarian—
that the procedures for arriving at cthical decisions involve a calculation of
immediate risks and benefits without reference to rules and other moral con-
siderations. Risk-benefit analysis is a useful tool in ethical decision making,
but it is not relevant, and certainly not conclusive, underall circumstances. For
many purposes, I would consider a rights-based analysis as the most appropri-
ate procedure for amving at ethical decisions.

Rights, in my approach, are derivative from consequential considerations,
and thus are not the ultimate source of justification for moral action. The use of
fulfillment of human potentialities and of respect for human dignity as criteria
for moral evaluation implies a right to self-fulfillment and dignity. And from
this “right,” one can derive various other rights, corresponding to the various
“duties” jmplied by the moral] rules based on respect for dignity. Thus, for
example, one can speak of a night not to be lied to, corresponding to the rule
against lying. But T do not postulate a set of rights as independen: bases for
meoral action. I see rights as socially accepted and enforced protective devices,
which assure peaple access to certain benefits, defense apainst certain harms,
and continued ability to safeguard their interests, pursuc their goals, and ex-
press and develop themselves, The value of rights is that they reduce the
dependence of an individual’s (or group’s) well-being on others’ caleulations in
particular circumstances of what is best for that individual (or group) and for
society at large. They represent, in principle, noncontingent entitlements to
cerlain resources or opportunities. In practice, of course, rights are not
absolute. Judgments have to be made about competing rights, both in thesense
that it may not be possible to grant a given right (e.g., the right to food or police
protection) fully to everyone, because of limited resources; and in the sense
that the right of one person (e.g., to speak freely) may conflict with a competing
right of another {e.g., to be protected against intimidation), In weighing competing
rights, one of the considerations is the relalive cost of violating one as compared to
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the other, including the relative social cost entailed by the reduced integrity of
whichever right is being violated.

Rights, then—although their origin is ultimately in harm-benefit considera-
tions—become functionally autonomous in that they retain their moral force
whether or not, in any given case, it can be demonstrated that their violation
will cause harm. Furthermore, maintaining the integrity of the righis is itself an
important consideration in ethical decision making, because of the long-term,
systemic consequences of their violation. In shor, operationally, we take or
avoid certain classes of action (defined by general moral principles) in order to
conform to a right and to maintain the integnity of that right, not {or not o2/yjin
orderto avoid the harm against which the right is designed to protect people. It
is enough to say that the right is being violated; there is noneed to prove that its
violation causes measurable harm. Calculation of harms becomes especially
important when the right conflicts with another right and some way of assign-
ing priorities must be found.

A Framework for Identifying Ethical Issues in Social Research

The primary task of this chapter is to identify and classify ethical issues in
social research in a way that would enable us to evaluate and compare the rate
different research methods play in creating ar perpetuating these issues. In
order to make the resulling scheme maximally useful for the present valurne, I
selected, as one of the bases for classifying ethical issues, the four issue areas
around which the volume is organized: harm and benefit, informed consent and
deception, privacy and confidentiality, and social control. These four issue
areas constitute the rows of table 2.1, which summarizes the classificatory
scheme, Of these four issue areas, the first three represent broad calegories of

TABLE 2.1
A CLASSIFICATION OF ETHICAL ISSUES IN SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH

Types of Impact of the Rescarch

Issuc Areas

Concrete Interesis
of Participants

Qublity of Inter- Wider Social Values

personal Relationships

Harm and benefit

Privacy and con-
fidentiality

Informed consent
and deception

Social control

Injury
(physical; psyche-
logical, material)

Public exposure

Impeircd capaeity for
decision maeking

Government regu-
lation

Siress and indignity
{discomfort, embar-
rassment, feelings
of inadequacy)

Reduced control over
scll-presentation

Deprivation of respect
{lack of candor,
choice, reciprocity}

Professional
siandords

Diffuse harm
{perversion of
political process,
inequity, manipule-
tion, arbitrariness)

Reduction of private
space

Erosion of Lrust
(cynicism, anomie}

Social policy
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et.hi'ca! problems that soeial research confronts, while the fourth refers to
socially patterned ways of dealing with such problems. For the fourth area, it
should be noted, I am using a more inclusive description than the one used’in
the organization of this volume (social control instead of government
regulation}, since I want to eover a wider range of control mechanisms, of
which government regulation is only one form. '

Tl:le three categories of problems overlap to a considerable degree.
Specifically, issues of privacy and deception could both be analyzed within a
harm-benefit framework.® There is heuristic value, however, in separating
then:: out, particularly since they eneompass some of the special probiems that
are inherent in certain methods of social research.

Harms and benefits here refer to certain effects of a piece of research on the
well.-being of individuals and society. Well-being, in turn, can be gauged by the
attainment of goals or valued states. Any effect that reduces people’s well-
being, by blocking achievement of a goal or interfering with a valued state
{such as health, security, or social cohesion), constitutes a harm. ' Any effect
that enhances well-being, by promoling the attainment of goals or valued
states, :_:onstitutes a benefit. The clearest examples of harms that might result
fron'_l scientific research are lasting injuries ordamages suffered by the research
participants themselves, The term harms, as used here, however, also encom-
passes temporary experiences of stress or discomfort, even if they cause no
measurable long-term damage. Furthermore, harms may accrue not only to
the research participants themselves, but also to other individuals and groups
affected by the process or products of research.!* More generally, one may
Speak of harms to the soeiety at large insofar as the process or products of
resa_arch tend Lo reduce the integrity and effeetiveness of social institutions in
achieving societal goals and values.

Benefits may accrue to individual research participants in the form of im-
provemenis in health, help with personal (psychological or social) problems
speeific services (such as child care, educational enrichment, and income'
supplementation), financial remuneration, new insights, enjoyable experiences,
advantages to their groups or communilies, or the satisfaction of contribuling
to the research enterprise. Benefits may also accrue to individuals and groups
who do not personally participate in the research, and to society at large, *‘in
the form of contributions 10 scient;fic knowledge and the general social ,wel-
fare or public enlightenment generated by this knowledge.”" Since ethical
concerns are frequently generated by the potential of harmful eflects in sociai
research, I shall be emphasizing harms much more than benefits in this
c].mpler. Benefits, of course, affect the amount of concem engendered by a
piece pf research, on the assumption that the preater its potential benefits to
paruc_::pams or to the larger society, the greater the justification for risking
certain harms. As was noled in the previous chapter, however, ethical judg-
menl§ are not based solely on the ratio between harms and benefits, There are
certain kinds and degrees of harm that most of us would consider unac-
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ceptable no matter how large the potential benelits might be (unless perhaps
the risk of harm had been consented to by those affected). Moreover, ealcula-
tions of the risk-benefit ratic are complicated by the fact that those who are
most likely to benefit from a research study are often not the ones who bear the
attendant nisks.

Turning to the second row of table 2.1, the issue of privacy and confidential-
ity relates to a harm-benefit framework in two ways: Invasion of privacy and
violation of confidentiality can be viewed, in their own right, as harms of a
speeial type; or they can be viewed as conditions that subject people to the
possibility of harm. Oscar M. Ruebhausen and Orville G. Brim, Jr., define
privacy as “the freedom of the individual to pick and choose for himself the
time and circumstances under whieh, and most importantly, the extent to
which, his attitudes, beliefs, behavior and opinions arc to be shared with ar
withheld from others.”"? Since social research, by its very nature, focuses on
precisely such personal information, it inevitably runs the risk of invading the
participants® privacy. “Invasions of privacy occur to the extent that partei-
pants are unable to determine what information about themselves they will dis-
close and how that information will be disseminated.’"** Violations of confi-
dentiality occur when information about a participant is disseminated lo
audiences for whom it was not intended. They constitute a subclass of invasion
of privacy, exacerbated by the breaking of a promise that was made—
explicitly or implicitly-—at the time the data were obtained.

Invasion of privacy cannot be described as a harm in thc obvious sense ofa
lasting injury or measurable damage to the research participants. It can, how-
ever, be subsumed under Lhe category of harms that Alasdair Maclntyre
designated “*moral wrongs,”? i.e., acts that subject people to the experience of
being mocally wronged, whether or not their interests arc damaged in specifi-
able ways. Similarly, in terms of the approach to moral analysis that I pre-
sented above, invasion of privacy, by violating people’s autonomy, is inconsis-
tent with respect for their dignity and hence a presumptive eause of harm, In
evaluating consequences of this variety, we move away from a standard risk-
benefit analysis toward an analysis related to the concept of individual rights.
Thus, when we speak of the invasion of privacy as a maral wrong, we are
postulating a correlative right—the right to privacy—that is being violaled.
Invasion of privacy. when known by subjects, also tends to create a certain
degree of stress and discomfort. In this sense, too, itcan be viewed as aharmin
its own right. More importantly, however, the discomfort cngendered by in-
vasion of privacy may be a function of its indirect relationship to harm: Within
a harm-benefit framework, invasion of privacy is troubling primarily because it
subjects the individual to the possibility of harm. Privacy providcs people with
some protection against harmful or unpleasant expericnces—against punish-

ment and exploitation by others, against embarrassment or lowered scif-
esteem, against threats to the jntegrity and autonomy of the self. Invasions of
privacy inerease the likelihood of harm because they deprive the individual of
that prolectign.
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T;tr.ning to the third row of table 2.1, we can link informed consent and
deczption (0 a harm-benefit framework in three ways: deception and curtail-
ments of informed consent can be viewed as harms in their own right, as
multipliers 9f_hanns due to other causes, and as conditions that subject' re-
searc paru_clpants 1o the possibility of harm. Deception refers to any
delll? rate misrepresentation of the purposes of the research, of the identity or
qualxﬁCat:ons of the investigator, of the auspices under whi::h the research is
qondycted, of the experiences to which participants will be subjected, or of the
hkelyl’uses and consequences of the rescarch. Dcception curtails th:a partici-
pants o;?ponunilies to give informed conseat insofar as it deprives them of
-mfo ation that might be material to their decision to participate. Withhold-
ing o _potenttally relevant information—even in the absence of active decep-
tion (in the_ sense of misrepresentation)—would also constitute a violation
of the requirement of informed consent, Furthermore, informed consent is
com_pfomfsed insofar as the individual’s freedom to agree to or refuse
participation is limitcd—whether it be through outright coercion or undue pres-
sure, oug:h threats of punishment or the offering of irresistible inducements
' WI en viewed as harms in their own right, deception and violation oi’
mformci(’:l consen_t—l_ike invasian of privacy—belong in the category of ““‘moral
wrongs" or deprivations of dignity. Whether or not individuals suffer specifi-
abh.: dam_agf,: as a result of these procedures, they are wronged in the sense that
their gasn:_: rights to the truth and to freedom of choice are violated. Deception
and coercion can also be viewed as multipliers of harms due to other causes, In
the ¢ Ilculation of the risk-benefit ratio for a stressful psychological expéri-
ment, Fc?r e..xax_nple, the injury ordiscomfon resulting from participation would
be mu}hphed if participants were misled about the nature of the experiment or
!.mduly pressured to take part in it and thercfore prevented from making an
mronﬁ-ed, voluntary decision about whether or not to subject themselves to a
Poten_d:la[ly strpssful experience. Finaily, deception and coercion—again, like
mvasion of privacy—are linked to a harm-benefit framework in that me' are
conditions that sybject the individual (o the possibiliry of harm. The nom}:s of
truthhilness and informed consent afford us some protection against harmful or
unpfleasant expcriences by cnhancing our ability to make decisions in line with
Qur interests, preferences, and valucs. "They do so by providing the opportuni-
ties and the tqols t_‘o_r making such decisions, and by maintaining an atmo-
spherq of predictabiiity, trust, and mutual respect, in which such decisions can
bem;cF. Deception and violations of informed consent increase the likelihood

of ici ili
selges 332?;::?:,: they reduce research participants’ ability to protect them-
- II‘I $um, the issues of privaey and informed consent can both be addressed
\fnthlma parm-beneﬁt framework. Not only can invasions of privacy and viola-
pons f'mrormed_ consent be viewed as harms in their own nght, but—most
:-Elzgréint ::—i a risk-benefit analg‘.«s_is_--they cc_anstitute conditions that subject
e participants to the p(_1551b111t.y of various othcr harms. Nevertheless,
re are some advantages in trcating these two jssue areas as separate
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categornies. Firsi, they highlight concermns that are of critical importance to the
protection of research participants in general—concerns reflected in the
regulation of confidentiality and informed consent. Concerns in these two
issue areas are particularly likely to be aroused by certain methods of social re-
search, which-—in the interest of enhancing the validity of the data—are
especially intrusive in nature or rely on deceiving participants about the pur-
pose (oreven the occurrence ) of the research, Second, separating out these two
issues suggests an additional procedure, complementary to risk-bene(it analy-
sis, for armiving at ethical decisions: a procedure based on the specification of
rights, including the right to privacy and the right to all malerial informaton
and Lo freedom of choice. Thus, separate consideration of the issues of privacy
and decepuon is useful, despite the inevilable overlaps, precisely because
these issucs bridge two approaches to ethical decision making, cne based on
caiculation of risks and benefits and the other based oa protection of nghts.
Cuiting across the four issue areas is a distinclion between three types of
impact Lthat socjal research may have, each of which is a potential source of
ethical concem (see the columns of table 2.1): the impact on the concrete
interests of research participants, on the guality of the interpersonal relation-
ships between investigalors and participants, and on wider social vafues. The
distinclion is conceptually linked to distinctions that I have made in my earlier
work among three processes of social influence (compliance, identification,
and intenalization) and three types of orientation to social systems (rule, role,
and value orientation).'*
The first column of table 2.1 refers to the possible impact of social research
on the concrete interests of research participants. The concemn here is that
pariicipation in the research may work to the disadvantage of the individuals
involved, leaving them worse off at the end of the experience than they were at
the heginning. In other wards, the research may entall risks of injuries—
physical, psychological, or material—that are of a relaively enduring nature.
Involved here is more than momentary stress or discomfert, but a lasting
damage to the individual’s interests. The risk of such injunies may stern from
the research procedures themselves (e.g., ingestion of potentially harmful
drugs or confrontation with potentially disturbing revelations about one’s self}
or it may Stern from the research findings (e.g., data showing inefficiencies in
work organization that may lcad to layoffs of some workers, or data on family
organization that may iead to cuts in welfare payments). In some cases, risks
are created or magnified by public exposure of information obtained from re-
search participants; thal is, the interests of participants are jeopardized if the
information is widely disseminated ar revealed to certain specific individuals
or agencies. Risks of injury—and ethical concerns about such risks—are
generally increased when the norm of informed consent is in any way violated
or sidestepped, since research participants are then deprived of the ful)
opportunily to protect their own interests.
Questions about the impact of social research on the interests of partici-
pants become more complex when we consider the interests, not only of the
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They make every effort to protact each other from humiliation and embarrass-
ment, from feelings of pressure or hurt. To this end, we generally accept the
way in which others present themselves and we Lry not to be overly inquisitive
or intrusive, leaving others adequate room for maneuver. One of the guiding
principles of a respectful relationship is honesty and candor about our own
purposes and intentions. Another is reciprocity in both obligations and
benefits. Sacial research engenders concerns insofar as it violates these
standards for good interpersonal relations. Such concerns are aroused by
pracedures that subject research participants to discomfort, embarrassment,
or ather farms of stress; that deliberately deprive them of control over their
self-presentation; or that involve deception or undue pressure.

The second column differs from the first in that it does not refer to long-term
damages to the participant's interests. Rather, it encompasses experiences that
are largley confined to the research situation itself—experiences of temporary
stress or of wrongful treatment, without any measurable effect on tLhe partici-
pant’s well-being beyond this situation. Of course, there is always the
possibility that such experiences may leave a residue that influences the
person’s future relationships. The experienee of being humiliated, deceived, or
coerced may lead to a lowering of the person’s self-esteem or a wariness about
interpersonal relationships that carries over into subsequent situations. In such
cases, we could properly speak of damage to the person’s concrete interests in
the form of a psychological injury. But even when the psychologieal impact is
only temporary, a sacrifice in the quality of interpersonal relationships is not
devoid of ethical significance. First, respect for human dignity ought to be
treated as though it were an end in itself, quite apart from any particular
consequences. ] base this requirement an the view that depriving others of
dignity leads to a presumptive declire in their well-being, even in the absence
of calculable damage to their interesis. Second, social research cannot be
isolated from the rest of social life, particularly as it bccomes more wide-
spread and thus enters into the lives of a large number of people on a large
number of occasions, Thus, any lowering in the quality of interpersonal rela-
tionships in research situations has a wider effect on the quality of life through-
out the society.

Finatly, the behaviar of social scientists within their research situations has
implications for the role of social science in the society. When social scientists
violate the norms of good interpersonal relationships, they contribute to forces
of exploitation, deception, coercion, and intrusion that are already at work.
Moareover, the conditions under whieh Lhe data are collected may aflcct the
nature of the findings; thus, research procedures that rely heavily on manipula-
tion of the participants may reinforce a manipulative conception of human
rclations and organizational funetioning.'” The impact of social research pro-
cedures on the quality of interpersonal relationships, therefore, raises ques-
tions about the larger social impact of social scienee. This concern, as well as
the concern aboul the spread of effects from the research situation {as one type
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of i_nteraction Situation in our society) to the general quality of life in our
society, brings us directly to the kinds of issues that are the foeus for the third
column of table 2.1.

The third column refers to the potential impact of social research on wider
social values. The procedures and the products of social research—and indeed
the prevalence or even the very existence of certain lines of research—may
affect social values in a variety of ways. Social research may help to create,
reinforce, and legitimize certain values within the society—and, conversely, to
undermine and delegitimize other values. It may have an effeet on the soc:ial
atmosphere in which we live, contributing to the development of gcneral
moods and expectations. It may influence patterns of interpersonal relations,
the functioning of various social institutions, the shape of political and
er.:Cln‘Omie processes. It may affect the refationships between different groups
within the society and the satisfaction of their separate and competing needs. It
may contribute to the relative emphasis given within the soeiety to diverse and
often conflicting social goals. Concern is aroused here by the possibility that
social research may thus have a deleterious impact on important values of the
society. Judgments of this impact are likely to differ among different analysts,
not only because they may make different predictions about the probable
consequences of various procedures or findings, but also because they may
differ in their value preferences or in the priorities they assign ta them. Thus, it
is entirely passible that a type of research considered socially harmful by some
will be deemed beneficial by others.

The third column differs from the other two in that it does not facus on the
direct impact of the research on the individuals who participate in it orevenon
the groups from which they are selected, but on its impact on the society at
large. The concern here is, essentially, with diffuse harm to the entire body
politic.'* However, the way individuals—or groups—are treated in the process
of collecting the data and disseminating the findings is an important source of
the diffuse harm that research may cause to wider social values. For example,
research procedures that systematically deceive participants, subject them ta
undue pressure, or intrude on their privacy may resuit in the weakening of such
social values as Lrust and personal autonomy. Research that exploits relatively
powFrless and vuinerable groups, whose members find it difficult to refuse
partieipation, and that disseminates findings in a way that may place such
groups at a disadvantage, may have a deleterious effect on the values of equity
and social justice. Other potential sources of diffuse harm are the products of

social research~—i.e., some of its specific findings. For example, research that
suggests genetic differenees in intelligenee between different racial groups may
undermine societal efforts to promote equal opportunities in education and
employment.!*

Finally, the prevalenee or even the very existence of certain lines of
research may itself constitute a source of diffuse harms to important social
values. For example, opinion polls that focus on the intentions of the voters
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over the course of an election campaign may distort the politieal process, for
the poll results themselves may become major determinants of the behavior of
both citizens and candidates.?® To take a different example, the prevalence of
field experiments on helping behavior may have the effect of reducing such
behavior by providing an additiona] justification for bystanders’ failure to
intervene in a crisis situation on the grounds that il is probably just another
experiment. Proponents, of course, can cite countervailing soeial benefits that
might accrue from both of these lines of research, but Lhe examples illustrate
the possibilities of diffuse harm that must be taken into account.

In sum, the ¢olumns of table 2.1 distinguish three types of impact of social
research that bring three distinet {theugh interrelated) sets of ethical concerns
to the fore. These ethical coneems, in tum, reflect general social concerns
about the functioning of any profession that is recognized and supported within
a society: How are the competing interests of the professionals and their
publics to be balanced and reconciled? How are standards of professional con-
duct, consistent with the social norms that govern interpersonal relations, to be
established and maintained? And, how are basic social values to be enhanced
and protected by the role the profession occupies and the ways il functions
within the society? With these peneral concerns in mind, I shall proceed to
examnine the implications of the three types of impact distinguished by the
columns of table 2.1 for each of the four issue areas defmed by the four rows.
For the first three rows, these implications follow directly from the descrip-
tions of these three rows, as well as of the three columns, that have already
been given. From my summary and elaboration of the three-way distinction as
it applies to each of these three rows, 1 shall then draw further implications for
the fourth row, proposing the form of soeial eontrol that seems most
appropriate in response 1o each of the three types of ethical concem.

Harms and Benefits

From a harm-benefit perspeetive, the three columns simply represent a
classification of three types of harm that might vesult from social research (or,
indeed, any rescarch with human participants). For each of these types of
harm, one can also cite a comresponding type of benefit. There is no
assumption, however, that the justification for a particular study depends on
the scparate harm-benefit ratios for each column. For example, there could be
a justification for risking harms of the first or second type if the potential
benefits of the third type were sufficiently great. On the other hand, a favor-
able risk-benefit ratio—within a column or across columns—would not
automatically justify a study beeause, as has already been noted, certain kinds
and degrees of harm cannot legitimately be risked, no matter how great the
potential benefits might be.

The three types of harm have already been defined above, in the discussion
of the columns of rable 2.1, and they will only be summarized here with some

further elaboration.
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Injury

Research may cause damage to the concrete interests of the participants or
of the groups from which they are drawn in the form of relatively endun
physical, psychological, or material injuries.* Physical injuries in social rr:f
searc_h could conceivably occur if the research procedures generated violent
reactions among participants themselves, if the research findings caused
t?mefs tdirect violence against the partic ipants ortheir groups, or if participa-
tion in the research subjeeted people to penalties from authorities or revenge
from adversaries. Physical injuries could also occur in studies involving the use
of drugs or_alcohol, various forms of deprivation, orexposure to the elements. 2?
.Psy_rc!mlogucal injuries could take the form of psychotic reactions in vuinerab.le
mclm_duals. as a result of stress, anxiety, painful self-discovery, or rejection
expenienced in _1he course of the research, They may also !aka; the form of
expenmentally induced losses in self-esteem or self-confidence, which persist
!:eyond t_he research situation. Material injuries may take the }'Drm of losses
In certamn resources or opportunities as a result of participation in the
resea:r,:h—for e_xample, by those who receive the “less desirable” treatment in
educa.nonnl, cririnal-justice, or large-scale social experiments. The findin
of social research may also have a delelerious effect on the matel:ial well-beiﬁz
of re‘?‘earch participants, since they could lead to ehanges in policy with
negative consequences for their incomes, fringe benefits, working conditions
or l-wmg conditions. It is the findings of research that represent the mcs;
opwous risks of damage to group interests. Thus, research findings on Erou
dlffergnces in intelligence could cayse injury to disadvantaged group5—bot|'I:
ma!enally, through their effects on social policy, and psychoiogically through
their effects on the groups’ reputation and self-esteem, '
.CorTesp-oncihng to these different kinds of potential injuries, there are
various ways in which social research may produce concrele benefits to the
mtereS_ts of participants and their groups. Such benefits may take the form of
ﬁnsf.nc:al remunleratjcn, special services, improvements in health and psycho-
Iolgu.:al well-being, and access to material resources and opportunities
Sll'nl]aﬂ.y,l the findings ol social research may advance the concrete interests 01:'
the Participants as well as their groups, through their effects on organizalional
practices, social policy, and public understanding,

Stress and Indignity

Resez.a:ch may cause stress and indignity to the participants within the re-
searc}] s'nuation. While such experiences may not constifute long-term harms
to their mteres_ts. they do represent violations of the standards of good inter-
Personal relations. Stress may take the form of specific fears or general
anxiety, physical or interpersonal discomfort, feclings of inadequacy or un-
certainty, embarrassment, frustration, or internal conflict. Researchypa.rtjci-
Pantsmay, for example, experience discomfort, embarrassment, anda sense of
inadequacy beeause they do not know how to handle the situ;nion in which
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they find themselves or because they believe-—sometimes because they have
been deliberately led to believe—~that they are not performing well. These
typically are temporary, situational reactions, although the line between short-
term and long-term effects cannot always be sharply drawn. As has already
been noted. the self-doubts and lowered self-esteem induced in such situations
may at times—depending on the characteristics ofthe individuals involveq and
the naturc of the precipitating experience—carry over into future situations;
shart-term stress and discomfort would, in these cases, shade into psycholog-
ical injury. Even when the stress is only temporary, it does constitute a harm
Clearly the accumulation of stressful experiences represents a lowering in the
quality of a person’s lifc, even though the harm contributed by any smg_le
stressful experience—because of its short-term nature—cafnot be easily
caiculated for purposes of risk-benefit analysis.™

Research participation may also produce situational effects that are less
paipable and more elusive than stress or discomfort and hence even more
difficult to enter into risk-benefit calculations. These can best be described as
indignity—i.e., being subjected to an cxperiencc that is degrading and that
deprives the person of the respect with whichwe generally treat fellow humans.
Such experiences may arise, for example, when research proccdures cause
people to lose control over their reactions, to violate their own values, or 0
appear foolish, or—more gencrally—when they employ deception and psycf.lo-
Jogicai manipuiation. Perhaps the limiling case of short-termn harm, involving
at least a mild form of indignity, is the imposition that results from taking up
people’s time in an activily that they find useless and lacking }n interest.
Though the relationship between investigator and participant in this case may
be frez of stress and degradation, it lacks feciprocity in that it serves the
interests of the investigator bit provides no benefits to the participants com-
mensurate with the lime they are asked to invest. Again, it should be noted that
indignities constitute harms—in the form of insults, rather than injuries. \N_r’hile
it may not be possible to demonstrate the damaging effect of any single
instance of indignity, the accumulation of such indignities (whether or not they
are experienced as stressful) is Jikely to lower the person’s self-csieem, self-
confidence, and capacity for autonomous action,

Corresponding o the different kinds of short-term harms that have peen
described, there are potcntial benefits to participants resulting from their in-
volvement in an experience that may be enjoyable, interesting, or instructive,
and may enhance their self-csteem. The latter effect is likely to the extent
participants are treated with respect, assured thar they are participating in an
important enterprise, and madc to feel that their personal contribution to the
enterprise is valuable and appreciated.

Diffuise Harm

Research may cause diffuse harm which does not dircctly affect the
individual participants or even the groups from which they are drawn, but

p— e e
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which is damaging to the society at large. Such damage may take the form of
reducing the integrity and effcctivencss of social institutions in achicving
sacietal goals and values, or of creating an atmosphere—a set of beliels and
expectatipns—antagonistic (o important and widely shared social values. A
prime cxample, already mentioned, is the perversion of the political procsss
that might result from the excessivc use of opinion polling in election
campaigns. Under the guise of assessing the views of voters, polls may actually
shape the preferences of voters: consequemily, the activities of candidates may
in turn be geared to raising their standing in the polls rather than to addressing
the issues, Disproportionate and sometimes exploitative use of minority group
members a5 research participants and dissemination of data about group
differences in ability and achievement may increase the level of inequity in the
society and vndermine efforts to enhance equality of opportunity. The value of
equity may also be compromised by sociat experiments—e.g., in housing,
income maintenance, or the administration of criminal justice—in which
certain advantages are differentially allocated to different segments of the
population. The prevalence of field experiments on helping behavior,
mentioncd above, in whieh experimental confederates feign injury or other
kinds of disability in ordcr 1o observe bystander reactions under varying cir-
cumslances,” may add to the level of arbitrariness and irrationality within
society and compound the ambiguity of real-life situations that cail for by-
stander intervention. These and other lypes of social researchthat are intrusive
or deceptive may also cause diffuse harm by reducing the private space andthe
level of trust in the society—effects to which [ shall return momentarily.
Corresponding to the different kinds of diffuse harms that have becn
described, there are potential benefits that social research may bring to the
larger society. Research advances the development of scientific knowledge,
which is a social value in its own right, and which, in turn, may contribute to
social welfare and public enlightenment, Increased understanding of human
behavior and social institutions may both directly enhance the qualiiy of life
and contribute ta the solution of social problems, to the effectiveness of

institutional functioning, and to the development of sound and just social
policies.

Privacy and Confidentiality

For the issue of privacy and confidentiality, the threc columns of table 2.1
correspond to three types of concems about invasion of privacy that social
research brings into play.* In each case, invasion of privacy can be viewcd
both as g harm in its own right, particularly ia the scitse of a moral wrang, and
as a condition that subjects peoplc 1o the possibility of harm by depriving
them of the protection that privacy offers. However, as we move from the first
to the third colwmn, the emphasis shifts somewhat from invasion of privacy as
exposure to the risk of specific harms (o invasion of privacy as violation of a
basie right.
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Public Exposure

An obvious source of concern about the potential invasiveness of social
research is the fear that information revealed by participanis in the course of
the research may be disseminated beyond the research setting itself. Such
wider public exposure of the participants’ views or actions may subject them to
the possibility of damaging consequences. Ressarech participants may be
concemed, for example, that the information might become accessibie lo
authorities who are in a position to penalize or harass them. Individuals
engaged in Hiegal activities, welfare recipients whose private lives are always
subject 1o scrutiny, or political dissidents in a repressive environment are
among those who are particularly likely Lo feel such anxieties. Participants
may also be concerned that the information might become accessible to
specific others in their daily environments, particularly their superiors in a
status hierarchy (such as their bosses, teachers, parents, officers, or keepers),
who might retaliate against them if they disapproved of their opinions or
actions. Potentially damaging consequenees of public exposure include not
only the risk of penalty or reprisal, but also the passibility of embarrassment
and disapproval, affecting people’s reputations and relations with their
associates.

Concemn about public exposure may also extend to group data. For
example, information about the performance of attitudes of & particular unit
within an organization or community may subjeet its members Lo possibly
damaging or embarrassing consequences, even if the responses of individual
participants are not identified. Similarly, information about the practices of an
organization, institution, or community may have deleterious effects on its
reputation and the resources it can command. Sometimes, of course, research
is specifically designed to increase public knowledge about the practices of an
organization (or Lype of organization) and to evaluate its performance. In such
cases, public exposure does not present an ethical problem, unless respondents
were misled about the way in which the data were to be used, or unless
observations were made coverdy, as in David L. Rosenhan’s psendopatient
studies in which the investigators gained admission Lo psychiatric hospitals by
pretending to have heard voices.’ Public exposure of group data may aiso be
an issue in studies of ethnic minority communities or foreign societies, carried
out by outsiders with insufficient understanding of the cultural context.
Members of these groups may view the dissemination of information obtained

in such studies as invasive of their group’s privacy, with the consequence of
reinforcing negative stereotypes about them and justifying policies that are
irrelevant or detrimental to their interests.

At the leve! of the individual, the risks of public exposure can be virtually
eliminated by spelling out precise procedures for maintzining confidentiality of
the data and scruputously adhering to them (as RobertF. Boruch discusses in
this volume). In most cases, it is even possible to protect confidential data
against involuntary exposure (resulting, for example, from forced entry of
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court clnrc?ers) by removing identifying information as soon as possible
Maintaining the confidentiality of group data is far more complex. Even when-
research.reports. attempl to disguise the identity of an organization or
community or of its subproups, it is often impossible to prevent recognition by
m_any_rleaders. In studies focusing on large prowpings (such as ethnic
minorities) or on entire societies, disguising the identity of the population is
generally both impossible and inconsistent with the purposes of the research

In the case of group data, then, the main issue shifts from maintaining.
con.ﬁdenua.hly to introducing safeguards—in the choice of research topics, the
design and_ procedures of the research, the solicitation of the participants ’and
the reporting of the findings—to assure that the group’s interests wiil be

maximally protected against potentially harmful i
i 4 y consequences of public

Reduced Control over Self-Presentation

A sec_ond source of concern about the potentiai invasiveness of social
Tesaarch is that it may reduce participants’ control aver their seif-presentation
in the research situation proper. Self-presentation and impression manage-
ment are central preoccupations in most of our interpersonal relationships.®
Eﬂ‘grts tocontrol our self-presentation are partly designed to protect Ourselv.es
against humiliation, embarrassment, disapproval, and rejection. According to
the norms that povern social interaction, people generally accept and support
the identity that others seek to project and respect the others’ desire to maintain
control crver their self-presentations. To maintain this control, they must be
free o pick and choose what information about themselves to disclose and
whal information to withhold. There are a number of ways in which the
structure of the research situation and the procedures of social research ma
halve the effect of restricting this freedom, thereby reducing part.icipam:"
privacy, Bcsean:h participants fose a measure of control over their self-
presentation to the extent they are unaware of the conditions under which they
are being opsewed—becauSe they do not know that they are being observed at
all, or who it is that is observing them, or what aspects of their behavior are the
focus of observation. Control over self-presentation is also reduced to the
extent that participants feel under pressure to reveal personal information that

they would prefer to withhold. Firally, control over self-presentation is
reduced to the extent participants are caught unawares, being confronted by an
unexpecled or disturbing event or a violation of social norms.
lConfrOntaUOn with such circumstances, which reduce people's control over
their self-presentation, is not unique to social research situations, but is a
common feature of everyday life. It is one of the risks we take whe'never we
venlure out into the publijc arena and engage in social interaction. Even though
the r«_asull.}ng reduction in control over cur self-presentation is experienced as a
lgss In privacy, the events that cause it—whether in real life or in the research
situation—do not in themselves constitute ethically objectionableinvasions of
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privacy. Serious ethical concemns arise only insofar as the reduced control over
participanis’ self-presentation is brought about by deliberately deceptive,
coercive, or intrusive means.’® The problem is that social research, in at least
some of its manifestations, is prone to employ preciscly such questionable
means in its quest for valid, spontaneous reactions from respondents. There is
ofien an inherent tension belween the participants’ desire to maintain control
over their sell-presentations and thc investigator’s goal to obtain accurate
information about their motives, attitudes, behavior patterns, or personal
histories, which may require circurnventing their efforts at control and
penetrating their facades. For example, unobtrusive measurement and cxper-
imental deception are specifically designed to counteract respondents’ tend-
encies 10 manipulate their self-presentations by keeping them unaware of the
behavior being observed. Thus, the issues raised by the second source of
concem over privacy are more difficult than those relating Lo public exposure.
We are dealing not merely with the introduction of safeguards to minimize
threats to privacy (by protecting confidentiality of data}, but with the question
of the inherent invasiveness, and hence the cthical propricty, of certain
research procedures that social scicntists consider essential to the method-
ologicat soundness of their work.

Reduction of Private Space

The third source of concern about the potential invasivencss of social
research is that it may reduce the overall amount of private space available to
individuals. Private space protects the integrity and autonomy of the self.
Preservation of the sense of an autonomous self depends on maintaining a
recognized boundary between self and environment, which assures the
individual a private space, both physical and psycholagical. Violations of this
space—what Erving Goffman has called “contaminative exposure™!—
threaten our capacity to develop an autonomous self and to maintain its
integrity. The definitions of the boundaries of private space differ across
individuals and across cultures, but it generally includes our own bodies and
personal possessions, our intimate relationships, biographical facts, and
personal thoughts. Societies develop and maintain social norms designed 1o
minimize personal and institutional actions that overstep these boundanes,
The inviolability of private space as a social value, however, often comes into
conflict with the functioning of various social institutions in the pursuit of other
social values—such as the functioning of a free press, of the criminal justice
system, of consumer credit systems, or of airport security systems.

Sacial research is one societal enterprise that, by its nalure, comes inte
conflict with the value of prescrving an optimal amount of private space within
the society. Some of the controversies about intrusive research have centered
on studies that involve direct observations of behavior that is quintessentially
private (even though it may occur in semipublic places)—such as Laud
Humphreys’s study of male homosexual activitics in public rcstrooms?? or the
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R. Dennis Middlemist et al. study of micturition.”® Crities of these studies have
focused on the surreptitious nature of the obscrvations and the fact that they
were obtained without informed conscnt—procedures that are generally
troublesome, but become moere so when used to gain access into people’s
private space™ The prablems of balancing the social values represented by
social rescarch with the value of preserving private space are more funda-
mental, however, than these more dramatic examples would suggest. Signif-
icant research on human behavior and social institutions inevitably must
inquire into matters that at least some individuals, some groups, or some
societies place within the boundaries of private space—such as love, personal
health, death, religion, ethnicity, politics, moncy, or family relations, To
declare such topics categorically off limits to social science would trivialize the
enterprise and greatly reduce its potential benefits to human welfare, While no
topic ought to be considered taboo for social investigation, social controls are
essential to assurc care and sensitivity in the choice of accasions and
procedures for investigating areas that might constitutc part of private space
for the individual, group, or society involved.

Informed Consent and Deeeption

When applied 1o the issue of deception and informed consent, the three-way
distinction reflected in the columns of table 2.1 eorresponds to three types of
eoncerns generated by the use of deception and by violations of informed
consent in social research. I shall use thc term pressure as a shorthand
designation of the various ways in which an individual’s freedom of choicc in
the situation may be curtailed. Atthe extremec, this refers to the use of coercion
or direct threats of punishment to induee participation in the research. Less
extreme forms of pressure include efforts to induce participation by indicating
that powerful authorities expect it, by offering irresistible rewards, by
implying that failure to participate would result in penalties or place the
individual in a bad light, by putting the individual on the defensive, or by
identifying refusal with a lack of courage, courtesy, or patriotism. Both
deception and pressure may occur at the point at which partieipation in the
research is solicited, where they have a direct impact on the individual's
capacity to givc voluntary, informed consent. They may also occur at different
points throughout the research process itself. For example, participants may
be misled about various fcatures of the situation or given false information
about their performance; and they may be pressured to reveal information that
they would prefer to withhold, or o engage in activities they would prefer to
avoid, or to continue in the research when they would prefer to quit.

Impaired Capacity for Decision Making

One reason for concern about pressure and deception is that they impair
participants’ capacity to make voluntary, informed deeisions in line with their
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own interests. Decisions about participating in the research at all, about
continuing participation, aboul cooperating with cerlain of the activities or
procedures involved in the research, and about revealing certain kinds of
informnation may all have a bearing on the concrete interests of the participants.
Insofar as they are subjeeted to pressure or coercion, they are denied the oppor-
tunity to weigh these considerations and decide aceordingly. Insofar as they are
subjected to deception or misrepresentation, they are denied information that
may be material to the decisions they have (o make. As a consequence, their
ability to protect themselves against possible injury is resiricted,

The problemns in this category are not eompletely resolved by full disclosure
and mechanieal adherence to the principle of informed eonsent. Full dis-
closure of the purposes and conditions of the research may provide information
that is not material to participants’ interests and the decisions they have to
make, while adversely affecting the validity of the f{indings, Voluntary,
informed consent is illusory if the participants lack the capacity to evaluate the
information given (e.g., because of age, intelligence, or mental and physieal
state) or if they are in a highly coercive environment (such as prison). The
primary concern is that participants have all the opportunity and information
that they need and that they can utilize for making deeisions and protecting
their own interests.

An added element of complexity is introduced when we consider the effects
of deceplion and pressure on participants’ capacity to protect the interests of
the groups ta which they belong. The problem takes on special urgency when
we remember that the groups whose interests are mast likely (o be affected by
social research-—groups charaeterized by disadvantage, dependence, de-
viance, orcaptive status—are also the groups that are most subject to pressures
and least able to resist demands to participate in research.’* When group
interests are at stake, therefore, it is particularly important {6 avoid precedures
that would further impair research participants’ capaeity to make voluntary,
informed decisions. Given the diffieulty in predicting the probable conse-
quences of a piece of research (ineluding its products) for the interests of the
group, it may often be useful to bring representatives of the group’s leadership
into the decision-making process. This would lessen the individual partic-
ipants’ burden of deeiding what is or is not in the best interest of their groups,
although it might also subject them to an additiona) set of pressures coming
from their own (perhaps self-appointed) group leaders.

Deprivaiton of Respect

A second reason for concern about deception and pressure is.that they
deprive participants of the respeet to which fellow humans are entitled as a
basic assumption of decent interpersonal relations. By deliberately misrep-
resenting their awn purposes and intentions and by restricting paniicipants’
choices through manipulative and eoereive means, investigators are violating

Ethical Issues in Social Science Methods 63

some _of the guiding principles on which a respectful relationship rests, The
resulting relationship is marked by a lack of reciprocity in obligations and
outcomes, which is tantamount to the use of others as means rather than as
ends in themselves.

This concern is independent of the possibility that deception and pressure
may expose research participants to specifiable harmiul eonsequences. Even
if they suffer no injury or even temporary discomfort {except for the discomfort
that generally accompanies the experience of being pressured), they have been
subjected to a moral wrong. Their right to respectful treatrment, including
associated rights to candor, to freedom of ehoice, and 1o reciprocity, have been
violated, Violation of these rights subjects people 1o the possibility of harm in
the long run. The principle of mutual respect and the rights associated with it
provide a set of social norms and an interpersonal atmosphere that help to
proteet individuals from injurious and stressful interactions. Systematic
violations of these norms undermine the principle of respect and create an
atmosphere in which disregard for the well-being of participants is legitimized
and their vulnerability to harm is heightened,

Erosion of Trust

A third reason for concern about the use of deception and pressure in social
research is the cumulative effect that such proeedures have on the integrity of
certain social values. Specifieally, by the systematic use of deception and
pressure, social research may contribute to the erosion of trust in social
institutions and interpersonal relations. Extensive reliance on deception and
manipulation by various institutions in our soeiety—including government,
business, the professions, and the media—has already created widespread
distrust in social institutions. Coneomitants of this distrust are a cynical
attitude and a sense of anomie. The message seems to be that deception and
manipulation are expectable and hence acceptable as long as you manage (o
avoid being caught; in any event, you would be wise to assume that people,
particularly those in authority positions, cannot be trusted or believed. It is
especially troublesome when social scientists contribute to this message, since
they implicitly lend their own professional autherity to the view that such
behavior is an inevitable feature of human nature and social relations.

Trust is an important social value in its own right, basic to gur conception of
desirable relationships among people generally, as well as between citizens
and authonties. It is also of preat instrumental significance, in that trust is a
condition for the legitimacy and effeetiveness of social institutions and for the
smoothness and reliability of social interaction. Trust provides the sense of
security and predictability that allows us to plan and arrange our aetivilies so
as to maximize our values and proteet our interests, Thus, the erosion of trust
within the society or any of its component institutions subjects us to the
passibility of harm by undermining our ability (o protect ourselves against it,
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Social Control

The term social control is used loosely here to refer to the entire range of
processes and mechanisms employed by a society through its various agencies
to prescribe, guide, monitor, and restrain the behavior of its members—for
present purposes, the ethical conduct of social scientists. The coneemns
aroused by each of the three types of impact mapped in table 2.1 call for some
kind of social control. What I am proposing, however, is that the most
appropriate form of social control varies from column 1o column, dependingon
the particular nature of the problem we are confronting. Specifically, 1
maintain that government regulation becomes less appropriate as one moves
from concerns about the concrete interests of research participants toconcerns
about the quality of interpersonal relationships and wider social values {which
affect more ephemeral and remote interests). :

Government Regulation

When our concern focuses on the impact of research on the concrete
interests of the research participants, govermment regulation is probably the
most appropriate form of social control, although it should not be seen as a
substitute for the development of professional standards and broader social
policies to protect the interests of participants. A good example of government
involvement in social eontrol is the system of Institutional Review Boards,
with its associated regulations and procedures, established by the U.S.
Department of Health, Edueation, and Welfare (now Health and Human
Services) in recent years. The primary purpose of government regulation is to
protect research participants from palpable injuries, such as physical harm,
psychologieal breakdown, or financial loss. To this end, regulatory mech-
anisms are designed to ensure that research studies do not expose participants
to undue risks of injury; that the confidentiality of data is protected, so that
injuries resulting from publie exposure can be avoidcd; and that informed
consent procedures are adhered to, so that participants are in a position lo
protect themselves against injury.

The role of government in protecting cilizens against palpable injuries
(through such diverse ageneies as the police, the courts, and the regulatory
commissions) is well established. Introducing government rcgulation, backed
by the government’s coercive powet, into the research process can thus be
justified when one is dealing with the risk of harms that are enduring, direct,
and measurable—that is, injuries eomparable to those for which one might
¢laim damages in court. Historically, government intervention inresearch with
human subjects began in the United States with the revelation of abuses in
certain biomedieal studies, which placed patients at serious risk to their health
and perhaps even their survival, without adequate procedures for obtaining
their informed consent. The involvement of government agencics can be
aurbuted in part to the failure of professional associations and institutions to
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do a satisfactory job of self-policing. But ¢ven if they had done 50, total reliance
on self-regulation by the profession does not seem appropriate in a situalion
that clearly involves conflicting interests between investigators and research
participants, While the two parties do have some common interests, the
research_ participants have a special interest in avoiding injury to themselves,
and the investigators have a special interest in advancing their scientific work
a.pd their personal careers. Complete reliance on self~regulation, under these
circumstances, would be tantamount to leaving the task of adjudicating
cgmpet.mg interests to one of the interested parties. Thus, involvement of a
third party—in the form of a public agency—is not only appropriate but clearly
necessary where such conflicting interests are at issue.

Govemment regulation becomes more problematic when the concem
focuses on group interests rather than the interests of individual participants;
anc! when the concemn is generated by the products of the research rather ma.n't
by 1!3 proeesses, In these situations, it is considerably more difficult to predict
the impact of the research (as it interacts with other social forces), to specify
the nature of the injury that might result, and to identify the populations that are
at risk. {f government regulation is appropriate at all under these circum-
stanlces, it should apply only to special cases, in which important interests of
pa{ucl-jlarly vuinerable groups are at stake, and it should set only very general
gu\delln}es (e.g., mandating that some type of consultation or “socioenviron-
mental impact study” be undertaken). In general, however, it would seem
more approprate to rely on the social policy process, rather than the
regulatory proeess, for the protection of group interests in soeial research,

Professional Standards

. When our concern focuses on the impact of social research on the quality of
mterpe_rsonal relationships, without risk of significant injury, government
Fegulat._lon does not appear to be the appropriate form of social control. While it
is possible to set out general criteria for the respectful, solicitous treatment of
reseq.rch participants, it is very difficult to translate them into specific
requu'ements that can be enforeed by an IRB (beyond such requirements as
ensuring c?onﬁdentialily and informed consent, which are designed to protect
the participants’ concrete interests, but of course also have a bearing on the
quality of the relationship). Furthermore, violations of the norms that govern
social interaction do not constitute palpable, demonstrable, enduring injuries
of_ the kind that justify intervention by the govemment’s regulatory apparatus
Wlth.iLS coercive backing. Finally, maintaining the quality of interpersonal
fclallo.nships with clients requires professional judgment, which is an essential
mgrfadlent of the professional role and an important criterion for professional
ce‘mﬁcation. While government intervention may be necessary to protect
clients from the consequences of gross violations of the norms of professional
conduct (essentially, from malpractice), it would totally undermine the
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professional rolc if it were aimned at regulating the details of the professicnal-
client relationship.

To say that the quality of the relationship between investigator a.and rese arch

participant is not an appropriate subject for government regulatlo:} is not to
imply that it should be entirely exemnpt from social control. Rather, in keeping
withmy view that the quality of the relationship with clients isa cen_t.ra.ll featL.Jre
of the professional role, I propose that this is precisely a domain in which
professional standards must exercise the major control function. At lhc most
formal level, professional standards for the treatment of research participants
may be communicated in the form of ethical guidelines or codes_adopted b.y
professional associations, to serve an advisory or a binding function for u-1e|r
memberships. An excellent example of such an effort is the rather detailed
document on ethics of research with human participants developed by the
American Psychological Association.*® Documents of this type contribute to
social control by sensitizing the profession to the standards to Whitl!h. members
are expected to adhere and intreducing these standards into the training of_ new
professionals, Often, professional associations may alsodevelop mech_a.n_l_sms
for enforcing their codified standards. For example, the ten general pr_mclples
formulated by the American Psychological Association’s Cormmttf:c on
Ethical Standards)” were formally adopted by the association and incor-
porated in its code of ethics. Violations of the code can be the subjfact foorrflal
charges brought against a member and can lead to various penalties, of which
the most exireme is expulsion from the association.

The primary function of professional standards, however—whether or not
they are formally codificd—is not to serve as the basis for enforcement
procedures, but to cxpress the profcssion’s consensus about the proper ways 1o
enact the professional role. Professional standards governing the rclatxops:hjp
of investigator and research participants are conveyed in profess:c?nal training,
in research supervision, in discussions at professional meetings, In debalels in
the literature, in special conferences and publications. Slandalrds can be raised
by introducing various practices that legitimize and insmunonall_ze concern
with ethical issues as part of the professional role—e.g., by including units on
research ethics in the curriculum, by requiring a section on ethical cgns_:d-
erations as a standard feature of research rcports,® or by establishing
committees and task forces devoted to these issues.”® Professional stal_ldards
(whether for the quality of scientific work or the qyality of investigator-
participant relationships) cxcrcise social control by virtue of the ef’f‘ect that
adherence to such standards has on the professional careess, repulations, and
self-images of investigators.

Social Policy

When our concern focuses on the impact of social research on wider soPial
values, government regulation again does not appear to be the appropnate
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form of social control. We are dealing with the risk of diffuse harms to the body
politic, rather than concrete injuries 1o identifiable individuals, whose interests
government regulations are designed to protect. The consequences of research
for social values are remote and hard to predict, and the links of existing social
irends to earlier rcsearch activities (as distinet from other social forces) cannot
readily be established. Not surpdsingly, observers disagree in their specu-
lations about the probable wider impael of certain lines of social research.
Moreover, there is often disagreement about the desirability of certain
anticipated consequences: Effects seen as harmful by some may be seen as
beneficial by others. Under these circumstances, given the absence of a clear
and present danger, the possible effect of government regulation on the
integrity of social science itself becomes a particularly imporiant consid-
eration. Much of social research involves observation of ongoing events,
interviewing, and the study of public records, and is thus more comparable to
Joumalistic than to biomedical investigation.*® Regulation of social research,
therefore, can be seen as imposing constraints not only on the freedom of
scientific inquiry, but also on freedom of speech and freedom of the press. Such
constraints are hard to justify in a democratic society when their only purpose
is to reduce the risk of diffuse harm.

To an important degree, reducing the risks of diffuse harm is the
respensibility of the profession, Social scientists must consider the impact of
their research on wider social values in the collection and dissemination of
their data, as well as in their teaching and other professional activities. One of
the functions of professional associations is to monitor the uses to which social
scicnce is put and to anticipate the long-term consequences of social research.
Professional standards need to include norms regarding research sponsorship,
the presentation of research findings, and follow-ups on completed research,
ali designed to minimize the possibilities of misinterpretation and misuse of the
findings. But soc¢ial controls in this domain cannot be left entirely to the
profcssion itself. To a large extent, we are dealing here with the place of social
seience in the larger society, and this is of necessity a concern that engages the
public interest,

Social control, under these circumstances, is most appropriately exercised
through the processes by which socizl policy is formulated. These processes,
in a democratic society, invelve extensive public debate at different levels, in
which social scientists—individually and through their organizations—must
take an active part. By way of this debate, policies affecting the status of social
scienee in the society are hammered out, This policy process yields decisions,
for example, about the amount of public financial support that is to be given to
social science and about its allocalion to particular lines of research; about the
extent to which social research (e.g., in the form of social experiments or
evaluation studies) is to be commissioned or mandated in conjunction with the
development of social programs; about the use of social scienee dala in the
implementation of social policies (such as school desegregation or court
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reform); about the establishment of new research or training institutions in the
social sciences (such as a National Peace Academy); or about the special
rights, privileges, and protections that are (o be extended to social scientists
(such as the right to maintain the confidentiality of their sources). In the course
of this policy process, which clearly represents an effective source of social
control cver social science, assessments of the jmpact of social research on
wider social values legitimately play a central part. The debate, of course, must
carefully balance the risks of diffuse harm created by certain types of social
research against the potential benefits to the socicty, not only of the seientific
knowledge (o be praduced, but also of maintaining a free, vigorous, inde-
pendent social research enierprise.

Ethical Issues Confronting Diffecent Research Methods

Within the framework presented in table 2.1, we can now look more
specifically at the different methods used by social scientists. We can ask what
impact each method is likely to have on the concrete interests of research
participants, on the quality of the interpersonal relationships between investi-
gators and participants, and on wider social values, Each of these types of
impact will be examined in terms of the amount and kind of harm that is risked
by a given method, the degree to which it threatens violations of privacy and
confidentiality, and the degree to which it involves deception or other
curtailments of informed consent. This examination will also suggest the major
issues to which social controls need to be directed for each method.

For present purposes, 1 have divided the methods of social research into
three broad categories that represent different ways in which the data are
obtained: experimental manipulation, questioning of respondents, and direct
observation. Each of these three categories, in turn, has (for the sake of
symmetry) been further divided into three subcategories. The resulting nine
types of research methods are listed in the lefi-hand column of table 2.2,

Within the category of experimental manipulation, the first subcategory
that canbe distinguished is the laboratory experiment, In controlled labaratory
experiments, which are particularly popular among psychologists, the exper-
imenter creates different psychological or social conditions by varying the
defnition of the situation, the experimental instructions, or the participants’
aetivities or experiences in the Situation, and observes the effects of these
variations on the participanis’ behavior. 1 also include in this subcatepory
laboratory simulations in which participants are asked to play such real-life
rales as those of national decision makers, business executives, or prison
guards and inmates. Though such simulations are generally not controlled
experiments, they do involve the deliberate slaging of a set of events or
experiences in order to study their effects on participants’ behavior. A second
use of experimental manipulation occurs in field experiments in which the
experimenter—unbeknownst to the research participants—introduces ex-

TABLE 2.2
MAJOR ETHICAL ISSUES CONFRONTING DIFFERENT TYPES
OF SOCIAL RESEARCH
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Types of Research

Types of Impact of the Research

Concrete Interests
of Paricipants

Quality of Inter-
personal Relationships

Wider Social Values

Experimental manip-
Lfation
Lnboratery experi-
ments and simula-
uans

Field experiments

Orgenizptional and
social experiments

Questioning of

respandents
Questionnaires and
1ests

Surveys and inter-
view studies

Records and
secondary analysis

Direet Obrernarion
Structured obser-
vation

Unoburusive
(public) sbeervaon
Participant
abservaion

Imppired cnpacity for
decision making

[mpaired capacity for
decision making

Riek of marcrial
injury

Public exposure

Public exposure

Fublic exposure

Impnpired copacity for
decision making

Impaired capacity for
decision making

Public exposure

Stress and indignity

Beduced control over
self-presencation

Deprivation of respect

Deprivotion of respect

Reduced contyol over
selfpresentation

Deprivatioc of respect

Suess and indignicy

Reduced control ever
self-presencation

Deprivation of respect

Erosion of trust

Erasion of trugt

[nequity

Inequity

Petversion of political
process; manjpula-
uen

Reduction of private
space

Reduction of private
space

Reduction of private
SpACE

Erosion of trust

perimental manipulations in a natural selting,
pehavior cited earlier. A very different type of
including in the third category (with the design
ment”}, deliberately introduces alternative ex

as in the studies of helping
field experiment, which [ am
ation “‘organizational experi-
périmental treatments in an

Ongoing organization or group of organizalions and compares their effects on
va‘nous behavioral, attitudinal, or organizational dimensions. An extension of
lhis.type of research, also included in the third subcategory, is the large-scale
social experiment, such as the New Jersey —Pennsylvania Income Main-
tenance Experiment, designed to evaluale new social policies by studying their
effects on sample communilies, each of which is selected tg participate in one
or another version of the program being tested or to serve as a control group.*!
The second category involves the questioning of respondents about their
pe:jsonal characteristics, life historjes, experiences, interpersonal relations
amltudes, beliefs, values, fantasies, past behaviors, or behavioral intenr.ions.'
This type of sesearch may rely on written questionnaires and tests (of aptitude,
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achievement, or personslity), which have beenused ona variety of popullalions
for a variety of purposes—ranging from studies of cluld-reaning pracFlces', as
reported by school children, to studies of creativity in artists and scientists.
The second subcategory of this type includes the sample survey, which is used
in opinion polling, market rescarch, and a wide va}riety of lheorfftical and
applied studies, to assess the attitudes, expectations, or practices qf a
population through interviews with a representative sample of thatpopu]alu?n.
I also include in this subcategory the use of personal interviews with special
populations, as in studies of job satisfaclion among workers i'n_ a part'icular
factory, of inner conflicts among psychirtric patieats, or of political zlmuudes
among legislators. The third subcategory of “questioning” rescarch mr:!udes
the use of records—such as those kept in hospitals, schools or municipalities—
as a source of data, and the secondary analysis of data collected in earlier
surveys or guestionnaire studies. The distinguishing feature of this subcate-
gory is that the data consist of information obtained from {or about)
respondents on an earlier accasion and for a different purpose.

Direct observation of ongoing behavior can be subdivided into structured,
unobtrusive, and paricipant observation. In structured observation, the
investigator assigns special tasks to research participaats or arranges sgecia]
interaction situations—such as group discussions or mother-child inter-
aclions—in a laboratory setting and then observes and records the PEU:UCi-
pants’ performance, usually in terms of & systematic set of behaw_oral
categories. | would alse include in this subcategory systematic observations
carried out in relatively structured nonlaboratory situations—such as class_-
rooms, encounter or therapy groups, and conferences—in which the investi-
gator is a nonpartcipating observer. Unobtrusive observation refers to
naturalistic study of ongoing behavior in public places, such as the_ play
behavior of children, the interactions of strangers on trains or lovers in the
park, and the reactions of crowds at football games or political c.lemonst.rauan.
In parlicipant observation, used extensively by anthropolog-:stsl and socu_:l-
ogists, the investigator studies a community, Organizalion,_insmut:on, orsocial
movement, by participating in its regular activitics. Participant observers may
in facl be members of the groups they are studying, or they may deliberately
become members for the purposes of Lthe research, or they may join the group
iemporanly as acknowledged outsiders.

My listing of the ethical issues that may arise in each of these types ?f
research is nol based on a systematic survey of studies in the genre apd is
certainly not inlended to provide a statistical picture of prevailing practice. I
will cite a problem for a given type of research whenever the logic of the
methods it employs, or the context in which it is generally carried out, or the
nature of the daia it collects, creates the potential for that problem to arise, 1
will pive special emphasis to a problem when there is evidence that it hafs
manifested itself with relative frequency in the actual experience with this
type of research. Thus, deception is presented as a major issue for laboralory
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and field experiments, since it ows from the logic of the method (i.e., the
requirement of keeping partcipants unaware of the purpose of the experi-
mental manipulation) and is rather widespread. For participant observation
research, deceplion is presented as a less central issue because it is not as
pervasive as in experimental research, even though disguise and misrep-
resentation have been used fairly often for methodological purposes (to gain
entry into situations that might otherwise be inaccessible to the observer), By
contrast, deception hardly arises as an issue at all with respect to survey
research, because investigators working in thal tradition have not had any
syslematic reason for its use, nor are there any indications that it has often
appeared in practice. This does not mean that deception could never be used in
survey research, or even that it could not, under different circumstances,
become a standard procedure. Conversely, there is no implication that
deception is a necessary component of laboratory or field experiments, oreven
that it is ubiquitous in current practice. It is important to remember that many
lines of experimenta} research—and certainly of participent observation
research—do not rely on deception at all. In short, citing a problem for a
particular type of research does not suggest that certain abuses are inherent in
s methods; omitung the problem for another type of research does not suggest
thal its methods are immune to these abuses.

Table 2.2 summarizes the major ethical issues posed by each of the nine
types of research with respect to participant interests, interpersonal relation-
ships, and wider social values. For each cell of the table, I make a judgment
about the most important problem, choosing in each case between magnitude
of poential harm, threat Lo privacy and confidentiality, and potential violation
of informed consent. These choices are somewhat arbi trary, particularly since
the three issue areas often overlap and interact. They are forced choices,
whose main purpose is to make a tabular overview of major issues morc
manageable. A fuller statement of the problems associated with each type of
research can be found in the text that follows.

Laboratory Experiments and Simulations

At the level of participant interests, the risk of physical injury becomes an
issue only in those laboratory studies that involve pharmacological or
physiological interventions. In studies involving strictly psychological or
social interventions, there is the hypothetical possibility that experimentally
induced aggression, for example, might expose participants to the nsk of
physical attack, but there is virtually no evidence that this problem has in fact
arisent. A possible exception is the prison simulation study by Philip G.
Zimbardo and associates, in which student participants became soinvolved in
their roles that the “‘guards” actually began to subject the “inmates” to
phiysical (in addition (© psychological) abuse.*? Shortly thereafter, however,
the study was prematurely terminated. The risk of psychological injury is more



7 Foundations

serious, although there is no evidence that participants in laboratory exper-
iments have actually experienced psychotic reactions or long-lerm psycho-
logical damage. Yet, one cannot rule gut the possibility that the self-doubts and
lowared self-esteem that participants often experience, as a direct or indirect
result of experimental manipulations, may endure bevond the laboratory
situation. This issue is raised, for example, by several experiments in which
college-age participants were given false information that createddoubts aboul
their sexual identities (although they were subscquently debriefed),* and by
studies in which participants are induced to actin waysthat violate their values
and self-concepts, such as Stanley Milgram’s well-known obedience exper-
iments* or the Zimbardo et al. prison simulation.

Public exposure due to violations of confidentiality has not been an issue in
laboratory experiments, largely because the information they obtain from
individuals is gquite esoteric and usually of no interest to anyone other than the
experimenter. Impairment of the capacity for decision making, on the other
hand, is a major issue—in fact, I am suggesting, the major issue when our
concam focuses on the concrele interests of research participants—because of
the heavy reliance on deception in this research tradition. While the risk of
injury—even psychological injury—may be relatively small, participants have
a right to decide for themselves whether or not they are prepared ta take that
risk, and deception may deprive them of the opportunity todoso, I would argue
that, in the case of laboratory experiments, deception and other possible
constraints on informed consent are the primary issues to which government
regulaons {and IRBs) need ta address themselves. The use of deception
immediately raises the question whether the participants’ capacity for decision
making is impaired—a question that takes on special importance 10 experi-
ments that are stressful and experiments in which there is even a remote
possibility of enduring psychological injury. Repulauons are recessary to
ensure that participants have all the irformation and freedom they need to
protect themselves against undue stress and possible injury. For laboratory
experiments involving only psychological and social intervention, regulations
ensuring informed consent are probably also sufficient o provide the needed
protection,

At the level of interpersonal relationships, the possibility of stress and
indignity is a major issue for laboratory experiments. In many laboratory
studies, the experimental manipulations are specifically designed to induce
such stressful states as fear, anxiety, internal conflict, frustration, feelings of
failure or inadequacy, embarrassment, confusion, or unpleasant interactions,
in order to explore their behavioral conscquences under different conditions.
In other cases, panicipants may be subjected, over the course of the
experiment, to experiences that are stressful or demeaning—for example,
when they are induced to engage in actions that they and others censider
unworthy.** Invasion of privacy is not a serious issue in laboratory swdies,
since participants know that they are under observation and can exercise some
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conlrol over their self-presentations. Control over self-presentation is reduced
howefcr, to the extent that participants are deceived about the purposes of tht.;
experiment {which is precisely why experimenters often resort to deception)
fmd to 'lhe. extent that they are exposed to disturbing experiences or to
instructions that violate common expectations, Decepiion and manipulation
threaten the quality of the experimenter-participant relationship—even in the
abs_ence of acute stress—because they deprive participants of the respect wo
which they are entitled. I have listed stress and indignity as the major issues
confronted by laboratory studies in the second column of table 2.2, since in
cn'cc.: they encompass the problems of deception and manipulation ’Canl.rols
at this level call for continuing refinement of professional standnr-ds in the
se.arch for alternative approaches that would mect the research Obj,ect.ivcs
withou! sacrificing participants’ dignity, for ways of mitigating deception and
stress if they are tobe used, and for debriefing procedures designed to alleviate
stress and restore trust,

At the level of wider social values, the major concern generated by
labo.ra{ory_ experiments 1s that, in their extcnsive reliance on deception and
mampul?t:qn. t!aey may be contribuling to the erosion of trust in authorties
an(_i social institutions. As a further consequence, they may reinforce an
attntgdc of_cynic:ism and help to legitimize the practices of misinformation and
marnpulauo_rl within the society. These potenlial implications of research that
uses deception are appropriate subjects for palicy debate, to be considered in
the context of other societal activities—such as politics, advertising, and news
reporung-—that may similarly contribute to the erosion of trust. '

Field Experiments

'.I‘he profile for field experiments is similar to that for laboratory ex-
peciments, with some differences in emphasis. At the level of participant
%nlerests,_the risk of injury is negligible in those experiments that involve the
1nlr_od.ucuop of only minor variations in an ongoing public activity (e.g.
variations in the race, sex, appearance, or attire of individuals colleclling'
signatures for a lpetition). When the manipulation involves the staging of an
unusual_, disturbing cvent, there is the hypothetical, but far-fetched, possibility
pf physical injury (e.g., if somchow a melee were precipitated). Mc,:rc realistic
is u!e_ possibility of psychological injury; for example, unwitting rescarch
pacticipants i.:onfromed with a feigned accident might be deeply shocked, or
Jl'mgh: expericace losses in sellesteem because they found thernsel;.res
incompetent or unwilling to help. Even in such disturbing situations, however
the Ilke_;hhoad of enduring psychological harm is rather low. The ex;;crience is.
more Ilke_ly to produce temporary effcets, though it may cause considerable
mconventence, annoyance, and conflict.** The possibility of material injury
may arise in field experiments in which the manipulation has differential
effects on the participants in a real-life setting, For example, in the Robert
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Rosenthal-Lenore Jacobson study of self-fulfilling prophecies,*” teachers were

led to expect that certain children (in fact, randomly selected for the
experimental group) would show unusual inteliectual gains; the teachers
apparently interacted with these children in ways that actually faeiiitated their
intelleciual development. It can be argued that the control-group children were
not only deprived of benefits extended to the experimental group, but were
denied opportunities they might have had in the absence of the experiment.

As in laboratory experiments, public exposure due to violations of
confidentiality is not an issue here, since participants aré not éven identified,
Public exposure becomes an issue only in the sense that some of the
participants’ shortcomings may be revealed in a public situation; but this is
more a matter of embarrassment and shame (relevant to the quality of
relationships) than a threat to concrete interests. The major threat Lo concrete
interests comes from impairment of participants’ capacity for decision making,
which is inherent in this line of research. A central feature of the variety of field
experiments that I have included in this category is that participants are not
even aware that an experiment is in progress, so that informed consent in the
usual sense of the term is virtally impossibte. The intrusion and deception
reptesented by this procedure are not particularly problematic when the
experimental manipulation *falls within the range of the respondent’s ordinary
experience, merely being an experimental rearrangement of nomal-level
communications.”*® The curtailment of informed consent becomes prob-
Jematic, and a suitable subject for govermment regulalion, when the manip-
ulation involves the staging of a dramatic event that borders on the creationofa
public nuisance.

Such potentially disturbing field experiments aiso raise the issue of stress
andindignily, at the level of interpersonal relationships. At the least, they may
constitute an imposition on unsuspecting passers-by and cause them incon-
venience, Beyond that, they may generale anxiety, internal conflict, guilt,
embarrassment, feelings of inadequacy, and unpleasant interactions. The
deception and manipulation involved deprive participants of thefr right to
respectfu] treatment. Perhaps the most important issueis thatsuch procedures,
without giving pzople the opportunity to give or withhold their consent, intrude
on their privacy, in the sense of reducing their control over their self-
presentations, By misrepresenting themselves and the situation and by
catching people unawares, experimenters restrict participants’ ability to pick
and choose the aspects of themselves they wish to reveal. While people may be
confronted with similar experiences in the usualcourse ofevents, professional
standards must specify the extent to which investigators are entitled to stage
them deliberately for experimental purposes.

At the level of wider social values, the major concern gencrated by field
experiments—and hence the major issue for social policy consideration—is
again the erosion of rust. Whereas the prevalence of deceptive taboratory
experiments would contribute primarily to distrust and cynicism regarding
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authorities and social institutions, the prevalence of intrusive field experiments
woulc! also affect the level of trust in ordinary rclationships. Since field
expenment's., unlike laboratory experiments, are injected without waming into
evefyday life, their prevalence may reinforce pecple’s sense of the arbi-
Lrann'css and irrationality of daily sxistenece and compound the ambiguily of
real-life situations that call for bystander intervention,

Organizational and Social Experiments

Research in 1:his category is generally designed (o evaluate organizational
processes or social policies, which have a bearing on the material well-beingof
the re..sea.rch participants themselves and of others similarly situated in the
organization or the society. Therefore, the major ethical issue that arises at the
level of plarticipz-mt interests-——and hence the primary focus for government
control—is the risk of material injury Lo the participants and their groups. In
large-scale experiments, control-group members may not only be denied the
benefits extended to the experimental group, but may actually be worse off as a
cons?quence of the experiment, For example, an experiment that provides
housmgl f'dlowanc“ to some members of a community may contribule to
competition and to inflaled costs in the housing market for the entire
community, thus leaving members of the control group (or, in a community
saturation experiment, those who do not meet the criteria for participation)*®
worse off than they were before. Even members of the experimental group
who do receive the intended benefits, may find themsclves worsc off. Peter G’
Brown has demonstrated how participants in a heajth insurance expen'men;
may actually expericnce a decling in the quality of their health care.i
. Moreover,‘ participants risk material {and to some cxtent psychological)
injury at termination of the experiment. For example, individuals who decide
!.o change l_heir employment patterns as 2 reswlt of their participation in an
income maintznance experiment may find, at termination of the experiment

that they CHN NO longer return to the jobs they had given up (or no longer ﬁnd'
lherr'l as satisfying asin the past).”! In organizational experiments, some of the
pa.mcipa.lnl.s may be subjected to experimental treatments-—such 'as new ways
olf organizing the work process or new incentive systems—that they find
disadvanta geous.l_\lot onlythe procedures, butalso the findings of such studics
may cause matena] injury to patticipants (and to other present or future
members of the organization). For example, as mentioned earlier, the findings
may suggesl changes in policy with negative consequences for their incomes
fringe benefits, working conditions, or living conditions. ,
The materia] interests of participants in social and orpanizational ex-
periments are further jeopardized by the possibility of public exposure of some
of the data they provide. Inthe New Jersey— Pennsylvania Income Mainten-
ance EJq:-_erirmenl;‘2 for examplc, the investigators experienced considerable
difficulty in maintaining the confidentiality of the data in the face of pressures
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from official agencies.*® In organizational experiments, even il the con-
fidentiality of individual data is preserved, ] have already noted the complex-
ities in disguising the identities of subunits and protecting their members
against damaging consequences. Participants’ capacity to protect their
interests may also be impaired by informed consent procedures. There have
been no reports of deliberate deception, but it is often difficult in a complex
social experiment to give participants enough information tc understand the
implications of the rules to which they are committing themselves or to predict
the long-run consequences of their participation.** Moreaver, in experiments
sponsored by the government or by their employers, people often are not free—
ar atleastdo not feel free—to refuse participation. Obtaining informed consent
from control groups and from nonparticipants affected by the experiment may
prove particularly troublesome

Consent, in a broader sense, is the major ethical issue at the leve] of
interpersonal relationships. As Donald P.Warwick points our “Few social
experimenters would disagree with the broad ethical principle that those to be
affected by the policies tested by sacial experiments should take part in their
design. Yet none of the experiments conducted to date has been based on
anything resembling real participation by target groups.”*¢ The same holds
true for most organizational experiments. In rescarch that has such a direct
bearing on the fate of the participants and thcir groups (usually the dis-
advantaged sepments of the society or the rank and file of an organization), itis
imponant that their “eonsent” be sought, not only to their personal partic-
ipaticn, but atso to the definition of the problem and the selection of the options
to be subjected to experimental test. At the very least this requires consultation
with representatives of the target groups in the design of the cxperiment (as
well as in the subsequent interpretation of the findings). To assume that
participants lack the capacity or the authority to contribute to this process is to
deprive them of the respect that we owe to autonomous, responsible adults,
The issue raised here has ramifications for other types of research as well,
underscgring the need for encouraging, within the profession, the development
of "'participatory research’” models.s?

At the level of wider soeial values, the major ethical issue raised by social
and orpanizational experimentation is that of inequity. The issue arises partic-
ularly in large-scale experiments, in which the government, in effect, provides
certain benefits to some citizens (the experimental group) and withholds them
from others (the control group), or subjects different groups (o more and less
desirable treatments, Insofar as participation in thc experiment is man-
datory—as it is, for example, in experiments within the criminal justice
system-—such differential ireatment raises not only ethical issues, but also the
constitutional issue of equal protection of the laws.** Potential inequities may
arise, not only in the assignment of individuals to different conditions, but alsa
in the selection of the target populations for the cxperiment. Participation in
social experiments may be risky and burdensome, even when i; offcrs certain
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short-term benefits to some of the participants. Since the disadvantaged and
the poor are more likely to be targercd for rescarch, social experiments may
“impose greater burdens on the poar, for the sake of gaining information about
human behavior in various markets (such as labor, housing, or health care) that
may be useful in formulating policy that will be bencficial to poor and nonpoor
alike.”* Inequitics may also arise from the fact that differcnt sepments of the
population differ in their degree of influence on the definition of the research
probiem and the design of the experiment; those groups whose points of view
dominate the formulation of the allematives selected for study may also be
more likely to benefit from the resultant findings. Debates on social policy
need !o address the impact of social experiments on the value of equily and
need to develop ways of reducing and counteracting their possible con-
tributions to the level of inequity in the society.

Questionnaires and Tests

At the level of participant interests, it is difficult to conceive of injuries that
might result from the process of completing a questionnaire or test, other than
the loss of time. Perhaps some respondents might be shocked by a highly
personal question, or disturbed by an association 10 a prajective test item, or
distraught by their poor performance on an inteiligence test, but the likelihood
that such rcactions would cause enduring psychological harm is so remote that
it does not call for protective regulation. There is a real possibility that the

Jfindings of research using test or questionnaire data for group comparisons
may be delcterious to the interests of certain groups, particularly minority and
disadvantaged populations, but this issuc is more appropriately considered
under the rubric of wider social values. For individual participants, the threat
of injury arises il some of their responses are publicly exposed—through
nadvertence or under legal compulsion—subjecting them to the possibility of
punishment, harassment, social disapproval, or denial of certain benefits and
opportunities. Even if individual responses are not identified, the disclosure of
subgroup data (ec.g., data for a given work unit or for welfare recipients in a
particular neighborhood) may expose the members of that subgroup to
damaging consequences.

For these reasons, the primary purpose of government regulation of studies
relying on questionnaires or tests is to ensure thai investigators maintain the
confidentiality of the data and adequately inform participants of any con-
straints on their ability to maintain confidentiality. Failure to inform
participants of such constraints, of course, reduces their capacity to protect
their own interests when deciding on participation. Participants’ capacity for
decision making is also impaired if they are given the explicit or implicit
message that they are required to complete the research instruments—an issue
that is particularly likcly to arise if the research is sponsored by an official
agency or conducted in institutional settings with captive populations. The
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issue of consent is further complicated when there is controversy at'x.:ut
participants’ competence to give informed consent. Forexample, some crmc.s
have argued that the distribution of questionnaires in s:ih'uols——pamcularl}: if
they deal with such controversial topics as sex, relipion, or parent-child
relations— requires the consent of the parents, even ift_h.e le_ldenls themselves
are clearly informed that they are free o refuse part_:c:panon. o

At the level of inlerpersonal relationships, there is some possibility that
questionnaire or test respondents may experience a degree lof siress or
discomfort, even though there is no deliberate att{:mpt r.o mduc_:e such
reactions, For example, they may feel confused by the instructions, disturbed
by some of the questions, annoyed by the choices off"ere}d, inadequate becguse
of their inability to answer, or simply bored and |mpose.d upon. Since
respondents often do not know precisely what climcnsi_ons.ihc instruments are
designed to tap, their control over their self-presentation is reduced and they
may unwittingly reveal information about themselves that they would prefer to
withhold. This is particularly likely to happen when atttude scales or
personality tests deliberately disguise the dimensi9ns of conccn-{—mrough the
use of indirect questions or projective tasks—in ordcrlto circumvent re-
spondents’ tendency to give responses they cor151de:r smlally approved and
mentally healthy. While such procedures withhold information that respon-
dents could use in controlling their self-presentations, I would not rcgard them
as unduly deceptive and invasive, as long as respondents are not given false
information and freely eater into the research conuract on the basis of l_he
minimal or vague jnformation that they have received about the precise
dimensions under scrutiny. More senious ethical problems, amounting o
deprivation of respect, would arise if the purpOSt:I of the r.?search were
deliberately misrepresented or if respondents were sub__lected to direct or subtle
pressures to participate. I list this as the major issu¢ In _Lhc se_cond column of
table 2.2, not because it is inherent in the use of questionnaires and tests ?r
represents a prevalent practice, butbecause these il'lSt.!'I.ll'l'len!.S are often usec'l in
settings in which people are habitually asked to do Ltung_s without explanation
and find it difficult to say no. There may be & temptation, therefore, to take
shortcuts in informed consent, which has w© be curbed by professional
sensitivity to the issue. .

At Lhzylcvel of wider social values, the major issue _ﬂ}al ha.s c_onfronted'ﬂus
type of research is its potential for reinforcing inequities within the society.
This issue, as I have already indicated more than once, has en_1erged from the
interpretation that is often placed on group dii't‘erencf:s found in s_mdu:s using
questionnaires or psychological tesis—such as racial and soclal-class_ dif-
fercnces in intelligence, national differences jn attitudes toward work,‘or differ-
ences between “deviants” and “normals” on variot_xs personality ch_a_r-
acteristics, There has been a tendency to attribute such djﬁ'erenf:es to enduring
characteristics of the groups (i.e., 1o *‘blame the \-_'iclim-'"), which encourages
social policies likely to perpetuate the systemic inequities that may largely
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account for the differences. There is nothing inherent in questionnaires or
tests—even when they are used to compare demographic groups—that
produces such interpretations and policies. However, they readily lend
themselves to dispositional attributions because they focus on characteristies
of individuals and because they produce quantitative data on objective
instruments that are presumed Lo have the same meaning for the different
groups compared. Since the products of this particular line of research play a
significant role in the policy process, the research itself becomes a relevant
focus for policy debate. A more general impact on wider social values of the
proliferation of questionnaires and tests, probing into a variety of personal
matters, is that it reduces the amount of private space available in the society.
The policy implications of this issue need to be explored in the context of
debates about the entire range of social processes and institutions (including,
for example, the mass medis) that contribute to the reduction of private space
in modem sotiety.

Surveys and Interview Studies

Many of the issues raised by survey research and the use of personal
interviews are identical to those raised by questionnaires and tests, but some
special considerations are introduced by the collection of data through face-to-
face interactions, and by some of the social uses to which surveys are put. At
the level of participant interests, the risk of injury resulting from the interview
process is as low as it is in questionnaire studies, and the possibility that the
findings of the researeh may be injurious to group intereslts is as real as it is in
questionnaire studies. Again, the major concem is public exposure of an
individual's responses, and the primary focus for government regulation js
therefore to ensure confidentiality of the data and communication to par-
ticipants of any constraints on the investigalor's ability to maintain confi-
dentiality. The capacity of respondents to protect their own interests when
deciding on panticipation is impaired if the interviewer misrepresents the
organization that is conducting the survey or the overall purpose of the survey.
Such misrepresentations, however, are completely contrary to the norms of
survey methodology and are frowned upon by reputable sutvey organizations.
Respondents may be subject to some pressures deriving from the dynamics of
a face-to-face request; to turn down such requests is considered discourteous
and places the individual in a bad light. Yet, there is evidence that many people
do feel free to refuse an interview. This feeling is reinforced by one of the
important features of survey research; Interviews are typically carried out in
the setting of the respondent’s home—or, increasingly now, over the tele-
phone,

At the level of interpersonal relationships, the interview situation may
credte some stress and discomfont, although a skilled interviewer can keep
these to a minimum. $till, respondents may feel inadequate because they lack
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information on the topic on which they are being questioned or because they
have no opinions on matters on which they feel they are expected to have
opinions; they may feel embarrassed and uncomfortable about the opinions
they do have, expecting the interviewer to disapprove of them; they may feel
constrained by the form of the interview and frusirated because they are not
given the opportunity ta discuss the topic on their own terms; or they may feel
anxious because of uncertainties about the organization that is asking all these
questions and its purposes. Respondents’ control over their self-presentation is
reduced by the fact that the interviewer may not always give them complete
information about the study and may ask questions that are indirect or not
obviously related to the topic of the interview. Such procedures, however, are
generally within the terms of the contract formed when the respondent agrees
to be interviewed, assuming there was no misrepresentation. Respondents’
control over their self-presentation is further reduced by the interpersonal
aspects of the interview situation. Respondents may prefer not to answer
certain questions because they are embarrassed about their opinians or their
lack of opinions, but they may feel under pressure to respond. Failure todo so
would itself be embarrassing because it would both violate the implicit contract
they agreed to and reveal something about their areas of sensitivity or
ignorance, Such subtle pressures, which are normal (eatures of social
interaction, do not represent serious ethical problems as long as the interviewer
does not use coercive or manipulative tactics. Nevertheless, 1 list redueed
control aver self-presentation as the major issue here, to whieh professional
standards need to be addressed, because it bears directly on the sensitivity with
which the interrogation itself—the central tool of the survey method—is
camied out, Blatant deprivations af respect for the respondent, in the form of
deception and coercion, are rare in survey research, in part because the typical
setting in which interviews are carried out is the respondents’ home termntory.

At the level of wider social values, the proliferation of surveys—along with
questionnaire studies—contributes to the reduction of private spaece. What I
see as the major issue at this level, however, to whieh publie debate needs to
address itself, relates to some of the special uses to which survey methaods are
being put in our society. It must be stressed that these uses are not inherent in
survey methodology and characterize only a small proportion of the research
based on sample surveys or otherinterview procedures. [ have in mind surveys
whose primary purpose {or at least practical purpose) is ta find out how best to
sell to the public a product, a pelitical candidate, a program, or a policy. [ do
not refer to the use af surveys in the development of a program or policy (or
even a commercial product), where there is a genuine interest in exploring
public needs and eoncems to ensure that these are being seriously considered
and adequately met. Rather, [ refer to surveys designed lo help in the
packaging of the product {commercial or political} and in projecting the desired
image. Such surveys often try to discover people’s vulnerabilities, prejudices,
and secret dreams, sothat these can be exploited in selling the product. Ethical

Ethical Issues in Soeial Seienee Methods 81

concerns are likely to differ, as a function of the nature of the product that is
being sold and the interests that are being served. For example, we may not be
too concerned about public-health research seeking the best ways to *“‘sell*’ the
public on the importance of regular blood pressure tests or the dangers of
smoking. But, at least in the political arena and in market research, there is
concem that survey methods may be used to manipulate the public in the
interest of political power and corporate profit, In the political sphere, as I
mentioned above, such uses of surveys and electoral polls may contribute to
the perversion of the political process, shifiing the focus from debating the
issues to selling the candidate. Not only may surveys provide information on
how best to accomplish that, but the results of polls taken in the course of a
political campaign may themselves shape the preferences of voters and the
activities of candidates. I do not wish to suggest that the use of surveys in
politics and marketing is always destructive of wider social values, but it docs
raise the issue of possible perversion of the political and economic process
and, more generally, of contributing to the level of manipulation in the society.

Records and Secondary Analysis

At the level of participant interests, the major issue that arises in the
analysis of records and documents, or in the secondary analysis of data from
earlier surveys or questionnaire studies, is the risk of public exposure. The
primary purpose of government regulation, therefore, is to ensure that the
confidentiality of the data is maintained, preferably by removing all identifying
information. Another issue that needs to be considered is whether respondents’
consent is required to the new use of the data they originally supplied.
Assuming they did not know that their data would be used in subsequent
studies, their capacity to protect their interests was clearly impaired when they
originally consented to providing the information. The question is whelher
their tacit consent to the subsequent analyses can be taken for granted. It can
be argued that individuals are generally aware (or should be aware) of the
possibility that personal information they pravide to hospitals, schools, or
agencies may be used for subsequent statistical analyses, since such analyses
are routinely performed and often reported in the press. An even stronger case
for tacit consent can be made with respect to secondary analysis, on the
presumptian that people agreeing to participate in a study have no particular
expectations about who will perform what analyses to test which hypotheses.

- Serious ethical problems arise only whecn respondents agree to provide

information for one specific purpose and the data are then used for a clearly
different purpose.

The failure to obtain consent for a clearly different use of the data than the
one originally agreed upon would also represent an ethical problem at the level
of interpersonal relationships. Investigators working with data collected by
others do not have a direci relationship with the respondents, but in accepting
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their data they incur an obligation to honor the original contract. F_ailure wodo
so deprives the respondents of the respect to which they arc entitied.®

At the level of wider social values, the major issue raised by research based
on records and secondary analysis is the reduction of private space. The
practice of opening people's records to research and widf:'n'mg the circle of
those to whom personal information about them is made available may wf:aken
the boundarics that the society sustains between private and public domains. It
may help to create the feeling that personal data revealed in a restricted context
will sooner or later become public property. On the other hand, it can be a.trgued
that the sharing and recycling of data help to preserve privacy by reducing the
number of intrusions by researchers into people's lives. Although this type of
research probably does not represent a serious invasion of privacy (_as long as
the confidentiality of the personal data is scrupulously protected}, it ought to
be considered in the context of policy debates on the cntire range of threats to
privacy within the society.

Structured Observarion

At the level of participant interests, the risk that people taking part in a
structured-observation study might be injured in any way is quite low, It is
conceivable that in certain of the interaction situations that are especially
arranged for the purpose of systematic observation, psychologically vul-
nerable people might experience a high level of anxiety. This could happlcn, for
example, if participants in a self-analytic group are induced logo too farin seil.'-
revelation or find themselves scapegoated by [ellow participants; or if
pariicipants in a stress interview are subjccted to relentless pressure or hos_tile
attack. Although it is unlikely that such experiences will resylt in en_dl_mng
psychologica! injuries, it is important for investigators to monitor participant
reactions carefully when the interaction situations thcy o_bserve have Lhe
potential for producing anxiety. The risk of public exposure is not much of an
issue in this lype of research, since the observations typically focusl on
behavior in the situation, producing data about the participants that are of little
interest to oulside partics. '

Impaired capacity for decision making, on the other hand, lmay.wcll arise as
an issue, particularly when the observations focus on interactions In structured
real-life settings such as classrooms, therapy or encounter groups, and
conferences. In such situations, the investigator—though making no secret of
the fact that observations (or recordings) are being made—may be_ o?asual
about oblaining participants’ consent or may subtly discourage ;.)arllm'pants
from raising objections. The problem becomes more serious if the investigator
(in Jaboratory or nonlaboratory studies) deliberately keeps the Panl-:lpa_nts
uninformed of the presence of observers; or if the observers or IISLCHEI:S are
hidden, perhaps using mechanical devices (such as one-way m}rrors or hidden
recorders) to extend their vision or hearing without the participants’ know-
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ledge; or if other deceptions are intraduced, such as the use of a preinstructed
“stooge.” Although such deliberate deceptions appear to be quile rare in
structured-observation studies, they represent the main potentiai threat to the
interests of the participants and hence the primary focus for government
regulation.

At the leve! of interpersonal relationships, [ have already raised the
possibility that some of the interaction situations arranged for laboratory
observation may be stressful. In nonlaboratory situations, particularly sil-
uations in which people express intense personal feelings and reveal their
conflicis and vulnerabilities—as in therapy or encounter groups—participaats
may experience the mere presence of uninvolved observers as stressful and
degrading and may consider it an invasion of their privacy. Their control over
their sell-presentation is reduced by the sometimes contradictory require-
ments of impressing the observers and impressing fellow participants. Hidden
observation and other decepticns, of course, reduce their control over self-
presentation in different ways and also raise the issue of deprivation of respect.

At the level of wider social values, the major issue arising in this type of
research is that the proliferation of observation studies in a variety of real-life
settings may contribute to the reduction of private space within the society.

Urobtrusive Observation

The issues raised by unoburusive observation depend very much on the
particular context in which the observations are made. Serious ethical
problems arise when people are secretly observed in a situation that they had a
right to consider private, panicularly if hidden mechanical devices are
employed.** Another set of problems arises in Lhe typical field experiment, in
which the investipator makes unobtrusive observauons after introducing
certain experimental manipulations into Lhe nawral setting, For the present
purposes, however, I refer only to unobirusive observation focusing on
angoing behavior in a public situation, not manipulated for experimental
purposes. In this context, unobtrusive observation does not present any risks of
injury to the unwitting participant. There is also no risk of public exposure of
individuals, since the participants are not identified, although there is the
possibility of public exposure that might prove embarrassing to the group being
observed. The orly serious issue, at the level of participant interests, is the
impairment of participants' capacity for decision making. By definition, there
is no informed consent in this type of research, sincg participants are not aware
that they are systematically being observed. On the other hand, as long as Lthe
investigators do not hide, or misrepresent themselves, or intervene in the
situation, their observations consist essentially of public behavior, accessible
to anyone who happens to be present. It can be assumed, in such a situation,
that people know their behavior is potentially observable by others (even if
they do not know that Lhese others include social scientists) and that they
already do what is necessary to protect their interests in view of this possibility.
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Atthe level of interpersonal relationships, the fact that participants are not
aware that they are systematically being observed raises the issue of invasion
of privacy, in the sense of reduced control over self-presentation. Ifthey knew
they were being observed, they might wish to act differently. It can be argued,
however, that whenever people aet in a public silzation, they are in effect
waiving their right to privacy, since they must {and do) accept the possibility
that they will be observed by others. The right to privacy is never completely
relinquished: Social norms (such as those against eavesdropping and staring)
set limits to the kinds of observations that are permissible even in public
situations. However, when social scientists make systematic observations of
public behavior that woutd be accessible, within the limits set by social norms,
to anyone else who took the trouble to 100k, they are not being unduly invasive
of peopic’s privacy.

Al the level of wider soeial values, the major issue again is thal the
proliferation of studies in this genre may contribute to the reduction of private
space. Even though we are dealing with public behavior, there is a difference
between knowing that random passers-by may be able to observe what we are
doing and feeling that, at any time, a professional social scientist may be out
there, systematieally focusing on particular categories of our behavior,
counting their frequency and rating their intensity. Such observations of
naturally occurring behavior by social scientists are not unlike those made by
journalists, novelists, travel writers, and moralists. They are equally lepiti-
mate, but also at least equally likely to impinge on the sense of privacy in a
society.

Participant Observation

At the level of participant interests, the risk of injury of any kind resulting
fromthe interaction between participant observers and the people they observe
{as distinct from injury resulting from publication of the data) is minimal, and
indeed there is no evidence that such studies have caused long-term damage 52
The major risks of injury stem from the possibility of public exposure. The
participant observer is often privy to personal information about individuals
and to sensitive information about groups, organizations, and communities,
disclosure of which might cause them embarrassment and damage their
material interests in a variety of ways—e.g., by subjecting them to legal action
or 1o withdrawal of financial support. Thus, the primary concern for
povernment regulation of this type of research is to ensure that investigators
maintain confidentiality or provide elear information about any external limits
on their ability to protect the confidentiality of the data and about their own
plans for publication.

The problem of public exposure in field studies is illustrated by the
controversial Springdale study,®® in which eommunity members and other
critics felt that the investigators broke their promise of anonymity. Although
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the publication used pseudenyms, the town and many of its inhabitants were
readily identified, which caused them considerable embarrassment and hurt,
Publication of reports of anthropological field studies, of community studies
(particularly if they involve minority eommunities), and of studies of deviant
groups and their organizations may damage the group interests of the
populations observed, by creating or reinforcing stereotypes and adversely
aflecting public opinion and public policy & Of eourse, such reports may also
benefit the groups involved, by eorreeting commonly held stereotypes, by
providing a sounder understanding of their realities and their problems, and by
thus creating a more favorable climate for public opinion and public policy.

The risks of public exposure are intensified when the observation is
disguised, the investigator having gained access to the people observed through
misrepresentation. The research in this genre that has aroused the greatest
amount of debate and controversy is the study by Humphreys, who was able to
observe male homosexual activities in publie resisooms by posing as a
“watchqueen,” or lookoul ** He also recorded the automobile license numbers
of a sample of the men he observed, traced the men through police license
registers by posing as a market researcher, and interviewed them in their
homes a year later by adding them to the sample of a health survey. Other
examples of disguised observation come from the various studies in which
investigators join an organization under false pretenses in order to gain access
Lo activities from which nonrmembers would normally be excluded.®® These
misrepresentations elearly impair people's capacity todecide whatto reveal or
notto reveal 1o an outsider and hence o protect themselves against the possible
consequences of wider exposure. The ethical problems here paralle] those
raised by deception in experiments, but they are even more serious because the
risk of injury (in the event of public exposure) is generally greater.$? In many of
these studies, for example, the disguised observer gains access to information
that the group members deliberately want to keep secret—because their
behavior is illegal, socially disapproved of, or part of an organizational
strategy. Disguised observation can be justified more readily if the behavior
observed is in principle subject to public serutiny. For example, in defense of
Rosenhan’s®* and other pseudopatient studies, it can be argued that the
hospital staff's treatment of their patients is not protected by the right to
privacy: Staff members have in effect waived that right in adopting their
professional and institutional roies. Altermatively, insofar as such studies are
undentaken to increase the accountability of public institutions, it can be
argued that the staff’s right to privacy is outweighed by the clients’ rights to
protection against abuse or neglect. Still, the observers’ covert entry into the
situation remains ethieally troublesome.

Disguised observation also raises the issue, at the level of interpersonal
relationships, of reduced control over self-presentation. Even when they are
not particularly concerned about potential damages to their concrete interests,
people tend to relate differently to fellow members of their own groups than
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they do to outsiders. By pretending 1o be group members, the observers induce
them to say or do things in their presence that they may wish to reserve for
fellow members. Control over self-presentation is also reduced if the observers
are themselves genuine group members, but do not acknowledge the fact that
they are making systematic observations, The ethical problem in this case is
much less severe, as long as the observations focus only on activities in which
the observers parlicipate as part of their normal membership roles. Gronp
members must always reckon with the possibility that someone in their midst
might write about their experiences—in a novel or a memoir, if not in a social
science monograph. The way in which member-observers subsequently use
their observations has more critical implications for privacy than the fact that
they make unacknowledged observations. Even when participant observers
acknowledge their research interest and are accepted on that basis, some
reduction in gronp members' control over their self-presentation may ensue
because of the ambiguities inherent in the participant observer role, Group
members may come Lo accept the observers as part of the scenery and act
unself-consciously in their presence, revealing information they might prefer
to kcep private, However, such an eventuality raises ethical problems only if
observers deliberateiy take advantage of the ambiguity of the role—e.g., by
implying a greater [evel of commitment to the group than they actually feel—
and thereby seduce group members to confide in them more than they
otherwise would.®

Disguised observation clearly constitutes a deprivation of respect, which 1
see as the major ethical issue raised by participant observation research at the
level of interpersonal relationships. In some ways, deception in participant
observation is more profoundly disrespectful of others than it is in laboratory
experiments, since it is not confined to a special experimental situation, which
can be isolated from the rest of life, but enters into real-life and sometimes
continuing relationships. It should be noted, however, that disguised obser-
vation is only one of several models of participant observation {or fieldwork),
and the one that raises uniquely knotty ethical problems.” The other models,
of course, are not entirely free of their own ethical complexities. In ore of the
models distinguished by Joan Cassell, the verandah model, disrespect for the
people studied manifests itself in the coercive, exploitative, patronizing, and
nonreciprocal relationship that the investigator tends to establish with them.”!
On the whole, however, participant observation research—particularly as it
has evolved in anthropological fieldwork—has been more respectful of the
people from whom it obtains its data than many other research traditions. It
has been characterized by a greater degree of reciprocity between investigalor
and participant, equality of power, and wwo-way interaclion, thus approx-
imating a model of participatory research.”

At the level of wider social values, participant observation research may
contribute to prevailing inequities within the national and the global society,
insofar as il reinforces stereotypes about minority and devian!t comrnunities or
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Third World societies and encourages policies focusing on group “defi-
ciencies” ratherthan on inequalities rooted in social structure. The prolifera-
tion of participant observers in a variety of groups and organizations may
contribute to the reduction of private space in the society. However, the most
important threat of diffuse harm to social values comes, again, from disgnised
observation. The knowledge that hidden observers may insinuate themselves
into various private relationships and group activities, often on a continuing
basis, is bound to contribute Lo the erosion of trust, Although their purpose is
social research, the cumulative effect of such practices must be examined in
the context of the widespread use of spies and undercover agents (and perhaps
the even more widespread suspicion of their use) for many other legitimate and
illegitimate purpases.

Implications

The analysis presented in this chapter has relied heavily upon a harm-
benefit framework. I consider the harm-benefit approach, if broadly con-
ceived, as a usefu] and probably necessary tool for making ethical decisions in
social research. Qur primary concem is with protecting and enhancing the
well-being of research participants and of others who are, or may in the future
be, affected by the research. We therefore have an obligation to minimize the
nsk of harm caused by the research and Lo forgo research that cames
unacceptable risks. Not even minimal risks can be justified unless the probable
benefits outweigh them. (The converse does not hold true: Cerain rsks
cannot be justified no matter how large the probable benefits.)” Harm-benefit
considerations are also central to our notions about the rights of research
participants. Such nghts as the right Lo informed consent or the right to privacy
are not mere abstractions, but conditions {or maintaining people’s well-being.
That is, these rights are ultimately linked to our concem with meeting our basic
needs and interests and protecting ourselves against harm.

Even though I regard harm and benefit considerations as basic to the
analysis of ethical issues in research with human participants, the particular
model of rsk-benefil calculation as it has evolved in biomedical research is of
only limited usefulness in social research. In biomedical research itself, the
model applies most clearly to the decision whether a given experimentai
treatment procedure should be used on a particular patient. One can
reasonably base such a decision on the ratio between the risks entailed by the
procedure and its probable benefits, relative to the risk-benefit ratio for the
Standard treatment procedures that are available. These estimates may be
difficult to make, but the logic of the approach is straightforward. As one
moves from this situation to biomedical research in which the experimental
procedure is not related to the subject's own treatment, the calculations
become considerably more complicated, since they involve balancing risks to
the subject against potential benefits to future patients and/or to science. Still,
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at least with respect to the risks, one is dealing with measurable physical
injuries that can be entered into the calculation. Even within the biomedical
sciences, however, there seem to be other lines of research in which risk-
benefit calculations are not particulasly relevant to the ethical issues raised,™
Whether or not this is so, I would argue that, at least as far as social research is
concerned, risk-benefit analyses are often not particularly relevant to the
ethical decision about whether or not to proceed with a given piece of research.
There are several reasons for this conclusion, which I hope have emerged [rom
previous sections of this chapter.

1. By and large, the probability that participants in maost social research
will incur concrete injuries in the course of the research process is low, as is the
magnitude of the injuries that might occur. I have painted to the possibility that
cerain laboratory experiments and observations, as well as ceriain field
experiments, might cause psychological injury, although there is no evidence
that enduring damage has actually resulted from participation in such studies.
Only in one type of research—soeial and organizational experiments-—are
participants, in principle, cxposed to Serious risks of injury, in the form of
material losses, since the experimental manipulations may affect such
significant life resources and opportunities as income, housing, health care,
working conditions, edueational programs, or conditions of parole. At the
samne time, the magnitude of potential concrete benefits accruing 1o participants
is generally low—again, with the possible exception of participants in large-
scale social experiments. The benefits to be derived from social research
largely take the form of contributions to science and Society, these con-
tributions are not readily predictable or demonstrable—and, in any case, they
do not directly advance the well-being of the participants themselves. Under
these ciccumstances, the calculation of risk-benefit ratios in social science
studies—with some notable exceptions—may largely be a hypothetical
exercise that hampers research without reslly addressing the critical ethical
issues.

2. The major threats to the concrete interests of participants in social
research do not come from the researeh procedures themselves, but from the
possibility of public exposure of information about identifiable individuals or
groups. Public exposure may seriously affect people’s reputations and may
subject them to the possibility of harassment and punishment—even Lo the
point of imprisonment or death, if, for example, the research is done in an area
of intense domestic or international conflict. The real concem in this context,

1o which regulation must address itself, is to ensure that investigators maintain
the confidentiality of the data or clearly inform participants of any limits to
their ability to do so. The urgency of maintaining confidentiality varics, of
course, as a function of the magnitude of the danger to which participants
would be exposed if their responses were publicly identified. But, except in
extreme cases, it is very difficult to predict what might happen as a
cansequence of exposure, The principles of confidentiality and privacy are
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designed to protect participants against the possibility of harm caused by
unfon:eseeable as well as foreseeable future circumstances, If they were made
conditional on calculation of the magnitude of harm anticipated, they would
lose much of their protective value. Thus, although the right to confidentiality
andlprivacy is ultimately rooted in concerns about the possible harms to
participants, it must be treated as functionally autoniomous, That is, the nght

. has moral force regardless of whether, in any given case, {t can be demon-

s:{atqd thlatits violation would cause harm. It is presumed that any violation of
this ‘nght Is damaging—if not in the short run, then in the long run: ifnot o the
PamCular individual involved, then to the larger society (by weakening an
important protective mechanism). In the ethical evaluation of procedures
used tg protect participants against unacceptable public expasure, therefore,
the primary issu; is the nisk of violations of confidentiality (and the
concomitant reguirement that participants be fully informed of such risks)
rather than the risk of harm {f confidentiality were violated.

.3. The requirement of informed consent, like that of confidentiality, is
!.nlnmalely rooted in concems about possible harms to participants’ concrete
interests. The requirement is designed to ensure that participants have the
gpportunity and the capacity to decide for themselves what is in their best
.mterest and what risks they are prepared to take. The trgency of ensuring
mform_ed consent varies, of course, as a function of the magnitude of the
potenuz_nl harm entailcd by a given piece of research, But, in the final analysis
the decision of how large an injury is too large and how much of a risk is toc:
much must be left 1o the individual. If the availability of the informed corisent
procedures were made conditional on calculation of the magnitude of harm by
oLh.?rs (IRBs, for example), it would lose much of its value as a protective
device for participants themselves, The right to informed consent, therefore
must a-lso be treated as functionally autonomous. Thus, in the eth.icai
evaluagnon of informed consent procedures, impairment of participants’
capacity for decision making is an issue that must be considered independently
:}ril‘ the magnitude of demonstrable harm to which participation might expase

em.

Ap_prlopn'ane procedures for informed consent are relatively straightforward
whgn itis possible 10 spell out in advance the risks entailed by participation. In
social research, il is often impossible to predict the consequences of the
research_( particularly the cansequences of publication of the findings) or even
to describe in advance what will happen in the course of the research.
Furthennore, there are some types of social research that would not be feasible
if standard procedures for obtaining informed consent were to be used.
Examples are those studies in which participants are not even informed that
lh_ey are being observed, or in which some information about the research is
withheld or deceptions are introduced in the interest of obtaining valid
data. The mere fact that such studies may entail only negligible risks of injury is
not in itself sufficient reason to sidestep informed consent. On the other hand,
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there may be juslifications for modifying or even omitting informed consent
procedurcs in certain instances, particularly as ane moves away from research
that inyolves manipulations of the person or the environment. In any event,
risk-benefit analysis is of only limited utility in devising procedures that would
uphold participants’ capacity ta protect their own interests in social research.
4. In much of social research (and in a fair amount of biomedical research,
as well), the findings may have harmfu) consequences for the groups thal are
studied. Since potential damage to group interests alfects the individual
participant only indirectiy, it cannot readily be incorporated in the standard
risk-benefit caloulation, which focuses on the individual. Similarly, pro-
cedures for obtaining informed consent from individua) participants will notin
most cases provide proper protection against possible harms to group interests:
concerns in this domain have to be addressed through other means, such as
consultation with group representatives. On the whole, group interests are
probably not as well protected as individual interests by the regolatory
process, as embodied in IRBs, because their definition is oflen a matter of
controversy both within and between different groups in the socicty. The
protection of group interests, therefore, requires particular attention al the
professional and public policy levels. _
5. The harm that participants may experience in the course of their
involvement in social research may often take the form of stress and indignity.
These are temporary situational efiects, which debase the quality of the
relationship between investigator and participant, but do not cause long-term
measurable damage (o the participant's interests. Exposing people o stfess
and indignity is certainly a harm, since respectful treatment by others is a
condition for personal well-being. Furthermore, the difference between
temporary effects and enduring injurics is often merely a quantitative one. For
example, & single instance in which a person is made to feel inadequate or
degraded may be a source of temporary discomfort; but the cumulative effect
of repeated experiences of this kind may well be a chronic lowenng of_th.c
person’s self-esteem, constituting psychological injury.” Nevertheless, 1t is
difficult to enter temporary discomforts into Hisk-benefit calculations in the
absence of measurable imjuries that can directly be attributed to l.ht‘l:SE
cxperiences. By the same token, these are not the types of harm for which
govemment regulation, with its coercive backing, is an appropriate form of
social control. Instead, I have argucd, they should be controlled through the
development and refinement of professional standards. At that level, we are
less bound to the negative emphasis of the risk-benefit model, which links
regulation to evidence that certain procedures are potentially harmful; we can
instead focus on the positive task of defining the contours of a good
investigator-participant relationship as a matter of continuing professional
attention.”®
6. Another type of harm that may be caused by social research—and by
many lines of biomedical research, as well—takes the form of diffuse harms to
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the body politic. Such harms may result not only from the procedores of the
research, but also from its findings. They can generally not be traced to a
particular study, but represent the cumulative impact of a continuing line of
research. They do not involve direct effects on the individual participants in the
research, but effects on the Jarger society and on wider social values. They are
typically subject to disagreements within the society, both absul the occur-
rence or nonoccurrence of a particular impact and about its harmful or
beneficial implications. For all of these reasons, diffuse harms cannot reudily
be entered into the standard risk-benefit calculations that are undertaken as
part of the regulation of individual research projects. The issues raised by the
possible impact of social research on wider socinl values clearly require a
balancing of potential harms against potential benefits, but within the context
of public policy debate rather than within a regulatory framework

Inpointing out the limitations of'the standard risk-benefit requirement, I am
not suggesting that pavermment regulation of social research is unnecessary. [
have already stressed the appropriateness and clear necessity of such
regulation when the protection of the pasticipants’ concrete interests is at
stake. I am suggesting, however, that the scope, the focus, and the specific form
of government reguiation have to be adapled in view of the special char-
acteristics of different types of social research and the nalure of the ethical
issues raised by each. Furthermore, I am suggesting that government
regulation is only one form of social conirol, which cannot substitute for the
development and refinement of professional standards and broader social
palicies designed to enliance the weil-being of research participants and the
integrity of social values,

My review of ethical issues confronting different research methods
indicates that the risk of injury resulting directly from research participation is
not a major ¢oncern for the vast bulk of social science studies. Only in social
and organizational experiments are the material injuries to which participants
are potentially subject of sufficient magnitude to become a central con-
sideration in regulation and prior review. Though of lesser magnitude, the risks
of psychological injury resulting from laboratory cxperiments and simulations
and from structured abservations in laboratory settings, and the risk of
psychological of material injury resulting from field experiments, also must be
considercd; gencrally the risks involved in these studies are of such a nawre
that informed consent would be sufficient to provide the needed proteetion.

The two major issues in social research that have direet unplications for
participant interests and o which regulation must address itself are public
exposure and impaired eapacity for declsion making. The risks entaifed by
public exposure and hence the need to regulate the confidentiality of the data
are a central concern in research based on questionnzires and tests, in surveys
and interview studies, in studies based on records and secondary anal ysis, and
in participant observation studies, as well as in social and grganizational
experiments. Impairment of participants® capacity (or decision making is a
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central issue in laboratory experiments employing deception, inintrusive ﬁe!d
experiments, in structured observation using tudden obsgrve_rs, m?d in
disguised participamt observation. The lprobl:em may also arise in social or
crganizational experiments and in questionnaire and test Stl.lC!leS., 1f'pf30pl_e are
led to believe (by virtue of the setting or the auspices) that their participation s
required; and in studies based on records and secondary ana!ysm, if the data
are used for purposes that clearly diverge from lhose‘for which consent was
originally granted, Studies using unobtrusive observation of Pubhc events, by
their very nature, do not offer participants the opportunity for :gfonnefi
consem, but I take the view that in such public siluations people give tacit
consent to gbservation of their behavior.”

The review of ethical issues confronting different research methoc'ls'also
highlights practices that bear on the quality of the investigator—par‘u_cup_ant
relationship, even though they may not cause demonsu'abl? long—tenfi injuries.
Participants may be subjected to stressful or degrading experiences in
laboratory experiments and simulations, particularly where dec_eptlon is also
involved; in intrusive field experiments; and, less frequently, in eructure_d-
observation studies. They may also experieance a certain ldegrce of dis-
comfort—arising from the nature of the questions or from their own sense of
inadequacy—when responding to questionnaires, tests, or personal inter-
views, Invasion of privacy, in the sense of reducet;l contr91 over self-
presentation, is potentially a central issue in field experiments; in su-ulctured
observation studies, particularly when they use hidden obsgnre.rs; i par-
licipant observation studies, particularly whenthe observer is disguised; a.md in
studies based on unobtrusive cobservation, particularly when they violate
social norms against eavesdropping and staring, F_les_pondenls’ f:on!.rol_over
their self-presentation is also reduced by the use ohndlr_ect or p{Ojectwe items
in questionnaires or tests and by the dynamics of the interaction process in
many interview situations. . o

Similarly, there are a varjety of ways in which participants’ choices may be
restricted, depriving them of iespect for their personal auwaom_y.lTh:s may
happen in laboratory and field experiments, whenever pa_rnclpants are
deceived and manipulaled; in organizational and social experiments, when-
ever participams or their representatives are excluded from the process of
selecting the options to be investigated; in questionnaire or test. s.tudl_es,
whenever investipators take advantage of the setting 1o induce participation
without giving people much choice or explanation; in studies based on records
or secondary analysis, whenever investigators violate ﬂ}e contract um.jer
which the data were originally collected; and in participant obsewauqn
studies, whenever investigators misrepresent themselves or treat infonmants in
a patronizing, exploitative way. - )

This review brings to the fore a number of issues to which the social science
professions must address themselves, as we continue l(? Qevelop a.nf.i reﬂ_ne
professional standards govemning the investigator-participant relationship.
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What are the limits of stress and deception that an investigator can impose on
research partlcipants? What are the limits of permissible intrusion and
interference in real-life settings? How do investigators avoid taking advantage
of positions of power within the society, within a particular institutional
setting, and within the research interaction itself, to manipulate research
participants? What special obligation do investigators have to protect the
rights and interests of disadvantaged and powerless populations on whom they
carry out research? What obligations do investigators have in debricfing
research participants, in feeding back to them the findings of the research, in
reciprocating the help that they have received? What obligations do they have
to people whose data they use when these data were collected by others? To
what extent are they responsible for the ways in which others interpret and use
their own findings? What alternative approaches can be developed to replace
procedures that are deceptive, coercive, or intrusive, or violate in other ways
the standards for good interpersonal relationships? How can social science
further develop research models and practices that are based on the principles
of participation and reciprocity and that enhance the autonomy of the research
participant? Caoncern with thesc issues at the Jevel of professional practice
makes it possible, as I suggested above, 1o move from an emphasis on avoiding
harm through professional misconduct 1o an emphasis on the positive task of
developing a reciprocally enriching telationship between the investi gator and
the participant,
Finally, the review of different types of research helps us focus on the
impact of social science on wider social values, There are various ways in
which social research may cause diffuse harm by contributing to the weakening
of certain values on which the integrity of social institutions and soeial
relations is based. The level of privacy in the society may be reduced by the
proliferation of questionnaires, tests, and interviews, particularly when these
Probe into areas that most people consider parts of their private space; by the
use of personal records for research purposes; and by observation studies in
real-life settings, especially when they interferc with Ongoing activities or in-
trude on relationships from which outsiders ara gencrally excluded. The
erosion of trust may be furthered in a number of ways: trust in authoritics and
institutiors by the proliferation of deceptive laboratory experiments; trust in
ordinary day-to-day relationships by intrusive field experiments; and trust in
one’s associates in various groups and organizations by research using
disguised participant observers. The value of equity may be compromised by
social experiments that provide unequal treatment to different groups; by
questionnaire and test studies focusing on group differences; and by par-
ticipant observation studies featuring the characteristics of minority or Third
World communities.-Some of the uses of survey methodology—particularly in
electoral polling and market research—may contribute to the perversion of
political and economic processes and, more broadly, to manipulation of the
public. In fact, the potential that their methods and findings may be used for
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manipulative purposes rung through many areas of social research that
contribute directly or indirectly io creating knowledge about the conirol of

human behavior,

Social control with respect to these potentialty harmful effects of social
research on wider social values must be exercised, I have argued, through the
public policy process, in which such effects have to be balanced agaimst the
potential social benefits of social research and of panicular investigations. In
the debate of Lhese issues, the potential diffuse harms of social research have to
be seen in the contexi of other sociclal processes that contribute to the erosion
of trust, the invasion of privacy, the spread of manipulation, and the
perpetuation of inequity. As a committed social scientist, I hOpe—l-and
continue to believe—that socialresearch will contribute more to the solution of

these problems than to their aggravation.
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