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Though there is often good reason for decelving 53 in social psychoelogical
experiments, widespread vse of such procedures has zerious {a) ethical implica-
tions {invaolving not only the possibility of harm to 3, but also the quality of
the E-S8 rclationship), (b} methodological implications {(relating to the de-
creasing naivete of Ss), and {c¢) implications for the fuiure of the discipline.
To deal with these prablems, it is necessary (a) to increase active awareness
of the negative implications of deception and use it only when clearly justified,
not as a matter of course; (b} to explore ways of counteracting and minimizing
negative consequences of deception when it is used; and (¢} to develop new
exprerimental techniques that dispense with deception and rely on S's positive

maotivations.

In 1934, in the pages of the .lmerican
Psychologist, Fdgar Vinacke raised a series
of questions about experiments—particularly
in the area of small groups—in which “the
paychologist conceals the true purpose and
conditions of the experiment, or positively
misinforms the subjects, or exposes them to
painful, embarrassing, or worse, experiences,
without the subjects’ knowledge of what is
coing on [p. 155]." He summed up his con-
cerns by asking, “What is the proper
balance between the interests of science and
the thoughtful treatment of the persons who,
innocently, supply the data? [p. 155].” Little
effort has been made in the intervening
vears to seek answers to the questions he
raised. During these s=ame years, however,
the problem of deception in sccial psycho-

tPaper read at the syvmposium on “Ethiral and
Meihedelogical Problems in Sccial Psychelogical
Experiments,” held at the meetings of the Amer-
ican Paycholugical Association in Chicago, September
3, 1205, Thiz paper is a product of a rescarch pro
gram on social influence and behavior chanze sup-
ported by United States Public Health Service Re-
search Grant MH-07280 from the Natiogal Institute
of Mental Health,
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logical experiments has taken on increasingly
serious proportions.”

The problem is actually broader, extending
beyond the walls of the laboratory. Tt arizes,
for example, in various tield studies in which
investigators enroll as membhers of a group
that has special interest for them so that they
can observe itz cperations from the inside,
The pervasivenezs of the problem becomes
even more appavent when we consider that
deception is built into most of our measure-
ment devices, since it iz important to keep
the respondent unaware of the personality or
attitude dimension that we wish to explore,
For the present purposcs, however, primarily
the problem of deception in the context of the
social psychological experiment will bhe dis-
cussed.

2 In forusing on deceplion in secid! psvchological
experiments, T do not wish to zive the impression
that there s no serious prollem elaewbere, Deceplion
is widely uzed in minst stadies involving human
subjects and gives rise to (Gsues similar to these
discussed in this paper. Some examples of the use of
deception in other arcas of psychologival experimen-
tation will be presented Tater in this paper,
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The use of deception has become more and
more extensive, and it is now a commonplace
and almost standard feature of social psycho-
logical experiments.  Deception  has  been
furned into a pame, often played with great
skill and virtuosity. A considerable amount
of the creativity and ingenuity of social psy-
chologists is invested in the development of
increasingly elaborate deception situations.
Within a single experiment, deception may he
baile upon deception in a celicately complex
structure. The literature now contains a lair
number of siudies in which second- or even
third-order deceplion was employed,

One well-known experiment (Festinger &
(Carlsmith, 1959), for example, involved a
whole prozression of deceptions. After the
subjects had gone through an experimental
task, the investigotor made it clear—!{hrough
word and gesture—that the experiment was
over and that he would now “like to explain
what this has been all about so wvou'll have
some idea of why you were doinz this [p.
205)." This explanation was false, howewver,
and was designed to serve as a basis {or the
true experimental manipulation. The manipu-
lation itself involved asking subjects to serve
as the experimenter’s accomplices, The task
of the “accomnlice” was to tell the next
“subject” that the experiment in which he had
just participated (which was in fact a rather
boring experience) had been interesting and
enjoyzbie, He was alto asked to be on call
for unspecified future occasions on which his
services as accomplice might be needed be-
cauze “the resular fellow couldn™ make it,
and we had a subject scheduled [p. 205].7
These newly recruited “accomplices,” of
course, were the true subjects, while the
“subjects” were the experimenter’s true ac-
complices. For their presumed services as
“accomplices,” the true subjects were paid in
atvance—half of them receiving 51, and half
5203, When they completed their service,
however, the investizalors added injury to
insult by asking them to return their hard-
earned cash, Thus, in this one study, in addi-
tion to receiving the usuzl misinformation
about the purpose of the experiment, the sub-
ject was piven feedback that was really an
experimental manipulation, was asked to be
an accomplice who was realiy a subject, and

was given a $20 bill that was really 4 will-o'-
the-wisp. One wonders how much further in
this direction we can go. Where wiil 1t all
end?

It is easy to view this problem with alarm,
but it is much more dificult to formulate
an unambiguous position on the problem.
As a working experimental social psycholo-
gist, I cannot conceive the issue in absolutiz
terms. I am too well aware of the fact that
there are good reaszons for using deception in
many experiments. There are many significant
problems that probably cannot be investi-
gated without the use of deception, at least
not at the present level of development of
our experimental methodology. Thus, we are
always conironted with a conflict of values.
If we regard the acquisition of scientific
knowledze about human hehavier as a posi-
tive value, and if an experiment using deceps-
ilon constitutes a significant contribution to
such knowledze which could not very well be
achieved by other means, then we cannot un-
equivocally rule out this experiment. The
question for us is not simply whether it does
or does not use deception, but whether the
amount and type of deception are justified
by the significance of the study and the un-
availability of alternative (that is, deception-
iree) precedures,

I have expressed special concern ahout
second-order deceptions, for example, the pro-
cedure of letting a person believe that he is
acting as experimenter or as the cxperi-
menter’s accomplice when he is in fact serv-
ing as the subject. Such a procedure under-
mines the relationship between experimenter
and subject even further than simple mis-
information about the purpcses of the experi-
ment; deception does not merely take place
within the experiment, but encompasses the
whole definition of the relationship hetween
the parties involved. Deception that takes
place while the person is within the role of
subject for which he has contracted can, to
some degree, be isolated, hut deception about
the very nature of the contract it=ell is more
likely to suffuse the experimenter-subject re-
lationship as a whole and to remove the pos-
sibility of mutual trust, Thus, T would be
inclined to take a more absolutist stand with
regard to such eecond-nrder deceptione—but
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even here the issue turps out o be more
camplicated. I ani stopped short when 1 think,
for cxample, ol the ingenious studies on ex-
pevimenter bias by Rosenthal and his associ-
ates {e.g., Rosenthal & I'ode, [963; Rosen-
thal, Persinger, Vikan-Kline, & Fode, 1963,
Rosenthal, Persinger, Vikan-Kline, & Mulry,
1063}, These experiments employed second-
order deception in that subjects were fed to
belleve that they were the experimenters.
Since these were experiments about experi-
ments, however, it is very hard to conceive of
any alternative procedures that the investi-
sators might have used. There is no question
in my mind that these are significant studies,
they provide fundamental inputs to npresent
efforts at reexamining the social psyvchology of
the experiment. These studies, then, help to
underline even further the point that we are
confronted with a conflict of wvalucs that
cannot be resolved by fiat,

I hope it is clear from these remarks that
my purpese in focusing on this prablem is
not to single out specific studies performed
by some of my colleagues and to point a
finger at them. Indeed, the finger points at
me as well. T too have used deception, and
have known the joys of applyinz my skills
and Ingenuity to the creation of elaborate
experimental situations that the subjects
would not be able to decode. I am now
making active attempts to find alternatives
to deception, but still T have not forsworn the
use nf deception under any and all crcum-
stances. The questions I am raising, then, are
addressed 1o myself as well as to my col-
leagues. They are questions with which all
of us who are committed to social psychology
must come to grips, lest we leave their reso-
lution to others who have no understanding
of what we are trying to accomplish,

What concerns me most is not so much
that deception is used, but precisely that
It is used without question, It has now Dbe-
come  standard operating procedure in the
social psychologist’s laboratory. 1 sometimes
feel that we ave training a generation of stu-
dents who do not know that there is any
other way of doing experiments in our field—
who feel that deception is as much de rigueur
as significance at the .05 level. Too often
deception is used not as a last resort, but
as a matter of course. Our attitude seems to

be that T you can deceive, why tell the
truth? It is this wiquestioning  acceptance,
this routinization of deception, that really
concerns me,

I would like to turn now to a review of
the bases for my concern with tha problem
of deception, and then sugoest some possible
approaches for dealing with t,

InpLications oF THE Use or DECEPTION 1IN
SociaL PsycHOLOGICAL EXPERIMENTS

My concern about the use of deception is
hased on three considerations: the cthical im-
plications of such procedures, their methodo-
logical implications, and their implications for
the future of social psychology.

1. Lthical implications. Ethical problems of
a rather obvious nature arise in the experi-
ments in which decception has potentially
harmiul consequences for the subject. Take,
for example, the brilllant experiment by
Mulder and Stemerding (1963) on the effects
of threat on attraction to the group and need
for strong leadership. In this study—one of
the very rare examples of an experiment con-
ducted in a natural setting—independent food
merchants in a number of Dutch towns were
brought together for group meetings, in the
course of which they were informed that a
large organization was planning to open up
a zeries of supermarkets in the Netherlands,
In the High Threat condition, subjects were
told that there was a high probability that
their town would be selected as a site for
such markets, and that the advent of these
markets would cause a considerable drop in
their business. On the advice of the exccutives
of the shopkeepers’ organizations, who had
helped to arrange the group meetings, the in-
vestigators did not reveal the experimental
manipulations to their subjects, 1 have been
worried about these Dutch merchants ever
since I heard about this study for the first
time, Did some of them go out of business
in anticipation of the heavy competition?
Do some of them bhave an anxiety reaction
every time they see a bulldozer? Chances
are that they soon forgot about this threat
(unless, of course, supermarkets actually ¢id
move into town) and that it became just one
of the many little moments of anxiely that
must occur in every zhophkeeper’s life. Do
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we have a right, however, to add Lo life’s
little anxieties and to risk the possibility of
more extensive anxicty purely for the purposes
of our experinents, particularly since decep-
tion deprives the subject of the opportunity
to choose whether or not he wishes to expose
himself to the risks that might be entailed?

The studies by Bramel (1962, 1963) and
Bergin (1962) provide examples of another
type of potentially harmiul effects arising
from the use of deception, In the Bramel
studies, male undergraduates were led to be-
jieve that they werc homosexually aroused by
nhotographs of men. In the Bergin study,
subjects of both sexes were given discrepant
information about their level of masculinity
or femininity; in one experimental condition,
this information was presumably based on an
elaborate scries of psychological tests in which
the subjects had participated. In all of these
studies, the deception was cxplained to the
subject at the end of the experiment. One
wonders, however, whether such explanation
removes the possibility of harmiul effects. For
many persons in this age group, sexual iden-
tity is still a live and sensitive issue, and the
self-doubts generated by the laboratory es-
perience may take on a life of their own and
linger on for some time to come.

Yet another illustration of potentially
harmful effects of deception can be found
in Milgram’s (1963, 1963) studies of obedi-
ence, In these experiments, the subject was
led to believe that he was participating in
a learning study and was instructed to ad-
minister increasingly severe shocks to another
person who after a while began to protest
vehemently. In fact, of course, the victim
was an accomplice of the experimenter and
did not receive any shocks, Depending on the
conditions, sizahle proportions of the subjects
obeyed the cxperimenter’s instructions and
continued to shock the other person up to
the maximum level, which they believed to be
extremely painful, Both obedient and defiant
subjects exhibited a4 great deal of stress in
this situation, The complexities of the issues
surrounding the use of deception become
quite apparent when one reads the exchange
between Baumrind (1964) and Milgram
{1964} about the ethical implications of the
obedience research, There is clearly room for

disagreement, amonyg honorable people, about
the evaluation of this research from an ethical
point of view. Yet, there is good reason to
believe that at least some of the obedient
subjects came away from this experience
with a lower self-esteem, having to live with
the realization that they were willing to yield
to destructive authority to the point of in-
flicting extreme pain on a fellow human being.
The fact that this may have provided, in
Milgram’s (1964) words, “an opportunity to
learn something of importance about them-
selves, and more generally, about the condi-
tions of human action {p. 850]” is beside
the point, If this were a lesson from life, it
would indeed constitute an instructive con-
frontation and provide a valuable insight. But
do we, for the purpose of experimentation,
have the right to provide such potentially dis-
turbing insights to subjects who do not know
that this is what they are coming for? A simi-
lar question can be raised about the Asch
{1951} experiments on group pressure, al-
though the stressfulness of the situation and
the implications for the person’s self-concept
were less intense in that context.

While the present paper is specifically fo-
cused on social psychological experiments, the
problem of deception and its possibly harmful
effects arises in other areas of psychological
experimentation as well. Dramatic illustra-
tions are provided by two studies in which
subjects were exposed, for experimental pur-
pases, to extremcly stressful conditions. In
an experiment designed to study the estab-
lishment of a conditioned response in a situ-
ation that is traumatic but net painful,
Campbell, Sanderson, and Laverty (1964)
induced—through the use of a drug—a tem-
porary interruption of respiration in their
subjects, “This has no permanently harmful
physical consequences but is nonetheless a
severe siress which is not in itself painful
... |p. 628].” The subjects’ reports confirmed
that this was a “horrific” esperience for
them. “All the subjects in the standard series
said that they thought they were dying [p.
031]." Of course the subjects, “male alcoholic
patients who volunteered for the experiment
when they were told that it was connected
with a possible therapy for alcoholism [p.
6291, were not warned in advance about the
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clfect of the drug, since thisx information
would have reduced the traumatic impact of
the cxperience.” I a series of studics on the
cifects of psychological stress, Berkun, Dialek,
Kerp, and Yagi (1962) devised a number
of ingenious experimental situations designed
to convince the subject that his life was
actually in danger. In one situation, the sub-
jects, a proup of Army recruits, were actually
“passengers abeard an apparenily stricken
plape which was being forced to ‘ditch’ or
crash-land [p. 4].” In another experiment,
aiz isolated subject in a desolate area learned
that a sudden emergency had arisen {acci-
dental nuclear radiation in the area, or a
sudden forest fite, or misdirected artillery
siells—depending on the experimental condi-
tion) and that he could be rescued only if
he reported his position over hiz radio trans-
mitter, “which has quite suddenly {ailed [p.
717 In yet another situation, the subject
was led to believe that he was responsible
for an explosion that seriously injured an-
other soldier. As the authors pointed out,
reactions in these situations are more likely
to approsimate reactions to combat experi-
ences or to naturally occurring dizasters than
are reactions (o various laboratory stresses,
but is the experimenter justified in exposing
his subjects to such exfreme threats?

S0 far, I have been speaking of experiments
in which deception has potentially harmiul
consequences, I am equally concerned, how-
ever, about the less ohvious cases, in which
there is little danger of harmful effects, at
least in the conventional zense of the term.
Serious ethical issues are raised by deception
per se and the kind of use of human beings
that it implies. In our other interhuman rela-
tionships, most of us would never think of
doing the kinds of things that we do to our
subjects—exposing others to lies and tricks,
deliberately misleading them about the pur-
poses of the interaction or withhelding perti-

3The authors reported, bowever, that some of
their other subjcets were physicians familinr with
the drug; “they did nol suppose they were dying
buf, even thougi they knew in a general way what
to expect, they lop sald that the expericnce was
extremely barrowing [p. 632)." Thus, conceivahbly,
the purpeses of the experiment misht have heen
achieved even if the subiects had been told to
expect the temperary interruntion of breathing.

nent information, making promises or giving
assurances that we intend to disregard. We
would view such behavior as a violation of
the respect to which all fellow humans wre
entitled and of the whole basis of our rela-
tonship with them. Yet we scem to forget
that the experimenter-subject relationship—
whatever else it is—is a reel interhuman
relationship, in which we have responsibility
toward the subject as another human being
whose dignity we must preserve. The dis-
continuity between the experimenter’s behav-
ior in everyday life and his behavior in the
laboratory is o marked that one wonders
why there has been so little concern with this
problem, and what mechanisms have allowed
us to ignore it to such an extent. I am re-
minded, in this connection, of the intriguing
phenomenon of the “holiness of sin,” which
characterizes certain messianic movements as
well as other movements of the true-believer
variety. Behavior that would normally be
unacceptable actually takes on an aura of
virtue in such movements through a redefini-
tion of the situation in which the hebavior
takes place and thus of the confext for evalu-
ating it. A similar mechanism seems to be
involved in our attitude toward the psycho-
logical experiment. We tend to regard it as a
situation that is not guite real, that can be
izolated from the rest of life like a play per-
formed on stage, and to which, therefore, the
ustal criteria for ethical interpersonal con-
duct become irrelevant. Behavior is judged
entircly in the context of the experiment’s
scientific contribution and, in this context,
deception—swhich {s normally unacceptable—
can indeed be seen as a positive good,

The broader cthical problem brought into
play by the very usc of deception becomes
even more imporiant when we view it in the
tight of present historical forces. We are
living in an age of mass societies in which
the transiormation of man into an object to
be manipulated at will cccurs “on a mass
scale, in a systematic way, and under the
aegis ol speciglized institutions deliberately
aszigned to this task [Kelman, 1965} In
institutionalizing the use of deception in
peychological experiments, we are, then, con-
tributing 1o a historical trend that threatens
values most of us cherish.
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2. Methodological tmplications. A second
source of my concern about the use of de-
ception is my increasing doubt about its ade-
guacy 45 a methodology for social psychology.

A basic assumption in the use of deception
is that a subject’s awareness of the conditions
that we are Lrying to create and of the phe-
nomena that we wish to study would affect his
behavior in such a way that we could net
draw valid conclusions from it. For example,
if we are interested In studying the effects
of failure on conformity, we must create a
situation in which the subjects acivally fesl
that they have failed, and in which they can
be kept unaware of our interest in observing
conformity. In short, it is important to keep
our subfects paive about the purposes of the
experiment so that they can respond to the
experimental inductions spontaneously.

How Jong, however, will it be possible for
uz to find naive subjects? Ameong college
students, it is already very difficult., They
may not know the exact purpose of the par-
ticular experiment in which they are partici-
pating, but at least they know, typically, that
it is mot what the experimenter says it is.
Orne (1962) pointed out that the use of
deception “on the part of psychologists is
so widely known in the colleze population
that even if a psvchologist is honest with
the subject, more often than not he will
be distrusted.” As one subject pithily put
it, “ ‘Pevchologists always le!”” Orne added
that “This bit of paranoia has some sup-
port in reality [pp. 778-779]." There are,
of course, other sources of human subjects
that have not been tapned, and we could turn
to them in our quest for naiveté, But even
there it is only a matter of time. As word
about psvchological experiments gets around
in whatever network we happen to be using,
sophistication is bound to increase. I wonder,
therefore, whether there is any future in the
use of deception.

Ii the subject in a deception experiment
knows what the experimenter is trying to con-
ceal from him and what he is really after in
the study, the wvalue of the deception is
obviously nullified. Generally, howaver, even
the relatively sophisticated subject does not
know the exact purpose of the experiment;
he only has suspicions, which may approxi-

mate the true purpose of the experiment to
a greater or lesser degree. Whether or not
he knows the frue purpose of the experiment,
he is likely to make an effort to figure out
its purpose, since he does noi believe what
the experimenter tells him, and therefore
he is likely to operate in the situation in
terms of his own hypothesis of what is ia-
volved, This may, in line with Orne’s (1962)
analysis, lead him to do what he thinks the
experimenter wants him to do. Conversely, if
he resents the experimenter’s attempt to de-
ceive himn, he may try to throw a monkey
wrench into the works; I would not be sur-
prised if this kind of Schweikian game
among subjects became a fairly well-estab-
lished part of the culture of sophisticated
campuses. Whichever course the subject uses,
however, he s operating in terms of his own
conception of the nature of the situation,
rather than in terms of the conception that the
experimenter is trying to induce. In short, the
experimenter can no  longer assume that
the conditions that he is trying to create
are the ones that actually define the situation
lcr the subject. Thus, the use of deception,
while it is designed to give the experimenter
contral over the subject’s perceptions and mo-
tivations, may actually produce an unspeci-
fiable mixture of intended and unintended
stimuli that make it difficult f¢ know just
what the subject is responding to.

The tendency for subjects to react to un-
intended cues—to features of the situation that
are not part of the experimenter’s design—is
by no means restricted to experiments that
involve deception, This problem has concerned
students of the interview situation for some
time, and maore recently it has been analyzed
in detail in the writings and rescarch of
Riecken, Rosenthal, Orne, and Mills. Subjects
enter the cxperiment with their own aims,
including attainment of certain rewards, div-
ination of the experimenter’s true purposes,
and favorable self-presentation (Riecken,
19623, They are therefore responsive to de-
mand characteristics of the situaticn (Orne,
1962), to unintended communications of
the experimenfer’s expectations (Rosenthal,
1063), and to the role of the experimenter
within the social system that experimenter
and subject jointly constitute {Mills, 1962).
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In any experiment, then, the subject goes
beyond the description of the situation and
the experimental manipulation introduced by
the Investizator, makes his own interpretation
of the situation, and acts accordingly.

For several reasous, however, the use of
deception especially encourages the subject
to dismiss the stated purposes of the experi-
ment and to search for alternative interpreta-
tions of his own, First, the continued use
of deception establishes the reputation of
psychologists as people who cannot be be-
lieved. Thus, the desire “fo penetrate the
experimenter’s inscrutability and discover the
rationale of the experiment [Riecken, 1962,
p. 34]” becomes especially strong, Generally,
these efforts are motivated by the subject’s
desire to mieet the expectations of the experi-
menter and of the situation, They may al:o be
motivaied, however, as T have already men-
tioned, by a desire to outwit the experimenter
and to beat him at his own game, in a spirit
of genuine hostility or playful one-upmanship.
Second, a situation involving the use of de-
ception is inevitably highly ambighous since
a great deal of Information relevant to under-
standing the structure of the sifuation must
be withheld from the subject. Thus, the sub-
ject is especially motivated to fry to figure
things out and likely to develop idiosyncratic
interpretations, Third, the use of deception,
by its very nature, causes the experimenter
fo transmit contradictory messages to the
subject. In his verbal instructions and expla-
nations he says one thing about the purposes
of the experiment; but in the experimental
situation that he has created, in the manipu-
lations that he has introduced, and probably
in covert cues that he emits, he says another
thing, This again makes it imperative for the
subject to seek his own interpretation of the
situation.

I would argue, then, that deception in-
creases the subject’s tendency to operate in
terms of his private definition of the situa-
tion, differing (in random or systematic
fashion) from the definition that the experi-
menter is trving to impose; moreover, it
makes it more difficult to evaluate or minimize
the effects of this tendency. Whether or not
I am right in this judgment, it can, at the
very least, be said that the use of deception

does not resolve or reduce the unintended ef-
fects of the experiment as a social situation
in which the subject pursues his private aims.
Since the assumptions that the subject is
naive and that he sees the situation as the
experimenter wishes him to see it are unwar-
ranted, the use of deception no longer has
any special obvious advantages over other
experimental approaches. I am not suggesting
that there may not be occasions when decep-
tion may still be the most effective procedure
to use from a methodological point of view.
But since it raises at least as many methodo-
logical problems as any other type of pro-
cedure does, we have every reason to explore
alternative approaches and to extend our
methodological inquiries to the question of
the effects of using deception,

3. fmplications for the future of social psy-
chelogy. My third concern about the use of
deception is based on its long-run implica-
tions for our discipline and combines both the
ethical and methodological considerations
that T have alrcady raised. There is something
disturbing about the idea of relving on mas-
sive deception as the basis for developing a
ficld of inquiry. Can one really build a
discipline on a foundation of such rescarch?

From a long-range point of view, there is
obviously something self-defeating about the
use of deception. As we continue to carry oul
research of this kind, our potential subjects
become more and more sophisticated, and we
become less and less able to meet the condi-
tions that our experimental procedures re-
quire, Moreover, as we continue to carry out
research of this kind, our potential subjects
become increasingly distrustiul of us, and our
futurc relations with them are likely to be
undermined. Thus, we are caonfronted with
the anomalous circumstance that the more
research we do, the more difficult and ques-
tionable it becomnes.

The use of deception also involves a con-
tradiction between our experimental pro-
cedures and our long-range aims as scientists
and teachers. In order to be able to carry
out our experiments, we are concerned with
maintaining the naiveté of the population
from which we hopc to draw our subjects.
We are all familiar with the experimenter’s
anxious concern that the intreductory course



might cover the autokinetic phenomenon, need
achicvement, or the Asch situaticn before he
hax had a chance 1o complate his experimental
runs, This periectly understandable desire to
kecp procedures secret goes counter to the
traditional desire of the scientist and teacher
to inform and enlighten the public. To be
sure, experimenters are interested only in
temporary secrecy, but it is not inconcelvable
that at some time in the future they might
bz wsing certain procedures on a regular
basis with large segments of the population
and thus prefer to keep the public perma-
nently naive. Tt is perhaps not too fanciful
to imagine, for the long run, the possible
emergence of a special class, in possession of
secret knowledae—a possibility that is clearly
antagonistic to the principle of open com-
rmunication to which we, as scientists and
intellectuals, are so fervently committed

Drearn~ve wiTth THE PrROBLEM OF DECEPTION
IN Soclan PsyciloLoGICAL KXPRRIMENTS

If my concerns about the use of deception
are justified, what are some of the ways in
which we, as experimental social psychola-
gists, can deal with them? I would like to
suggest three steps that we can take: in-
crease our active awareness of the problem,
explore ways of counteracting and minimizing
the negative effects of deception, and give
careful atfention to the development of new
experimental fechniques that dispense with
the use of deception,

I, dctive awarencss of the problem. 1 have
already stressed that T would not propose the
complete elimination of deception under all
circumstances, in view of the genuine conflict
of values with which the experimenter is con-
fronted. What is crucial, however, is that we
always ask ourselves the question whether
decepiion, in the given case, {s necessary and
justified. How we answer the gquestion is less
importani than the fact that we agk it. What
we must be wary of is the tendency to dismiss
the question as irrelevant and to accept de-
ceptiun as a matfer of course, Aciive aware-
nezs of the problem s thus in itself part of
the solution, for it makes the use of deception
a matter for discussion, deliberation, investi-
gation, and choice, Active awareness means
that, i any given case, we will try to balance
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the value of an experiment that uses decep-
tion against itz questiomable or potentially
harmful effects, IT we engare in this process
honestly, we are likely to find that there are
mapy occasions when we or our students can
forego the use of deception—either because
deception is not neceszary (that is, alternative
procedures that are equally good or bBetler
are gvailable), because the importance of the
study does not warrant the use of an ethically
questionable procedure, or becansze the type
of deception involved is too extreme (in tarms
of the possibility of harmful effects or of
seripusly undermining the experimenter-sub-
ject relationship).

2. Counteracting and minimizing the nega-
tive eflects of deception, T{ we do use decep-
tion, it is essential that we find ways of
counteracting and minimizing its negative ef-
fects. Sensitizing the apprentice researcher to
this necessity iz at least as fundamental as
any other part of research training,

In those experiments in which deception
carries the patential of harmful effecis (in
the more usual sense of the term), there is
an obvious requirement to build protections
info every phase of the process, Subjects must
be selected in a way that will exclude indi-
viduals who are especially vulnerable; the
potentially harmful manipulation (such as the
induction of stress) must be kept at a meder-
ate Jevel of intensity; the experimenter must
be sensitive to danger signals in the reactions
of his subjectz and be prepared to deal
with crises when they arise; and, at the
conclusion of the session, the experimenter
must take time not only to reassure the sub-
ject, but alse to help him work through his
feelings about the esperience to whatever de-
gree may be required. In general, the prin-
ciple that a subject ought not to leave the
laboratory with greater anxiety or lower seclf-
esteern than he came with is a good one to
follow. T would go beyond it to argue that
the subject should in some positive way be
enriched by the experience, that is, ke should
come away from it with the feeling that he
s learned something, understood something,
or grown in some way. This, of course, adds
special importance to the kind of feedback
that is given to the subject at the end of the
experimental session.
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Postexperimental feedback is, of course, the
primary way of counteracting ncgative effects
in those experiments in which the issue is
deception as such, rather than possible threats
to the subject’s well-being, IT we do deceive
the subiect, then it is our obligation to give
kim a full and detailed explanation of what
we have done and of our reasons for using
this type of procedure. I do not want to he
absolutist about this, but I would suggest
this as a good rule of thumb Lo follow: Think
very carefully before undertaking an experi-
ment whose purposes you feel unable to reveal
to the subjects even after they have com-
pleted the experimental session, Tt is, of
course, not enough to give the subject a per-
funciory feedback, just to do one’s duty.
Postexperimental  explanations  should  he
warked out with as much detail as other
aspects of the procedure and, in general, some
thought ought to be given to ways of making
thern meaningful and instructive for the sub-
ject and helpful for rebuilding his relationship
with the experimenter. I feel very strongly
that ta accomplish these purpoeses, we must
keep the feedback itsclf inviolate and under
ne circumslance give the subject false feed-
back or pretend to be giving him feedback
while we are in fact introducing anothcr
experimental manipulation. If we hope to
maintain any kind of trust in our relation-
ship with potential subjects, there must he
ro ambizuity that the statement “The experi-
ment i over and I shall explain to you what
it was all about” means precisely that and
nothing else. If subjects have rcazon to sus-
pect even that statement, then we have lost
the whole basis for a decent human relation-
ship with our subjects and all hope for future
cooperation from them,

3. Developinont of ncw experimentel tech-
nigues. My third and final sugzestion is that
we invest some of the creativity and ingenu-
ity, now devoted to the construction of elabo-
rate deceptions, in the search for alternative
experimental technigues that do not rely on
the vse of deception. The kind of techniques
that T have in mind would Le based on the
privciple of eliciting the subject’'s pesitive
mulivitlions to contribile 1o the experimental
enterprise. They would draw on the subject’s
active participation and involvement in the

proceedings and encourage him to cooperate
in making the experiment a success—not by
giving the results he thinks the experimenter
wants, bui by consclentiously taking the roles
and carrying cut the fasks that the experi-
menter assigns to him. In short, the kind of
techniques I have in mind wounld be designed
to involve the subject as an active participant
in a joint effort with the experimenter,

Perhaps  the wmost promising source of
alternative cxperimental approaches are pro-
cedures using some sort of role playing. I
have been impressed, for example, with the
role playing that I have observed in the con-
text of the Inter-Nation Simulation (Guetz-
kow, Alzer, Brody, Noel, & Snyder, 1963), a
laboratory procedure involving a simulated
world in which the subjects take the roles of
decision-makers of varicus nations. This situ-
ation scems to create a high level of emo-
tional involvement and to elicit motivations
that have a real-lifc quality to them. More-
over, within this situation—which is highly
complex and generally permirs only gross ex-
perimentzl manipulations—it is possible to
test specific theoretical hypotheses by using
data based on repeated measurements as in-
teraction between the shmulated natioas de-
velops, Thus, a study carried out at the West-
ern Behavioral Sciences Tnstitute provided, as
an extra, some Interesting opportunities for
testing hypotheses derived from balance the-
ory, by ihe uze of mutual ratings made by
decision-makers of Nations A, B, and C, be-
fore and after A shifted from an alliance with
B to an alliance with C.

A completely different type of role playing
was used effectively by Rosenberg and Abel-
son (1960} In their studies of cognitive dilem-
mas. ITn my own research program, we have
been explering different kinds of role-playing
procedures with varying degrees of success.
In one study, the major manipulation con-
sisted in informipg subjects that the experi-
ment to which they had just cotamitted them-
selves would require them (depending en the
condition) either to receive shocks from a
fellow subject, or (o administer shocks to a
fellow subjert. We used a rezular deception
procedure, but with o diffevence; We told
the subjects before the session staried that
what was to follow was make-helieve, but that
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we wanted them to react as if they really
found themselves in this situation, I might
mention that some subjects, not surprisingly,
did not accept as true the information that
this was all make-believe and wanted to know
when they should show up for the shock
experiment to which they had committed
themselves, I have some question about the
effectiveness of this particular procedure. It
did not do enough to create a high level of
involvement, and it turned out to be very
complex since it asked subjects to role-play
subjects, not people. In this sense, it might
have given us the worst of both worlds, but 1
still think it is worth some further exploration.
In another experiment, we were interested in
creating differently structured attitudes about
an organization by feeding different kinds of
information to two groups of subjects. These
groups were then asked to take specific ac-
tions in support of the organization, and we
measured attitude changes resulting from these
actions, In the first part of the experiment,
the subjects were clearly informed that the
organization and the information that we
were feeding to them were fictitious, and
that we were simply trying to simulate the
conditions under which attitudes about new
organizations are typically formed. In the
second part of the cxperiment, the subjects
were told that we were interested in studying
the effects of action in support of an organiza-
tion on attitudes toward it, and they were
asked (in groups of five) to role-play a strat-
egy meeting of leaders of the fictitions organ-
jzation. The results of this study were very
encouraging, While there is obviously a great
deal that we need to know about the meaning
of this situation to the subjects, they did
react differentially to the experimental ma-
ripulations and these reactions followed an
orderly pattern, despite the fact that they
knew it was all make-believe,

There are other types of procedures, in
addition to role playing, that are worth ex-
ploring. Tor cxample, one might design field
experiments in which, with the full coopera-
tion of the subjects, specific experimental
variations are introduced. The advantages of
dealing with motivations at a real-life Tevel
of intensity mighl well outweigh the disad-
vantages of subjects’ knowing the general

purpose of the experiment, At the other ex-
treme of ambitiousness, one might explore the
effects of modifying standard experimental
procedures slightly by informing the subject
at the beginning of the experiment that he
will not be recelving f{ull information ahout
what is going on, but asking him to suspend
judgment until the experiment is over.
Whatever alternative approach we try,
there is no doubt that it will have its own
prablems and complexities. Procedures effec-
tive for some purposes may be quite in-
effective for others, and it may well turn out
that for certain kinds of problems there is
no adequate substitute for the use of decep-
tion. But there gre alternative procedures
that, for many purposes, may be as effective
or even more effective than procedures huilt
on deception. These approaches often involve

a radically different set of assumptions about

the role of the subject in the experiment:

They require us to use the subject’s motiva-

tion to cooperate rather than to bypass it;

they may even call for increasing the
sophistication of potential subjects, rather
than maintaining their naiveté, My only plea
1s that we devote some of our energies to
active exploration of these alternative ap-
proaches.
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