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Milgram Experiment
In the Milgram experiment, the issue that makes me determine whether it ethical or not is the fact that Milgram lied to respondents regarding the intention of the research. The Milgram experiment was unethical in that Milgram lied to his respondents or participants (Kwek, 2020). Milgram even reported having de-hoaxed his participants by never revealing to them the purpose of the study. Listening to the experiment, a learner yells to be got off from the shock generator due to acute pain brought about by shock being delivered. However, Milgram, in the company of his assistants did not ponder to ensure the participant was cared for and only took notes concerning the emotional state of the participant during the experiment. Milgram’s actions to deceive his participants to take part in the research without revealing its purpose is contradictory to the APA’s Code of Conduct of integrity. APA ethics code principles of integrity state that psychologists ought not to be shrouded in ploys that are fabricated to deceit participants in an experiment. Thus, a psychologist must revere transparency and honesty in his or her research.
From the study, it is apparent that Milgram disregarded the plight of his participants who writhed in pain as he, along with his assistants, continued taking notes. The cries of the respondents were not listened to by Milgram, as his quest was to find salient answers to his experiment. Tellingly, the participants were unaware of the purpose of the study. What would need to be changed to meet APA’s Code of Conduct and ethical standards is by integrating principle A: beneficence and non-maleficence. The ethical principle denotes that psychologists have to strive to ensure the protection of the welfare as well as the rights of participants.
The primary purpose of the Milgram experiment was to examine the justifications of actions of genocide delivered by those indicted at World War II. It focused on the conflict distinguished between obedience to authority. However, the benefits of learning the results of the experiment do not outweigh the potential harm of conducting the study. From the experiment, a shock was delivered to a learner in the shock generator and appealed to be freed from the study (Russell, & Bolton, 2019). The shock could get fatal and could eventually lead to death. Therefore, I consider the research to be detrimental to human life. Due to the extreme emotional stress inflicted on participants, the experiment is not conducive to be performed on them. It would cause mental torture and trauma to respondents who were not adequately debriefed about the purpose of the experiment.
In conclusion, the Milgram experiment had critical ethical issues. Foremost, the ethical of deception was evident. The participants of the experiment were not debriefed regarding the purpose of the study. The participants of the study were hoaxed into participating without knowing the real intentions of the experiment. He told the respondents that the experiment was targeted in studying the outcomes of punishment on learning ability. This was not true as the process became rigged, and every respondent played the role of the teacher. Hence “teachers” applied considerably high electric shocks to the “learner” in the event a question became answered inappropriately. From these derivations, I consider the Milgram experiment to be harmful to human life as electric shocks could be generated to levels that can lead to fatalities.
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