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	Question 1: Why was the study performed? / On what theory is the study based? 

A:  Stanley Milgram was interested in explaining how the horrific Nazi War crimes during the 1930’s

	and the 1940’s. He was interested in testing the hypothesis that “ Germans are different and have 

	a basic defect in their character”, which allowed them to follow orders without question. The study 

	      in New Haven, USA was intended to be the pilot for the experiment, with the real experiment taking 

	      place in Germany the following year. He was interested to see if obedience could be measured.

	

	

	

	

	Question 2: What are the main aims of the article? 

A:  The aims of the study were to investigate obedience to authority. It was also intended to try and 

	       understand mass obedience, and find if people would obey a command from someone in 

	       authority. Stanley Milgram was aiming to conduct a series of experiments in various locations

	       around the world to see if it differed in different countries.

	

	

	Question 3: What Method was used in the study?

A:  The Method used in this study was the experiment method with repeated measures on all the 

	       the participants. It was also an observation on the participants, with the emotions, stress levels and 

	       anxiety showed being recorded.

	Question 4: State three advantages and three disadvantages of this method.
A1: All participants were selected from local volunteers who had responded to an advert in the 

	       newspaper, regarding learning tests that were to be carried out at Yale University. The location of 

	       the experiment would have helped in the deception of the legitimacy of the experiment.

	A2: The participants consisted of males from different age groups ( 20-50 year olds ), and differing 

	       employment backgrounds, which ranged from builders to solicitors.

	


	A3: Participants were deceived into thinking that the shocks given to the learners were real, and were all

	       given a ‘test’ shock. They also believed that the teacher and learner roles were chosen at random, 

	       when in fact, they were actually rigged.

	D1: It cannot be completely ruled out that the participants were actually taken in by the deception, and

	       may have been acting as they thought they needed to act. They may have sussed out that the learner

	       was not actually getting hurt.

	D2: The experiment consisted of only male participants. This included the “victims” and the teachers.  

	        The experiment would have been more ecologically sound had females been used in both roles.

	

	D3: The location of the experiment would have also had a bearing on the reaction of the participants. 

	        Yale university was at the time, considered to be the best university in the USA, and also had an 

	        outstanding reputation. This may have influenced the participants to continue.

	Question 5: Give details of the procedure. Include design, setting, subjects, controls etc.

A:    The variables used in this experiment were : (1) Prods and pre-defined prompts, to coerce the 

	         participant to continue with the experiment ( Independent Variables ). (2) The intensity of the volts 

	         used by the teachers on the learners ( Dependant Variables ). The number of participants used 

	         were 40 (n=40), male, aged 20 – 50 years, recruited via an advert and paid for their contribution. 

	         The participants were enticed into the study which, as mentioned was conducted on the grounds

	         of Yale University. There was one naïve participant, the teacher,  and one “accomplice”, the leaner,

	         who were paired together. Both were told that it was a study concerning the effects of punishment

	         on learning. The roles of the teacher and the learner were apparently assigned at random. Draws

	         were made from a hat with the naïve participant and the accomplice drawing the roles from a hat. 

	         Each piece of paper had the word teacher written thereon, and the accomplice would always state 

	         his had the word victim on it. This was part of the deception used to make the naïve subject 

	         believe that it was all random, and the roles were assigned randomly. To increase the deception of

	         how real the shocks would be, the strapping in of the victim was done in front of the teacher, with

	         all the procedures enhanced, including the gel being placed onto the skin of the victim between 

	         the point of contact and the shock pad. Once the victim was strapped in, the teacher would be 

	         sat at the shock generator and the tests would begin. The teacher would read out pairs of words and

	         then ask the leaner to repeat pairs. If the leaner got any wrong, the teacher would administer

	         a shock. The teacher was instructed to move up a level on the shock generator, each time the 

	         leaner got an answer wrong. Each level on the generator was make with a tag, ranging from mild

	         shock through to ‘XXX’, along with the voltage that was to be administered. If it appeared that the

	         teacher was hesitating, and starting voicing concerns about carrying on, than predefined prods and

	         prompts were used by the experimenter to coerce the teacher into continuing. At the end of the 

	         study all the participants were interviewed and debriefed, and the full context and reason for the 

	         experiment was explained to all the participants. During the experiment photographs were taken 


	        and audio data was collected of the study, from the participants re their reactions during the study.

	        After a year all the participants were then assessed by an independent psychiatrist to test for any

	        lasting damage. Also questionnaires were then distributed a year later to gain the opinions of the 

	        participants.

	

	        Both Qualitive and Quantative data was collected. The Qualatative data would have been the 

	        distress shown by the participants and the Quantative data would have been the volts administered.

	

	

	

	Question 6: What were the main findings of the study? What was concluded? 

(Name any statistical test used)
A:    There were two main findings in the study: 1/ How high the participants went with the voltage 

	         administered, and 2/ The distress shown by the participants. 

	         The switches were both ordinal and interval and the teachers behaviour was categorical. Full 

	         obedience was measured if the participants went to XXX – 450v. 66% of the participants went to 

	         this level. With a remote victim ( not seen ) it 65% full obedience. With voice feedback this fell to 

	         62.5%. With the victim in the dame room ( proximity conditions ) this fell to 40%, and with touch 

	         conditions, i.e. the teacher had to press the victims hand onto the pad, this fell to 30%. When the 

	         experimenter left the room this fell to 20% ( remote conditions ), and when the teacher was free to

	         choose ( no prompts ) this fell to 2.5%. 

	Question 7: Are there any ethical principles to consider in this study? Name and give details of three.
A1:  The constant deceptions that were imposed on the participants. Participants were deceived in a 

	         number of ways from the start of the experiment right through to the very end. Was there any 

	         informed consent from them?

	A2:   The stressful conditions of the study. The participants were placed into stressful situations, and  

	         many of the participants showed signs of distress. Were the participants protected enough from the

	         stressful situation they were placed in. 

	A3:   Freedom of withdrawl. Were participants really placed in a situation where they were actually in   

	         a position to walk out at any time. All were paid in advance of the study, and may have felt 

	         obliged into continuing. Also, prods and prompts were used to try and keep them there. Did this

	         affect their right to walk out when they wanted?

	


	Question 8: Are there any other issues with this study? Identify three.

A1:   Ecological validity. Were the participants really deceived? It was conducted in a mock lab within 

	          the Yale University campus. Was this too much. Were the participants really deceived into 

	          believing that the victim was really getting injured. Was it real to life?

	

	A2:   Follow up data was collected a year later. 84% of the participants were glad to have participated.

	         1.3% regretted the having taken part in the study, and the remaining 14.7% didn’t mind being  

	         invoved. 80% said that studies such as Milgrams, should be conducted again. All participants were

	         assessed later and not a single case of harm was found. 

	A3:   The study was repeated in a derelict building. The levels of full obedience dropped to 48% with a

	         remote victim. This shows that the location where the study was held had a huge bearing on the 

	         outcome of the result. This also adds further weight to the theory that maybe the victims felt that  

	         they had to continue, when they wanted to actually leave.

	Other?

	

	

	Question 9: Highlight all the themes (methods, approaches, issues, etc.) this study relates to.

Cognitive Psychology         Lab. Experiment            Reductionism                Ecological validity
Social Psychology               Natural / field Exp’t         Determinism                 Operationalising

Diversity                              Case Study                        Ethics                           Subjects / Sample
Physiological Psych.            Observation                      Children                         Ethnocentrism

Developmental Psych.         Questionnaire                    Animals                         Scientific Method 

                                             Review Article                   Nature / Nurture

	Assessment:   n/a = not applicable;  0 = no work worthy of credit; 1 = very basic answer;

2 = good, though there is some details missing; 3 = very good answer, detailed and relevant.
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