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the probmg for knowledge are not unknown to sher1ﬁs and prosecutors to’; t
 personnel directors, school teachers, and parents—indeed, to virtually anyone
who has experienced authority. ConVersely, its uses are very well known by
the jobless, the hungry, the homeless, the ambitious and the young. The
obvious cases of physical, mental, economic, or social duress are readxly
identifiable; but when does a subtle inducement such as the regard of your
boss or even of your peers, or some inducement, not quite so subtle, such as
an extra point added to your college grade in return for participation in
psychological experiments—when do these become tantamount to duress?
What about the vast prestige of scientific research itself as a means of
persuasion upon the unsophisticated? And when does the relative dispro-
_portion between the knowledge, sophlstmatlon and talents of the investigator
and his subject make the consent of the respondent questionable, however
freely and explicitly given? It is all too apparent that the distinction between
- consent. and _concealed coercion may often be difficult to establish. This is,

~however, the type of distinction with which our social institutions, in

- particular our law and our courts, have a demonstrated competence to deal.
As compared w1th the complexites of coercion, the problem of 1dent1fymg &
the person whose consent must be obtalned can, in most cases, be more
readily resolved Normally, when a competent adult is the exammee or the
subject of research he is the person whose consent must be obtained. If he
is not an adult or if he is not legally competent, then the consent must be
obtained from the person legally responsible, namely, a guardian. or parent.
“In the case of children, however, while the legal principles ‘may be clear, a
: lmgermg ethical question remains. Should not a child, even before the age of
full Iegal responsxbﬂrty, be: accorded the _dignity of a private personality ?

Considerations of healthy personal growth, buttressed with reasons of ethics, s

seem to command that this be done. If so, then, 1n the case of adolescents

(and probably even earher), some form of prior consent to privacy probing .

should be obtained from both the parent and the respondent child 51

A special word should. be said about anonymlty in behavioral research.
Frequently it is possible to obtain data of value for. behavioral research‘
where the subjects need never be identified by name. National opinion
surveys are one example; the use of students in a college classroom: may
be another. Where anonymity in fact exists, the i invasion of | prlvacy involved
~in behavioral research might well be regarded as de minimis. Nevertheless ‘
it must be stressed that anonynnty is not a complete substltute for consent

51 For an mterestmg commentary on some of the subtle ethlcal problems mvolved ,
see ‘Mace, Privacy in. Danger,; 171 Tue TWeENTIETH CENTURY 173,.176-77 (1962) Com-
pare State v. Kinderman, 136 N.W.2d 577 (Minn. 1965), where the ‘court held that:
an adult. home owner eould effectively consent to a search of his adult child’s room
‘notw1thstandmg the absence of both a: court ‘warrant -and - the ‘conisent of the adult
child. This is another mstance of a judicial preoccupation with the coricepts of property
when the claim to prwacy is involved. See cases-cited note 3 supra and accompanying text




