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OVERVIEW

This course on Group Dynemics "is designed to provide the oppor-

tunity to study the principles underlying the process of group action
and interaction in social situations and in professional leadership
and supervisory group situations." 1In an era before the current age
of informed consent in experimentation thete was the "Golden Rge of
Social Psychology.” These experiments have been both highly regarded
and infamous. They sought to answer questions about why people kehave
@s they do when they are subiect to the influence of other people in

groups. The human animal is a social one, we are no different than
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animals that move in herds, packs and hives. e rely on other people

and we behave very differently in our social groups than when we are

"

alone. Thc&e eyp.“lbentq investig

ate some of the fundame nfal forces
; %2

J‘

of group dynamics -- socisl behavior -- that allow humans to exist

,-,-.l

in a society. TForces like; obedience, conformity, cooperation, con-
flict resolution, tribalism (membership & identitvy). Goocd, Bad or
indifferent, these social forces influence crocup behaviors, and the
behaviors of the indit¥iduals in the groups. Much controversy sur-
rounds these studies. This summary of these group dvnamics experiments
will cover the controversies a2s much as the exreriments themselves.
These experiments were, in my estimation, self-aware of their own
controversy potential, despite the loud voices of nay-savers that
feclleowed in the decacdes since. The decision to pursue this Jdirection
of study for this Groupr Dynamics course came from the first text used
in the class, The Petter Ancels of Our Mature. Tn that book, the
author made reference to the "Colden Age of Social Psychology," and
listed a numher of these specific exreriments. The hool was vast,

and there was not space to properly cover this sublject. These experi-

ments deserved to be covered in their own paper.

WHY THESE EXPERIMENTS WERE CHOSEN FOR USE IN THIS COURSE

For this paper, I chose to write about Stanley Milgram's Obedi-
snce to Authority experiments and Latané & Darleyv's Rystander "Apathy"
or Rystander Fffect experiments. These experiments both have strong
law enforcement implications. 7T've written extensively about nmy
cresent incarceration, a wrongful imprisonment at the hands of the
TL.akewcod Police. In my lawsuit against the polic& that attempted to
murder me, St. George v. City of Lakewood, I cited the Milgram
experiment in opposition to a cdefense motion to Aismiss, [Frief In
support of Motion to Deny Nismissal, Nistrict of Colorado, Case No.
18-cv-01020-wWIM-8TV, hoC 54 15 March 2019]

T gave a summary of the exneriment, and made the assertion that
that the officers that shot me did so because it reflected their
training and hlind ohedience to their supervision. The Milgram

experiments are notorious for their context as searching for an

xplanation of the individual behaviecr of Nazi officers during the
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Holocaust. The "just following corders' defense forwarded at the
Nuremburg trials was toc difficult for the publicltp accept. The
lusions of these experiments are fodder for debate still today.
As research to read for writing on this subject I ordered peer-
reviewed journal articles from the public library. I sought the
seminal article written by Stanlev Milgram and published to the
3. E11 I

follow-up from 1965 published to Human Relations. [2] Milgram a

Journal of Abncermal Psychology in 196

published articles in 1964 and 1965 in J.Ab.Soc.Psy. and J.Pers
DPsy. that I did not recquest. HNor did I seek his bock from 1974,
Obedience to Authoritv: An Experipental View. I did recuest several
articles that were contemporary and cited the exper

to see how these experiments were viewed from today's perspective.

I received Haslam & Reicher's 2012 "Contesting the 'Nature' of
a

Conformity: What Milgram and Zimbardo's Studies Really Show," [3]

also DAvid Kaposi's 2017 "The Resistance Fxperiments: Morality,
Authority and Ohedience in Stanley Milgram's Account," [4] also
Stephen Gibson's 2020 "'We Have a Choice': Identity Construction and
the Rhetorical EFnactment of Resistance in the 'Two Peers Rebel'! Con--
dition of Stanley Milgram's Obedience Experiment." [5]

Bibb Latané and John M. Darlev's experiments were conducted in
the late 60's, and had a very specific event that formed the context
for these experiments, the Kitty Genovese murder. The murder was
national news for its heinous and salacious details. Seeking an
explaination for why bystanders fail to help, Latané & Darley con-
ducted their experiments. I reguested their seminal 1968 publication
from the Journal of Personalitv and Social Psychology titled "Group
Inhikbition of Bystander Intervention in Fmergencies." [6] In addition
I requested "Bystander 'Apathy'" from Rmerican Scientist, 1969. [7]
In order to get a contempoerary perspective, I reguested the public
library send me a recent article citing to* the Latané & Darlevy
experiment. I received "From Empathy to Apnathy: The Bystander Effect
Revisited" published in Current Directions in Psychological Science

by Ruud Hortensius & Reatrice de Gelder in 2018. [8]
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~-~STANLEY MILGRAM'S OREDIENCE EY¥YPERIMENT—-

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

4

" Milgram writeés: "Obedience, as a determinant of behavior, is of
particular relevance to our time. It h s

a
that from 1032-45 millions of innccent perscons were system
sla ere

, _

aughtered on command, Gas chambers were built, death camps were
cguarded, daily quotas of corpses were produced with the same efficiency
as the manufacture of applianCEﬁ. These inhumane policies may have

a
cr that wrote the

of the Third Reich: "The Germen Officer Corpe were brought up in the
most rigorous ccde of ohedience... in the name of obedience they were
varty to and assisted in, the most wicked large scale actions in the

ye worléd.® (1]
Following "WiT, the Four-Power 2llied Trithunal called the Inter-
national Military Tribunal (T¥7) broucht CGerran supp e

Nazi regime to trial for war crimes in Yuremburg These trials

an
21so named Defendants were the German Sfecret State P

Staatspolezei, or Gestapo) and the German National S
{ Schutzstaffeln der Nationalsozialistischen Deut-
sghen ﬁrheiterpartei, cr &&; "schutz" means rnrotection and "staffeln®

luate). RAlsoc named were ferman corporations
P

T ! ch arm
of the I.G. Farhen company which made Zvklon B, the toxic voiscon gas

used to murder Jewsg a2t Dachau, Treblink
IMT charter, [50 Stat. 1546 (1945)

war criminals for: "crimes against peace, war crimes, and crimes
againet humanities." 2t the trials, defendants overwhelmingly gave
testimony that they were "just following orders." [Judgment and

Sentences, 41 Am.J.Int'l.%L. 172, »pp. 25&-87, 261-£2, 266-67, (194%&)]

3
D
-
o)
n
r_'.
[t
0
et
]

The factfinders in the trials were

?"h

a
firmative deferse to the charges. ("...under Nuremburg Trials prin-
7

0
fa
i

nles, the orders of superior officers are not necessarils
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for unlawful acts..." [Rochez Bros. v. Rhoades, 390 F.Supp. 470, 473
(Ww.p. pPa. 1974)])

In the 1956 article's introduction [2, at p. 57] Milgram invokes
the Riblical reference to Abraham, "who is commanded by God to kill
his son." This reference to history's most extreme example of obedi-
ence to autherity made clear his intent in setting the stage and con-
text in his experiments. The cuestions that Milgram sought to answer
were; ‘why do peorle act in ways that they know are morally wrong in
obedience to authoritvy? Can anyone commit acts violative of their
own morals when cverridden by supplication to authority? How are
these phenomena possible?

Researcher Fannah Arendt ccinéd the term "banality of evil" in
her 1963 book "FEichmann in Jerusalem: a report on the banality of
evil." Adolf Eichmann had implemented the Nazi "Final Solution" which
was the Holocaust murder of 6MM Jews. Was he a blogd-thirsty monster?
2t his war-crimes trial he presented as "a diligent and efficient
bureaucrat -- a man more concerned with followinc orders than with
asking deep questions about their morality or consecuence" according
to Arendt. Id&.

This was the atmosphere in which Milgram performed his experi-
ments, seeking explanation for how an entire nation of Cermans could
engage in or be complicit with such savage acts as committing geno-
cide without a reasonable level of self-reflection. Just following

rders. How could Abraham raise his knife to his son Isaac? [Gen.
22:10] Obedience to God's authority. BAnd, as I'll apply the study
to law enforcement, how can police officers use excessive force
againet their fellow man without conscience? Obedience to a chain-

of-command and supervision, and conformityv to training.

Procedure and Method

The experiments were conducted at Yale Universitv in the "inter-
action laboratory." [1l] The subjects were 40 males between 20 and
50 yvears old from the local New Haven area. Thev were obtained through
newspaper and direct mail advertisments. They came from a range of
occupations, and were paid $4.50 ($45.93 in 2024 adjusted dollars,

Google, accessed 27 AFR 2024) fcor thelr participation. They were
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directly advised that the payment was for coming in to the lah and
was theirs to keep; it was not contingent on any outcome of the
xperiment. Id.

Milgram was assisted by two "confederates;" a 31 vear o0ld high

school bioclogy teacher who played the experimenter, and a 47 year
old accountant who plaved the rcle of the victim. 2 "shock generator”
was made toc have a very convincing appearance as a genuine scientific

cevice. It had 30 switches labeled 15 to 450 volts. In groups of 4

these switches also were labeled "Slight Shock," "Moderate Shock,"

"Strong Shock," "Very Strong Shock," "Intense Shock," "Extreme Intens
Shock," and "Danger: Severe Sheck." The final 2 switches were labeled

"YX¥." The machine alsc had an industrial engraved panel that read

rt
% g

"Shock Generator, Type ZLR, Dvson Instrument Company, Wal

- K

am, Mass,

Output 185 Volts - 480 Volts." Fach participant would he administered
a 45 volt shock on the wrist as dermonstration of the machine's func-

tion, depressing the third switch. The machine in reality contained

~

a 45 volt battery. The demonstration was intencded to convince the

K
5

subjects of the authenticity of the device. 7Td.

The subjects were told that the experiment was to discover if
using electric shocks as punishment would improve learning. (1 recall

e
the scene from the movie "CGhosthusters" where Fill Murray's character
is performing a similar experiment, ostensibly to test if shocks used
as negative reinforcement improve a subiect's FESP skill. Fellvwood
was clearly spoofing Milgram.) The haive subjects were tcld that
the role of "teacher" and "learner" would he randomly drawn from a

t; but the draw wes actually rigged toc assure the subject was alwavs
assigned to he teacher and the confederate victim to bhe learner. 7Ia4.
The learning task was paired-worcds that the learner was to

merorive associations. The learner would he read a word with four

1
0N
o)
0
o
0!
]
-t

terms, and he was toc give his r 7ia switches that 1it up one

of four quadrants of an answer-box on top of the shock generator.

The learner is in a separate room, cannot he seen but can be heard. 14,
The subiject was told to administer a shock whenever a wrong

answer was given by the learner. Tach shoals vwas o e progressively

stronger, beginning with 15 Vv, 20 vV, 45 V... and so on. Ile is also

to announce the voltage alcocud with each shock -- reinforcing the
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increasing intensity in the mind of the subject. Id.

te "learner" answers 3 of 10 from a first list of
e incorrect and earn shocks. This is entirely
ain the subject with the procedure, reading and

administering shocks. Subjects are given a second list and instructed

to repeat this list "until the learner has learned all pairs correctlyv.

The learner gives a predetermined set of answers, in a ratio of
approximately three wrong to each right answer. The learner makes
no noises or complaints until the shocks reach the 200 volt level.

At this level, the learner pounds on the wall. Id.

This point is when the subjects typically look to the experimenter

—

for instruction. ¢CGoing forward, the learner no longer responds on
the answer-box. The experimenter tells subjects to allow 5-10 seconds
before considering a non-response as a wrong answer., "2t various
points in the experiment the subiject may turn to the experimenter for

ice on whether he should continue to administer shocks. Or he mav

ize the experimenter's responses to these inguiries and reactions. If
the subiject indicated his unwillingness tc go on, the experimenter
responded with a seguence of proﬁ ;' using as many as necessary to

u
bring the subject into line. ro¢ 1: Please continue or Please go on.
th

)
'.

Y

Prod 2: The experiment reguires at you continue. Prod 3: It is

..J

absclutely essential that you continue. Prod 4: You have no other
choice, you must go on." These prods were made in sequence, Prod 2
was used if the first didn't compel cobedience... and so on., If the
subject disobeyed after Proc¢ 4, the experiment concluded. 1I4.
There were two special prods that could be used in specific

instances. If the subject asked if the learner could be permanently

harmed, the experimenter said: "Although the shocks may be painful
there is no permanent tissue damage, so please go on. (followed by
Prod 2, 3 and 4 if necessary.)" If the subject said that the learner

wanted to stop, the experimenter would say: "Whether the learner likes
it or not, you must go on until he has learned zll the word pairs
correctly. 8o please go on. (followed by Prods 2, 3, and 4 if

necessary.)" Every time the subiject complied or cooperated, the use
of the prods would start again back at Prod 1 the next time that he

3
indicate that he does not wish to go on. It was important to standard-

n
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© resist again. I4.

The sessions were recorded on audio tape, and some photographs
r rvers (through one-way glass) took notes on the

subject!s beh

e

viors. Latency and duration of shocks were recorded
ces. At the end of the experiment, subjects were
IS

)

a
with timing devi
interviewed an

ebriefed. They met the victir and the hoax was

.

O relieve any stres

(s

D
0

revealed to them. Thev were counrseled that

resulted from the experiment. I&

i

The Results

Prior to the ewneriment, fourteen Yale psvcholooy students were
t

asked to predict how 100 hypothetical subjects wouvld behave. The
most pessimistic of the fourteen estimated that 2 subjects would go
all the way to 450 velts, The average of the fourteen studente!
estimates was 1.2 of the 100 would comrlete the series of shocks.

They estimated that "few if any" subijects would comply bevond "Verv

ftrong Shock" (185 V - 2240 V). The estimates were nowhare near
correct. Fvery single one of the 40 subjects cheved ur to 200 V.
Only 5 did not proceed past 300 V. Four gave onlyv one more shock
hefeore stonpinc 26 of the 40 subiects continued to shock the victim
1C more levels after he stopped answering -- all the wav to the ¥YYX¥
ASC wvolt level. 7T&.

Millgram writes: "aAfter the maximum shocks had been delivered,
and after the experimenter called a halt tc the proceedings, many
obecdient subjects heaved sighs of relief, mopped their hrows, rubhsed
their fingers over their eves, or nervously fumhled cigarettes.

ome shoo¥ their heads, apparent =
remained calm throuchout the exreriment, and disnlaved only minimal

signs of tension from heginning to end." T4,

This versicn of the experiment, the first, would come to he known
s the "beaseline condition." [3] wMilgram would conduct many iterations

e}
lependant variables in order to

J:'

H
T
A

is experiment, wmanipulating the i

rimine the effects on the effects on the dependant variable, the

e of the subjects. Milgram acknowledged@ from the outset that

gh levels of obedience could be explained by several aspects
‘5

he experimental design. The experimen

1q

Tt
League Yale University, a highly respected ecducational institution.
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The victim was ostensibly a willing volunteer, not a captive. The
subject too is a volunteer and could feel himself to have an obligation
to comply. The experimenter was a scientist and professional;: from

the subject's vantage he knew better and was respcnsible. These facets
of the backdrop of the experiment and others all give the experiment

the pastiche of legitimate authority which people tend to obey. [1]

Manipulations to the Experiment

One early variation includes increased protest from the victim.
Milgram used pre-recorded and standardized audio tapes coordinated
te fixed voltage levels. At 75 volts, the learner begins to grunt
and groan; at 150 volts he cries out "Experimenter, get me out of
here! 7T won't be in the experiment any mcre! I refuse to go on!" at
1280 volts he cries out he can no longer stand the pain and as in the
baseline at 300 volts he stops responding altegether. Milgram calls

this the "voice feedback" condition [2]; in later years it will be

called the "new baseline" condition. [5] DRefiant subjects (these who
did not go all the way to 450 V) increased from 24% in baseline to
37.5% in the "new baseline." [2]

In another condition, Milgram moved the victim into the same
room with the subject, 16.5 inches apart. Defiance increased to 60%
in this "Proximity" condition. (40% still cooperated!) 1Id. 1In a
"Touch Proximity" condition, the subject was required to physically
force the victim's hand onto a '"shock plate" in order to administer
the shocke. Defiance increased to 702. (30% still cooperated!) 1Id.
Milgram took the experiment out of the University, moving it to a
down-market industrial office park in "RBridgeport." The experiment
was superficially being conducted by "Research Essociates of FRridge-
port." Holding the other variables constant, 48% of the Pridgeport

1,

ubjects were fully obedient where 65% of the Yale subijects had been

h

fully obedient. The seedy environs reduced ohedience, but not sioni-
-t

Fi

0

antly so! [2]

Defiance reached 90% in a scenario Milgram calls "Croups for
Disobedience" [2] and later called "Two Peers Rebel." [5] In this

scenario, "two actors (confederate-teachers) broke off in the middle

of the oeuxperiment... 90 porcent of the subjcots followed ocuit and



defied the experimenter." [2] Miloram conducted multiple mor
manipulations, altering language in the Prods to include ccllective
"we" and "us" pronouns to create alliant behaviors [5], shifting the

alliant behavior between quh1Cﬂ-fv1ctim (18.), sukiect/experimenter
(1¢.), subhiject/confederate-teacher (Id.), and so on. Milgram studied

"aimost a thousand adults" to test "variabhles that contrcl obedience

and disobedience to authoritv." [2]

In a highly critical article, the author writes: "MNestar Russell
(another researcher published in Fr.J.foc.Psy. in 2?01l1) has repeat-
edly demonstrated how strategic Milgram actually was in designing
the experiments to get (it. in originel) the shocking level of obedi-
ence he wanted." [4] I disagree with Xaposki's article mostly., I

may be hiased. I question authority in 211 things; T am skeptical
and critical of people I find weak-minded who follow authority blindly.

-

I see the veracitv of Milgram's findings and conclusions all arocund

me in the world. Tn my estimation, Milgram was goina to great Llengths
to find, "vwhat is it going to take to get these subjects to think for

themselves and defy me?!" The highest level of defiance was when

others did it first. (the Rebel condition) Most peorle are followers;
this is what T see. Ferhaps this is for the best, as in the cliché

"too many chiefs and not enough indiens" civilization runs on the
backs of the ohedient following leaders. Flse is chaos, & "herding

cats" scenario. * sgimilar conedusion is made in the bystander studv

as to fitness to respond. [infra]

Applications to law enforcement

Organizations derend on obhecdience to chains of command. A

corporation £2lls apart without a worlkforce that oheys its super-
O

L -I.’

visors. P workeite fails when lahorers don't chey auth
ers h

lose hattles when soldi don't follow orders. PRut whe
when ohedience to authoritv goes awry? Nohody would cdebate that
organized crime mobsters are chedient to their capes. Street gang

homies obey their shot-callers. TNealexrs are chedient to the cartels.
T have argned that obhedience toc authoritv in law enforcement has heen
devastating -- it nearivy left me dead. Policing regquires obhedience;

pclice even use military style ranks in the chains of coemmand,
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When police are improperly trained, when toxic cultures of aggression
pervade, where "shoot first and ask guestions later" indifference

takes root in the upper ranks, when the supervision are zealots; danger
ensues. Police are wrapped in the appearance of legitimate authority

bestowed upon them by government fiat. The same obedience to autho-

rity that Milgram found occurs; officers cbhey their superior sergeants,
lieutenants and chiefs. This upper brass wegularly allow career
aspirations and pressure to perform from their superiors and the public
to drive policy and custom; those with whom police have contact are
left to suffer. The public heccme fodder for the law enforcement
industrial complex. Whether it be delivery of an e€lectric shock,
pulling the trigger of a gun, or murdering Jews with poison gas, to
obey authority is the norm regardless of the ethical considerations.

Researching how the Milgram case has been used in law, I found
several published instances of its appearance in the courtroom. In
an Rir Force Court of Appeals (CAAF) review of a court martial of a
Dr. Jonathon Solcmon, Captain ©-3, who was a clinician at a base
clinic at Spangdahlein 2Air Base in Germany. The appeal questioned,
inter alia, whether the testimony of "Dr. MC" who summarized the
Standey Milgram experiment to the court members (term used for a
military jury) to explain the concept of "normalizing trust." Dr.

M testified that the term was coined to explain that: "...there are
certain people that we just have to kind of turn over our trust to,
because they have specialized learning or expertise..." The Circuit
Trial Counsel (CTC) elicited this testimony to show how Dr. Solomon
obtained obedience to his authority from his victims. O©On appeal,
the reviewing court found that the use of this testimony was not a
trial error. [United States v. Solomon, 2022 CCA LEXIS 4092 *70
(USAF App. 2022)]

In another case, the Milgram study is cited to explain the
concept of "agentic shift," as a means to support the statement:
"ordinary people would obey almost any order given to them by an
authority figure." The opinion reads: "...a person cocmes to view
themselves as the instrument for carrying out another person's wishes
and they therefore no longer see themselves as responsible for their

actions..," citing: Nissanli, Motl, A Cognitive Reilnterpretation of
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hgrg-gtudent ~of -psychology and-due to-my experiencesin: the

practice of law, I have seen many re

in

the legal envirconment. T was tot
Milgram experiments

done it myself.

-- BIBEB LATANﬁ & JOHN DARLEY'S RYSTANDER

Eistorical Context

Latené & Narley write that the

tc be the explanation for why people
One specific emergency was in these

formed their study. In the introduc
write of emergencies "...such as the
38 preople witnessed a l1illing from t
acting..." [A] More elabhorately in

in 1964, ¥Witty Genovese was set uron
from work at 3 RA.M Thirty-eight of
to windows when she cried out in ter

Fven though her assailant took over half

one even so much as called the polic

ation of

said th

became the journalistic sens

newspapers. ‘Indifference,

to be among them

neir

ferences to social psychology

2lly unsurprised to find the

especially because I have

"APATHY" EFFECT EXPERIMENTS--

diffusion of responsihility

fail to intervene in emergencies,

researchers minds when thev

tion to their 19682 article

"itty Genovese murder in which

individual apesrtments wikhout

1969 they write: "On a March night

by a maniac as she ceme hcme

her Xew Gardens neighbhors came

ror -~ none came to her assistance.
an hour to murder her, no

e." They continue: "This story

the decade. 'Apathy,' cried the

e columnists and commentators.

'Moral callousness,' 'dehumanization,!' 'loss of concern for our fellow
man...'" "...can these epithets he correct?" [7]

On Friday the 123th of !MMarch 1964, Winston Moseley murdered ¥itty
Genovese in Queens, Mew VYork. Fe stabbed her 17 times over the course
of more than a half-hour. Fe rapred her, even after he mutilated her

genitalia. 28 people heard her scre

ams and saw the event from windows,

vet all did nothing to help her. I took this account of the events
from the Habeas Corpus decision as to Moselev's conviction. [Moseley
¥. Seully, 900 P.fSupp. 1120, 1123 (B.D.M.¥. 100E)]

Tt is with this backdreop that T.atané & Darley conducted their

experiments, seeking to answer,

"rut why,

then, cdon't we act?" Id.
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Procedure and Method

The experiments were conducted at Columbia University in New
¥York City. Male students were recruited to meet with the experimenter
in order to discuss "some of the problems involved in life at an urbhan
university." [6]1[7] The subjects were seated in a waiting room to
fill out a preliminary questionaire. Id. While waiting for the put-
ative interview, the experimenters delivered puffs of smoke into the
waiting room via a small vent. Id. The smoke was created using
pressurized moist air passed over titanium tetracloride (Ticlﬁ) re-

sulting in titanium dioxide (Tio?) in suspension. Id. The result was

a whitish smoke. The smoke continued in puffs throughout the experi-
mental period. The experimental period ended when the subject left

~

the waiting room to report the smcke, or when & minutes elapsed from
his first notice of the smoke. Id. Multiple conditions were tested;
Alone condition: single naive suject, Two passive confederates condi-
tion: 1 naive subject + 2 confederates who ignored the smoke, and
Three naive bystanders: 3 naive subjects. Id. Observaticns were made

throuch one-way glass. Id.

The Results

ITn the Alone condition, 75% (12 of 24) of subjects reported the
smcke before the 6 minutes ran up. The median subject was within 2

minutes. Id. ¥No subject was panicked by the smoke. Id. When there

were two passive confederates, the response te the smoke plummetted,
Cnly 10% (1 of 10) of the subjects reported the smoke. The other 9

subjects "coughed, rubbed their eyes, and opened the window" as the
waiting room filled with smoke. I&. The effect of the twe confederates
in the room hehaving passively was highly significant in changing the
behavior of the subject. When three naive subjects were placed in

the waiting room in a group, 38% (3 of & groups) had one subject from
the group report the smoke. Only one subiject of the 24 total (£ groups
of 3 subjects) reported the smoke before the room became unpleasantly
smoky; before the 4 minute mark. If 75% of the alone subjects reported
the smoke, a projected >98% [100% - (25% X 25% X 25%)] of the three
naive subjects groups should have a smoke-reporter, The 38% compared

to the projected 98%+ was highly significant evidence of group
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influence. Id.

After the €& minutes, the experimenter ended the test by calli nag
subject(s) into the office for the "interview." DMost qvhjects mentioned
the smoke. There was ”OnS*StenCV in rerortﬂ that sv%jectq were unsure
if the smoke was dangerous; a fire? steam? 2/C vapor? smog? {(intended
to simulate an "urban" environment, per the cover story) ...even
"truth gas," (two subjects believed the intent was to induce honest

nswers to the cuestionaire... but weren't "disturbed" at this prospect!)
I¢. These results were described by the term "group inhibition."

Seeking to corroborate this effect, "Experiment was designed

91

to see whether similar group inhibition effects could bhe obsarved in
e in

situations where there is no danger to the individual himself for not
acting." They called the scenario "2 Tady in Distress." [7] Male
Columbia students were recruited te perticipate in a2 survey about
ruzzles and cames putatively concucted by the Consurer Testing Pureauy

(CTP). They were asked to bring a friend, and only those wh had a

friend were used as suvhiects. Td. 2n "attractive voung woman" ret
subjects at the door and led them to a testing room. She told subsects

that she would he working next docr in an adiacent office, separated

by a collapsahle curtain through which she exited the testing rcom.

- 1

cu
For ten minutes she shuffled papers and opened drawers -- then the

emergency -- a standardized audioc recording of a loud crash and screams

and "Ch, my God, my feoot..., TI... can't,,. move... it. Ch... my..
ankle, " and so on. [7]

and helped the young woman.
in the testing rcom (the friends pairs were split), in ano
friends were re-paired with a "stooge" who was a confederate of the
experimenter, another where the friends were re-raired with a naive
subiject strancer, and Jastly where the friends that came together
were in the testing room together. A positive result was 2 subiect
either going throuch the curtain separating the testing room Ffrom
the office, going around through the doors, or callinc out to the

woman to ask if she's okay. IcC.
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The Results

Cf the Alone condition, 28 subjects, 18 of them (70%) intervened
Projecting from this result, 91% of the Two Strangers condition sub-
s should intervene -- only 40% (8 of 20 pairs) does one of the
jects intervene. In the "Stooge" condition, where the confederate
ned passivity, intervention reduced to 7% (1 of 14 pairs). In
the Two Friends condition, 70% (14 of 20 pairs) intervened, which is
noet egual to the Alecne condition (despite being the same percentage)
because the expected intervention rate is 91% due to having two
possible intervenors in a pair. [100% - (20% ¥ 20%)] Td8. The con-
clusions we can draw from the results: this "any in Distress" experi-

ment reinforced the findings from the smoke experiment. The diffu-

n
Jde

on of responsibility is about bearing blame, the onus of responsibility

=
0]

di

6}

tributed over more people when more subjects are present. The

| =)

cial influence, seeing the reactions of cthers has the strongest

o o
th O

ffect; "social influence leads an individual to define the situation

@8 non-serious and not reguiring action." Id.

2Additional Studies

Further studies are conductecd and reviewed in the literature I
read. An experiment with a staged beer theft from a liquor store,
"The Case of the Stolen PReer," was conducted. Id. The beer scenario
was exactly what we see in the news so often today, people walking
out of retail stores with merchandise they didn't pay for, in broad
daylight. In another, a study similar to the Smoke and L.ady in Distress
experiments, utilizing a feigned interview set-up was done. This
time held at NYU, and a stacged epileptic seizure in lieu of smoke or
a trip-and-fall in an adjacent office. This one was called "3 Fit
to be Tried." Id. The experimenters again used different conditions
to test different independant variables. One new variable introduced
was sex of the subjects, adding females. “Coping with emergencies is

en thought to be the duty of males, especially when there are females

O
R +h
o

sent, but there was no evidence that this is the case in this stucdy."

=4
S

Cver all the experiments and conditions, the experimenter found

the "socia2l influence" and "diffusion of responsibilitv" explanations
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for observed hehavior to be valid. Id.

Applications to law enforcement

«~BOor -most--of-people,; emergencies are-rare-events, M.i.the-average
person probably will encounter fewexr than half 2 dozen serious emer-
gencies in his lifetime." [7] From an evelutionary bhiological per-
spective, "perhaps... for the best outcome, only the fittest indivi-
dual should provide helpr and others should not..." [R] "The training
of firefighters and other first respomders directly follows these
principles: Only well-trained individuals are allowed to help..." Id4.

In my orinion, this is leading to devastating results for society.
For example, considering the Ceorge Floyd murder by Minneapolis Police,
"T

Officer DNerex Chauvin snuffed-gcut 2 man's life while onlookers vide

recorded with cell nhones byt felt irrotert to intervene, Tn ancther

example, Tanny Fenny Aid intervenc con a YV suhway when &2 mentally
cisturbhed man threataened passencers. Tle subdued the man with a hold
ahbout his neck; the mar subseguently died. Tanny Penny acted in good
faith, znc¢ he's teing preosecuted for his action. 211 throughonut cur
country there are smagh-snd-grat shorlifiting events -- citizens feel
helpless to intervene, as a result of the effects found in these
experiments, Tn grouns pepnle experience the diffusion of rpﬁponsi?jhlty

...1is this truly an emergency? "evaluation aﬁprehonsiﬁn" ¢ ¥y O
T going to look like a fool for helping? I¢.) and the threest of legal

repurcussions from law enforcement.

\D

LLatané & Narley say that they believe hystanders are "noOt in-
cifferent or apathetic," rather "Caught, fascinated, distressed, un-

willing to act but unable to turn away." [6] The governmenrt has
vassed statutes in an attempt to create an obligation te report crimes.

Tn Coloracde, C.R.S. fec. 19-£-115, titled NDuty to report a crime --

!.J.

abilty for disclosure, and federally 1P U.S.C. fec. 4 titled Mie-
prison of felony, are laws created by legislatures in an attempt to
this end. The judiciary, the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals, however
says: "Tt is well estahlished that a2 person who sees a crime heing
committed has no legal duty to either stop or report it. The govern-

ment is incorrect in steting that such a general duty exists under
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Colorado Law 18-8-115." [tUnited States v. Zimmerman, 943 F.2d 1204,
1214 (10th Ccir. 1991)]

The conflicting interests of such a statute are clear, where
the danger of legal ramifications for intervention are very great,
anc¢ the theeat of harm from involving police is so high. People

freeze and do nothing, umsure of themselves and the right response.

CONCLUSION

These two classic experiments of social psychology from Milgram
and from Latané€ & Darley provided a revealing look into the subject
of group dynamics. These studies gave us understanding of obedience
to authority, expecially how obedience is influnced in the group

setting. Also, the behavicr of bystanders in emergency situations,
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