Psychotherapy Boom—
¥ Trend away from Cure
! toward Self-fulfiliment

 Sex for Senior Citizens

Stanley Milgram Talks




JUNE 1974 VOL. 8, NO. 1

pstchology today

THE MAGAZINE ABOUT PSYCHOLOGY, SOCIETY AND HUMAN BEHAVIOR

T George Harris

Personal: One Small Piece of Political ldiocy

Arnold J. Mandell

15

Path Through the Wilderness In Madness and the Brain, Solomon Snyder puts forth
a biologically based lheory of schizophrenia that manages to restore the soul.

Patrice Horn

18

News Line Sex as therapy for senior citizens; acupuncture vs. hypnosis; teaching chil-
dren that public fate and private lives are intertwined; and other items.

Frederick Ausubel,
Jon Beckwith, and
Kaaren Janssen

30

Stimulus/Response: The Politics of Genetic Engineering: Who Decides Who's
Defective? The genetic screening laws that are quietly proliferating could lead to eu-
genic solutions to social and political problems. The technology is close and the prospect
is ominous.

Andrew Weil

a5

Parapsychology: Andrew Weil's Search for the True Geller, Part | Uri Geller
claims to have psychic powers. The author of The Natural Mind watches him closely and,
afler three meetings and numerous bent keys, decides that he has seen true psycho-
kinesis.

Kenneth J. Gergen
and Mary M. Gergen

52

What Other Nations Hear When the Eagle Screams Americans are becoming
reluctant to give cash or loans to poor nations, and Congressmen berate recipient na-
tions as wasteful ingrates. Research indicates, however, lhat the way we give our aid
shapes the way the recipient acts. Applying typical Washington logic, the U.S. is drop-
ping out of DA, the only aid program that meels the criticisms.

Perry London

62

The Psychotherapy Boom: From the Long Couch for the Sick to the Push
Button for the Bored Therapy serves the neuroses of its lime. The ages of repression
and anxiety lie behind us; the new Age of Ennui has shifted our focus to a hedonislic self-
fulfillment that calls forth elaborate new therapeutic games.

Carol Tavris

Carol Tavris
Carol Tavris

70

74
76

The Frozen World of the Familiar Stranger, a conversation with Stanley Milgram.
The social psychologist whose obedience experiments showed us how easily authority
can provoke cruelty talks about his past research and his current work that explores life
in the city.

A Man of 1,000 Ideas, a skelch of Stanley Milgram.

The Force of Authority 'Ordinary people can become agenls in a terribie, destructive
process.” ¥

Cheris Kramer

82

Folk-Linguistics: Wishy-Washy Mommy Talk According to folk wisdom, men speak
forcefully and lo the poinl; women's speech is vague, flowery and endless. That's just
the way people talk in New Yorker cartoons; the only'lrouble is, experiments show no sex
difference in speech.

Peter Koenig

87

Field Report on Psychological Testing of Job Applicants: “They Just Changed
the Rules on How to Get Ahead’ The fight for equal opportunity has just dealt a
hard blow to the testing market and to those psychologists who established the rules of
the job game. The old credentialing system is staggering, and new hiring systems might
even measure job compelence instead of vocabulary.

15
120
98

Input

Books

Bibliography, Reprint and Tape Information
Classified Advertising

Please direct TION orders, changes of address, etc. to P?jvcnoa‘cgy Today. P O Box 2950, Bouider. Colorado
80302 When changing address, please allow six weeks advance notice, iIncluding old address (use address label from latest 1ssue) along
with new address. ALL EDITORIAL CORRESPONDENCGE should be directed to Psychology Today, 317 14tn St Del Mar. Calilornia 92014

PSYCHOLOGY TODAY s publisned monthly by Zitf-Davis Publishing Company. Wilkam Zitt President. Hershel B Sarbin Secretary-Treasurer. prncipal
offices at One Park Avenue, New York. New York 10016 Copyright + 1974 by Zilf-Davis Publishing Company All nights reserved Second-class postage
pad at New York. New York and at adgilional maiing offices Advertising Offices. One Park Avenue. New York City 10016 (212) 725-3900, Midwest Advertis-
ing Representatives—The Laurence F Benson Company, 200 East Ontano Streef. Chicago. liinois 60611 (312) 781-4477 West Coast Advertising Repre-
sentatives—Jacques Montague Company, 5300 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite B40. Los Angeles Cabforma 90036, (213)936-5181. 235 Montgomery 5t . San
Francisco, Cakfornia 94104, (415)356-8420 RATES One-year subscripion rate for U5 U S possessions and Canada. $12.00. all other countries 514 00

PSYCHOLOGY TODAY. June 1974 5







A conversation with Stanley Milgram about familiar strangers, inhibitory anxiety on the sub-
way, Kitty Genovese, obedience to authority, cognitive maps, TV violence, and a lost child.

THE
FROZEN
WORLD OF
THE
FAMILIAR
STRANGER:

“Weare all fragile
creatures entwined
in a cobweb of
social constraints.’

by Carol Tavris

Carol Tavris: Much
of your work is di-
rected toward the cx-
perience of living in
cities, isolating the
intangibles that make
Oslo different from
Paris, Topeka differ-
ent from Denver, and New York different
from anything. How do you go about de-
fining those intangibles?

Stanley Milgram: First, you keep your
eyes open; you generalize on the basis of
numerous specific incidents; you try to
determine whether particular incidents
lead up to a definable pattern; you at-
tempt to find an underlying coherence
beneath the myriad surface phenomena
in a particular city. You generalize from
your own experience and formulate a
hypothesis.

Then you become systematic about it.
You ask people what specific incidents
seem to them to characterize a particular
urban setting, and you see whether any
patterns or dimensions emerge. When
you ask Americans to cite specific in-
cidents they think typical of London, for
example, they often center on the civility
of the Londoner. Typical comments about
New York focus on its pace of activity, and
diversity. The psychologist differs from

the novelist or travel writer in that he tries
to measurc whether these features—pace,
friendliness, diversity—actually corre-
spond to what is out there, and differ
from one urban setting to the next. Meas-
urement of ambiance, then, is the special
contribution that social psychology
makes to centuries of travelogues,

Tavris: What features of urban life
have interested you most recently?

Milgram: For years I've taken a com-
muter train to work. 1 noticed that there
were people at my station whom 1 had
scen for many years but never spoken to,
people I came to think of as familiar
strangers. 1 found a peculiar tension in
this situation, when people treat each
other as properties of the environment
rather than as individuals to deal with. It
happens frequently. Yet there remains a
poignancy and discomfort, particularly
when there are only two of you at the sta-
tion: you and someone you have seen
daily but never met. A barrier has devel-
oped that is not readily broken.

Tavris: How can you study the phe-
nomenon of the familiar stranger?

Milgram: Students in my research sem-
inar took pictures of the waiting passen-
gers at one station. They made duplicates
of the photographs, numbered each of the
faces, then distributed the group photo-
graphs the following week to all the pas-
sengers at the station. We asked the
commuters to indicate those people
whom they knew and spoke to, those
whom they did not recognize, and those
whom they recognized but had never spo-
ken to. The commuters filled out the
questionnaires on the train and turned
them in at Grand Central Station.

Well, we found that the commuters
knew an average of 4.5 familiar strangers,
and the commuters often had many fan-
tasies about these people. Moreover, there
are sociometric stars among familiar
strangers. Eighty percent of the commu-
ters recognized one person, although very
few had ever spoken to her. She was the
visual high point of the station crowd, per-
Laps because she wore a miniskirt con-
stantly, even in the coldest months.

Tavris: How do our dealings with fa-
miliar strangers differ from those with to-
tal strangers?

Milgram: The familiarstranger phe-
nomenon is not the absence of a relation-
ship but a special kind of frozen
relationship. For example, if you wanted
to make a trivial request or get the time of
day, you are more likely to ask a total

stranger, rather than a person you had
scen for many years but had never spoken
to. Each of you is aware that a history of
noncommunication exists between you,
and you both have accepted this as the
normal state.

But the rclationship between familiar
strangers has a latent quality to it that be-
comes overt on specific occasions. I heard
of a case in which a woman fainted in
front of her apartment building. Her
neighbor, who had seen her for 17 years
and never spoken to her, immediately
went into action, She felt a special respon-
sibility; she called the ambulance, even
went to the hospital with her. The likeli-
hood of speaking to a familiar stranger
also increases as you are removed from
the scene of routine meeting. If I were out
strolling in Paris and ran into one of my
commuter strangers from Riverdale, we
would undoubtedly greet each other for
the first time.

And the fact that familiar strangers of-
ten talk to cach other in times of crisis or
emergency raises an interesting question:
is ther¢ any way to promote solidarity
without having to rely on emergencies
and crises?

Tavris: To study the familiar stranger,
your students directly confronted com-
muters for informatior. Is this typical of
your experimental style?

Milgram: Methods of inquiry must al-
ways be adapted to the problem at hand,
and not all of life's phenomena can be as-
sembled in a laboratory. You must often
go out to meet the problem, and it doesn't
require a license to ask someone a ques-
tion. My experimental style aims to make
visible the social pressures that operate on
us unnoticed.

And an cxperiment has a tangible qual-
ity to it; you see people really behaving in
front of you, which stimulates insight. It
is a matter of bringing issues down to a
level where you can see them clearly, ren-
dering processes visible. Social life is
highly complex. We are all fragile crea-
tures entwined in a cobweb of social con-
straints. Experiments often serve as a
beam that helps clarify the murky aspects
of experience. And I do believe that a Pan-
dora’s box lies just beneath the surface of
everyday life, so it is often worthwhile to
challenge what you most take for granted.
You are often surprised at what you find.

Tavris: For example?

Milgram: We've recently looked at the
subway experience which is so character-
istic of New York life. If you consider that
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at rush hour total strangers are pressed
against each other in a noisy hot car, sur-
rounded by poking elbows, it is astonish-
ing how little aggression this produces.
It is a remarkably regulated situation,
and we tried to probe the norms that
keep it manageable. The best way to start
was to be simple-minded and not too
sophisticated, since sophistication as-
sumes too much about the structure you
wish to illuminate.

Tavris: What did you do?

Milgram: I suggested to the class that
we each go up to someone on the subway
and simply ask for his seat. The immedi-
ate reaction of the class was exactly the
same as yours—laughter. But anxious
laughter is often a sign that you are on to-
something important. Many members of
the class felt that no one in New York
would give up his seat simply because a
stranger asked him to. My students did a
second thing that uncovered their prej-
udices. They said that the person would
have to justify his request by asserting ill-
ness, nausea, dizziness; they assumed that
the request itself would not gain the seat.
A third clue:  asked for volunteers from a
class of graduate students, but they re-
coiled en masse. That's very revealing. Af-
ter all, they merely had to make a trivial
request. Why was it so frightening a proj-
ect? In other words, the very formulation
of the research question began to generate
emotional clues to its answer. Finally, one
brave soul, Ira Goodman, took on the he-
roic assignment, accompanied by a stu-
dent observer. Goodman was asked to
make the request courteously, and with-
out initial justification, to 20 passengers.

Tavris: What happened?

Milgram: Within a week, rumors
started to circulate at the graduate cen-
ter. “They're getting up! They're getting
up!” The news provoked astonishment,
delight, wonder. Students made pilgrim-
ages to Goodman as if he had uncovered a
profound secret of survival in the New
York subway, and at the next session of
the seminar, he announced that about
half of those he had asked had gotten up.
He didn’t even have to give a reason.

But one discrepancy struck me in
Goodman's report. He had only ap-
proached 14 people instead of the hoped-
for 20. Since he was normally quite con-
scientious, I asked why. He said: "I just
couldn’t go on. It was one of the most diffi-
cult things I ever did in my life.” Was
there something idiosyncratic about
Goodman, or was he telling us something
profoundly revealing about social behav-
ior generally? There was only one way to
find out. Each of us would repeat the ex-
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“The words seemed lodged in my

trachea and would simply not
emerge. I stood there frozen.

periment, and neither I nor my colleague,
Professor Irwin Katz, would be exempted.

Frankly, despite Goodman’s initial ex-
perience, ] assumed it would be easy. T ap-
proached a seated passenger and was
about to utter the magical phrase. But the
words seemed lodged in my trachea and
would simply not emerge. I stood there
frozen, then retreated, the mission unful-
filled. My student observer urged me to
try again, but Iwas overwhelmed by paral-
yzing inhibition. I argued to myself:
“What kind of craven coward are you!
You told your class to do it. How can you
go back to them without carrying out
your own assignment?” Finally, after sev-
eral unsuccessful tries, I went up to a pas-
senger and choked out the request,
“Excuse me sir, may I have your seat?” A
moment of stark anomic panic overcame
me. But the man got right up and gave me
the seat. A second blow was yet to come.
Taking the man's seat,  was overwhelmed
by the need to behave in a way that would
justify my request. My head sank be-
tween my knees, and I could feel my face
blanching. 1 was not role-playing. I ac-
tually felt as if I were going to perish.
Then the third discovery: as soon as I
got off the train, at the next station, all
of the tension disappeared.

Tavris: What underlying social prin-

ciples does such an experiment reveal?

Milgram: First, it points up the
enormousinhibitory anxiety thatordinar-
ily prevents us from breaching social
norms. Askinga person for hisseatisa triv-
ial matter, yet it was extremely difficult to
make the request. Second, it highlights
the powerful need to justify one’s request
by appearing sick or exhausted. I must
stress that this is not acting, but a com-
pelled playing out of the logic of social re-
lations. Finally, the fact that all of these
intense feelings were synthesized in, and
were limited to the particular situation,
shows the power of immediate circum-
stances on feelings and behavior. [ was re-
lieved and back to normal the instant I
was off the train.

Tavris: Your reaction sounds typical of
the subjects in the obedience experiment
[see page 76]. Many of them felt obliged
to follow the experimenter's orders to
shock an innocent victim, even though
they felt great anxiety.

Milgram: Yes. The subway experience
gave me a better understanding of why
some subjects obeyed. I experienced the
anxiety they felt as they considered re-
pudiating the experimenter. That anx-
iety forms a powerful barrier that must
be surmounted, whether one’s action
is consequential—disobeying an author-
ity—or trivial—asking for a seat on the
subway.

Do you know there are people who
choose to die in a burning building rather
than run outside with their pants off?
Embatrassment and the fear of violating
apparently trivial norms often lock us
into intolerable predicaments. And these
dre not minor regulatory forces in social
life, but basic ones.

Tavris; Can you recommend a similar
experiment for those of us in cities with-
out subways?

Milgram: If you think it is easy to vio-
late social constraints, get onto a bus and
sing out loud. Full-throated song now, no
humming. Many people will say it is easy
to carry out this act, but not one in a hun-
dred will be able to do it.

The point is not to think about singing,
but to try to do it. Only in action can you
fully realize the forces operative in social
behavior. That is why I am an experi-
mentalist.

Tavris: It seems to me, though, that
many experiments, while entertaining, do
not take one beyond what sensitive per-
ception and feeling would. Some people
criticized the obedience work by saying,
“1 knew that.” After all, centuries of hu-
man history amply document the ex-
cesses of following orders. What advan-



tage derives from an experiment that
confirms history?

Milgram: The purpose of the obe-
dience experiment was ncither to confirm
nor disconfirm history, but to study the
psychological function of obedience; the
conditions under which it occurs, the de-
fense mechanisms it entails, the emo-
tional forces that keep the person
obeying. The criticism you cite is akin to
saying that we know people die of cancer,
so why study it?

Further, it is difficult for people to sort
out what they know from what they only
think they know. The clearest indication
of ignorance about obedience is that
when psychiatrists, psychologists and
others were asked to predict the perform-
ance of subjects in the experiment, they
failed totally. The psychiatrists said, for
cxample, that only one person in a thou-
sand would administer the highest shock
on the board, and they were off by a factor
of 500.

Moreover, we must ask whether people
really do learn the lessons of history. Isn't
italways the “otherguy” who shamelessly
submits to authority, even in violation of
clementary morality? I think it is hard for
many people to accept that they them-
selves have the potential to yield without
limit to authority. All the pedagogic
means at our disposal, whether in the
form of history, literature, or experi-
ments, need to be called into service to
heighten awareness of this issue.

Finally, if one group criticizes the ex-
periments because they merely confirm
history, an equally vociferous group vehe-
mently denies that Americans are capable
of the degree of obedience demonstrated
in my experiment, and they consequently
repudiate me and the experiment, | sug-
gest people read my book and draw their
own conclusions.

Tavris: Your obedience work and city
work both consider the network of social
rules that constrain us. In the galaxy of
factors that make up a city’s atmosphere,
for example, which do you think are the
most important!

Milgram: Clearly, the degree of moral
and social involvement people have with
each other, and the way this is limited by
the objective circumstances of city life.
There are so many people and cvents to
cope with that you must simply disregard
many possible inputs, just to get on. If you
live on a country road you cansay hello to
each of the occasional persons who passes
by; but obviously you can’t do this on
Fifth Avenue.

As a measure of social involvement for
instance, we are now studying the re-

“Weare now studying the
response to a lost child in a
hig city and small fown.

sponse to a lost child in big city and small
town. A child of nine asks people to help
him call his home. The graduate students
report a strong difference between city
and town dwellers; in the city, many
more people refused to extend help to the
nine-year-old. I like the problem because
there 1s no more meaningful measure of
the quality of a culture than the manner
in which it treats its children.

Tavris: But is it incvitable that big
cities breed impersonal treatment of oth-
ers? You don’t find drunks or beggars on
the streets in Chinese cities, but if you did
it would be everyone's responsibility to
help. The moral norms are to aid the other
guy, so no one person must play lone
Samaritan.

Milgram: | would be reluctant to com-
pare a city such as Peking, in which the at-
mosphere is permeated with political
doctrines and imperatives, to Western
cities. Beyond that, it is true that not
all large cities are alike. But the most gen-
cral movement is toward an adaptation
common to all cities. Paris today seems
more like New York than it did 20 years
ago, and 50 years from now they will be
even more alike, as adaptive needs come
to dominate local color. There will be
some cultural differences, but these will
fade, and I regard this as most unfortunate.

Tavris: You have just spent a year in
Paris studying mental maps of the city.
What are they?

Milgram: A mental map is the picture
of the city that a person carries in his
mind: the streets, neighborhoods, squares
that are important to him, the way they
are linked together, and the emotional
charge attached to each element. The in-
itial idea came from Kevin Lynch’s book
The Image of the City. The external city is
encoded in the brain: you could say there
is a city inside the mind. Even if the exter-
nal city were destroyed, it could be re-
constructed by reference to the mind’s
model of the eity.

Tavris: What did you find out about
Paris?

Milgram: First, that reality and mental
maps are imperfectly linked. For example,
the Seinc may course a great arc through
Paris, almost forming a half circle, but
Parisians imagine it a much gentler curve,
and some think the river a straight line
as it flows through the city. And the pat-
tern of known to unknown parts of the
city is fascinating: there are large arcas
of eastern Paris that are not known to
anyone but the residents of those partic-
ular neighborhoods. Old people tend to
retain the map of an earlier Paris and
find it hard to include newer elements,
however monumental.

Tavris: Don't people have different
maps, depending on their experience and
economic status?

Milgram: There is both a universal
mental map of Paris which all Parisians
sharc, and there arc specialized maps de-
pending on one’s personal biography and
social class. We interviewed more than
200 Parisians, workers and professionals,
and there were striking differences along
class lines. For example, 63 percent of the
professionals rccognized a slide of the
Place Furstenberg, an unexceptional
squarc that professionals infuse with a
kind of bourgeois sentimentality; only 15
percent of the workers could recognize it.
And 84 percent of the professionals could
identify the UNESCO complex at Place de
Fontenoy; only 24 percent of the workers
did. So there is an important class basis to
the mental map.

On the other hand, as many workers as
professionals recognized the Place St. Mar-
tin. And Notre Dame still represents the
psychological core of the city to everyone,
asitdid a thousand years ago. So the maps
have both universal and idiosyncratic
components to them.

Tavris: What are mcntal maps good
for?

Milgram: People maké many impor-
(Continued on page 76.)
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Conversation (Continued from page 73.)
tant decisions based on their conception
of a city, rather than the reality of it.
That’s been well demonstrated. So it is
important for planners to know how the
city sits in the mind. And wouldn't it be
enlightening to have such mental maps
for Periclean Athens, for Dickensian Lon-
don? Unfortunately, there were no social
psychologists to construct such maps sys-
tematically at the time, but we know
better and will do our duty. :
Tavris: I'd like to turn to another of
your real-world explorations, the effects
of TV violence. In eight elaborate studies
you found no differences between the
people who watched the antisocial show
and the controls. Has the effect of tele-
vision on behavior been overrated?
Milgram: Idon'tknow if it's overrated,
but neither I nor my colleagues were able
to establish a causal relationship. My ideal
experiment would have been to divide the

country in half, remove all violence on
television west of the Mississippi and in-
clude it east of the Mississippi, enforce
laws so that no one could move from one
part of the country to the other, and then
see what happens over a five or 10-year pe-
riod. It turned out not to be practical, so I
had to work with what I had.

The approach was to take an antisocial
act, write it into a real TV program (Medi-
cal Center), show some cities the program
containingitand others the same program
without it, then give everyone an opportu-
nity to imitate the antisocial act. I
thought we would detect imitation, but
we didn’t. You can control everything
about an experiment but the outcome.

Tavris: But why didn't you find the
link?

Milgram: Perhaps the antisocial act—
breaking into charity boxes and stealing
money—was not dramatic enough. Per-

haps people have been so sated with vio-
lence in the media that one show doesn't
make a difference. Perhaps there is no
such link. This experiment, like most, isa
chip in a complex mosaic. No one study
can tell the whole story. We have not es-
tablished that the portrayal of violence
leads to violence, but we cannot discard
that hypothesis either.

Tavris: Do you plan to do more re-
search on the effects of television?

Milgram: [ don’t know. Actually, it oc-
curs to me that perhaps it is not the con-
tent of TV but its form that constitutes
the real affront to human sensibilities: I
mean the constant interruption of cogni-
tive processes every 12 minutes by irrele-
vant material—commercials. I wonder
what decrement in appreciation and un-
derstanding comes about when children
watch a show with such interruptions. I
think this will be an important problem.

THE FORCE OF

AUTHORITY

“Ordinary people

can become agents
in a terrible,
destructive process.’

You walk into an elegant laboratory at
Yale University totake partin an experi-
ment on memory and learning. You draw
lots with a mild-mannered fellow who will
also be in the study, and find that you are
to play ‘‘teacher” and he the “learner.”
The experimenter, a somewhat stern man
in a gray lab coat, takes the learnerto a
nearby room, straps him into a chair, at-
taches an electrode to his wrist, and tells
him that when he makes an error on the
test, he'll get a shock from the teacher.
The experimenter takes you to a larger
room and seats you in front of a shock
generator, with 30 switches marked from
15 volts (slight shock) to 450 volis (dan-
ger—severe shock). He tells you to pull a
switch, increasing the intensity of shock
each time, for every wrong answer the
learner gives. If you demur, he tells you
firmly that the experiment requires that
you continue. How far would you go?
Would you back out of the experiment
when the learner groans?
Would you stop when the learner
screams in painand implores you to quit?
Would you stop when the learner lets

out a final anguished cry, followed by un-
broken silence?

Stanley Milgram’s 1963 experiment
was not, of course, a test of memory but
of obedience to authority. Milgram
wanted to find out what happens when
the demands of authority conflict with
conscience. Most of his students and col-
leagues thought that conscience would
win easily. Instead, Milgram found that
most people agonize, suffer, rationalize—
and obey the authority all the way. Almost
two thirds of Milgram's subjecis adminis-
tered the highest levels of shock, even
when they thought the victim might be in-
jured or dead.

*‘| observed a mature and initially
poised businessman enter the laboratory
smiling and confident,”’” wrote Milgram.
“Within 20 minutes he was reduced to a
twitching, stuttering wreck, rapidly ap-
proaching a point of nervous collapse . . .
And yet he obeyed to the end.”

Psychologists and the public grested
Milgram’s experiment with uproar and
outrage. 'Of course everyone would
obey a scientist at Yale,"” they said.
“Yaleness is next to Godliness in re-
spectability.” So Milgram and Co. set up
shop as the Research Associates of
Bridgeport, in a run-down commercial
building. This time, a mere 48 percent of
the subject-teachers obeyed to the
bloody end:

Other critics argued that the experi-
ment was unforgivably unethical. Diana
Baumrind harshly criticized it in The
American Psychologist (1964), maintain-
ing that Milgram had treated his subjects
coldly and cruelly, risking their emotional
health and causing them a loss of dignity,

self-esteem, and trust in rational author-
ity. She doubted that any debriefing
procedure could reassure that shattered
businessman. She questioned whether
that obedience could be studied mean-
ingfully in a laboratory; even if it could,
no experiment, for whatever lofty
reasons, was worth jeopardizing the
well-being of its subjects.

Martin T. Orne and Charles H. Holland
argued that far from being upset, the sub-
jects simply were not taken in by the elab-
orate deception. The subjects, they said,
trusted that.no scientist would risk hurting
a participant in his own study. Ergo, the
victim was not hurt. Ergo, there was no
harm in obeying. To study this problem
realistically, wrote Orne and Holland, the
subjects would have to be in an experi-
ment that they did not recognize as such.

Milgram responded quickly. Every pre-
caution was taken, he said, in debriefing
the subjects, who had a **friendly recon-
ciliation’’ with the victim and who saw
that he had actually not been shocked.
The experimenter discussed the study
with defiant subjects so as to support
their decision to disobey; he assured
obedient subjects that their behavior was
entirely normal and that other parfici-
pants had shared their conflicts. Milgram
later sent a follow-up questionnaire to all
subjects to pick up afterthoughts and ad-
justment problems. Almost everyone said
that the experiment had been worthwhile;
only one percent were sorry that they had
participated. Whether they felt this way or
were rationalizing, Milgram won’t guess.

To Orne and Holland, Milgram supplied
data from direct observation, interviews,
and questionnaires to argue that subjects
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Tavris: Let's back up a moment if we
may. How did you get into the field of
psychology?

Milgram: My boyhood interests were
scientific. [ edited the high-school science
magazine, and my first article in 1949 was
on the effects of radiation on the in-
cidence of leukemia in the Hiroshima and
Nagasaki survivors, | was always doing ex-
periments; it was as natural as breathing,
and I tried to understand how everything
worked.

I fell away from science in college to
pursue courses in political philosophy,
music and art. But [ finally came to the re-
alization that although I was interested in
the questions raised by Plato, Thomas
Hobbes and John Locke, I was unwilling
to accept their mode of arriving at an-
swers. | was interested in human ques-
tions that could be answered by objective
methods. In the "50s the Ford Foundation

did indeed accept the experiment at face
value. Not one person suspected the
deception.

Baumrind and other critics, Milgram
believes, were simply uncomfortable with
the fact that so many subjects obeyed;
they assumed that the experimenter
made the subjects cbey. ""This con-
ception is alien to my view. A concern
with human dignity is based on a re-
spect for a man's potential to act
morally. | started with the belief that
every perscn who came to the labora-
tory was free to accept or to reject the
dictates of authority."

The scientific establishment was am-
bivalent about the value of Milgram's
work. In the same year, 1965, that Mil-
gram was defending his experiment to
his critics in The American Psychologi-
cal Association, he was awarded the
annual sociopsychological prize of the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science.

Milgram's recent book, Obedience to
Authority (Harper & Row), puts together
10 years of research on the basic theme,
exploring the conditions that elicit the
greatest degree of obedience and the
least. For example:

+ Obediencedecreaseswhenthe victim
is in the same room as the teacher, and
decreases further when the teacher must
touch the victim directly to administer the
shock. The modern state, of course, is de-
signed for impersonality, where switches
can be pulled and bombs dropped with-
out anyone ever seeing the victim.

+ Obedience drops sharply when the ex-
perimenter is absent. To commit acts they
would otherwise consider immaoral, peo-

had a program to move people into the
behavioral sciences. It seemed like a per-
fect opportunity, and I shifted into social
psychology at the Department of Social
Relations at Harvard. Men of uncommon
wisdom ran things at the time, and cre-
ated a climate in which ideas and excellence
found ready support and encouragement.

Tavris: Who were your most impor-
tant influences at Harvard?

Milgram: Gordon Allport was my
long-time mentor and friend. He was a
modest man with a pink face; you feltan
intense loving quality about him. Since |
wasn't interested in personality theory,
he did not provide a specific intellectual
input, but he gave me a strong sense of my
own potential. Allport was my spiritual
and emotional support. He cared for
people deeply.

Tavris: If Gordon Allport was your
spiritual adviser, who was your most im-

ple must have authority beside them.

- Obedience drops when the subject is
in a group of rebellious peers. Rebels
awaken the subject to the possibility of
discbedience and, in this case, to its be-
nign results. The group offers social sup-
port for the decision to disobey.

+ By contrast, obedience increases
when the subject is merely an accessory
to the crime, when he does not have to
pull the shock lever himself. In this case,
37 subjects out of 40 stay in the experi-
ment to the end.

Milgram’s research sharply centradicts
the view that only sadistic or aggressive
individuals will inflict pain on innocent
others. He has studied over 1,000 pecple
from all walks of life: skilled and unskilled
workers, white-collar workers, profes-
sicnals, housewives. '‘'The most funda-
mental lesson of this study,”" he
concludes, ''is that ordinary people. sim-
ply doing their jobs, and without any par-
ticular hostility on their part, can become
agentsin aterrible, destructive process."

Torule out the sadism hypothesis, Mil-
gram gave his subjects the opportunity to
select the shock level themselves. Only
two out of 40 inflicted shock at the danger
level; almost all of the rest went no further
than the victim's first indication of dis-
comfort. Nor would people cbey anycne
but the authority.

Milgram explains obedience as a con-
sequence of the hierarchical structure of
authority, A person continues to obey for
tworeasons. First, a setot ''binding fac-
tors™' locks himinto the situation: polite-
ness, his prcmise to help the
experimenter, the awkwardness of get-
ting out. Second, the person undergoes

portantintellectual influence asastudent?
Milgram: Solomon Asch, a brilliant,
creative man, who possessed great philo-
sophic depth. He is certainly the most im-
pressive social psychologist I have known.
I was his teaching assistant when he vis-
ited Harvard, and later worked for him at
the Institute for Advanced Study in
Princeton. He was always very independ-
ent. 1 recall the day when the US.
launched a successful space probe, after
some early failures. The scientists at the
Institute were visibly excited—as [ was—at
the prospects for space exploration. But
Asch was uniquely calm, pointing ourt
that we had enough problems on earth to
solve, and he questioned the wisdom of
deflecting attention to space. Of course
there was enormous prescience in that
view, butit wasn’t recognized at the time.
Tavris: What about Henry Murray?
Milgram: A highly original man who

adjustments in his thinking that reduce |

conflictin favor of obedience. He may be-
come so absorbed in the minutiae of the
experiment that he loses sight of its over-
all significance; he concentrates so close-
ly on the switches that he does not hear
the screams. He divests himself of all
responsibility and places it on the experi-
menter. Others justify their behavior by
cnticizing the victim: '‘He was so stupid and
stubborn he deserved to be shocked."

The cbedience experiment has been
replicated all over the world, including
Australia, Germany, South Africa, ltaly.
Many variaticns remain untested. No cne
has yet putwomen in the role of experi-
menter-autherity, for example, althcugh
female subjects are as likely to cbey as
males. ‘| hate to make these predic-
tions.'' says Milgram, "‘but | am not sure it
would make much difference to put
women in authority. Women bosses are
just bosses like everyone else."’

Nor has anyone varied the nature of
the authority; in all cases the experimen-
ter has represented science. Whether
people would be as likely to cbey reli-
gious, military, political, or academic
authorities as they used to is unclear.

Milgram himself, | gathered, is tired of
the cbedience work. He is bored with de-
fending its ethics and explaining its impli-
caticns. He leaves further exploration to
other researchers. He has contributed a
brilliant, controversial paradigm to his
field and now seeks ancther that will set
social psychology on its ear. He's sure
he will find it.

—Carol Tavris

Obedience lo Authority is a selection of the
Psychology Today Book Club.
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abhorred unnecessary academic rules and
regulations. But my most indelible mem-
ory of him concerns a song. In my early
20s [ wrote songs as a hobby. I wrote a song
for Murray that he claims got him a psy-
chology building. They had torn down
the historic old psychological clinic on
Plimpton Street, and naturally everyone
connected with it was very sad. Murray
wanted me to write a songabout it fora big
dinner with President Nathan M. Pusey.
At first I said no, since I was up to my
ears in work. But the song more or less
spontaneously materialized. After I gave
Murray the song, [ went off to Europe to
collect data for my thesis. I didn't even
turn in the paper I owed him for his
course. So it was two years before I knew
what had happened with the song.

Tavris: Which was . ..

Milgram: I went to find Murray to give
him that long overdue paper. [ was feeling
enormously contrite, but the first thing he
said to me was: “Stanley Milgram! You
should have seen how well it went over! It
was because of your song that we got this
building, you know!” My song was more
important to him than the late paper.

Harvard was full of lively souls like
Henry Murray; some are still there. Roger
Brown was a brilliant assistant professor
20 years ago and remains an inspiring
scholar; Jerome Bruner was a vital and dy-
namic force, though he’s now settled at
Oxtord.

Tavris: What would you say are the in-
gredients that make for a creative social
psychologist?

Milgram: It's complicated. On the one
hand, he needs to be detached and objec-
tive. On the other hand, he will never dis-
cover anything if he lacks feeling for the
pulse and emotionality of social life. You
know, social life is a nexus of emotional
attachments that constrain, guide and
support the individual. To understand
why people behave as they do you have to
be aware of the feelings aroused in every-
day social situations.

Tavris: And beyond that?

Milgram: Out of your perception of
such feelings, insights may arise. They
may take the form of explicit principles of
social behavior. But, more often, they ex-
press themselves in symbolic form, and
the experiment is the symbol. I mean, just
as a playwright’s understanding of the hu-
man situation reveals itself in his own
mind in dramaturgical form, so for the
creative investigator, intuition translates
directly into an experimental format that
permits him both to express his intuition
and critically examine it.

Tavris: Are there any ideas you had

78  psvcroLoGY ToDAY. June 1974

“Despite the extreme emotion in
the encounter, onlookers con-
spicuously avoided involvement,

that you now especially wish you had car-
ried out?

Milgram: Only one, really. The idea
started in the summer of 1960, when some
friends and I decided to improvise some
street-theater scenes. We stopped at res-
taurants along the Massachusetts Turn-
pike, and enacted common human
situations: irate wife discovers her hus-
band with another woman and rages at
him in an incomprehensible mock-for-
eign language. What impressed me was
that despite the extreme emotion in the
encounter, onlookers conspicuously
avoided involvement, even when the
husband shook and slapped his “wife”
in retaliation.

When I returned to my room at Har-
vard, I reviewed the reaction of the pa-
trons, and wrote out a set of experiments
in which the subjects were to be exposed
to ‘people who needed help. Subjects
would sit in a waiting room; through a
closed door they overhear an argument
between a man and a woman; the man
would become increasingly aggressive, in
gradual steps, and finally the woman
would cry out for help. I planned to study
when people would intervene, and under
what conditions. I designed a timer into
the connecting door, so I'd know exactly

how long people delayed before helping.

Tavris: The bystander problem.

Milgram: Yes, although then I called it
the problem of “social intrusion.” A
month after sketching out those experi-
ments, I began to teach at Yale and work
on the obedience experiments, I didn’t
have time to study social intrusion too,
but once a year L issued to each class a sol-
emn prophesy that if they worked on the
bystander problem they would be making
an important contribution to social psy-
chology. Every vear highly intelligent
graduate students would listen with inter-
est, and every vear they would go off and
study attitude change, which was fashion-
able at Yale then.

Tavris: When did they begin to see the
error of their ways?

Milgram: With the Kitty Genovese
murder, and the 38 silent witnesses. The
matter attracted nationwide interest and
finally social scientists attempted experi-
mental formulations of the problem. My
graduate students carried out an unpub-
lished field study in which a supposed
drunk abused a woman in a laundromat.
She called for help, and the question was
how long it would be before she gotit. The
class found the experiment fascinating.
But the Zietgeist was about to catch up
with us. Soon many other studies of this
sort were being carried out. The best work
was done by Bibb Latané and John M. Dar-
ley, then at Columbia and New York Uni-
versity. They chose the right variables,
related them to the Genovese case, ap-
plied technical ingenuity, and reported
their work in clear English. Appropriately,
they won the AAAS prize [see “When Will
People Help in a Crisis?”" PT, December
1968]. And the field of bystander research
is still blooming.

Tavris: How did that make you feel?

Milgram: The only satisfactions I de-
rived from all this were of two sorts: first,
what I regarded as a highly important
sociopsychological question was now
coming under examination; and sccond,
a kind of prophetic function was fulfilled
by my own experimental analysis of this
type of situation, an analysis that pre-
ceded the Kitty Genovese case by three
years, yet prophesied it in many ways.

The common view is that social psy-
chologists derive their experiments from
life, and there is an important measure of
truth in this. But it's also true that events,
such as the Genovese case, are the inevi-
table unfolding of forces that experimen-
tal analysis will frequently pinpoint first.
Underlying the silly incident in the res-
taurant was an important principle of so-
cial behavior; by focusing on that latent




principle, and extending it through to a
concrete dramatized experiment, one
could foresee certain inevitable results of
such a principle. The Genovese case was
merely one publicized expression of that
principle. So analysis, combined with a
certain imagined dramatic extension, will
often prefigure events by years and
decades.

Tavris: You generate a lot of ideas.
What happens to them?

Milgram: Some of these ideas are real-
ized; others filter into the atmosphere and
they stimulate others to carry them out.
Some are expressed through students.
Some just fade. But Leo Szilard was cer-
tainly right when he said it is not the ideas
you have, but those you act on that deter-
mine your character as a scientist. Every
imaginative scientist dies with a host of
good ideas that never make it into print.

Tavris: How did you come up with the
idea for the obedience experiment?

Milgram: [ was trying to think of a way
to make Asch’s conformity experiment
more humanly significant. I was dis-
satisfied that the test of conformity was
judgments about lines. I wondered
whether groups could pressure a person
into performing an act whose human im-
port was more readily apparent, perhaps
behaving aggressively toward another per-
son, say by administering increasingly
severe shocks to him. But to study the
group effect you would also need an ex-
perimental control; you'd have to know
how the subject performed without any
group pressure. At that instant, my
thought shifted, zeroing in on this experi-
mental control. Just how far would a per-
son go under the experimenter's orders? It
was an incandescent moment, the fusion
of a general idea on obedience with a spe-
cific technical procedure. Within a few
minutes, dozens of ideas on relevant vari-
ables emerged, and the only problem was
to get them all down on paper.

But many years after [ had completed
the obedience experiments, [ realized that
my concerns about submission to author-
ity had been incubating since [ was a first-
year graduate student.

Tavris: How so?

Milgram: For one, the central issues
were symbolically expressed in a story [
had concocted. Briefly, the story was
about two men who agreed to accompany
a clerk into an old shabby office. One of
the men was informed by the clerk that
his death had been scheduled for that day,
and that he had a choice of two possible
methods of execution. The man immedi-
ately objected that neither method was
suitable in his case, and after a lot of bick-
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“American democracy also
has instituted policies that
were severe and inhumane,

ering, persuaded the clerk to execute him
more humanely. And he was done in.

The second person, however, who was
also brought into this bizarre situation,
had quietly left the room. Nothing hap-
pened to him. When the clerk noticed he
had gone, he simply closed the office, glad
he could quit work early that day.

The story was quite macabre, but gave
me insight into certain extraordinary fea-
tures of social behavior. And it contains
many of the elements that later appear in
the obedience experiment, in particular
the way the man accepted the alternatives
that were presented to him. He failed to
question the legitimacy of the entire con-
text; he became preoccupied with choices
as defined by the clerk and not with the
larger issue of whether he should be there
at all. He forgot that he could simply
leave, as his friend did.

In just this way, our experimental sub-
jects would temporize or get too technical
or worry about details, trying to find the
formula that would end their conflict.
They did not see the larger framework of
the situation, and consequently they
couldn’t see how to break out of it. The
ability to see the larger context is pre-
cisely what we need to liberate ourselves.

Tavris: What then is the solution to

the problem of the good man who is “only
following orders?”

Milgram: The first thing to realize is
that there are no easy solutions. In order
to have civilization you must have some
degree of authority. Once that authority
is established, it doesn't matter much
whether the system is called a democracy
or a dictatorship: the common man re-
sponds to governmental policies with ex-
pected obedience, whether in Nazi
Germany or democratic America.

Tavris: Then you do not think there is
much variation in the extent of obedience
that governments demand, or rather in
the extent of disobedience they tolerate?

Milgram: Every society must have a
structure of authority but this doesn't
mean that the range of freedom is the
same in every country. And of course it is
true that Germany’s destruction of mil-
lions of innocent men, women and chil-
dren in concentration camps
demonstrated the worst excess of obe-
dience we’'ve seen., But American democ-
racy also has instituted policies that were
severe and inhumane: the destruction of
American Indians, the enslavement of
blacks, the incarceration of the Japanese
during the Second World War, Vietnam.
There are always people who obey, who
carry out the policies. When authority
goes awry, individuals do not seem to
have enough resources to put on the
brakes.

But the problem is complicated. Indi-
vidual standards of conscience are them-
selves generated from a matrix of
authority relationships. Morality, as well
asblind obedience, comes from authority.
For gévery person who performs an im-
moral act on account of authority there is
another who is restrained from doing so.

Tavris: Then how do we guard against
authority’s excesses?

Milgram: First, we need to be aware of
the problem of indiscriminate submission
to authority. And I have tried to foster
that awareness with my work. It is a first
step. Second, since we know men will
comply, even with the most malevolent
authorities, we have a special obligation
to place in positions of authority those
most likely to be humane and wise, But
there is a long-range source of hope, too.
People are inventive, and the variety of
political forms we have seen in the last
5,000 years does not exhaust all possi-
bilities. Perhaps the challenge is to invent
the political structure that will give con-
science a better chance against errant
authority.
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