
Situational Factors

Bystander Effect

Social Influence

The bystander effect, sometimes called 
bystander apathy, is when we fail to help 
someone in need. Bystander intervention is 
when we do help. Whether or not we help can 
be affected by a range of both situational and 
personal factors. 



103 trials with two conditions.
• Victim appeared sober and carrying a cane
• Victim appeared drunk and carrying a bottle in a brown paper bag
Victims were also varied as to whether they were male or female.

Each victim was instructed to collapse and stare at the ceiling until assistance 
came. The model offered assistance at varying times if bystanders didn’t step 
in.

Findings
In the vast majority of trials the victim was helped before the model was planned to 
intervene, 62 out of 65 in the cane condition and 19 of 38 in the drunk condition. Total of 
81 out of 103 trials the victim was helped.  In 60% of these trials more than one person 
helped. 

Other findings:
90% of first helpers were males
64% of first helpers were white (however 55% of people available to help were white)
There was a tendency for same race help with the drunk victim. 
Passengers helped quicker in groups of seven or more.

Conclusions
1. People more likely to help person perceived ill than drunk. Cost of helping? 

Responsibility?
2. Men more likely to help than women. Cost of helping?
3. Small tendency for same race heling when victim is drunk.
4. Larger groups more likely to offer assistance than smaller. Why might this be?
5. Situation was not ambiguous, cost of helping in a large group low (lower risk of 

getting hurt etc.), cost of not helping higher as being seen by others as not helping –
guilt. 

Strengths
Field experiment in naturalistic environment therefore high ecological validity.
No demand characteristics as participants were not aware they were being studied. 

Weaknesses
No consent, participants were deceived and could have been distressed by the situation.

Piliavin et al (1969) Core Study



Conformity
We conform when we match other people’s beliefs and 
behaviours because we want to fit in (Normative) or we do 
not know how to act in a situation (Informative).  

Personality factors affecting conformity

Asch used a lab experiment to study conformity, whereby 50 male students 
from Swarthmore College in the USA participated in a ‘vision test.’ 
Using a line judgment task, Asch put a naive participant in a room with seven 
confederates/stooges. The confederates had agreed in advance what their 
responses would be when presented with the line task.
The real participant did not know this and was led to believe that the other 
seven confederates/stooges were also real participants like themselves.

There were 18 trials in total, and the confederates gave the wrong answer on 12 
trails (called the critical trials). Asch was interested to see if the real 
participant would conform to the majority view. 
Asch's experiment also had a control condition where there were no 
confederates, only a "real participant."

Findings
Asch measured the number of times each participant conformed to the 
majority view. On average, about one third (32%) of the participants who were 
placed in this situation went along and conformed with the clearly incorrect 
majority on the critical trials.
Over the 12 critical trials, about 75% of participants conformed at least once, 
and 25% of participants never conformed. 
In the control group, with no pressure to conform to confederates, less than 1% 
of participants gave the wrong answer.

Asch (1951) Not a core study

Situational Factors Affecting 
Conformity
Size of the majority – larger majority 
more likely to conform (up to a point)
Unanimity of the majority – more likely 
to conform when unanimous opinion. 
Task difficulty/ambiguity – more likely 
to conform when the task in ambiguous. 



Proximity of the victim Proximity of the authority figure

Authority figure

Legitimacy of the context

Personal responsibility Support of others

Factors affecting obedience

Obedience

Authoritarian Personality

Locus of control

Obedience is the following orders of an authority figure. Blind obedience is following these orders without questioning 
them at all. 

Milgram (1963) was interested in researching how far people would go in obeying an 
instruction if it involved harming another person.
Stanley Milgram was interested in how easily ordinary people could be influenced into 
committing atrocities, for example, Germans in WWII.
Volunteers were recruited for a controlled experiment investigating “learning” (re: 
ethics: deception). Participants were 40 males, aged between 20 and 50, whose jobs 
ranged from unskilled to professional, from the New Haven area. They were paid $4.50 
for just turning up. At the beginning of the experiment, they were introduced to another 
participant, who was a confederate of the experimenter (Milgram).
They drew straws to determine their roles – learner or teacher – although this was fixed 
and the confederate was always the learner. There was also an “experimenter” dressed 
in a gray lab coat, played by an actor (not Milgram).
Two rooms in the Yale Interaction Laboratory were used - one for the learner (with an 
electric chair) and another for the teacher and experimenter with an electric shock 
generator. The “learner” (Mr. Wallace) was strapped to a chair with electrodes. After he 
has learned a list of word pairs given him to learn, the "teacher" tests him by naming a 
word and asking the learner to recall its partner/pair from a list of four possible 
choices.
The teacher is told to administer an electric shock every time the learner makes a 
mistake, increasing the level of shock each time. There were 30 switches on the shock 
generator marked from 15 volts (slight shock) to 450 (danger – severe shock). The 
learner gave mainly wrong answers (on purpose), and for each of these, the teacher gave 
him an electric shock. When the teacher refused to administer a shock, the 
experimenter was to give a series of orders/prods to ensure they continued.
65% (two-thirds) of participants (i.e., teachers) continued to the highest level of 450 
volts. All the participants continued to 300 volts.

Milgram did more than one experiment – he carried out 18 variations of his study. All he 
did was alter the situation (IV) to see how this affected obedience (DV).



Deindividuation is the loss of ones sense of personal identity / 
individuality , in a situation where personal identification of an 

individual is difficult.

E.G. Crowds, Wearing a mask, Costume , Uniforms, drugs , alcohol  

Deindividuation and Crowd Behaviour



Haney, Banks and Zimbardo (1973) Core Study
This was a laboratory experiment. Although designed to be as naturalistic as possible with the ‘mock’ prison being designed and constructed in a similar way to a ‘real’ prison, 
it actually occupied a 35-foot section of the basement corridor in the psychology building of Stanford University, had only three small cells (converted laboratory rooms) 
and the prison ‘yard’ was a small enclosed room made to represent a fenced prison grounds. In addition the participants who played the roles of prisoner or guard were not 
genuine prisoners (they had committed no crime) or guards (they had undergone no training for this job). 
• The independent variable (IV) was the condition participant was randomly allocated to i.e. the role of prisoner or guard. The dependent variable (DV) was the resulting 
behaviour. 
• The study used an independent measures design. 

22 males who participated in the experiment were selected from an original pool of 75 who answered a newspaper advertisement asking for male volunteers to take part in a 
psychological study of ‘prison life’ in return for a payment of $15 a day for up to two weeks. The volunteers completed a questionnaire concerning his family background, 
physical and mental health history, prior experience and attitudinal propensities with respect to sources of psychopathology (including their involvements in crime). Each 
respondent was interviewed by one of two experimenters. The 24 individuals who were deemed to be the most stable (physically and mentally), most mature, and least 
involved in anti-social behaviours were selected. On a random basis, half of the participants were assigned to the role of ‘guard’ and half to the role of ‘prisoner’. All 
participants were normal, healthy male college students who were in the Stanford area during the summer. 
In order to promote feelings of anonymity, participants in each group were issued with identical uniforms. 
Prisoners wore loose fitting smocks with identification numbers on front and back, a cap made from a nylon stocking, no underwear, rubber sandals and a light lock and chain 
around one ankle. They were issued washing gear (toothbrush, soap, soap dish, towel) and bed linen but were not allowed personal possessions. 
Guards wore plain khaki shirts and trousers and reflective sunglasses (to make eye contact impossible) and carried a wooden baton and whistle. 
The khaki uniforms were intended to convey a military attitude, while the whistle and baton were carried as symbols of power.
The prisoners’ uniforms were designed not only to deinviduate the prisoners but also to be humiliating and serve as symbols of their dependence and subservience. The 
ankle chain was a constant reminder (even during their sleep when it hit the other ankle) of the oppressiveness of the environment. The stocking cap removed any 
distinctiveness associated with hair length, colour or style. The ill-fitting uniforms made the prisoners feel awkward in their movements; since the smocks were worn 
without underclothes, the uniforms forced them to assume unfamiliar postures, more like those of a woman than a man – another part of the emasculating process of 
becoming a prisoner. Dressing the guards and prisoners in this manner served to enhance group identity and reduce individual uniqueness. 
With the co-operation of the Palo Alto City Police Department, prisoners were unexpectedly arrested from their homes, the day before the study was due to start. A police 
officer charged them with suspicion of burglary or armed robbery, advised them of their legal rights, handcuffed them, thoroughly searched them (often as curious 
neighbours looked on) and took them off to the police station in the back of a police car. At the station they went through the standard procedure of being fingerprinted, 
having an identification file prepared and then being placed in a detention cell. Each prisoner was then blindfolded and driven by one of the experimenters and a guard 
participant to the mock prison. Upon arrival at the mock prison each prisoner was stripped, deloused (with a harmless deodorant!) and made to stand alone, naked for a while 
in the cell yard. He was then given a prisoner’s uniform, had an ID photograph taken, put in his cell and ordered to remain silent. 



The experiment had to be stopped after 6 days principally because of the pathological reactions of the participants. The results were recorded by observation but were 
backed up by video and audio tape, dialogue, self-report questionnaires and interviews. 
• In general, guards and prisoners showed a marked tendency toward increased negativity with the nature of their interactions becoming increasingly hostile, affrontive
and dehumanising. 

Conclusions
• Being confined within a prison environment can have great, negative effects on the affective states of both guards and prisoners. 
• Being confined within a prison environment can have great, negative effects on the interpersonal processes that take place between prisoners and guards. 
• Incarceration can lead to prisoners developing a pathological prisoner syndrome (demonstrated through initial disbelief followed by rebellion which, after failure, is 
followed by a range of negative behaviours and emotions). 
• Prison guards can develop a pathology of power (demonstrated through huge enjoyment and misuse of the power at their disposal)
• Ordinary individuals can play given roles to extremes. 
• There are individual differences in the way people cope in novel experiences. 
• The punishment of being imprisoned in a real prison does not ‘fit the crime’ for most prisoners – in fact it far exceeds it! (Haney, Banks & Zimbardo, 1973). 
• The prison environment locks both guards and prisoners into a dynamic, symbiotic relationship which is destructive to the human nature of both. (Haney, Banks & 
Zimbardo, 1973). 

Haney, Banks and Zimbardo (1973) cont...


