Stanley Milgram’s Obedience to Authority Experiments:
Towards an Understanding of their Relevance in
Explaining Aspects of the Nazi Holocaust

By Nestar John Charles Russell

A thesis submitted to the Victoria University of Wegton in fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Publidi&o

Victoria University of Wellington
2009



Although the most common interpretation of Milgrardings is that participants

did not wish to harm the learner, the motives gatest in this paradigm may well
have been more mixed or ambivalent in many pagiip Unfortunately, the manner
in which people actually regard the actmfnishing others when they make mistakes
. .. has been virtually ignored in discussionghef obedience research. However . ..
harming is a widely accepted form of child disaipli. . . . Most people are hardly
unequivocally opposed to the use of physical pomestt under absolutely any
circumstances. That a majority approve the useapftal punishment in this country
[the United States] might serve as another illustia—Miller (2004, pp. 198-199).

.. . if humanity can survive the violence of oge glour descendants] might consider
us as late barbarians-Elias (1991, pp. 146-147).



Abstract

Two leading Holocaust historians, Yehuda Bauer@hndstopher Browning, have in recent
years independently asked how so many ordinary &esrtmost of whom in the 1930s had
been moderately anti-Semitic) could become by #ryd940s willing murderers of Jews.
Social psychologist, Stanley Milgram, had year®bebeen interested in finding answers to
similar questions, and to that end in the early0E3&arried out his widely debated “Obedience
to Authority” (OTA) experiments at Yale Universityorawing on previously unpublished
material from Milgram’s personal archive at Yalgstthesis investigates how Milgram
developed his research idea to the point wherghdyime he ran his first official experiment,
he was able to convert the majority of his ordinsuipjects into torturers of other people. Itis
argued that Milgram’s experiments were in themsebteuctured as a bureaucratic
microcosm, and say less about obedience to authpét se, than about the ways in which
people in an organisational context resolve a prgsroral dilemma. The thedises insights
gained from Milgram’s experimental innovations &siat in answering the question posed by
Bauer and by Browning, focusing on the Nazis’ pesgive development of mass killing
methods, from 1941 to 1944, during Operation Barbsa and Operation Reinhard. Itis
shown how these methods were designed to dimirg@gbegrators’ perceptual stimulation, in
order to make the “undoable” increasingly “doabla”ways that were later reflected in

Milgram’s development of his own experimental metblogy.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Whatever necessary detachment historians may loitlgeir research, the gnawing horror of the
firing squads and the gas chambers intrudes. Theaedimension of understanding here that
eludes us-Headland (1992, p. 205).

1.1 A Brief Overview of the Thesis

During World War Two the Nazi regime organised, &®lmans directly
participated in, a genocidal event more commonifigrred to as the Holocaust, which
ended the lives of about six million Jews (and matmers deemed threatening and/or
“inferior”). Although non-Germans were heavily mlved as direct perpetrators, ordinary
Germans from “all walks of life” could be foundetery level of implementation from
instigation, management, innovation, through tediparticipation (Browning, 1998, p.
xvii). Regarding participation, consider, for exae the nearly 500 ordinary men of
Reserve Police Battalion 101 who were directly Iagd in the killings of about 38,000
Jews (Browning, 1992, p. 142). These everyday @esywho were not carefully selected
to undertake these tasks, clearly demonstratestariding capacity to repeatedly engage in

lethal acts of violence.

Although the intense anti-Semitism of the many Wkeas, Latvians, and
Lithuanians more directly involved in the killingsundisputed,somewhat surprising is
Bauer’s (2001, p. 31) point:

a high proportion of [Nazi] Party members were exdreme antisemites; rather,
they shared an antisemitism that one could defnageavasive, yet not necessarily
murderous, perhaps even ‘moderate’. But it waonbt the membership of the
Nazi Party that may have been ‘only moderatelyissmbitic. This kind of
moderate antisemitism was shared by a considepallef the German
population, although its pervasiveness is diffitalestimate.

Many other scholars agree (also see Bankier, 1822/2, 84Heim, 2000, p. 320;

Johnson & Reuband, 2005, p 284; Kulka, 2000, p) ith some suggesting that most

Germans felt rather “indifferently” about the fatietheir Jewish victims (Browning, 1998,

p. 200).

The puzzling implication of this conclusion is tllaé murderous yet ordinary

members of, say, Reserve Police Battalion 101, wegeably a fairly representative

! Relative to Germany: “In eastern Europe, anti-3avieelings were very much stronger” (Bauer, 2@01,
31).
1



sample of men drawn from a wider population of nmatkeanti-Semites. This reality led
Bauer (2001, p. 103) to ask his “real questionhafTis, if upon the Nazi regime’s ascent
to power in 1933 about 57 percent of the electwapported non-Nazi parties who were:

either anti-antisemitic or only moderately anti-#w(that is, they opposed even
the relatively moderate step of disenfranchisiregtéws), how did it happen that
by 1940-1941 the overwhelming majority of Germaasadme a reservoir of
willing murderers of Jews7Thatis the problem (Bauer, 2001, p. 103).

Soon after Bauer, Browning (2004, pp. 428-429) dske same question.

Driven partly by a desire to comprehend the Holstaimerican social
psychologist Stanley Milgram (1963, 1974) undertbegkObedience to Authority (OTA)
experiments in the early 1960s. In B&selinecondition Milgram demonstrated that most
(65 percent) of his also ordinary (albeit Americanpjects would inflict seemingly
intense—perhaps even lethal—electrical shocks @mapletely innocent person. The
OTA Baselinecondition was replicated a decade later in Weshfaay, producing an 85

percent completion rate (Mantell, 1971, p. 101).

More recently, Miller (2004, p. 196) pointed ouditgram’s results could be
likened to the Holocaust itself. Both scenariosested ordinary people willing to treat
other people with unimaginable cruelty . . .” Exdeng upon this, it could also be argued
that another commonality between the OTA experisiantl the Holocaust that both
proved capable of rapidly transforming large préopos of ordinary (Browning, 1992, pp.
47-48; Milgram, 1974, p. 6), and arguably indifiereeople into willing inflictors of
harm. With this commonality in mind, what this sieesuggests is that a similar question
to that asked by Bauer could perhaps be directdteaD TA experiments. That ispwdid
Milgram transform his also ordinary and indiffersabjects into willing torturers of other
human beings? Most readers of the OTA experinferdst disturbing that 65 percent of
Milgram’s subjects completed tiBaselineexperiment, just as they are appalled that small
bands of ordinary Germans could shoot and latetegessof thousands of other human
beings in a single day. But because these wererttieesults, what might prove
particularly instructive in answering Bauer’s queastis to delineate the start-to-finish
journey that enabled Milgram #orive at his destination. Seeking an answer to the
guestion ohow Milgram arrived at his end result/s—how he disgedeo get most of his
ordinary and indifferent subjects to do what thel~dmight prove fruitful in shedding
new light on Bauer’s and Browning’s questiorhofv ordinary and indifferent Germans

were rapidly transformed into willing executioners.
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1.2 Central Aims

This thesis aims to unravel the research journatyghabled Milgram to ostensibly
convert most of his ordinary subjects into tortaref other human beings. The thesis then
seeks to demonstrate how Milgram’s experiments ofiiey insights and potential clues
with which to answer both Bauer’s and Browning'sfion about how ordinary mildly
anti-Semitic Germans became willing executiondrise response will necessarily be
partial, since Bauer’s and Browning’s question tesisuch a multi-faceted and complex
analysis that the question itself borders on bdegorical. Attempting to draw
connections between Milgram’s and the Nazi reginaisneys of discovery are inherently
problematic: these are two unique historical ttajees separated by three decades of time
and space. The thesis will nonetheless attemghtaie connections (and highlight
differences) between both events.

The thesis also aims to provide a new theoretitalpretation of Milgram’s
results. Central to this interpretation is uncawgwhy most subjects completed the
Baselineexperiment and then showihgwthey could bring themselves to do so. This
interpretation will focus opsychologicafactors (the individuals’ resolution of a moral

dilemma) andsociologicalfactors (such as those inherent in the bureaggpaticess).

These aims are important for three key reasonst, Bauer's and Browning'’s
guestions remain unanswered. Secondly, Milgramis explanation for his results has
been rejected and no comprehensive alternativésexishirdly, if successful in
demonstrating a theoretical connection betweennsiiigs experiments and the Holocaust,
this thesis would counter the contemporary vievd logl many scholars that the OTA
experiments have been relegated to only having marplanatory power with regatd
the Holocaust (Fenigstein, 1998b, p. 71). Achigulmese aims will ensure that this thesis
makes an originally significant contribution to tkidgram-Holocaust-related literature.

1.3 Key Research Questions

To achieve these central aims, the thesis will @nglae following five questions
(which shape its structurd)rst, how did Milgram rapidly transform such a large

proportion of his ordinary subjects into willingtorers of other human being$&econdly

3



what was Milgram’s explanation for his results? dAtmirdly, with reference to the
Holocaust, what was the scholarly reaction to tié& @esearch programme and to the
explanation Milgram provided for his results? Magh's explanation for his own results
encountered a number of substantive criticismsesé&ltriticisms give rise to tiieurth
guestion: does a more robust explanation exisgd,finally, can aspects of both
Milgram’s method of discovery, in conjunction withe alternative explanation presented,
be generalised towards shedding new light on Baward Browning’'s question ashow

moderately anti-Semitic Germans were convertedwilling executioners of Jews?

1.4 Chapter Overview

This thesis comprises twelve chapters.

Chapter One provides a general introduction andviese of the aims and research

guestions of the thesis.

Chapter Two presents the specific methodologicpt@rh/es used by the thesis.

Chapter Three provides a focused review of th@hagraphy of the Holocaust,
Milgram’s place within it, and contextualises bathregard to Bauer’s “real question”.

Chapter Four delineates the influences and eveatsontributed to the conception

of Milgram’s idea for undertaking the OTA study.

Chapter Five addresses the first key researchiqunesbwdid Milgram discover,
by his first official experiment, to get most otshardinary subjects to inflict what they

believed to be potentially lethal shocks on anothenan being?

With the intention of answering the second key aede question, Chapter Six
provides an overview of Milgram’s results, and theoretical explanation he provided for

them.

Chapter Seven answers the third key question Iseptang the scholarly reaction
to the OTA research programme, with particular easphon the wider response to

Milgram’s theory and its purported relationshigtie Holocaust.



After illustrating the contested nature of Milgra@xplanation, Chapters Eight and
Nine address the fourth key research question iwiging an alternative theoretical
interpretation of Milgram’s results. Central tastlexplanation is uncoveringhy most
subjects completed thigaselineexperiment and then showihgwthey could bring

themselves to do so.

Chapters Ten and Eleven apply the findings of tie®ipus questions—Milgram’s
method of discovery in conjunction with the altdiva explanation for his results—to
Bauer’s and Browning’s question of how moderateli-&emitic Germans became
willing executioners of Jews. Particular attentispaid to the discovery of the killing
techniques and their gradual refinement, applicatamd advancement. Chapter Ten
provides a brief overview of the historical eveletsding up to 1941 and then explores the
evolution and implementation of the Nazi regimeasstshooting campaign during the
invasion of the Soviet Union—Operation Barbarossamf22 June 1941. Chapter
Eleven explores the evolution and implementatiothefmass-gassing technique
developed from 1941 onwards during what became kresvOperation Reinhard—the

extermination of the Polish Jews (and othérs).

Finally, Chapter Twelve summarises the key findiagd conclusions of the thesis.

2 While there were many categories of victims othantthe Jews during the Holocaust, this thesissiesu
on the historiographical material relating to txéemination of the Jews (and explains why almastuesive
attention is paid to this category of victim).



Chapter Two: Methodological Approach

Answers are always anywhere anyone askeny B. Anderson (2007, p. 6).

Beyond the fabric there is not only the loom arewieaver but also the weaving. Beyond the social
pattern there is the play of forces emanating ftamendless interaction of group and environment.
By studying the fabric alone we could never unéedthe process of weaving, and we will never
come to grips with the problem of social causabgrstudying its contemporary resultant
patterns—Robert Maclver (1933, p. 145, as cited in van Keig 1998, p. 27).

The methodological approach of this thesis is asigré@ in four main sections. The
first section presents the author’s journey inBiD candidacy and key intellectual
influences. The second section presents the @ssantegies employed and the sources
of data. The third section provides an overviexhefintricacies of the data-collection
process. The fourth section explains how the dasanalysed.

2.1  The Author’s Journey into the PhD Candidacy

In the late 1990s, the author was completing a &fasdtArts (MA) thesis in
criminology at Victoria University of Wellington WW) under the supervision of Dr.
Reece Walters. The thesis basically explored tiestipn of whether or not the removal of
firearms in New Zealand would decrease, increaseee no effect on the rate of
homicide (Russell, 2000). The thesis argued thahbse guns are specifically designed,
with the pull of a trigger, to inflict massive wadminstantaneously, while also providing a
level of physical detachment that the other mostroon alternative methods/weapons
(knives, bludgeoning objects, physical beatings, strangulation) cannot, guns are likely
to be physically and psychologically easier withiehhto kill. As Levin and Fox (1985,
pp. 58-59) wrote: “A gun distances the Kkiller fréms victims. Not only effective as a
deadly weapon, it is psychologically effective foose who don’t want to get their hands
dirty.” At the other end of the repugnance contimuand in relation to one of the rarest
types of violent offenders in society who derivemense pleasure from the killing

experience, Levin and Fox (1985, p. 58) add:

Among serial murders that are sexually inspired,ube of a gun is, in fact,
remarkably rare. For those killers, physical contaiso crucial to satisfying their
murderous sexual impulses that a gun robs theimegbleasure they receive from
killing with their hands.

3 As human subjects were not involved in this theisre was no need to seek approval from Victoria
University of Wellington’s Human Ethics Committee.
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For the vast majority in society, however, theadtilling is very unlikely to be construed
as a pleasurable experience. And the easy aVdyaldifirearms may therefore increase
the violent potentialities of the more squeamiskaniety who, despite their violent

intentions, might struggle getting their “handsyfiin the absence of such weapons.

The conclusion of the thesis was that, in all pbolitg, the removal of guns in New
Zealand would likely cause the rate of homicideeorease because, although those with a
preference to kill with firearms may hold malevdlerentions, some indeterminable
proportion would prove physically and/or psychobady incapable of doing so in their
absence.

While writing the MA thesis, similarities betwe#re shock generator used by
Stanley Milgram (1963, 1974) during his ObedierwAuthority (OTA) experiments and
firearms technology became increasingly obviough e flick of a trigger/switch both of
these instantaneous means of inflicting harm exdaible users of these devices to avoid, as
Levin and Fox put it, having to get their handgydirAs suggested in the MA thesis,
perhaps the physical detachment offered by fireamasthe shock generator elevated the
violent capabilities of those using such devicas minght go some way to better helping
explain Milgram’s surprising results (Russell, 20pp. 154-167)?

After completing the thesis the author continueplesng the psychology-of-
violence research area and read a book célre&illing: the Psychological Cost of
Learning to Kill in War and SociefyfGrossman, 1995). Milgram (1974, p. 157) observed
positive correlation between “physical distancgjaating his subjects from their victim
and the completion rate. Building on this obseoratGrossman (1995, p. 98) noted that
the greater the physical separation offered byagenilitary weapons in distancing
military personnel from their victims, the lesses/trauma soldiers tended to experience.
For example, killing with a bayonet (which necestgis close proximity) is likely to
generate greater psychological distress in miliegsonnel than when killing with a
firearm used from a mid-range distance. And kghmith a firearm used from mid-range is

more stressful than killing with a long-range lstit missile.

Daniel Goldhagen’s (1996jitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and
the Holocausended with a conclusion that conflicted sharplthwhose of both Grossman
and the author’s research. Arguably, methodsIhgicould not have been important
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during the Holocaust because Goldhagen had appadamhonstrated that intense hatred
of the Jews was a sufficient cause of the perpmaactions (a level of hatred that saw
ordinary Germans engage in primitive, gratuitousl eruel acts of lethal violence). At
that time, the author had not read anything orHiblecaust, a topic that had not
previously caught his attention as it does thosemuloser to this catastrophe (he being
neither Jewish nor German). Starting with Goldimégbook, the journey into what turned
out to be a fascinating and profoundly complex aede area began.

Although Goldhagen paid critical attention to thedries of other Holocaust
scholars, he made no reference to the psychologgience of killing literature
(Grossman, 1995; Holmes, 1985; Marshall, [1947D®0Shalit, 1988; Watson, 1978).
What was striking about the multitude of examplekethal violence Goldhagen used to
demonstrate that hatred was a sufficient causieeoiblocaust was that there were only
six examples where a direct physical connectiondcbe established between a German
perpetrator, their weapon, and victims’ body. #swelear that the application of the
psychology of killing literature might provide aluable contribution to Holocaust

research.

Over the next few years the author read many bookke Holocaust and through
student networks, was eventually encouraged in 20@8esent the various accumulating
inchoate ideas to Professor Bob Gregory at VUWIiso8tof Government. A keen
friendship developed, and under his tutelage, tileat was introduced to Max Weber’s
work on bureaucracy, an area of research thaofiuaction with VUW criminologist
Professor John Pratt’s lectures on sociologist Biarlias), have had a profound influence
on the direction of this thesis. Two years latera@-authored an article on the OTA
experiments, bureaucracy and the Holocaust takling the Undoable Doable: Milgram,
the Holocaust and Modern GovernmégRussell & Gregory, 2005). Professor Gregory
then suggested the author further explore, as atRédds, some of the ideas mentioned in
our paper (with him agreeing to be the primary suvper). Dr. Simone Gigliotti, a Senior
Lecturer in history at VUW specialising in the Hodmst, agreed to be the secondary
supervisor. In May 2006 the author enrolled a2 Pandidate at VUW’s School of

Government.

2.2 Research Strategy and Sources of Data

Question OneTo explore/understand how Milgram convertedinary and indifferent
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subjects into willing torturers, the author dravp®n a methodological approach
recommended by sociologist Norbert Elidstluenced by Maclver’'s above epigraphic
statement, Elias (1987, p. 226) believed that depto understand the social intricacies of
any phenomenon—such as how Milgram (or even the fdgime) converted ordinary
people into torturers—one must observe carefulytthnsformation of this phenomenon
over time? As discussed, many laypersons are aware andluistthat 65 percent of
Milgram’s subjects completed tlBaselineexperiment, just as they are that relatively
small bands of ordinary Germans proved capabldéadting and (later) gassing tens of
thousands of men, women and children in a singfe &aut it is important to note that
these were thend results Instead of focusing on the frightful end resultss the

intention of this thesis to adopt the Eliasian apph of developing a narrative that
delineates, from start to finish, Milgram’s OTA easch journey from the influences that
led up to the conception of his research idea tjindo data analysis. However, doing so
is made difficult by the fact that Milgram’s (1968964b, 1964c, 1965a, 1965b, 1974)
publications reveal little of how he developed @QiFA paradigm/procedure. These
publications understandably tend to be dominateddsgriptions of his experimental
procedures and their (end) results, and provitle litsight into the method of discovery

he relied upon that generated both.

Delineation of Milgram’s research journey draws miplaree main sources of data.
The first and main source involved the collectidpatentially relevant documents from
his personal archive—the Stanley Milgram Pag8idP)—held at the Sterling Memorial
Library at Yale University. The second source cdrom other researchers’ interviews
with Milgram where he occasionally reflected upoid divulged insights into his research
journey. The final source of journey-related mialénvolved Milgram’s (1963, 1964b,
1964c, 1965a, 1965b, 1974) own, albeit rare, dssok of such matters.

Question TwoMilgram’s (1974) boolObedience to Authoritig the main source of

information used to explain the results of the Oderiments.

Question ThreeA review of the literature was undertaken to amstiie third question
regarding academia’s reaction to Milgram’s explamator his findings.

* When stating this Elias (1987) really had muctglamterm processes in mind: “The understanding of
human societies requires . . . testable theoraticalels which can help to determine and to explsen
structure and direction of long-term social proessgp. 226).
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Question Fourln attempting to develop a stronger interpretatd Milgram’s results, the
thesis drew upon the research strateggrofchair induction Armchair inductionis where
“researchers apply inductive methods of textualyamafor the purposes of theory
development” (Heaton, 2004, p. T4)n doing so, a variety of sources of informatioere
drawn upon, including the OTA results, documentagence obtained from the SMP,
other publications by Milgram, and various secogdaurces (including the theoretical
accounts, contemplations, and insights of othdmas). It is important to note that
although the author disagrees with key foundatairidilgram’s (1974) explanation for

his results, his theoretical insights have nonesggehad a major influence on the eventual

conclusions drawn in answering this question.

Question FiveThe final section of the thesis applies the ihgbtained from the
preceding four research questions to better urateddivo case studie€ase study onis
Operation Barbarossa and the Nazi regime’s masstisigs of Soviet Jewr§/. Case study
two is Operation Reinhard, the gassing of the predantiy Polish Jews. It is intended
that these two case studies will provide a lensubhn which to view the Nazi regime’s use
of similar methods of discovery to that later inadently relied upon by Milgram. Both
case studies will draw from a wide variety of satamy source materials published by

Holocaust scholars.

In terms of scholarly and theoretical influencég, thesis employs the Eliasian
methodological approach of observing phenomenatiwer Also, in the reinterpretation
of Milgram’s results and throughout the Holocalestec studies, Max Weber’s theoretical
insights on bureaucracy, the division of laboud apecialisation have repeatedly been

drawn upon.

2.3 Approach to Data-Collection

In addition to a literature review of publicationis the OTA research and
Holocaust, data was also sourced from the SMP. SMB, as outlined in th@&uide to the
Stanley Milgram Papers: Manuscript Group Number @,4tbvers the period 1927-1986,
though the bulk of the papers are post-1960. Ttig\e is arranged in five series:
General Files (1954-1985); Studies (1927-1984)tiWgs (1954-1993); Teaching Files

® For more information oarmchair inductionsee Thorne (1998).

® Case study oneill focus mostly on the mass-shootings undertakgtheEinsatzgruppersquads, but will
also look at massacres by the Order Police Battmlibeinrich Himmler'’kKommandostaband other SS
units.
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(1960-1984); Data Files (1960-1984). These papdrsh capture Milgram’s prolific
academic career, highlight his work on OTA, tel®nsviolence, urban psychology, and
communication patterns within society. The archsvthe gift of Milgram’s wife,

Alexandra Milgram.

In September 2006 the author spent two months lat Yaiversity in order to view
the OTA-related material. Although only a smabportion of the 158 boxes specifically
related to the OTA experiments, this still amourtted significant number of folders filled
with numerous documents—textual and non-textuawdrgs, pictures and even a few
boxes of audio tapes). Priority was given to exang those boxes headed with titles that
appeared most likely to provide rich data and imiation on the OTA experiments.

The aim was to identify material shedding any lightMilgram’s start-to-finish
research journey, from the influences that ledaughné conception of the OTA research
idea through to his analysis of dataVith the alternative interpretation of MilgranCsTA
results in mind, the author collected copies otlattuments that, in his view, reinforced or
conflicted with the line of argument advanced irs&all and Gregory (2005), of which this

thesis is, in part, an in-depth extension.

2.4 Data Analysis: Documentary Analysis and CaseliS¢

Documentary Analysis

Approximately 300 documents of interest were idediin the SMP and were
thematically divided into categories. After compgrand contrasting the material
obtained with other contributions to the OTA liten® that also drew on material from the
SMP—Iike Blass (2004) and Fermaglich (2006)—thessudhents were analysed with the

intention of building Milgram’s start-to-finish rearch journey.

In terms of the potential limitations applicabledimcumentary analysis, Scott

" The boxes pursued included: Box 1 (folders a-f)(falers 1-15); Box 13 (folders 181-194); Box 17
(folders 243-257); Box 21 (folders 326-339); Box(#dders 124-129); Box 44; Box 45 (folders 130-}62
Box 46 (folders 163-178); Box 47 (folders 179-18px 48 (folders 188-203); Box 55 (folders 1-2211x8
56 (folders 23-46); Box 59 (73-87); Box 61 (fold&@6-125); Box 152; Box 153 (audio tapes); Box 154;
Box 155 (audio tapes); Box 156; Box 157. (It slioo¢ noted that some of the clearly relevant boxes—
particularly from the Data Files section—could hetaccessed due to privacy restrictions and wilbeo
released until 2060—unless one is willing to payif® “sanitising” by Yale staff.) Lack of funding
precluded this author from pursuing this possiilitithough it was possible to access some of this
previously restricted material because other rebeas had earlier paid for its sanitising.
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(1990, pp. 19-35) has warned that the validity/a&cy of such material should always be
treated with caution. Scott recommends that thidit\daccuracy of documentary
materials should be assessed using the followitgrier. Authenticity(are the documents
genuine?)Credibility (are they free from errors and biag@ganing(is the meaning
unambiguous and free of hidden meanings?) Requtesentativenegare the documents
typical?). In terms o&uthenticity being the gift from Milgram’s widow to Yale

University where the OTA experimental programme wadertaken, the documents held
at the Sterling Memorial Library are very likelylb@ genuine. Some of the documentary
material portrays Milgram casting himself in a biggit or, from an ethical perspective,
incriminating himself. As Blass (2004, p. 11gs argued, this material does not seem to
have been produced with an audience in mind, winidicates its probableredibility.

Many of Milgram’s on-going experimental notes wegeorded in clear simple typed
prose. However, for those handwritten documenishwvyere sometimes difficult to
decipher, two independent transcribers were sou@lierall, the author was confident that
themeaningof the material was unambiguous. Being the only actually quite large
repository on Milgram’s academic career, it coutddogued the archive is more than

representativef his work on OTA.

Case Studies:

A narrative delineating the two Holocaust case \gtutkespective start-to-finish
journeys was based on secondary literature. ingef potential limitations, the case
study approach is most vulnerable to the credyjidgrsuasiveness of the generalisations
that disseminate from or, as in the case of tl@siffy to it. The two case studies involved
two of the three most relied upon methods of kjjlirws—shooting and gassthdpue to
the word restraint limits of a PhD thesis, thereswat the space to go into the kind of
detail that the admittedly complex Holocaust higtwemands (and thus, the lack of
extensive detail surrounding the case studies brisbnsidered a limitation of the present

thesis).

Due to much of the material used in these two @rafieing based on perpetrator
statements made in documents translated into Englieng and, in post World War Two
testimonies, after the genocide, an obvious linatabf this thesis stems from the risk of
mendacity and prevarication. After World War Twagst of the perpetrators gained a
notorious reputation for revising their egregioasts to suit their more precarious present:

8 The third main method—starvation/deprivation—soalalbeit briefly, discussed.
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potentially being executed or incarcerated. Howvecause the perpetrator statements
used in this thesis were largely concerned withattteal processes of engaging in
genocide, this author has interpreted them as ledjble. The reasons for accepting
many (but certainly not all) of these statementprabably credible are that, first, they are
inherently self-incriminating (Westermann, 20051p0). What are the chances of a
person lying when, as one perpetrator admittedgfample, that “Shooting the Jews is
easier than shooting the gypsisg] (Benz, 1999, p. 86)Having said this, the author
was alert to inherently incriminating statements thonetheless tried to present
themselves in a more positive liglecondly, there appeared little to gain after the iw
admitting to having directly engaged in genocidééo than perhaps relieving oneself of
the burden of carrying such secrets within). Tlyirth terms of the processes of mass
slaughter, some of the perpetrators’ admissiondearerified by bystander and survivor
statements. Finally, such statements are accepted as likebetcredible because they
have frequently been deemed as such by a varietylependent scholars of the

Holocaust.

Although the author tries, where possible, to ustded how ordinary people could
do what they did, this should not be mistaken asgathy. There is much merit in the
words of Browning (1992, pp. xvii-xviii), who wassa confronted by this problem:

Another possible objection to this kind of studycerns thelegree of empathy for
the perpetrators that is inherent in trying to ustind them. Clearly the writing of
such a history requires the rejection of demorozatiThe policeman in the
battalion who carried out the massacres and depmr$alike the much smaller
number who refused or evaded, were human beingsist recognize that in the
same situation, | could have been either a kiliearoevader—both were human—
if | want to understand and explain the behavidoath as best | can. This
recognition does indeed mean an attempt to empatiWhat | do not accept,
however, are the old clichés that to explain iexouse, to understand is to forgive.
Explaining is not excusing; understanding is nogifdang.

Finally, with respect to the theoretical componamd case studies, the author was
at all times alert to th€onfirmation Biaswhich is where one reinforces their

preconceptions and ignores all conflicting inforimat The author was therefore sensitive

to any counterfactual data.

Having presented the research problem, central, aessarch questions and

methodology, the following chapter will provide ara comprehensive review of the

° If there were conflicting accounts on any issties,author either alerts the reader to their emésteor does
no include them.
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historiography of the Holocaust, Milgram’s placetin it, and contextualises both in

regard to Bauer’s (then Browning's) “real question”
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Chapter Three: The Problem of “Ordinary Monsters” and
the Holocaust—a Review of the Literature

Milgram’s obedience experiment is the single grsatentribution to human knowledge ever made
by the field of social psychology, perhaps psydaniao general-Muzafer Sherif (as cited in
Takooshian, 2000, p. 10).

These experiments are so vile, the intention witlkthivthey were engaged in is so vile, that nothing
these experiments show has any value Bruro Bettelheim (as cited in Askenasy, 1978, 1.)13

3.1 The Holocaust: a Brief Overview

In 1933 the Nazi party led by Adolf Hitler gainedlitical ascendancy in Germany.
As promised in its manifesto, the new regime alnmostediately focused on the
“Beseitigung” (which somewhat ambiguously can mesamoval or elimination) of those
who many of its leading party members believed wieeecause of all Germany’s ills: the
Jews (Dawidowicz, 1990, p. 195). The Jews werd redponsible for the Reich’s poor
economic state and, more importantly, for Germasynlg World War One (along with the
great loss of German lives and land). The Nazimetp strategy for Germany’s
resurrection was to re-arm and go to war to at kegsiperate the confiscated lands. To
secure the plan’s success it was necessary, si#tieyed, to ensure that no Jews lived in

or near this expanding border.

Initially the Nazis encouraged the German Jewsrigeate elsewhere. Emigration
was encouraged by way of legislation that madeydiéé for the Jews increasingly
unbearable, in conjunction with other more aggkesattempts at intimidation. In terms
of the latter, in 1938 a Nazi party radical instegha nationwide pogrom against
Germany’'s Jewish community which, due to the widesg smashing of shop-front
windows, infamously became knownkasstallnacht(Crystal Nightor Night of the
Broken Glasp Thousands of Jews were then rounded up andsenncentration camps,
where their release became dependent upon theieiagrto leave Germany. This pogrom
failed to generate much public support and therdexty behaviour and wanton vandalism
disgusted many German “onlookers” (see Bankier219972;Browning, 2004, pp. 9-10,
428; Kershaw, 1983, pp. 262-263). Although byl#te 1930s many of German Jewry
were keen to leave, due to other nations’ prejdai®ut and/or restraints on the
immigration of those often without capital (or a@ssthat the Nazis had frozen), most
refused to accept any or, at best, only small nusnbeJews.
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During the lead-up to and especially upon goingao, the geographical borders of
Germany underwent rapid expansion (perhaps to am gieater degree than many Nazis
had previously envisioned). With these recentiyrapriated territories often having large
Jewish populations that no other nation outsideRibieh’s expanding border were likely
to accept, the Nazi regime’s “Jewish problem” gredter the continual failure of initial
plans to resettle Jews to the island of Madagasuautater to other equally or even more
inhospitable locations, many Holocaust historiagrea that during the second half of 1941
the Nazi regime instead decided to extermimditéhe Jews within the then-expanding
German sphere of influence. Many Jews had alrdaat/of starvation and disease in the
ghettos, but to exterminate all the Jews, masstsiggobegan and were soon followed by
the use of gas chambers. Upon Germany’s defdd&i4b, about two-thirds of all the Jews
in Europe—a figure approaching six million peopleadtbeen killed (Marrus, 1988, p.
24).

3.2 Introduction to the Problem of “Ordinary Momnste

The vast majority of perpetrators in these madmgs were not zealous Nazi
ideologues but were more likely to have been mdédbranti-Semitic everyday Germans
from all walks of life. Hilberg (1961), in his ldmark studylhe Destruction of the
European Jew¥’ wrote:

The bureaucrats who were drawn into the destrugtioness were not different in
their moral makeup from the rest of the populatidhe German perpetrator was
not a special kind of German . . However one may wish to draw the line divac
participation, the machinery of destruction wasmarkable cross-section of the
German population [italics added] (p. 1011).
It was after observing the 1961 trial in Jerusatérformer mid-ranking SS bureaucrat
Adolf Eichmann, however, that philosopher Hannabrit came to a similar but far more
controversial conclusion. In conflict with thedsti prosecution’s depiction of Eichmann
as a sadistic monster, Arendt (1963) saw not onlgrdinary man who was “neither
perverted nor sadistic . . . [but] terribly andrifgigly normal” (p. 253). Eichmann, she
argued, was best understood primarily as a passongient of orders, which he sought to
carry out in the most efficient and competent waggible. He was the quintessential so-

called desk murderer. Arendt (1963, p. 2&dined the term thebanality of evil to

1% Hilberg’s contribution is a meticulous overviewtbe phases that the Nazi bureaucratic machinery of
destruction passed through in implementing themne& ultimate aim of killing all the European Jewhe
four increasingly radical phases of the destrugtimtess he identified were the definition of thetimns,
expropriation of their property, their physical centration/deportation and finally their extermioat
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capture the reality of such ordinary and normal-teicel managers or petty administrators.
Their complicity in the organised pursuit of malkard purposes flowed not from any
personal monstrosity but from their thoughtlesapazity to empathise with others, their
inability to balance technical with moral competenand their desire to achieve
advancement by impressing their organisationalrsonge The influences generating
Arendt’s perspective could be traced backwardsgtraght line through earlier
intellectuals from C. Wright Mills to Hans Speieadk to Max Weber (Thad Allen, 2005,
pp. 259-260).Nonetheless, the consequences of implying Eichmasno monster saw
Arendt (a Jewish émigrée of German descent) eneourtense and vitriolic criticism

largely at the hands of an outraged Jewish communit

3.3 Stanley Milgram and the Obedience to Authdeixperiments

Despite this reaction, soon afterwards the contsiakeconcept of theldanality of
evil” was, or so it appeared, being independently oea®d by an experimental programme
headed by a young social psychologist by the ndrfstamley Milgram (1963, 1974).

While exploring the area of obedience to authq@yA), Milgram (an American Jew of
Hungarian/Romanian descent) had demonstratedontaotied laboratory setting that,
when ordered by an authority figure, more then bbHis ordinary American subjects
were willing to inflict what they were led to belie were potentially lethal electric shocks

to a person locked in another room.

Although he undertook more than a score of experiaiezariations, Milgram’s
(1963) first and widely read publication on theitopf OTA presented the procedure and
eye-catching results from his first official expeant, termed thRemotecondition. The
Remotecondition involved an actor posing as a potemstidiject. He entered a laboratory
and encountered an apparent scientist wearingydapecoat (in fact, another actor,
hereafter called the experimenter). The ostensiliigect was then introduced to a waiting
naive, and actual, subject. The experimenter tibldrboth the actual and supposed subject
that the experiment they volunteered to take pawtas designed to investigate the effects
of punishment on learning. They were then told tme person was required to be the
teacher and the other the learner. The selectamnpre-arranged to ensure that the
actor/subject was always made the learner, anddtual subject the teacher. The actual
subject (now teacher) watched as the experimetragr®ed the learner—a 47-year old
man whom most observers found “mild-mannered dble” (Milgram, 1974, p. 16)—to
a chair and attached an electrode to his arm. rig)e¢he learner was unable to terminate
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the experiment by taking flight. The learner waf®imed that the subject/teacher, using a
microphone from another room, would ask them qaastregarding a word-pair exercise.
The learner was to attempt answering these quedbypipressing one of four switches on a
device that would electronically transmit his ansteethe subject. The subject was then
taken into an adjacent room and placed before whatreferred to as the shock generator.
There were 30 switches on the shock generatonedign 15-volt increments from 15 to
450 volts. Switches were labelled in groups ragdgiom “SLIGHT SHOCK” leading up

to “WVERY STRONG SHOCK?”, followed by “DANGER: SEVERE SHOCKThe final

two switches (435 and 450 volts) were menacingbglled “XXX” (Milgram, 1974, p.

28). To increase the credibility that the shockegator was indeed what it appeared, the
subject was given a sample 45-volt shock. Therstigect was instructed by the
proximate experimenter to give the learner a stiockach incorrect answer proffered;
and each incorrect answer warranted for the leaséiock one level higher than its
predecessorln actuality, no shocks were administered, thougistrsubjects did not know
this at the time (Milgram, 1974, pp. 171-172).

Upon starting, the learner responded with a sptedetermined answers, 75
percent of which were purposefully incorrect. Do¢he requirement to inflict a shock
one level higher than the previous incorrect ansagguiescent subjects found themselves
advancing up the switchboard and rapidly deliveshgcks of increasing intensity. Any
signs of hesitancy by the subject to continue, ietpbr overt, were met with the

experimenter calmly responding with one or sevef#he following prods:

Prod 1: Please continue, or, Please go on.

Prod 2: The experiment requires that you continue.

Prod 3: It is absolutely essential that you corginu

Prod 4: You have no other choice, you must g@Mitgram, 1974, p.

21).
If at any time the subject expressed concerns gheuearner’s well-being, the
experimenter informed them: “Although the shockg/iba painful, there is no permanent
tissue damage, so please go on” (Milgram, 19721p. If at any time the subject
attempted to clarify the lines of responsibilityetexperimenter would confidently assert:
“I'm responsible for anything that happens to hi@ontinue please” (Milgram, 1974, p.
74). Upon any subjects reaching the 300 and 31tsskiock switches, the learner was
instructed to bang suddenly on the wall separdhegwo parties and thereafter fall silent.
Any concerns by the subject regarding the leareemsngly wanting to discontinue were

met by the experimenter stating: “Whether the lealikes it or not, you must go on until
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he has learned the word pairs correctly. So plgase. (Followed by Prods 2, 3, and 4,
if necessary.)” (Milgram, 1974, p. 22The sudden absence of any further answers to the
subject’s questions and the accompanying silenpéadhthat something had gone terribly
wrong and that the shocks had, at least, prob&pigared the learner unconscious. The
experimenter then instructed the subject to trkaudsequent unanswered questions as
incorrect and accordingly inflict a shock at thetrlevel. Any further resistance was again
met with as many prods as necessary to secureailipecss continued obedience. In the
absence of any categorical acts of defiance, therement was eventually deemed
complete upon the subject having administered thueeessive 450-volt shocks. The
completion rate was surprising: 26 out of a sampkO subjects (65 percent) inflicted

every shock.

Although theRemotecondition was the first and probably most widedga of
Milgram’s many experiments, it was the result sludsequent experiment, the so-called
Baselinecondition, that perhaps attracted most populanétin, largely because it
featured predominantly in a film he later produtiddd Obedience: a filmed experiment
(Milgram, 1965c). Théaselinecondition was very similar to tHeemoteexperiment
except that the learner mentioned before startiagtie had a mild heart condition, and the
learner’s “pain” was this time unambiguously coreeypy way of increasingly intense
verbal protests and eventually screams (actuadlyavape recording). For example, at 120
volts the learner was heard from the adjacent rmgay “Ugh! Heythis really hurts”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 56). If the subject continuedobey up until the 270-volt switch, the
learner, in obvious agony, was heard to screant rieeout of here. Let me out of here.
Let me out of here. Let me out. Do you hear? metout of here” (Milgram, 1974, pp.
56-57). At the 300-volt switch the learner refuse@nswer and instead responded with
agonised screams. From the 345-volt switch onwlaedsent totally silent. As in the
Remotecondition, the experimenter then commanded thgesuto treat all unanswered
guestions as incorrect and accordingly inflict ackhat the next level and continue to do

so until three successive 450-volt shocks had bdeamnistered.

Milgram (1974) beforehand described the proceduna fone of his early
experimental variatio$to, among other groups, 39 psychiatrists, who firedicted that
only about 0.001 percent or one subject in a thadisea “pathological fringe” (p. 31)—

would administer the highest shock on the boartihodgh theBaselineexperiment was

' The experiment in question was Meice-Feedbackondition, the second official experiment, whicasw
the same as thRemotecondition, except the learner’s verbal reactiomda be heard throughout.

19



for subjects likely to have been an even more amg experience, it elicited the same

completion rate: 26 out of a sample of 40 subj@fspercent) inflicted every shock.

The obedient subjects were later asked why thefiraged to inflict the shocks.
Most pointed out that they personally wanted t $tot the experimenter’s persistent
demands that they continue, frequently in conjumctwith his repeated assurances that the
responsibility was all his, apparently left thenthwlittle choice but to go on.

3.4 The Milgram-Holocaust Linkage

While Milgram (1974, p. 175) acknowledged that ¢herere “enormous
differences” between the Holocaust and his ownriaooy experiments, he was quick to
generalise beyond the laboratory doors when ndtaovg the “just following orders”
justification was used both by his subjects andyr@rithe Nazi war criminals at
Nuremberg and at subsequent trials. Other scheénsed this potential connection
between Milgram’s results and the Holocadsthich Miller (2004, p. 194) termed the
“M-H linkage”—the Milgram-Holocaust linkage. Milgm later came to believe that both
the Nazi perpetrators and his obedient subjects steongly influenced by a “common
psychological process”, and was at pains to unaedshow a perceived need to obey
ostensibly legitimate orders from a higher autlyaranslated into individual action
(Milgram, 1974, p. 175). Central to his explanataj this psychological process was his
notion of theagentic statein which “the individual no longer views himsel responsible
for his own actions but defines himself as an imsgnt for carrying out the wishes of
others” (Milgram, 1974, p. 134). Milgram (1974,1#6) did not suspect this was an
excuse or alibi and thought that, in actuality, ehedient subjects were being honest when
believing themselves to have been mere instrunarasigher authority and they
genuinely did not feel responsible for their action

For a man to feel responsible for his actions, hstraense that the behavior has
flowed from ‘the self.” In the situation we haveidied, subjects have precisely the
opposite view of their actions—namely, they seertlas originating in the motives
of some other person.

As subjects so frequently pointed out themselvel$it'were up to me, | would not have

administered shocks to the learner’ ” (Milgram, 493. 146).

12 5ee Bauman (1989), Blass (1993, 1998), Brownif§211998), Hilberg (1980), Kelman and Hamilton
(1989), Miller (1986), and Sabini and Silver (1982)
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The one variation in Milgram’s basic experimentadgedure that proved
particularly influential in promoting entry intoghso-callecagentic statevas thePeer
Administers Shocgondition. In this condition subjects were ordete perform the
subsidiary task of only directing the questiongh learner while another subject (actually
an actor) administered the shocks for any incomastvers. In comparison to tRemote
andBaselineexperiments, this variation resulted in a substhimicrease in the completion
rate, with 37 out of 40 subjects (93 percent) pabgicontinuing to carry out their
prescribed role while the actor administered ewigck. Post-experimental interviews
with these obedient subjects often revealed théyndt believe their involvement made
them in any way responsible for the learner belmarked, with them blaming the shock-
administering peer. Yet, as the results surrounthie earlier variations demonstrated,
when subjects had to shock the learner themsdlvese who were obedient were then
more inclined than defiant subjects to shift theni to either the experimenter or learner
(Milgram, 1974, p. 203).

Milgram believed that thBeer Administers Shoetariation may have captured, in
the controlled laboratory setting, the potentiaéstructive bureaucratic process along
with its inherent characteristic of the divisionlalbour. He described the “fragmentation
of the total human act; no one man decides to @utyhe evil act and is confronted with
its consequences” (Milgram, 1974, p. 11). In diseconnecting this experimental
variation to the Holocaust and the Nazi regimes ofsthe disjointed bureaucratic process,
he argued: “The person who assumes full respoitgifol the act has evaporated”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 11). With the potentially desttive bureaucratic process in his sights,
Milgram (1974, p. 11) generalised beyond the ca¥iaf his laboratory: “Perhaps this is

the most common characteristic of socially orgashieeil in modern society.”

Clearly Milgram had been influenced by Hilberg’®61) painstaking delineation
of the intricacies of the Nazi regime’s destructiegeaucracy (which Milgram indeed
referenced in his book). Similarly, Milgram spéwally saw merit in the explanatory
power of Arendt'scontroversial concept of théanality of eviJ” which he saw as being
fully consistent with his own explanation (a conin@t that is not all that surprising
considering Milgram’s undergraduate education wgolitical science, which would
have equipped him to draw links between his expamisiand governmental systems). On
the basis of what he had found, Milgram explicghydorsed the general utility of Arendt’s
“banality of evil thesis, which he believed came “closer to the ttiaéim one might dare
imagine” (Milgram, 1974, p. 6).
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However, other scholars have also documented tt@wi@nce of gratuitous acts of
brutality by Holocaust perpetrators. Their reskdras produced a body of literature that
raises pressing questions about the validity ofadieyy “ordinary” bureaucrats apparently
indifferent to the horrific human consequences floated from their banal paper-
shuffling. Particularly prominent was Bernd Naumanii966)Auschwitz which
documented the 1963-1965 trial of a score of SSwienserved in this infamous labour
and extermination camp. The preface to this boak somewhat ironically written by
Arendt herself (as cited in Naumann, 1966, p. xxho candidly stated in reference to

some of the evidence the book went on to present:

No one had issued orders that infants should lmevtininto the air as shooting
targets, or hurled into the fire alive, or haveitheads smashed against walls;
there had been no orders that people should beledito death, or become the
objects of the murderous ‘sport,” including thakaolfing with one blow of the
hand.
Such gratuitous examples of cruelty stood in staritrast to Milgram’s and her own
theories regarding supposedly indifferent perpetsaust passively following orders.
However, for his part, it seems that Milgram regarduch evidence as, at best,
complementary to his position, or, at worst, laygatelevant. It was, he argued, typical of
modern bureaucracy, even when designed for deseymtirposes, that “most people
involved . . . do not directly carry out any destive actions . . . . Angompetent manager
of a destructive bureaucratic system can arrangpdrsonnel so that only the most callous
and obtuse are directly involved in violence” (Mdg, 1974, pp. 121-122). In Milgram’s
view, most of the perpetrators were ordinary urkinig bureaucrats, acting purely
instrumentally and who simply had carefully selddfeugs inserted at the end of the
hierarchical chain to do the dirty work. But tkianclusion conflicted sharply with
Hilberg's (1961) assertion that acrabe destructive bureaucratic chain the perpetrators
were “a remarkable cross-section of the German lptipn” and not, therefore, “a special
kind of German”. And after the publication of Broing's (1992)ookOrdinary Men:
Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final SolutroRoland it became clear that
Milgram’s assumption that carefully selected pemgers—“the most callous and
obtuse”—did the hands-on dirty work was patentlpng—as reflected in the title, these

executioners were “Ordinary Men”.

Reserve Police Battalion 1@bnsisted of less than 500 Germans who were based

in the annexed Polish territories (Browning, 1992xv). The battalion originated from
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Hamburg, one of Germany’s least nazified citiesl e rank and file comprised mostly
those from the lower social classes, who were ldasy to support the Nazi regime
(Browning, 1992, pp. 47-48). Except for the oldesine had any military experience and
were more or less the dregs of the armed forceks pih respect to their ordinariness,
Browning (1992, p. 48) argued: “The men would rexra to have been a very promising
group from which to recruit mass murderers on Hadfahe Nazi vision of a racial utopia
free of Jews.” In relation to what turned out ®the battalion’s first mass-shooting in
early 1942, the leading authority in the field, Bfajrapp, did not demand but, in conflict
with Milgram’s assumptions, “made an extraordinaffer: if any of the older men among
them did not feel up to the task that lay befora,ie could step out” (Browning, 1992, p.
2). Browning (1992, pp. 71-74jointed out that the small proportion that did want to
participate could and eventually did avoid havingartake in shooting duties (about 10 to
20 percent). Although the men who remained injtisfruggled with this task (many were
soiled with blood, bone, and brain matter), mostkjy acclimatised to the tasks ahead
and “became increasingly efficient and callouseecatoners” (Browning, 1992, p. 77).
These ordinary men directly participated in the srstsooting of at least 38,000 Jews
(Browning, 1992, p. 142). After carefully analygithe evidence, Browning concluded
that the most common motivational force to parttipg in the gruesome work was
probably peer-pressure/conformity, whereby manynditwant to be seen among their
comrades and/or leaders in the field as shirkatthhough Browning’s account conflicted
in many ways with the OTA experiments, he still sagnificant similarities: “many of
Milgram’s insights find graphic confirmation in thehavior and testimony of the men of
Reserve Police Battalion 101” (Browning, 1992, p41L

Although criticism of Milgram’s thesis was mountjngwas Goldhagen’s (1996)
Hitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans atite Holocaus{HWE) that perhaps
most powerfully undermined the plausibility of aMyH linkage. Based on the same
archival material as Browning's study, the diffecenn the title hinted at a very different
conclusion: Browning’s “Ordinary Men” were much reapecifically believed by
Goldhagen to have been “Ordinary Germans”. Dubeantense furore generated in
scholarly circles by this single contribution te tterature, it is necessary to present what
Goldhagen believed caused the Holocaust, the esgdiea used to support his explanation,
the ensuing academic response, and why—irrespeattitveeir criticisms—HWE posed

such significant problems for the contributiongvifgram and other scholars.

From the outset Goldhagen (1996, p. 9) boldly dedla
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Germans’ antisemitic beliefs about Jews were tidrakecausal agent of the
Holocaust. They were the central causal agenvmigtof Hitler’'s decision to
annihilate European Jewry . . . but also of thgpgators’ willingness to kill and
to brutalize Jews. The conclusion of this boothat antisemitism moved many
thousands of ‘ordinary’ Germans—and would have rdawélions more, had they
been appropriately positioned—to slaughter Jews.
Immediately striking is how this theory standstiark contrast to the “most fundamental
lesson” emanating from Milgram'’s (1974, p. 6) studyordinary people, simply doing
their jobs, and without any particular hostility their part, can become agents in a terrible

destructive process.” On what grounds did Goldhdigese his assertions?

Goldhagen presented two arguments that he beli@mefibrced the above theory.
Based on a variety of sources, Goldhagen'’s figgtirsent was that, particularly from the
nineteenth century, a virulent strainediminationistanti-Semitism spread throughout
Germany. By the early 1930s this strain of anthfism had not only become pervasive

throughout German society—it rapidly intensifiecttie exterminationistevel

Following this was Goldhagen’s second argumengr dffte Nazi regime had given
its consent during World War Two, this uniquely an strain oexterminationisanti-
Semitism caused ordinary Germans willingly andatlyeto engage in the mass slaughter
of Jews. Goldhagen supported his second argum#énawitany of brutally
unsophisticated acts of violence that ordinary Garsrstaffing the primitive police
battalions, work camps, and death marches morefteguently volunteered to inflict
upon Jews. The following quote is a typical exasrgflthe kind of evidence repeatedly
presented: A former police official testified thhbse serving with him “ ‘were, with few
exceptions, quite happy to take part in shootirfgkewrs. They had a ball!,’ their killing
was motivated by ‘great hatred against the Jewsa# revenge’ ” (Goldhagen, 1996, p.
396). Based on the evidence lending support teeth®o main arguments, Goldhagen felt
confident in asserting that a uniquely German stodimurderous anti-Semitic hatred (in
conjunction with a regime bent on annihilation) was its own, a “sufficient” cause of the
Holocaust (Goldhagen, 1996, p. 417).

13 Goldhagen’s (1996) evidence included nineteentiurg anti-Semitic political commentaries (p. 60),
community petitions against Jewish emancipation ip62), accusations of Jewish ritualistic murders
63-64), the views of prominent anti-Semitic poleists (pp. 54, 64), anti-Semitic pamphleteering6@),
and anti-Semitic electoral voting patterns (pp.83-7Goldhagen tried to differentiate between this
apparently swelling nineteenth century anti-Senfglaminationist mind-set” (p. 71) with what by the
twentieth century had developed into an “externmamast one” (p. 71). He posited the existencerof a
exterminationist mind-set by providing early twettii century examples of blatant anti-Semitic
discrimination (p. 83), riotous attacks on Jews3@), and a brief overview of Hitler's anti-
Semitic-related “meteoric” (p. 85) rise in the et@al polls.
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How, then, was Goldhagen able to suggest his dwbegdry was a sufficient cause
when other scholars long before him, including Nalg, had presented a variety of
alternative theories that they more cautiously mt@a only as necessary conditions
contributing to the cause and eventual extent@tblocaust? To clarify, in the
Holocaust historiography there exists what Goldhad®96, p. 379) describes as
“conventional explanations”. The conventional exgltions he presented were that the
German perpetrators were coerced into killing; werninkingly obedient in following
orders; pressured to conform due to social psy¢hcdbinfluences (such as peer-
pressure); motivated by prospects of personal ashraant; and finally, due to the
fragmentation of the killing process, they did nomprehend the total implications
stemming from their individual actions (Goldhag&f96, pp. 379-385). It would appear
that the reason Goldhagen was able to promoteveialb theory as a sufficient cause of
the Holocaust was due to a rebuttal he presentgathiallenged the veracity all the
conventional explanations. According to Goldhades rebuttal exposed a flaw in an
underlying assumption that #fle above conventional explanations took for gidnte
Goldhagen’s (1996, p. 385) rebuttal was that ed¢heoconventional explanations
“assumes that the Germans were in prinagpposedor would have been had they not,
supposedly, been rendereadifferent’ numbed by their institutional circumstancesjhe
mass slaughter of Jews, to a genocidal prograntalee$ added].” The institutional
circumstances that Goldhagen discussed were oatesttter scholars believed both
diminishedoppositionand promotedhdifferenceand were side-effects generated by the
modern bureaucratic administrative and technoldgizchinery of destruction. However,
Goldhagen’s second argument appeared to demontteatenany of the perpetrators in the
unsophisticated killing institutiordid not feel indifferentlyowards their Jewish victims.
He also demonstrated that in these unsophistiddited) institutions (and thus in the
absence of the more modern machinery of destryctioa perpetrators did nopposehe
slaughter of their victims. Goldhagen thereforkdved the evidence he presented in
favour of these two arguments placed the plaugioli all the conventional explanations

and their apparently necessary conditions in aeudthte of doubt.

Although this criticism was generally directeda tontributions by scholars
including Stanley Milgram, Hannah Arendt, ChristepBrowning, and indirectly,
Zygmunt Bauman, with its specific focus on attagkineories expounding the centrality
of the Nazi regime’s bureaucratic machinery of degion, Goldhagen (1996) had his
sights set on the leading figure of “Raul Hilberdio can be seen as an exemplar of this

25



sort of thinking” (p. 385). Nevertheless, havingtjswept Hilberg, his many supporters,
and all of their necessary conditions aside, aagaéoldhagen was concerned, the path
had been cleared of all the obstacles inhibitirsgtheory from being the most plausible.
This is why Goldhagen felt confident in concludihgt a uniquely German brand of
murderous anti-Semitic hatred (in conjunction vathegime bent on annihilation) was, on

its own, a sufficientause of the Holocaust.

How successful, then, were Goldhagen’s two argusn@mtd the evidence they
were based upon) in supporting his overall theaB@ldhagen completely failed to
persuade the vast majority of specialist academittsthe first argument surrounding his
historical account of Germany’s unique strain deeminationist anti-Semitisri. Critics
highlighted the existence of contradictory evidenEer example, Goldhagen could not
adequately explain why German society in the negmdte century emancipated a Jewish
population that his book argued they actually hated wanted to eliminate (Bartov,
1996b, p. 34; Finkelstein, 1997, p. 51). Also,dalgen’s historical account of German
anti-Semitism could not explain with sufficient éerwhy other nations with demonstrably
more violent historical relations with their Jewistmmunities, like the Soviet Union, had
not tried to exterminate this minority (Finkelstei®97, p. 41; Hilberg, 1997, p. 724) nor
why this supposed hatred suddenly seemed to diaapfter World War Two (Bartov,
1996b, p. 34; Finkelstein, 1997, p. 44). The cqnsaces of these types of criticisms saw
most of Goldhagen’s more senior peers concludehiisdtistorical account of German
anti-Semitism both before and/or during the Nagime was simply “unhistorical” (Stern,
1996, p. 129).

However, Goldhagen’s second argument that ordiGamnynans frequently and
willingly volunteered to engage in and inflict updews cruel acts of violence emerged
relatively unscathed from academic criticimln fact, although Browning (1998, p. 192)
was highly critical of Goldhagen'’s first argumentleoverall theory, in clear support of his
second argument he pointed out: “On several isGwédhagen and | do not disagree: first,
the participation of numerous ‘ordinary’ Germanghia mass murder of Jews, and second,
the high degree of voluntarism they exhibited.” wéwoer, Browning (1998, p. 192) also
pointed out that, due to the findings of his 1992kand the much earlier contributions of

scholars like Hilberg: “neither of these conclusiam a new discovery in the field of

14 See Aschheim (1996), Bartov (1996b), Bauer (20Bidwning (1998), Finkelstein (1997), Finkelstein
and Birn (1998), Hilberg (1997), Stern (1996), mdverso (1999).

15 See Birn (1997, p. 199) for a criticism of Goldeats second argument.
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Holocaust studies.” With a sting of derision, B&r{1996b) succinctly captured the main
message he took from HWE in the oxymoronic titldisfbook review: if Goldhagen was
right, the perpetrators must have been “Ordinarnsters” (p. 32).

Because Goldhagen’s second argument emerged langetathed from significant
academic criticism, it would seem to this auth@t tldespite its debatable originality, it
still reinforced his attack on all the conventioeaplanations. Regardless of this success,
most of the specialist historians still rejecteddBagen’s overall theory. This was
because they questioned how a uniquely German lofaauati-Semitic hatred could have
caused the Holocaust when, in the first placephtsil evidence is incapable of
substantiating the claim that German society wadestly anti-Semitic. The majority of
historians are of the opinion that most Germanenevithin and particularly beyond the
Nazi party, might more accurately be described iddlyranti-Semitic, even to the point of

feeling “absolute indifference to their [the Jewsgdtimization” (Bankier, 1992, p. 84).

In response to the flood of criticism underminihg plausibility of his first
argument, Goldhagen (1996b) has stated: “Evemifesevould conclude that | am not
entirely correct about the scope and characterenim@n anti-Semitism, it does not follow
that this would invalidate my conclusions” (p. 4@Y¥ith conviction, he maintains: “The
central part of the study, about the perpetratioth® Holocaust, logically, can stand on its
own and must be confronted directly” (Goldhager®6lf p. 40).Most, however, believed
his inaccurate portrayal of German anti-Semitiswalidlated his conclusion and it was for
this reason Hilberg (1997) argued: “By the end@34.. . . much of the academic world
had wiped Goldhagen off the map” (p. 725).

Based on the tone of his late 1996 art&lReply to my Critics: Motives, Causes,
and Alibis it is not difficult to sense Goldhagen’s frusivat He believed HWE had not
only rendered all the conventional explanationsineldnt, with regards to tleetual
perpetration of the crime (and unlike the otherlaxations), he provided a theory that was
consistent with nearly all of the facts—the peratrswerecruel so theynusthave hated
the Jews. But what really appeared to grate oulliagjen (1996b, p. 39) was that “my
critics say that my explanation is wrong withoubyading any coherent alternative.”
Instead of rebutting Goldhagen’s explanation, mairnyis critics simply chose to ignore
the existence of his contribution. In fact Goldéag harshest adversaries like Hans-
Ulrich Wehler (1998, p. 93) dismissively describ¢dE as a “thorn in the flesh”, a semi-
permanent nuisance whose confounding influencé®emwliscourse might hopefully
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dissipate with time (sooner preferred over lat&milarly, Hilberg (1997, p. 728) argued:
“Thus the cloud that Goldhagen created will howssrdhe academic landscape. It will

not soon disperse.” Goldhagen (1996b, p. 39) iskisedritics a challenge: “if some deem
my explanation simplistic, then they must demortsttiaat a better one exists.” This
challenge would appear to derive from Goldhageerlgebthat none of the conventional
explanations are able to account for the cruektlinesis evidenced. Goldhagen (1996b)
then derided those who instead choose to overlmmbitobable importance of his thesis by

arguing:

Not a single critic even attempts to account ferplerpetrators’ cruelty with its

specific features; not a single critic provides amplanation of his own for the

voluntarism and the zeal of the perpetrators (. 39

Unable to provide Goldhagen with an adequate rabtattthis point, prominent
critics of his first argument and overall theoryttbonly agree. For example, Browning
(1998) has stated: “Goldhagen is quite correct¢haglty in the Holocaust . . . @ issue
that scholars have not dealt with at length” (B8)20Bauer’s (2001) view is similar to
Browning’s in that, although he believes “Goldhageatiscussion about [anti-Semitic]
norms that did not exist is useless” (p. 103) glation to the controversial book’s point
surrounding the issue of cruelty, he conceded:idHeght to emphasize this aspect
because not enough has been said about it” (p. 1@2spective of this concession,
however, just like Browning, Bauer (2001, p. 10@) sides with Hilberg: “ordinary
people were guided by the bureaucratic machine.”

With respect to Goldhagen’s valid point regarding issue of cruelty, Hilberg’s
“wiped . . . off the map” statement gives one tin@ression that HWE has somewhat
unfairly been fast-tracked to oblivion. This magt be too surprising considering the
somewhat obvious problems Goldhagen’s issue oftgrpeses for Hilberg's influential
thesis. Initiated by Hilberg (1961), prominentalelns like Arendt (1963), Bauman
(1989), Rubenstein (1978) and—central to the ptestedy—Milgram (1974) have all, to
varying degrees, argued that the potentially destr@ bureaucratic process accentuated
the eventual death toll because it provided thé magority of the perpetrators with a
necessary psychological buffer. As Hilberg (19611024) said:

It must be kept in mind that most of the particiggasid not fire rifles at Jewish
children or pour gas into gas chambers. A goodymafncourse, also had to
perform these very ‘hard’ tasks, but most of themimastrators and most of the
clerks did not see the final, drastic link in theseasures of destruction.

Hilberg and his many adherents are of the opirtia the segmented, routinised,
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depersonalized, and thus bureaucratised killinggs® enablethostof the perpetrators to
avoid feelings of sympathy and personal resporiilbdr their victims’ deaths. However,
Goldhagen’s argument that the perpetrators whaa#gtundertook the shootings were
ordinarywould question the necessity of this buffer inhéterthe bureaucratic process.
The importance of this buffer is questioned becaub®se at the “final drastic link” in the
bureaucratic process were “ordinary” Germans ypabke of the grisliest of deeds—what
would have stopped the “norm&'desk murderers from engaging in the very same
behaviours in the absence of the bureaucratic ps@céore explicitly, those perpetrators
who delivered theoup de grace-just like those blinkered to the final drastickiirwere
ordinary, average, and therefore generally reptatiea of wider German society. The
psychological buffers provided by the division abbbur inherent in the bureaucratic
process, according to Goldhagen, were therefoligalplto have been a necessary

condition contributing to the cause and eventutdrexof the Holocaust.

HWE may have highlighted potential weaknesses titberg’s thesis, but it all
but truncated the M-H linkage. That is, althouige Browning (1992) and Naumann
(1966) before him, Goldhagen argued that the pexfues frequently and willingly
volunteeredo undertake the grisly shootings, he also westep further. Goldhagen
provided an example of lower-ranking Nazis disobgyrders from the highest authorities
to stop killing. Such counterfactual informatioovgerfully indicated that the perpetrators
may not have been, as Milgram’s theoretical frantévassumed, externally manipulated

into participating.

HWE has generated an academic impasse with a minorgypport and a majority
who have rejected its ambitious assertions. Nedrlyistorians agree that Goldhagen’s
(1996) first argument surrounding his historicat@mt of anti-Semitism in German
society is untenable. Nevertheless, very few des@oldhagen’s second argument that,
with regard to the Jewish victims, many ordinary@ans volunteered to engage in
cruelty. Importantly, the survival of his secondament maintains the potential validity

of the criticism he directed at all the conventiogplanations.

Treating the less disputable aspects of Goldhagba&s with the kind of respect
some of his undeniably valid points deserve, it atathis point in the historiography that
Bauer incisively cut to the crux of the problemttH&E was ultimately incapable of

overcoming but was at least willing to confronthat is, Bauer (2001, p. 103) asked his

16 See Arendt (1963, p. 22).
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“real question” ohowwhat appeared to be a mostly moderately anti-$esuotiety like
Germany in the early 1930s became, by the earl9<4,94illing murderers of Jews?
Reinforcing Bauer’s question and juxtaposing th@8lRristallnachtpogrom with the
mass murder of Jews in Eastern Europe three yiear Browning (2004, p. 429) asked:
“How in three brief years had ‘ordinary’ Germans beangformed from ‘onlookers’
squeamish and disapproving of vandalism, arsonaasdult into ‘willing executioners’

who could perpetrate mass murder with unfetteretbuce [italics added]?”

Taking into consideration the previously discusseshmonality shared by the Nazi
regime and Milgram, that both proved capable ofdiggransforming large proportions of
ordinary people into willing inflictors of harm, geps a similar question to Bauer and
Browning’s could be directed at the OTA experim@nikhat ishowdid Milgram so
rapidly transform his also ordinary and indifferenbjects into willing torturers of other
human beings? Seeking an answer to this questioovoMilgram persuaded his ordinary
subjects to do what they did might prove fruitfulpgroviding an answer to Bauer’s (then
Browning’s) former question. Thus, a potentialyifful methodological approach to
addressing Bauer and Browning’s question dsiwduring the Holocaust ordinary and
indifferent people could so quickly become williegecutioners might be tmravel the

journeyMilgram traveled that led to what is arguably t@search’s ostensibly similar end.

The following two chapters will address this fik&tly research question. That is,
initially focusing on influences that led to thesetual invention of the OTA experiments,
howdid Milgram so rapidly transform such a large mdion of his ordinary subjects into

willing torturers of other human beings?
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Chapter Four: The Development of Milgram’s Obedience
to Authority Experiments

Part of Milgram’s genius, as reflected in his pestearch, was to identify questions worth pursuing
and then, if needed, invent methods suited for-thBhass (2004, p. 240).

It is not unusual for those scholars largely caitiof the Obedience to Authority
(OTA) research programme to still concede to habegn impressed with aspects of
Milgram’s work. One example was Marcus (1974,)pwBo, after writing a largely
negative review of Milgram’s monograph, went orcémclude that the experimental
programme was “devilishly ingenious, cleverly thbtugut, and—whatever one thinks of
them—extremely provocative and probably importariéw did Milgram come up with
an idea that, as Miller (1986, p. 1) has arguedaire “perhaps the most widely cited and
provocative set of experiments in social sciencéff’s chapter will present a narrative on
the key influential events, experiences, and peost likely to have contributed to the
eventual conception of Milgram’s widely respectedaarch idea. It would appear that the
influences were many and varied, and the earlasbe traced as far back as Milgram’s

early childhood.

4.1 Stanley Milgram: Beginnings and Early Influesice

The Nazi regime came to power in Germany in Janli@B3. Several months
later, on 15 August in the Bronx in New York Citanley Milgram was born into a
working class Jewish family. His Hungarian fathked Romanian mother strove hard to
maintain a successful small bakery and cake-dengratisiness. There were three
characteristics that might best describe the yddihgram: he was bright, imaginative, and
very curious (Blass, 2004, pp. 1-5). From an eagg he showed a keen interest in a wide
variety of scientific pursuits ranging from mixisgmetimes explosive chemical
concoctions to later, at age 15, creatively desigmi dual-jet-propelled crank shaft that
“uses centerfigualsic] force” (Tavris, 1974b, p. 75). As he himselfadil was always
doing experiments; it was as natural as breatlaing,| tried to understand how everything
worked” (Tavris, 1974a, p. 77).

Life for young Milgram was not without a more soleside: throughout his

childhood “Stanley was very much aware of his fgisilvorries about Nazi Germany.
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His father had family living in Europe, and he ghid mother] Adele followed
developments there closely on the radio” (Blas§42@. 8). Although understandably
commonplace among Jews living in the post-wartera,awareness of what from the
United States was the geographically distant patgetof the European Jews appears
nonetheless to have extended into his formativesyebhis sensitivity is evidenced in his

rather precocious 15 August 1946 Bar Mitzvah speech

As | come of age and find happiness in joiningrdngk[s] of Israel, the knowledge
of the tragic suffering of my fellow Jews throughear-torn Europe makes this
also a solemn event and an occasion to reflect timoheritage of my people—
which now becomes mine (Blass, 1998, p. 49).
It was perhaps no coincidence that, first, by dnly weeks, this speech preceded the
verdict of the widely publicised ten-month-long Neaar-crimes trial in Nuremburg,
Germany'’ And, secondly, relatives (in-laws) who directiyngved the Nazi
concentration camps stayed in the Milgram housetiotihg 1946 (Fermaglich, 2006, p.

100).

Milgram went on to attend the Bronx’s James Murtiggh School where, with
interests as diverse as stagecraft in school ptmhscand a role as the editor of the school
newspaper, he developed and nurtured creativetsaierwould later in life come heavily
to depend upon. As editor of the school newsp#geteenage Milgram reveals a
fascination with the more destructive and morbaf human affairs: “my first article in
1949 was on the effects of radiation on the incigeof leukemia in the Hiroshima and

Nagasaki survivors” (Tavris, 1974a, p. 77).

In the same year at James Munroe High there was@umintance of Milgram’s by
the name of Philip Zimbardo, who would later undket another (in)famous social

psychology experiment: the 1971 Stanford PrisoneEirpent:®

After high school Milgram enrolled at New York CayQueens College where he
“fell away” from the pure sciences of chemistry dmology and instead ended up

majoring in political science with a minor in thesa(Tavris, 1974a, p. 77). As an

7 Assuming his Bar Mitzvah was held on the exace adithis thirteenth birthday, the above speech doul
have been delivered on 15 August 1946. The jufigigsneet for the Nazi war-crimes trial in Nurennguwn
29 October 1945. Sentences were passed on 1 @dieh@é (Marrus, 1997, p. 257).

18 n this study subjects were randomly assignedritoak prison as either prisoners or guards. The

experiment had to be abandoned prematurely aftelisg out of control (Zimbardo, Haney, Banks &féa
1973).
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undergraduate, Milgram developed a fascination faitbign lands, peoples, and their
cultures. This interest was reflected both ind@soming president of the university’s
international relations club and his decision ia sammer of 1953 to embark on a lone
backpacking tour of France, Italy, and Spain. Baihis trip Milgram honed his ability to
speak French fluently, enrolling in a one-monthglzage course at the Sorbonne, in Paris
(Blass, 2004, pp. 11-12).

Before completing his BA with honours at Queendéyd in 1954, Milgram had
already been accepted into Columbia Universityadgate programme at the School of
International Affairs. However, before graduatheyhad become increasingly frustrated
with political science’s then predominantly philpsical approach (Blass, 2004, p 13).
Simultaneously, the young scholar became interastsdcial psychology and began
considering the possibility of studying this relaly new and exciting discipline. Before
long, Milgram decided to apply for a place in Had/a Department of Social Relations
graduate programme (Blass, 2004, pp. 13-14; Tal®igda, p. 77).

In his 12 April 1954 Harvard application, Milgraroipted out that it was “Periods
of war | find particularly interesting” (SMP, Box Eolder “a”, Titled: “Correspondence
1954”). However, it was in his scholarship applicationite Ford Foundation that he
more specifically indicated where some of his ie$¢s in war lay:

My estimates of my ability to undertake sustainedependent research was
boosted by my writing, last semester, an honorgipégd formidable dimensions)
entitled ‘The French Press Under the German Ocmupatvhich seems not a
particularly difficult task until one learns of tipaucity of secondary source
material and the unassembled and scattered camglitioprimary sources (SMP,
Box 1, Folder “a”, Titled: “Correspondence 1954").

Before entering Harvard, the crimes of the Nazimegwere already engaging his

intellectual curiosity.

Never having previously studied psychology, Milgra@pplication to Harvard
was rejected. However, during the summer of 198dtarmined Milgram swiftly
remedied this deficiency by enrolling in and contipig six courses (five of which were in
psychology) at three local New York City collegdananced by his subsequently
successful scholarship application to the Ford Batian, Milgram was soon after
accepted into Harvard University (Blass, 2004,15p16).
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4.2 Harvard University and the Influence of Solond@th

At Harvard’s Department of Social RelatioMilgram was exposed to a number of
highly regarded intellectual figures and a wideeftgrof their stimulating and cutting-edge
ideas. In reference to scholars such as TalcosoRa and Henry Murray, but especially
Jerome Bruner, Roger Brown, and his eventual me@ordon AllportMilgram
commented that: “Men of uncommon wisdom ran thiaigthe time, and created a climate
in which ideas and excellence found ready suppuaftemcouragement” (Tavris, 1974a, p.
77). Itis not difficult to appreciate that this wasttise kind of environment in which a

hungry, fertile, and creative young mind like Mégn’s was likely to thrive.

In Milgram’s first two years at Harvard the topitrational characteristics and
stereotypes increasingly captured and stimulate¢dling scholar’s imagination. This is
evidenced by the following quotation, taken fromdviam’s first-year lecture notes when
Allport, a world-renowned social psychologist, geted his class with an overview of one
particular study that cross-culturally performediscourse analysis on a sample of

German and American plays:

Allport — 20 '55 _Cross cultural methedNational Character . . . .

CONTENT [ndecipherable nanjgerformed content analysis of
ANALYSIS OF 45 German and 45 American plays prebm 1927,
GERMAN PLAYS. analyzing content, themes.
German plays much more about men than women,
much more ideological, social. American plays eezd on
private problems — German hero has

ideological rendezvous with destiny — must disrégeersonal
destiny problems. In American drama, hero isessful
character- because his character changes. Indbgulays, ending

Fullfilment [sic] may be tragic but his character is fulfilled (SMBdX 17,
Folder 256, Titled: “Harvard University: Social Rabns
Department Course Notes 1954”).
In the left-hand margin of this document is a rataege asterisk uniquely underlined with
three bold lines (signalling what one would asstoniee an area of particular interest
and/or importancey’ It is suspected that this purposefully highlighsection of

Milgram’s lecture notes, as emphasised in capetédts, may signal an extension of what

9 With respect to Milgram’s two lecture books heldfie archive (SMP, Box 17, Folders 256 and 257,
Titled: “Harvard University: Social Relations Depraent Course Notes”) the young scholar occasionally
highlighted, with an asterisk, passages of whatwemald assume were his areas of interest and/or
importance. However, only the above quotation dvadsterisk boldly underlined three times.
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was at the time the young scholar’s incipient ietgtlal curiosity surrounding Germany
and the ignominy of its recent past. The followysgr Milgram enrolled in a course
headed by Roger Brown, where he read a hundred antisles and books on the topic of

national characteristics and stereotypes (Blas¥,20. 31).

A patrticularly influential figure on Milgram at Haard was a visiting scholar by
the name of Solomon Asch. Asch was prominent ares@sychology for having
undertaken a deception-based study termed the Ghagsure/Conformity experiment
(Asch, 1958). This experiment involvad instructor who informed eight men who were
seated around a table that they were to assesh whibree unequal lines presented before
them matched that of a separately presented liite {lae correct answer being patently
obvious). Each was to express their assessméme fgroup, starting with the first subject
and moving around the table. However, not all asg appeared: all except the seventh
person in line were actors. Sequentially the “soty’ selected the correct answers. By
the third trial (and randomly thereafter) eachhaf &ictors gave the same—but this time
clearly incorrect—answer. Asch was trying to asselsether or not the actors’ incorrect
answers might have a conforming influence on tHg actual subject. Confronted quite
suddenly by an internal conflict to either trustithndependent assessment or yield to that
of the seven actors, it was discovered that 32gmeraf all the subjects’ assessments
(n=50) conformed to that of the group, meaning thay were providing answers they
probably knew to be wrong (Asch, 1958, pp. 176-1743ch increased his confidence that
the individuals’ provision of incorrect answers veasually due to the group’s influence by
presenting the line assessment exercise to randeetdgted subjects in the absence of the
group (n=37). This simple control experiment régd®9 percent of all line-assessments

by lone subjects were indeed correct.

In some edited notes (circa 1956-1959) Milgramtouhe crux as to exactly “Why
Asch’s expt §ic] is a Great Experiment”:

He belives $ic] that the conflict with him is a purely privatesige which
concerns no one but him, and of which all otheestatally unaware. He dares
not betray his secret, yet by his actions, he igaged. The yielding subject
makes frantic efforts to conceal his conflict, pgtthese efforts is the conflict
betrayed (SMP, Box 43, Folder 124, Titled: “Notesl @ata analysis, 1956-
1959, n.d.”).

The influence on Milgram of this intrinsic featuw&Asch’s experiment, where subjects

experience a seemingly private (yet, due to thécelsanade, scientifically observable)

internal conflict, proved enduring. Internal cactflvas not only a subtle yet inherently
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crucial feature of his eventual PhD thesis, itspnee can be discerned in various guises in
the OTA experiments which followed, and arguablgrein his mid-career Lost Letter
Technique experiment (Blass, 2004, p. 143). BExtepdnd cementing this

methodological influence was Allport’s assignmehbigram to be Asch’s
teaching/research assistant during the lattensat&larvard during the 1955/56 academic
year (Blass, 2004, pp. 27, 31). The renowned schagnt on to stamp his indelible
intellectual influence on his new apprentice (Taviti974a, p. 77).

4.3 Milgram’s PhD Thesis

Soon after his time with Asch, around the middld @56, Milgram conceived of
an extremely ambitious experiment for the finaltdithis PhD degree. Drawing on all of
the factors mentioned thus far, his idea was tetta#le a procedural adaptation of Asch’s
experiment. Instead of using pictures of linesigkéim wanted to present subjects with an
auditory tone that they were to try and match upemly with one of several others that
soon followed. More specifically, a subject watder a laboratory and encounter a coat
rack piled with jackets and a row of seemingly gued closed booths, the sixth of which
they were to enter. After placing on earphoneshaating the acoustic tones, the subject
would hear the responses of the other subjectfactnthe other booths were empty and
the responses were pre-recorded by actors. Likb’a&xperiment, initially the other
“subjects” would sequentially all give the obviogsbrrect answer but eventually they

started providing the same clearly incorrect answer

In a number of ways Milgram’s adaptation was sdiieally more rigorous than
Asch’s experiment. Unlike Asch’s prototype, théoas' responses were uniform and had
therefore been scientifically standardised. AMdgram informed his subjects that their
responses would contribute to the improvementrdfraific safety signals, thus investing
into their performance potentially “life and deattdnsequences (Milgram, 1961, p. 48).
This would overcome a significant limitation applide to Asch’s original experiment in
that it could be argued that his conforming sulsjigcbbably experienced little
compunction in siding with the group because, duf¢ seemingly trivial nature of the

line-judgment task, doing so had no significantssruences.

But most innovative was Milgram’s plan to use satgdrom different countries.

Drawing on the influence of Allport and Brown, bging the adaptation on subjects of
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different nationalities, Milgram intended to unad a cross-cultural comparison that
would transform “the topic of national charactecstffrom armchair speculation to an

object of scientific inquiry” (Blass, 2004, p. 53).

The countries that Milgram intended to include is ¢ross-cultural adaptation of
Asch’s Group-Pressure-Conformity experiment weveaéed in a preliminary hypothesis
dated 24 September 1956: “(Now interrag][of the things | have read and seen, | would
predict as follows: Conformity, as measured byrttean differences of pressured
responses will be G[ermans]>E[nglish]>F[rench]” (8MBox 43, Folder 125, Titled:
“Norwegian + French Study: Notes & data analysiS6t2958 n.d.”). Based on what he
had “read and seen”, Milgram’s prediction that eager proportion of Germans could
probably be cajoled into conforming with the grabpn equivalent groups of English then
French subjects is intriguing. What Milgram haddd and seen” probably related to the
populist post-World War Two stereotype that, aslenced by their broad participation in
the Holocaust, Germans were probably the easiéishiadty to manipulate into
conforming? It seems ironic that Milgram himself, having justdertaken a course on
national character and stereotypes, had formutaetiypothesis for his PhD on the basis

of a then-prevalent stereotype.

On 170ctober 1956 Milgram informed Allport of the idea hoped to pursue as a
thesis for the final leg of his PhD:

In brief, I would like to write my thesis in 195850n the subject of national
character, and with you as my thesis director. Far a long time | have had an
interest in psychology as it applies to nationaugrs. You may remember my
somewhat tedious analysis of ‘national stereotypesten for your Social
Psychology qualifying course in the spring of 1955. | would like to run a
variation of Dr. Asch’s group pressure experimambas several European
countries, in particular, England, France, and Genyr(SMP, Box 13, Folder 183,
Titled: “Allport, Gordon 1954-1967").

Allport’s response reveals that he agreed to begnsilih’s thesis director, saw potential in
the initial idea but, armed with far greater reshaxperience, ultimately deemed aspects

of the experiment a little naive, unrealistic, amaeed of substantive revision: “The

design you outline is not feasible, | fear. Chjigthe difficulty is your overly optimistic

2 Dicks (1950, p. 137) study of German prisoneraar is an example of literature that may have
encouraged this stereotype: “Conformity and ‘loyals of a servant to his master, are rated antioag
highest of virtues, and demonstratively stressdtbime and institutional life, almost synonymoughwit
‘honour’ on the one hand and with unquestioningdidxgce on the other.”
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view of facilities, availability of subjects, Eure@n collaboration. These are serious

problems and you would experience endless frustra{Blass, 2004, p. 33).

Although Milgram had already contacted governmédiitials in England, France,
and Germany with intentions of running “a psychaagexperiment in your country”
(SMP, Box 1, Folder C, Titled: “Correspondence I95@pon his return to Harvard
Allport convinced his underling to drastically sealown the initial idea to a two-nation
comparison involving subjects from none of the aboountries. Instead Allport
persuaded Milgram to use subjects from the UnitateS and Norway (Blass, 2004, p.
33). Interms of feasibility and logistics, inclag an American sample made obvious
sense, but based on these criteria the selectiblomyay is somewhat perplexing.
Norway was probably chosen because English is wejgken and Allport was aware that
a number of academics from Oslo’s Institute of SbRiesearch were interested in and
sympathetic towards experimentally-based crosssalltesearch. Allport is therefore
likely to have suspected that sending Milgram tovidty would hold a greater probability
of European collaboration, and thus the probal&ipion of facilities and aid in the
solicitation of potential subjects (Blass, 2004, p-34).

During the summer of 1956 Milgram undertook sontetgtudies on a sample of
American subjects (Harvard students) that, as hectty guessed, produced high rates of
conformity. In his first official research propasililgram predicted that Americans
would conform more than Norwegians. However, dft®ring throughout 1957 collected
the Norwegian data, Milgram discovered that then8tevians were little different from
his American sample. Milgram’s prediction of gezailorwegian independence was
wrong and he needed to find a more promising coatpanation than the United States.
According to Blass (2004, p. 41):

France came immediately to mind. His experiengadiin Paris during the
summer of 1953 suggested that France was a comairked by far less social
consensus than Norway, a country with a traditi@t seemed to prize critical
judgment and diversity of opinion. ‘France seemme to be a very good bet,” he
wrote Allport. ‘It takes me from the Nordic to atsystem; Norwegians and
Frenchmen regard themselves as very different famigiably inter-sterile) breeds
of men.’

As Blass has argued, for a wide range of reasbesnfbst important being that Milgram
spoke the language fluently and particularly thatight offer interesting results in the
very opposite direction to that of his Norwegiamgée): “France came immediately to
mind”. However, it is curious that in the sentenmoenediately preceding this statement
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that“France seems to me a very good bet”, the origioabment held at the Stanley
Milgram Papers (SMP) reveals that Milgrafsosaid: “Germany would be highly
interesting, but | cannot handle the language” (SBibX 13, Folder 183, Titled: “Allport,
Gordon 1954-1967"3 This statement is interesting because Milgramlbagd suspected
that Germans would be highly conformist. If he evgght, there was a risk a German
sample might be as dull a group as the Americatiswiich to compare to the conformist
Norwegians. Yet, irrespective of this, for somas@n there was clearyill something

that drew Milgram tagaincontemplate undertaking his experimental procedareshat

he expected to be a sample of highly conformingiais.

During August of 1958/ilgram went to France (Blass, 2004, p. 48). Afer
arrival Allport’s initial criticism of Milgram’s oiginal research proposal came back to
haunt him. With respect to facilities, help in 8@icitation of subjects, and collaboration,
his suspicion of stubborn French independence asémably saw Milgram experience
what indeed must have felt like endless frustraf®lass, 2004, pp. 48, 50).

Milgram wrote a letter to a friend back at Harvdrding this period, the contents

of which illustrates that the Holocaust was newaeififom his thoughts:

| should have been born into the German-speakimgshecommunity of Prague in
1922 and died in a gas chamber some 20 years ldexv | came to be born in the
Bronx Hospital, I'll never quite understariialics original] (Blass, 2002, pp. 71-
72).
Milgram’s misfortunes in France, however, soon geahfor the better when the highly
respected Harvard lecturer, Jerome Brunner, sugd&st contact some of his colleagues
based at the Sorbonne. After having done so, Bligmade more progress in collecting

his French data (Blass, 2004, p. 50).

Although Milgram undertook in both countries fivebsle variations on his basic
research idea, his results revealed that on avénagdorwegians and French conformed
about 62 and 50 percent of the time respectivetyatistically significant difference.
Particularly impressive was that, although acreshef the five experimental variations
the degree of conformity differed, tdeection of this difference (Norwegians conforming

more than the French) remained consistent throughou

% perhaps illustrating that this was no idle commbtilgram repeated this statement verbatim, twosday
later, in a letter to Jerome Bruner, one of hisvded lecturers (SMP, Box 1, Folder ‘e’, Titled:
“Correspondence 1958").
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It is important to mention here that before havimglertaken his experiments
Milgram had felt a little uneasy that, in orderototain his results, he had to deceive his
subjects and expose them to a clearly stresstidtgin. Milgram therefore went to great
lengths to ensure the subsequent well-being afuiigects by undertaking thorough
debriefings as well as administering a post-expenital check-up questionnaire. To

Milgram’s surprise:

It appears that most subjects were glad to havejpated, despite the trickery
involved. The reasons for this seem to be . ey tinderstood that any deception
used was not primarily for personal gain, but fae &advancement of knowledge
(Milgram, 1960, pp. 175-176, as cited in Blass,£Qq0 44).
Blass (2004, p. 54) has argued that these ratlextpacted responses had “carryover
effects” which eased any remaining inhibitions Maign might have had surrounding the

use of deception and exposure to stressful situgiimany future experiments.

4.4 Milgram’s Experience at Princeton: the Inventad the OTA Experiments and

Influence of the Holocaust

Upon returning to Harvard, Milgram received andegted an offer from Asch to
edit his latest book on the topic of conformity lghon sabbatical at Princeton University.
Away from friends and working for the exacting Asthilgram found October 1959 to
June 1960 a very demanding and somewhat deprgssiogl in his life. Nonetheless, in
several significant and overlapping ways, his tah@rinceton ended most fruitfully for
the young scholar’'s academic career.

First, far from Harvard’s many distractions, thadty nights at Princeton enabled
Milgram to write rapidly and submit his PhD disséidn on time. Secondly, the
subsequent glowing reviews of his thesis in corfjoncwith having referees like Allport
(and other Harvard heavyweights), as well as testge of working with Asch saw both
Harvard and Yale Universities offer Milgram academositions. Milgram accepted
Yale's offer as an assistant professor of socigtipslogy starting the following
September 1960. Thirdly, Milgram started (or stdmreafter) writing an abridged version
of his thesis that was later accepted for publicain the internationally circulated
magazineScientific Americargsee Milgram, 1961). In the article Milgram annoed a

return of his attention to those who interested most:
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We are now planning further research in nationafatteristics. In a recent
seminar at Yale University students were giventdis& of trying to identify
behavioral characteristics that might help to ilinate the Nazi epoch in German
history . . . . A team of German and American iniggdors is planning a series of
experiments designed to provide a comparative mmeaswehavior in the two
countries (Milgram, 1961, p. 51).
Not only is this statement somewhat reminiscertheffirst PhD research proposal he had
presented to Allport in 1956, it also appears t aedight to the argument that the
Holocaust was increasingly starting to engage Mitgs intellectual curiosity. More than
a year after the above project had failed to malied (due to funding issues), Milgram
wasstill trying to solicit German contacts in the hope & @lay making a reality his
cross-cultural comparison using his adaptation sfhAs experiment on a sample of

Germang?

Blass (2004, p. 54) has argued that the successfaphletion and publication of his
PhD injected immense confidence into the younglschas is reflected in the bold tone of

Milgram’s above statement Bcientific American

He now knew that he was capable of doing origiaaéarch that would provide

new insights about human behavior. It was an aptishment that made him aim

high and not settle for the mundane in his fut@eser as a scientific researcher.
Milgram had a reputation for being ambiticdgut it was around this period that he
expressed an explicit awareness that successde@ea would require that he undertake
“an important and distinctive programme of reseavith which to make his mark. He
told Roger Brown that he hoped to fingggenomenon of great consequersreh as Asch
had done, then ‘worry it to death [italics adde€d|Blass, 2004, pp. 61-62).

Such ambitions were soon realised with the foughicant outcome that
eventuated from Milgram’s time at Princeton: thdinwentary conception of his landmark
idea to undertake an experiment on OTA. The falhgws Milgram’s own account of this
process:

22 See the correspondence between Robert Arndt ermany) and Milgram during April 1962 (SMP,
Box 55, Folder 5, Titled: “Nationality and Confortyii Correspondence 1961-1962").

% For example, with respect to his PhD, on 21 Deeamib56, in a letter to Jerome Bruner, Milgram
admitted: “The original plan called for a threeioatstudy (England, France, Germany) [howevet].. .
mostly students who have just completed their these have been trying to persuade me . . . lilghot
overstretch myself at this time. ‘Just write a gdloesis Mr., and then do your grand scale resea(&MP,
Box 1, Folder C, Titled: “Correspondence 1956").
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| was working for Asch in Princeton, New Jersey]l859 and 1960. | was
thinking about his group-pressure experiment. Qfrtee criticisms that has been
made of his experiments is that they lack a surag@ificance, because after all,
an experiment with people making judgments of lines a manifestly trivial
content. So the question | asked myself is, Howthés be made into a more
humanly significant experiment? And it seemed tothat if, instead of having a
group exerting pressure qudgmentsabout lines, the group could somehow induce
something more significant from the person, thext thight be a step in giving a
greater face significance to the behavior indugethb group. Could a group, |
asked myself, induce a persoratt with severity against another person [italics
added]? (Evans, 1980, p. 188).

Asch’s research required subjects to make meregfiahts” with ultimately “trivial”
implications. But, as he did with his PhD thedidgram was interested in exploring
whether or not it might be possible to raise tladxes by manipulating subjects into
engaging in physicdhct[s]” that had “humanly significant” implicati@ That Milgram
intended “exerting pressure” on subjects—a skilhbkd become well versed in during his
PhD—is a very important point: he was toying witle idea of using group pressure to
cement subjects into engaging in some other mgrefgiant behaviour. Milgram later
termed such sources of pressure Binding Factork (®kerful bonds that can entrap a

person into doing something they might otherwisafgarnot to do.

Milgram then imagined a situation like Asch’s expent, where a naive subject
was placed among a group of actors:

instead of confronting the lines on a card, eadafrthem would have a shock
generator. In other words, | transformed Asch’gegiment into one in which the
group would administer increasingly higher levdisimock to a person, and the
guestion would be to what degree an individual wdallow along with the group.
That’s not yet the obedience experiment, but i*semtal step in that direction
(Evans, 1980, pp. 188-189).

In an earlier interview Milgram described the neahceptual step that moved him closer

to his OTA paradigm:

| wondered whether groups could pressure a perdorperforming an act whose
human import was more readily apparent, pertegbsving aggressively toward
another personsay by administering increasingly severe shochksrm. But to
study the group effect you would also need an exysttal control; you'd have to
know how the subject performed without any grougspure [italics added]
(Tavris, 1974a, p. 80).

Milgram was aware that Asch resolved the problemeqtiiring an experimental control
by running the line judgment exercise on subjetthe absence of the group. However,

Milgram was this time unable to draw from Asch’gdey because, as Miller (1986, p. 18)
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observed: “it was not obvious what the inducememila be for a solitary individual to
administer shocks in increasing intensities to laoperson.” Milgram had to develop his
own solution to this problem. Hence, the shifnira conformity to obedience orientation:

my thought shifted, zeroing in on this experimewttrol. Just how favoulda

person go under the experimentarders|italics added]? It was an incandescent

moment, the fusion of a general idea on obedienttearspecific technical

procedure. Within a few minutes, dozens of ideasetevant variables emerged,

and the only problem was to get them all down quepéTavris, 1974a, p. 864.
Although this innovation provided Milgram with tlceucial experimental control he
desired, perhaps unwittingly it also introduceaitite equation the new BF of a higher-
status authority figure trying to impose his will a lower-status subject within a

hierarchical chain of command (superordinate/subatd relationship).

This “incandescent” moment—nbelieved by Blass (2@463)to have taken place
sometime between 2 March and the end of June 1965-awvatershed event. It initiated
the journey that put Milgram on a path away frontii$ike group-conformity and
increasingly towards, as Blass put it, his dphenomenon of great consequence”: the

individual’'s response to the malevolent demandsnoduthority figure.

But what were the origins of these completely nelditions to Milgram’s ideas to
introduce “orders” to “behaving aggressively”? Yheere probably due to the influence
of the then-popular post-World War Two perceptiothe United States (and elsewhere)
that the implementation of the Holocaust was clpasbkociated with blind OTA. To
clarify, immediately after the defeat of Nazi Genyathe victorious Allied forces placed
on trial much of the surviving Nazi elite in thesti of several Nuremberg war-crimes trials.
Within the timeframe in which Milgram would haveitten his Bar Mitzvah speech,
which paid homage to the “tragic suffering of mijde Jews”, the first trial saw most of
those in the dock attempt to evade responsibiityttieir crimes by arguing that they were
“just following orders”. Subsequent Nazi war-crereals produced similar responses and
the predictable “just following orders” justificati gained its now long-clichéd status.
Reasons for an apparently heightened German privpémsbey and enact the orders of
superiors started to emerge in populist sourcdiseofture. Highlighted were factors as

diverse as the apparently ubiquitous German au#n@m style of raising children, Nazi

24 Using different words, Milgram largely reiteratégese thought processes in his later interview itans
(1980, p. 189): “what would be the force that wogéd him to increase the shocks? And then thegtiou
occurred that the experimenter would have to iell to give higher and higher shocks. Just howidlra
person go when an experimenter instructs him te giereasingly severe shocks?”
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indoctrination surrounding pledges of obediencHitter, and even the magnetic draw of
the Fuhrer’s personality (Fromm, 1973, pp. 413-&Kaknigsberg, 2009, p. 5; Lee, 1996,
p. 24). Strengthening further the association ©GAMvith the Holocaust were certain
influential contributions to the academic literauthe most prominent example was
Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson and Sanford’85Q@) The Authoritarian Personality
which attributed the anti-Semitism that culminatethe Holocaust to authoritarian
personality traits (Miller, 2004, p. 211). Consequently, there emerged a post-World War
Two OTA zeitgeist:

Before Milgram, creative writers had incorporatétiksg incidents of obedience
into novels, poems, and screenplays. Historiadsardaten factual accounts of
remarkably obedient individuals and groups. Pshadists had developed F- and
other scales to measure inclinations towards aiighian tyranny and subservience
(Elms, 1995, p. 22).

In fact, it is “certainly possible” (Blass, 2004,68) that the catalytic event that
may have stimulated Milgram to incorporate “ordergd his more rudimentary idea was
the highly publicised 11 May 1960 capture of theldhe-ranking but central Nazi
bureaucrat, Adolf Eichmann, in Argentina by Israelcret agents (Raven & Rubin, 1983,
p. 421). His capture falls within the period iniefhMilgram experienced his
“‘incandescent moment’ ” (Blass, 2004, p. 63)wés probably no coincidence that,
concurrently with Eichmann’s heavily publicised tap then trig® where he too argued
he only did as he was tofdMilgram was radically manipulating Asch’s studydrfa
humanly more significant experiment” where subjeeteived “orders” to behave

“aggressively towards another person”.

Cementing the view that Milgram founded his reseddea upon a stereotype
about Germans, as he said himself: “| came acra@sg/statements which implied that
Germans tended to obey orders more conscientigusfiy Americans” (as cited in

Fermaglich, 2006, p. 885. This remark is reminiscent of how he formulatee idea for

% See also McGranahan (1946), McGranahan and Jan(@i6), and Footnote 20.

% Shandler (2001, p. 91) argued that in the UnitiedeS Eichmann’s trial “marked the first time ttze
Holocaust received prominent, extended televismrecage in the form of news reports, public affairs
programs, documentaries, and dramas aired oveiicpef months”.

?"In regard to the extermination of the Europeans)dichmann said that he “ ‘felt something of the
satisfaction of Pilate, because | felt entirelydoent of any guilt. The leading figures of the dkeat the
time had spoken at the Wannsee Conference, the@&bpd given their orders; it was up to me to olaey
that is what | bore in mind over the future yedr@esarani, 2004, p. 277).

2 Whilst undertaking the official experiments, Miggn stated that the “Origersid] of my interest in
Obedience” was the “Problem of German Behavior” F5Mox 46, Folder 165, Titled: “Notes general,
1961-1962").
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his PhD. Based on “the things | have read and’sberpredicted a sample of Germans
were more likely to conform than otherwise compbagpoups of English and French
subjects. The etiology of the stereotypically @ynfist and/or blindly obedient nature of
Germans in populist and academic literature bothbeatraced back to the rationalisations
and justifications the Nazi war criminals provided their actions after the war (see
Footnote 20).

That Milgram’s idea to include “orders” to “hurt@ther person” was largely
stimulated by stereotypes about Germans duringithecaust is reflected in the following
previously unpublished document, probably writtening the spring of 1960, while the
young social psychologist was at Princeton, and thuring the period he probably

conceived of the idea of undertaking an experinoen®TA:
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Figure 1:A document produced by Milgram during his timd?anhceton University titled
“Studies in Obedience” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 165leti: “Notes general, 1961-1962"

Below is the independent transcription of the abdeeument:

2 The Sterling Memorial Library at Yale Universitashdated this document between 1961 and 1962 when

Milgram was at Yale University. Yet this sketchao$hock generator is far more rudimentary tharasidg
Milgram (1977, p. 95) himself dated “Spring 196@/hen he was at Princeton University. It would be
reasonable to infer that this document was actymtiguced between March and June of 1960 when
Milgram’s “incandescent moment” took place. Thi&dment was almost certainly produced sometime
before14 October 1960, probably around the spring of019hile working for Asch at Princeton
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Studies in Obedience
1. Waver Eic] of responsibility—from experimenter—For Germaln]y
2. Panel
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3. The War Situation —
2 naive S[ubject]’s. One must shock the other —
1 way switch. Can be controlled by E.
4. _Working in teams
5. _The PledgeSubjects pledge to obe}/Because of certain possible hazards,
the S. must adhere carefully to thtrirctions of the Exp[erimen]t[ef.

Figure 2 An independent transcription of Figuré™l.

Early in his eventual book, Milgram (1974, p. 14pkined why he decided upon

such a device as his means of inflicting harm:

For technical reasons, the delivery of electricckhwas chosen for the study. It
seemed suitable, first, because it would be easthésubject to understand the
notion that shocks can be graded in intensity; isécibs use would be consistent
with the general scientific aura of the laborat@wyd finally, it would be relatively
easy to simulate the administration of shock inléfs@ratory.
Therefore, Milgram’s previous experience as a studésocial psychology, where the
infliction of electrical shocks had long been conmnproved influential in his selection of
this device (see Schachter, 1959). And obvioldligram intuitively sensed that, with
some coercion, subjects might actually be williagise such a device to inflict harm on

another human being.

30 Although there is no mention of the Nazi regimehar Holocaust in the aboyp®st hocexplanation,
elsewhere Milgram regularly endorsed their cenold in the eventual conception of his OTA idea
(Fermaglich, 2006, p. 88; Milgram, 1964a, p. 851lgkédm, 1977, p. 92).

31 Dawn Yeabsley and Jean-Christopher Somers, &cheol of Government, Victoria University of
Wellington, independently transcribed the contefithis document.
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Nonetheless, in this document Milgram seems to hadein mind an Asch-like
group experiment—"working in teams”—whereby all aived were, for some yet to be
established hazardous reason, to accept a “pledgeety” the experimenter’s orders.
Most of those involved would be actors with twoueasubjects (one of whom was
presumably to be the victim and the other, usingeway switch that could be controlled
by the experimenter, a shock-inflictor). It woalppear that the infliction of these shocks,
which were to increase in intensity, was meangeflect a war-like situation, in which
those inflicting the shocks would not be held resole for their actions. Only parts of
this document resemble the eventual experimentadpgm, however. Few of the actual
variations involved actors working in teams, arthaugh there was a waiver of
responsibility and a shock generator that infliggealdually escalating electrical shocks,
there was no “pledge to obey” or an apparently “HAL” shock switch, and only nine

shock switches.

Despite this, the catalytic event that may havadtted Milgram to incorporate
“orders to act with severity” into his more rudintary idea may have been the highly
publicised 11 May 1960 capture in Argentina byefiraecret agents of the middle-ranking
but central Nazi bureaucrat, Adolf Eichmann (Ra&eRubin, 1983, p. 421). His capture
falls within the period in which Milgram experientthis “incandescent moment. Blass
(2004, p. 63) argues that: “It’s certainly possithiat this was the event that crystallized the
obedience research in Milgram’s mindt’'was probably no coincidence that, concurrently
with Eichmann’s heavily publicised capture thealtfiwhere, like most other Nazis he too
argued he only did as he was t3tdyliigram happened to be radically manipulating
Asch’s study into “a humanly more significant expent” where subjects received

“orders” to behave “aggressively towards anothes@e'.

32|t has not been possible to confirm if Milgramlésved closely the events surrounding Eichmann’s
capture. However, just over a year later he maeticEichmann’s name in some of his written
correspondence (see SMP, Box 43, Folder 127, Tittedrrespondence 1961").

3 Shandler (2001, p. 91) argued that in the UnitiadeS Eichmann’s trial “marked the first time ttze
Holocaust received prominent, extended televismrecage in the form of news reports, public affairs
programs, documentaries, and dramas aired oveii@pg months”.

3 In regard to the extermination of the Europeans)dichmann said that he “ ‘felt something of the
satisfaction of Pilate, because | felt entirelydoent of any guilt. The leading figures of the dkeat the
time had spoken at the Wannsee Conference, the&bpd given their orders; it was up to me to olaey
that is what | bore in mind over the future yedr@esarani, 2004, p. 277).
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4.5 Conclusion

It seems reasonable to conclude that, over tinveastthe gradual confluence of
several key factors that contributed to the conoapif Milgram’s idea to undertake an
experiment on OTA.In sum, they were Milgram’s long-term intellectealriosity about
the Holocaust; various experiences under a nunmisatwlars during his PhD degree at
Harvard; Solomon Asch (and his Group Pressure/Confp experiment); and the populist
post-World War Two zeitgeist that tended to closedgociate OTA with the
implementation of the Holocau$t.

In developing his inchoate OTA idea, it appears Miggram basically threw into
the mix what he suspected were important key ingresl needed to produce a Holocaust-
like event: a command hierarchy of authority figuaesd subordinates, orders, and group
pressure—all revolving around the infliction of maon another person. It is here that the
epigraph by Blass presented at the start of trapten best rings true: Milgram frequently
asked questions and would then “invent methodsddidr them”>® It is clear that (as in
the case of the Holocaust) the base question efest washow might one get rather
ordinary people to severely hurt other human béing®wever, due to the post-World
War Two zeitgeist surrounding the association @dnce with the Holocaust, Milgram
advanced a slightly different question. Disceradbdm his use of the words “orders” and
“behaving aggressively towards another person’ghdiin came to focus on the question:
can orders from an authority figure lead to thédtibn of harm?’ Incorporating and
building upon all the influential factors that cuiated in his PhD, Milgram went on to
invent and then, as the following chapter will #itate, refine an experimental method to
produce scientific results that could help answerstjons he had long held surrounding

the extermination of the European Jéts.

3 Other probably less important factors were propablolved (see Tavris, 1974a, p. 80).

3% As Tavris (1974b, p. 75) pointed out: “Most psyidgists test hypotheses; Milgram asks questions.”
37 As Milgram wrote in his early notes: “Stated msishply, the basic command is to hurt another petson
Aware of the controversial nature of his experimaéatm, he then stated: “(Don’t [s]ay this in ghAEMP,
Box 46, Folder 165, Titled: “Notes general, 196529.

3 As Milgram had said in relation to a differentdinf research: “Methods of inquiry must always be
adapted to the problem at hand” (Tavris, 1974&@1p.
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Chapter Five: How Milgram Induced Most Ordinary
Subjects to Complete the Obedience to Authority
Experiments

Much of empirical science is exploratory, and iv&s a methodology not at all like the traditional
idea of hypothesis, prediction and test. In exaiory studies, a scientist has no very clear idea
what will happen, and aims to find out. [#&c] hasa feeling for the ‘direction’ in which to go
(increase the pressure and see what happens) beieao expectations of what to expettarré

and Second (1972, p. 69).

This chapter will discussow Milgram conceived of an experimental procedure
that by the first official experiment produced a@scent completion rate. There is little
published information on the development of Milgiamxperimental procedure, which in
its complete form did not leap suddenly from thpttie of Milgram’s imagination. Nor is
it the case that, unlike all the psychiatristsdter approached, Milgram foresaw that his
procedure would counterintuitively prove capabl@afducing such high completion rates.

The experimental procedure was the end resultratheer protracted process that
largely involved some combination of Milgram dragion his past experiences, shrewd
intuition, and a heavy reliance on the ad brploratory method of discovery. As noted in
the above epigraphic statement, the exploratoryoakof discovery is where the scientist
has an intuitive idea of the direction an inquinpsld take, but little insight into what
might happen along the way. They deploy as thehicle of discovery a number of ad hoc
trial and error pilot studies—“see what happens”thia pursuit of a vaguely delineated

outcome.

5.1 The First Obedience to Authority Research Psabo

In September 1960 Milgram arrived at Yale Universihd embarked upon what
would turn out to be a highly creative academi@ear By the first week of October he
submitted his first official research proposal.ligyt of his recent “incandescent moment”
it is surprising that this proposal was not abdgdience to authority (OTA), but
concerned an observational study on the topictad@reciation under the influence of the
drug mescaline (Blass, 2004, p. 65). If Milgramlyocseveral months earlier, had an idea
involving “orders” to “inflict harm”, why, upon airing at Yale, was his first research
proposal not on OTA? The probable reason is tittadwagh he clearly sensed the OTA
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idea had some potential, between its concepti@riateton and his arrival at Yale he

probably suspected it needed further work.

To capture the attention of academia, Milgram flwadetvelop an experiment that in
the first official trial produced eye-catching réésu Entering the academic stage with an
experiment demonstrating a low rate of obediendeatanful orders would be unsurprising
and hardly equate to a “phenomenon of great comsegl. In a document headed

“Studies in Obedienéethat like Figure 1 also probably dates back®6d, Milgram

highlighted the main coercive technique he intertdedkeploy to achieve what was

actually his initial goal: “Integrate with groupqaess.In order to create the strongest
obedience situationse findings of group dynamics [italics added]/MS Box 46, Folder
165, Titled: “Notes general, 1961-1962id]).>° But was the idea as presented in Figure 1
likely to have been capable of generating the dtemesults needed to make his mark?
Were subjects likely to accept a transparently Mazinding “pledge to obey” orders to

inflict an apparently “LETHAL” shock? The changehich followed would suggest not.

On 14 October 1960 Milgram submitted to the Offif&aval Research his first
research proposal on OTA. This document estaldisine young researcher’s intention to

undertake a study on “obedience and action confgtmwhereby “Given that a person is

confronted with a particular set of commands ‘maréess’ appropriate to a laboratory
situation, we may ask which conditions increasechispliance, and which make him less
likely to comply” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126, TitletCorrespondence 1960”). Milgram
then went on to describe the basic experimentalgahare he intended to employ which, in
the complete absence of any pilot studies, alreasiymbled the one he would later settle

upon. Specifically, the subject:

operates a control panel, consisting of a serissviithes set in a line. The switch
at the left is labelled ‘I-Very Light Shock’; theext switch is labelled ‘2-Light
Shock’; and so on through moderate, strong, veongt etc... the switch at the
extreme right is labelled ‘15-Extreme Shock: Dariger. . It goes without saying
that . . . the victim . . . does not in realityfeuf but is a confederate of the
experimenter . . . . [and] is placed behind a steamsluscentdic] screen so that
[the] subject . . . can perceive his reactions aimyly . . . . Internal resistances
become stronger, and at a certain point he retaesgs on with the experiment.
Behavior prior to this rupture we shall considepbsdience . . . . The point of
rupture is the act of disobedience (SMP, Box 43]€10126, Title:
“Correspondence 1960").

% This document was probably written before the dasignated by Sterling Memorial Library as it
discusses rudimentary ideas like the use of a tHatlreads from . . . light-to-fatal.”
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Attached to the end of this first research propess, relative to Figure 1, a far more
complicated drawing of what Milgram envisioned tii®ck “control panel” might look
like (see Figure 3 below):

\f‘\ k/L\\‘U\/bA“ \q W 0
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ed States (17 USC 107), chis single copy was produced for
ibrary, P.O. Box 208240, 128 Wall Street, Nes ven

Figure 3 Milgram’s “Sketch of [a] . . . control panel ituslies of obedience” attached to
the first-ever OTA research proposal dated 14 Guté®60 (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126,
Titled: “Correspondence 1960”).

Milgram was aware that deceiving subjects intokimg they were inflicting
shocks on another person was likely to generat@mihem what he would later term
strain: intense feelings of tension or stress. He knaoh $eelings might encourage
disobedience, detracting from the initial goal teate “the strongest obedience situation”.
Milgram countered such feelings by introducing whatwould later term Strain Resolving
Mechanisms (SRMs). SRMs were measures that, {ongadegrees, reduced the tensions
normally associated with inflicting harm on otheRevealed in the proposal was an
example of Milgram’s introduction of a SRM wherelmstead of some “pledge to obey”,
subjects were to be provided with what he intul§igensed might be a more subtle and

agreeable rationale for inflicting seemingly exdatiag electrical shocks on another
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person. As Milgram himself said, to encouragerageto willingly inflict harm on
another: “Obviously some acceptable rationale rhagtrovided” (SMP, Box 43, Folder
126, Titled: “Correspondence 1960"Jhe acceptable rationale was now to be “achieved
by setting the experiment in a context of ‘socgrhing’ ” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126,
Titled: “Correspondence 1960”)n Milgram’s words: “Subjects believe they are
performing in an experiment in human learningthi& course of the experiment one
subject finds that it is part of his role to admter ‘negative reinforcements’ [light
electrical shocks] to another subject” (SMP, BoxB&8der 126, Titled: “Correspondence
19607). By contributing to some greater good, Vala had transformed the infliction of
harm from “something evil” (shocking an innocentgm) into something “good”
(advancing “human learning”)—a strain-resolving wersion process Adams and Balfour

(1998, p. xx) termedrtoral inversiori. *°

Another change apparent within the first proposas @& different example of a
SRM, whereby the last shock previously labelled THAL” had been substituted with the
verbal designation “15-Extreme Shock: Dangerhis small modification was perhaps
motivated by a suspicion that subjects were méaedylito deploy a more ambiguously
labelled final shock switch than one with a unequally destructive heading because,

relative to the latter, the former less likely torailate as much strain.

Although Milgram clearly started out with an idéet attempted to capture in the
controlled laboratory setting what he suspectectrtigve led to an event like the
Holocaust, by the first proposal he had come tad¢haésation that presenting subjects with
a “pledge to obey” orders to inflict an appareritliETHAL” shock would probably fail to
create the “strongest obedience situation”. Comsetly, he deemed it necessary to
include a less stressful and more “acceptableification for participating in an action
that, at its worst point, now had a more ambiguplaelled outcome. Although these
modifications to the earlier idea were more likeyaid Milgram in obtaining the initially
high completion rate needed to make his academik, rtiee basic experimental procedure
was also transforming into something that increglgifooked less like the Holocaust (a
potential weakness critics would later raise regaythe apparent Milgram-Holocaust
linkage).

“0 This innovation was methodologically prudent besgawas in Asch’s study, Milgram was withholdingrfro
the subjects the study’s actual objective of examgipeople’s willingness to obey authority. Unliather
methodologically weaker studies (see Zimbardo.etl8I73), Milgram’s subjects were therefore pregdnt
from gratifying the researcher’s wishes and/or gimggain some preconceived role-play (Nussbaum, 2007
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Nevertheless, Milgram still appears to have keptesof his focus on the
Holocaust. For example, aware of the Nazi regimaiance on propaganda, one of the
four potential variations centred around the foilogySRM: “Obedience and Propaganda

Concerning the VictimTo what extent can higher compliance be extralsyeportraying

the victim in unflattering terms?” (SMP, Box 43,I&er 126, Titled: “Correspondence

19607).** Milgram, soon after, went to some lengths to furttevelop this basic idea.

The first proposal also mentioned that the resepragramme was to be divided
into two main sections. In the first, subjects evir be run through the procedure alone
(that is, only in the presence of the experimeatet the partially visible learner). The
second was the same as the first, except thatthalaubject would be one of several
members of a group. After describing the alone@dare, Milgram clarified what he

meant by the second section:

Now transform the situation to one in which theical subject is but one member
of a group, and each member faces a control panelthe experiment is designed
so that subject B receives his negative reinforecgraely when all members of the
group depress their control board switches in ssgtoa. Unknown to the critical
subject, the first four members of the group ardfederates [actors] of the
experimenter, and willingly comply with E’'s commanoh every occasion (SMP,
Box 43, Folder 126, Titled: “Correspondence 1960").

In the absence of any pilot studies, how optimistis Milgram that this “group

dynamics” section would initially “create the stgast obedience situation”?

My guess is, on the basis of considerable expegigiih experiments in group
pressure, that certain persons will follow the grdlorough all degrees of
compliance, even to the point of administering ackHabelled ‘extremely
dangerous’. This guess awaits empirical confirara(SMP, Box 43, Folder 126,
Titled: “Correspondence 19607).

Despite his apparefincandescent” or eureka-like moment, Milgram watually
not sure at the time about the kinds of results'dlene” experiments might produce.
However, he hazarded a guess: “Presumably, théi@udi group pressure will cause the

critical subject to comply with the experimentahuomands to a far higher degree than in

“1 Probably near the end of 1960 or early in 1961giim started to develop some basic ideas surragndi
such an experiment: “Propogandic] concerning the victim [learner]:might say [to the subject] about the
person [learner] in there, first that he is beiagdB5 dollars . . . . Secondly, he . . . wantebda subject
[learner]. He said . .. those Yale fairies [acteer/subjects] were pretty stupid . . . . Thisper | might
add, has been in court many times but has never dmw®sicted, because of technicalities of the law,
although it was established beyond any doubt thdtdd beat up and robbed an old man . . .* Stilll

don't see that there is any special reason to dedhim, though | have certain doubts. Anywaysléggin.
*In fact, he arrogantly boasts that he did this #rat the law can’t touch him” (SMP, Box 46, Fold&5,
Titled: “Notes general, 1961-1962").
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the ‘alone’ situation” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126tl&d: “Correspondence 1960").

Because Milgram was not particularly optimistic abthe latter series, influenced by

Asch, he determined that their most important fismctvas to “serve as necessary controls
for the group experiments. It is only by using #hene situation as a standard that one can
assess the strength of group pressure in thestatéies” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126,

Titled: “Correspondence 1960”). But ultimately ures how subjects might react to the
potentially binding force of the experimenter’s ersl, Milgram cautiously added that the
“alone” conditions were nonetheless still “impottantheir own right” (SMP, Box 43,
Folder 126, Titled: “Correspondence 1960”). Builglimore on Asch’s group conformity
legacy than his own, at this time Milgram’s “Obatie and Group Procéssxperiments

“constitute[d] the major concern of the preseneaesh” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 126,
Titled: “Correspondence 1960”).

The key point is that in the lead-up to the firsigosal, and with the intention of
making his mark, Milgram’s albeit initial goal wasensure that a surprisingly large
proportion of subjects inflictedll the shocks. This was largely why he was contigual
adding to the inchoate experimental procedure arasing variety of different Binding
Factors (BFs) and SRMs. Upon achieving this ing@al, Milgram then intended to move
on to his more explicit goal of discovering “whicbnditions increase his compliance and
which make him less likely to comply”.

Hence, this first research proposal containechalkey features of what would
become known as the OTA experiments. All that vegslired was to run a pilot series.
These would reveal the capacity of the “group” although less auspiciously, the
“alone” (experimental control) versions to prodstengly counterintuitive results.
Although this first research proposal was senh&@ffice of Naval Research, a month
later in mid-November 1960 Milgram also submittetbithe National Institute of Mental
Health and the National Science Foundation (NSES® 2004, p. 67).

5.2 First Pilot Study: th&Vinter Pretests 1960-61

Although he almost certainly would eventually hawe a pilot study on his own
volition, the impetus to do so came not from Milgraut from his students. To give his
Psychology of Small Groups class some practicaéegpce in conducting an actual
experiment, Milgram provided his students with fpaiential research options: the
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obedience pilot or another idea he had on groupmmamication patterns. By a narrow
margin the class opted for the obedience pilot,taed set about converting Milgram’s
nascent idea into a concrete reality (Blass, 2pp467-68). The initial impetus may have
come from the students because, although MilgrareezEhe was onto something
interesting, at this time he had not yet come wregate the idea’s full potential.

Irrespective of this, armed with one of Milgramlkgetches and a small budget, his students

produced the following shock-generator prototype:

Figure 4 A front-on photograph of the student’s 12 swipchtotype “SHOCK
GENERATOR TYPE ZL DYSON INSTRUMENT COMPANY WALTHAMVASS.”
which increased in 30 volt increments ending inaximum shock of 330 volts (SMP, Box
45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967").

Having built a shock generator, and with the intanbf using Yale students as
subjects, Milgram and his class then had to refieebasic experimental outline for both
the “group” and “alone” conditions into a workaltbgistical procedure. By late
November 1960 the class was finally ready to uaderthe first set of trial runs—termed
the “Winter pretests” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163]ddt “Obedience Notebook 1961-
19707). All that remained was to observe the ontemf his students’ crude pilot study.
As Milgram said:

Before an experiment is carried out it is oftendh@arvisualize exactly what its
flavor would be. Thus, there was a certain amaofieixcitement and anticipation
as we awaited the first subject. The study, asechout by my small groups class
under my supervision, was not very well controllas cited in Blass, 2004, p. 68).
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The only “group” experiment Milgram later discussedome detail produced results that
may have surprised the student observers. Theyoonifirmed, however, the accuracy of
his earlier prediction that “certain persons willléw the group”. As Milgram (1964c, p.
11) said:

In one of the group experiments the shock levdeiermined by the ‘lowest level
suggested by any member of the group.” Thus theersabject can completely
control the shock level. Pilot studies show thdtjects follow the group, or at
most, fall one step behind the group level. Fretlyesubjects reverse themselves
and become ardent supporters of the group action.

Although Milgram originally intended the “alone” mdition to be an experimental
control for the “group” experiment (and even beftire trial run “conjectured that persons
would not, in general, go above the level of ‘Sg@&@hock’ ” [150 volts]) (SMP, Box 45,
Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967i)was the results of these first test-runs that
really caught him by surprise. As Milgram saidvéa under these uncontrolled
conditions, the behavior of the subjects astonishedindergraduates, and me as well” (as
cited in Blass, 2004, p. 68; see also Evans, 198093). In greater detail Milgram
elaborated: “In practicenanysubjects were willing to administer the most exteeshocks
available when commanded by the experimenterdgaldded]” (SMP, Box 45, Folder
160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967%%. Something about the experimenter's commands
seemed to render it a far stronger BF than he had@ated. Other than stating that
“many” completed the first-ever “alone” pilot ruklilgram did not specify the exact
proportion of obedient subjects.However, if he initially thought that in the “ale”

conditions “persons would not, in general, go abinelevel of ‘Strong Shock’ ”, “many”

subjects completing the experiment would have yrextceeded his expectations.

While the first trial run left those present “asgired”, and for his students “there
was a general sense that something extraordinaripdyapened”, Milgram did “not believe
that the students could fully appreciate the sigarfce of what they were viewing” (as
cited in Blass, 2004, p. 68). As this statemergli@s, however, he could. And this was
probably because only he would have known the maigdea had evolved from his

inclusion of a variety of variables he suspected hwve played some role in producing

2 Because Milgram states that subjects were reattitiieexperimenter'sommands, this statement is
clearly in reference to one of the “alone” condigo

3 Milgram (1973, p. 64) has said: “When the vergtfiexperiments were carried out, Yale undergraduate

were used as subjects, and about 60 percent ofweeefully obedient” (see also Milgram, 1974, BOL
But Milgram was not specific as to whether thisgesttage related to the “group” or “alone” variadon
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the Holocaust. In other words, what the studea&yted merely to be a fascinating
spectacle, Milgram sensed might provide insightts ow something like the Holocaust
could happen. It was probably around this per@ad the ambitious young scholar thought
that within a few months of starting his acadengiceer he had already found, as Blass put

it, his “phenomenon of great consequence”.

The initial surprise and ease with which many stisi@vould complete the basic
experimental procedure was soon over-shadowed lgyranin’s curiosity as tavhy so
many were willing to complete the procedure: “Talbdratory procedures were changed
frequently in order to explore various possibibtef the experimental situation” (SMP,
Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967Qne change driven by this curiosity
involved increasing the intensity of the learngrretests because, according to Milgram
(as cited in Meyer, 1970), the earlier more gendlelyversion “ ‘didn’t seem to have as
much effect as | thought it would or should’ ” 28). Despite having already obtained
completion rates beyond his initial expectatioresjritreased this source of strain by
having “ ‘more violent protestation on the partloé person getting the shock. All of the
time, of course, what we were trying to do wastoatreate a macabre situation, but

simply to generate disobedience’ ” (Meyer, 19701.38).

While trialing these variations the class also obs& some unexpected behaviours:

Subjects frequently averted their eyes from thegethey were shocking, often
turning their heads in an awkward and conspicucaisimar. One subject
explained: ‘I didn’t want to see the consequendashat | had done.’ . . ..
Observers write: ['] . . . . When this fact was bgbt to their attention they
indicated that it caused them discomfort to wakehwictim in agony. We note,
however, that although the subject refuses to &idke victim, he continues to
administer shocks['] (SMP, Box 45, Folder 160, gl “Grants 1961-1967").
This was a particularly interesting observationguse instead of using the SRMs provided
by Milgram, these subjects appeared to be showitigtive in trying to reduce the tension
associated with shocking another person by invgritien deploying their own such

devices.

The first pilot study, nonetheless, revealed twy é@unterintuitive findings. First,
how much easier it was to get many subjects to tegxperimenter’s escalating
demands. Secondly, and somewhat related to thsthe surprising discovery that many
subjects in the “alone” series—the supposed cofdrahe “group” experiments—were
willing to inflict every shock. Milgram considerede second finding to be especially
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important because, should he decide not to ustatbee” series as an experimental
control, but as a stand-alone series of experiméptsvould be exploring a phenomenon
that, in its surface features, would appear to higtle or nothing to do with group
conformity. Thus, pursuing the “alone” series cbrdsult in the development of his own,
rather than contributing to Asch’s, research legdeyrthermore, the “alone” OTA
variation also had an obvious Asch-like controluldba lone subject complete with no

orders to continue?

Although the pilots generated some surprising tssuid hinted at having
implications beyond the research laboratory, Milgr@mained cautious about his
students’ “not very well controlled” experimentir a document dated 6 August 1961, he
revealed there was “something [about the studéoiispi was never convicedaig] of”

(SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Notebd961-1970"). Milgram was not
specific about the content of his doubts, but bissequent actions hint that, due to the
pilot study’s rather amateurishly disjointed proaes] fake-looking shock generator, and
some of his students’ weak acting skills (Elms,3,99 24; Parker, 2000, p. 110), some of
the subjects may have sensed the experiment toldegrea ruse and only completed
because they believed the learner was not reailhglbearmed. Upon receiving funding,

Milgram immediately addressed these three issues.

However, one would suspect that the more believihiglexperiments’ seemingly
destructive implications became, the more resigtanbeying the subjects were likely to
become. This potential obstacle could defeat Mitgjs initial desire to produce a
strikingly high completion rate. Milgram'’s solutido this potential problem seems to
have been to introduce into his basic experimentadedure even more BEadSRMs
that might increase the probability of completiof@3ne obvious example of the latter was
a procedural innovation that can be traced baektmea Milgram proposed in Figure 1,
regarding a “Waverdc| of responsibility—from experimenter—For Germafhly

Upon completion of the winter pretests and in audoent headed “Report on Pilot
Resarchgic]” dated 4 December 1960, Milgram pointed out tiixte major argument of
subjects is that the victim has volunteefedthe experiment”, and consequently some
subjects resisted completing because it was apihatka learner’s prerogative to “leave
whenever he wants to” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 164gdit“Notes general, 1961-1962"). It
would seem this argument may have emboldened sobjecss to successfully resist the
experimenter’'s demands that they continue. Milgpaaposed:
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Therefore: the following change should be madeihe assistant should report to
the main experimenter that the subject does not teazontinue . . . . The
experimenter requires that the experiment contirR@ssible conversation:
... . ASSISTANT: Sir, the subject says he wifluse to answer and
demands to be released.
EXPERIMENTER: | Have responsibility for this sitiet, and | say, let’s
go on with the experiment. According to the ruldgen the subject gives a
wrong answer or no answer he will receive an dlestrock. Now if he
refused to answer on every occasion he will jussgecked. So it is in his
interest to learn the correct responses; now, [lgtlsgo on. Proceed with
the next question (SMP, Box 46, Folder 164, Titldtbtes general, 1961-
1962").

Here Milgram was introducing another SRM: accepthegoffer that only the
experimenter was responsible for the subject’©astmight reduce the latter’s tension
regarding their continued participation. This iaeas refined further in the official
research programme to the point where the expetengrould simply respond to any
form of subject resistance by curtly stating: “Ifesponsible for anything that happens to

him [the learner]. Continue please” (Milgram, 19p474).

5.3 The Second OTA Research Proposal

After the first pilot studies, Milgram wrote a s&cbresearch proposal. On 25
January 1961 he sent this to the NSF, which, ofttree originally approached funding
agencies, appeared to be the most receptive (E1@64, p. 69). It began with a more
detailed overview of the procedural technique. prggect’s potential was this time more
powerfully bolstered by an overview of the winteetests which “yielded unexpected
results of considerable interest” (SMP, Box 45deol160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967").

Milgram was unsure as to why so many subjectserpttots were totally obedient
but “with an ultimate view towards theoretical igtation”, he intended to find out (SMP,
Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967")islpproach to producing what was
obviously to be @ost hodheoretical account was to be divided into oy phases. The
first why phase, actually “The crux of the study”, was ftufhinate the processf
obedience” by “systematically vary[ing] the facteve believe alter the degree of
obedience to the experimental commands” (SMP, Bpxdlder 160, Titled: “Grants
1961-1967"). This was possible because the bagieranental procedure was amenable
to “extensive parametric variation” and, in conjtio with plenty of deductive reasoning

would, so he believed, eventually expose the ketpfts behind the obedient subjects’
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behaviour (SMP, Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grah®61-1967"). In support of these
points, Milgram stated in the proposal: “I cannetphasize too strongly the importance of
identifying and reducing to quantifiable form unaigated variables as they arise in the
course of experimentation” (SMP, Box 45, Folder,I6@ed: “Grants 1961-1967").
Milgram wanted to maintaia free hand that would enable him to test ad hewc th

eliminate any emerging potential explanations:

Increasing familiarity with the subjects’ perforntan thoughtful consideration of

the quantitative relationships obtained, and intenmterviewing of subjects breed

the most penetrating hypotheses. At this stageuihwise to allow any narrow

theoretical view limit the kinds of insights proeud by the experiments themselves

(SMP, Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967

The seconavhy phase was to “be considerably more focused, coratamg on
motive processes underlying the subject’'s behavitre inquiry remains experimental,
though supplemented by tools of personality res8qd@MP, Box 45, Folder 160, Titled:
“Grants 1961-1967”). It was envisaged that tme lof enquiry, which was to involve the
expertise of some of Milgram’s colleagues, miglidunde the post-experimental analysis
of fantasy material and the application of cerf@gchoanalytical techniques. Milgram
had little interest in such areas of personalitychslogy. However, this second phase
clearly illustrates how open-minded he was regaytive potential of other approaches in

shedding theoretical light on why subjects mighthptete the experiment.

The second proposal also presented several pdkgifigtful variations on the
basic experimental procedure that, after obserthegvinter pretests, Milgram had come
to suspect might prove capable of altering the detigm rate. The first mentioned,
presumably because at that time it was of mostaatewas a new idea stimulated by the
earlier observations surrounding the unexpectecticeaof some subjects who looked
away from the learner while continuing to inflibietshocks. This observation suggested:

the salience of the victim may in some degree eguheir performance. This can
be tested by varying the ‘immediacy’ of the victifihree conditions are
suggested: 1) the victim is completely within viefithe subject, without
obstruction of any kind between them; 2) the viasmplaced behind soundproof
glass, as in the pilot studies; 3) the victim iageld in another room, and though his
presence is assured, can neither be seen norlnedrd subject (SMP, Box 45,
Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967").

Another suggested variation related to suspiciamsgd the winter pretests that the
high completion rates may have been due to thdyhagimpetitive characteristics of

Yale’s vy League student population (Milgram, 194170). Thus, as a variation,
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Milgram suggested the possibility of “two repliaats . . . with adult populations” (SMP,
Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967")od® afterwards this was changed to
using onlyadultsubjects from the wider community. A particulgplpminent change was
also discussed in the section on potential vanatsurrounding the issue of “obedience
and group process”. That is, although the “groexgieriments were apparently still to
“constitute a major concern of the present reséasiice the winter pretests they had, for
reasons mentioned, been relegated from domindiagelsearch programme to consisting
of a couple of minor variations (SMP, Box 45, Foldé0, Titled: “Grants 1961-1967").
Finally, for reasons that will later become appgrdre propaganda variation mentioned in
the first proposal had slipped from second topéeste in the line-up (and was eventually

dropped altogether).

The increasing focus on the “alone” over the “grbtype variations showed that
Milgram’s research idea was transforming into sdvimef very different from that of his
main intellectual mentor, Solomon Asch, and moveatals that of thendividual's
response to OTA. However, it is important to nbi the OTA idea still retained a
central intrinsic feature that Milgram had long imowas responsible for making “Asch’s
expt [sic . . . a Great Experiment”. That is, Asch’s grmgmformity experiment required
the subject to encounter and then resolve a segnfpprivate” internal “conflict” to
conform with or rebel against the group. SimilaMilgram’s idea alsoequired that the
subject resolve a seemingly private internal cohfto obey or disobey a legitimate
authority figure demanding that they inflict incs@agly intense shocks on an innocent
person. This internal conflict, as noted by Se{(BeD5, pp. 350-351), may have produced

Festinger-likecognitive dissonance

Even this similarity, however, was evolving intavsthing quite different: by the
second proposal Milgram was conveying a belief, tindierent within his but absent from
Asch’s experiment, was a dilemma with a significawatral dimension. To clarify, in
Milgram’s (1974, p. 41) view, across all societileere exists a widely held axiom that it is
a “fundamental breach of moral conduct to hurt heoperson against his will” (see also
Kaufmann, 1967, pp. 321-322; Strudler & Warren,2Qf) 157; Wilson, 1993, pp. 1-54).
Any decision to obey would (unlike the trivial inigations of conforming in Asch’s
experiments) necessitate the violation of this iaxeéom. Milgram believed there was a

wrong and a right way of resolving the intrinsicnaadilemma within his experimental

62



paradign’** and he was strongly of the opinion that total déece was, as Miller (1986)
has pointed out, an example ofradral failureon the part of the subjects” (p. 45).

On 3 May 1961 an obviously impressed NSF researointttee informed
Milgram of its acceptance of his second propogalross a two-year period starting 1 June
1961, Milgram received two instalments totaling atBUS 60,000 (Elms, 1995, p. 28).
Upon receiving the funding Milgram prepared forra@and and much more intensive set of

pilot studies, which would soon be followed by tifécial research programme.

Milgram hired a graduate psychology student, Aléamg as his research assistant,
whose main task was to ensure a continuous suplghudt subjects from the wider New
Haven Connecticut area. In a letter to ElIms da#®dune 1961, Milgram stated that at this
early stage: “The goal this summer is to run frd0-300 subjects in nine or ten
experimental conditions. Only if this is accompésl can the summer be considered a
success” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 127, Titled: “Cor@sgence 1961”). On the topic of
subject recruitment, Milgram added: “The advertisatrwas placed in the New Haven
Register and yielded a disappointingly low resporiBeere is no immediate crisis,
however, since we do have about 300 qualified appts” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 127,
Titled: “Correspondence 1961”). This is a littlergrising because his generous research
grant meant he could now better attract subjedts thie offer of financial remuneration.
For the official research programme, Milgram settilgon the sum of $4.50 per subject,
which at the time was a generous but not excessnaunt of money. Whether it was
intentional or not, it could be argued that paytimg subjects introduced yet another BF—a
contractual obligation to do as one is asked amepbete the experimefif.

In this letter to EIms, Milgram drew an analogyweeén the organisation of the
OTA experiments and the Holocaust, while also aldittng his belief that the resolution of

the internal conflict within his experiment invotv@n issue of personal morality:

But before long, in your role of Solicitor Genenabu will have to think of ways to
deliver more people to the laboratory... | will admibears some ressemblence

* As Milgram said in April 1968: “Disobedience ingtsituation requires nothing more than activatbthe
most basic moral values in each individual” (SMBXxB6, Folder 168, Titled: “Notes; Binding 1961-B96

“5 Blass (2004, p. 114) states that Milgram receiteele grants from the NSF.

6 However, as Milgram (1963) later noted: “Fortyetirsubjects, undergraduates at Yale Universitye wer
run in the [pilot] experiment without payment. Tigsults are very similar to those obtained witid pa
subjects” (p. 377). Nevertheless, as it will sbershown, payment was still likely to have beersane of
importance to many eventual subjects.
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[sic] to Mr. Eichman’s §ic] position, but youat least should have no
misconceptions of what wao with our daily quota. We give them a chance to
resist the commands of malevolent authority andragiseir alliance with morality
(SMP, Box 43, Folder 127, Titled: “Correspondengé1r’).
Perhaps in reference to the unauthentic appeaddrnte students’ prototype shock
generator, in this letter Milgram also commentékhée apparatus is almost done and looks
thoroughly professional” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 1Zitled: “Correspondence 1961").
lllustrating just how authentic the new device appd, Milgram stated in a letter written a
few weeks later to Henry Riecken from the NSF tliBite new device passed the acid test
when two electrical engineers examined the instriraed failed to realize it was a
simulated device. Details were very carefully Haddo insure an appearance of
authenticity” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 127, Titled: “@espondence 1961”). The final

device is shown in Figure 5:
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Figure 5 Milgram’s 30 switch “SHOCK GENERATOR, TYPE ZLB,X30ON
INSTRUMENT COMPANY, WALTHAM, MASS. OUTPUT 15 VOLTS- 450 VOLTS”
(Blass, 2004, p. 79).

Apart from its more professional appearance, onools difference between this
and his students’ shock generator was that thévaraion had 30 rather than 12 switches.
Also, instead of increasing in 30-volt incrementsliag in a 330-volt shock, the newer
version increased in 15-volt increments and endedmuch more significant 450-volt
shock. As the following will illustrate, these nifacations probably represented an

additional BF aimed at increasing the completidesa

In the second research proposal (dated 25 Jan@édy),while alluding to his

initial goal, Milgram asked the following questidif:one is trying to maximize
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obedience, is it better to inform a person of tlesivof what he may be asked to do at the
outset, or is compliance best extracted piecemég8IVP, Box 45; Folder 160, Titled:
“Grants 1961—1967”). The coercive power of piecaho®mpliance was, as shown in
Figure 1, included in Milgram’s earliest drawingshés nine-switch shock generator.
Although Milgram was aware of the probable impoctnof this BF in increasing the
probability of completions (see Milgram, 1974, 911977 p. 129he did not discuss its
likely implications to the extent of subsequent coemtators. For example, Gilbert (1981)
discerned a resemblance between the OTA experihgrattual escalation in shock
intensity and a method of persuasion that, seyesis after the OTA study, became
known as thdoot-in-the-doortechnique (Freedman & Fraser, 1966). Tdw-in-the-door
technique is where persons are more likely to afgr@esignificant request if it is preceded
by a comparatively insignificant request. Gilb@@81, p. 692) has explained, this BF:

may have two important consequences: (a) it engaggects in committing
precedent-setting acts of obedience before thdizegaie ‘momentum’ which the
situation is capable of creating, and the ‘uglgdiron’ in which that momentum is
driving them; and (b) it erects and reinforcesithpression that quitting at any
particular level of shock is unjustified (since senutive shock levels differ only
slightly and quantitatively). Both consequencethefgradated shock procedure
may conspire to deprive subjects of the credibiemale they need to quit at any
given point before completing the experiment (dee BEckman, 1977, p. 97;
Mooks, 2004, p. 338; Sabini & Silver, 1982, pp.7@9-

Something not discussed in the literature is {atbably with an eye towards his goal of
initially maximising the completion rate, Milgranpjgears to have engaged in an extension
of thefoot-in-the-doorogic. That is, compared to his students’ 12-slvghock generator,

the new version had many more smaller steps ttoceim the infliction of a much more

powerful final shock.

The shock generator not only had design featuias tfa incremental entrapment,
increased the likelihood of binding subjects intficting the shocks, it also potentially
enabled them to do so from a remote distance, asdtierefore another SRM increasing
the likelihood of completions. In Milgram’s (1974, 157) words some years later:

Thus, creating physical distance between the subjetvictim, and dampening the
painful cries of the victim, reduces strain. Thesck generator itself constitutes an
important buffer, a precise and impressive instmintigat creates a sharp
discontinuity between the ease required to deesf its thirty switches and the
strength of impact on the victim. The depressiba switch is precise, scientific,
and impersonal. If our subjects had to strikevilsém with their fists, they would
be more reluctant to do so.
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As mentioned, Milgram invented/selected this delieeause he intuitively sensed and/or
past experiences suggested that, with some coeromst ordinary people might use it on

another human being.

5.4 Second Pilot SerieSummer Pre-tests 1961

According to Blass (2004, p. 75), Milgram workedidsously during the months
of June and July 1961 to logistically organisenttfene-tune”, the basic experimental
procedure to his “exacting specifications”. Upampletion of the more authentic-looking
shock generator, Milgram (acting for the most parthe learner) and Elms (as the
experimenter) embarked on the second series dfgiidies known as the “Summer Pre-
tests 1961 (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Nmtek 1961-1970"). This
time, using only adult subjects and focusing oniskae of victim proximity (first
mentioned in the second research proposal), tlegerate pilot-runs were organised (27
July, 2 and 4 August). According to the above doent dated 6 August 1961, the first
session test-ran the “voice feedback condition”nehibe subject could only hear the
learner’s verbal responses to the shocks. Ingbersl session, they again test-ran the
“voice feedback” experiment, but also what Milgrearmed the “no feed back” condition
(later termed th&ruly Remote Pilgt Although in this condition the learner could be
seen or heard, the subject was led to believehledearner was receiving shocks. Initially
there were problems—a few “subjects penetrateddakier story”. However, after some
minor trial and error refinements, and unlike tinstfpilot which procedurally havas
never conviceddic] of”, by the second pilot run the “Procedure watlextremely well”
with “No penetration”. Blass (2004, p. 75) seemb&ave captured what Milgram was
trying to achieve during these pilot sessions winesaid “Pretest subjects were ‘run’

through the procedure until all the kinks were veatlout.”

Once the basic procedure was running smoothly; aftening the “no feed back”
condition it became clearer again that it was gaomie difficult to get a large proportion

of subjects to disobey:

It was thought that the verbal and voltage designaton the control panel would
create sufficient pressure to curtail the subjeaibedience. However, this was not
the case. In the absence of protests from thadeavirtually all subjects, once
commanded, went blithely to the end of the boagdnengly indifferent to the
verbal designations (‘Extreme Shock’ and ‘Dangewe3e Shock’) (Milgram,
1965a, p. 61).
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By the final set of pilot studies, Milgram had amked his initial goal of maximising the
completion rate. As Milgram (1965a, p. 61) noteakvever, having produced near total
obedience raised a problem:

This deprived us of an adequate basis for scaleglient tendencies. A force had
to be introduced that would strengthen the sulgeetSistance to the
experimenter’'s commands, and reveal individuakdgiice in terms of a
distribution of break-off points.
Milgram changed thao feed backrocedure so that in the first official experiment
subjects experienced at leastneperceptual feedback—auditory stimulation—throug t
learner banging on the wall upon the inflictiortloé 300 and 315-volt shocks, and
thereafter falling silent. The intention of thiopedural adaptation was (instead of his
more typical approach of attempting to reduce tarsnow to slightlyincreasethe

intensity of strain experienced by the subjects.

The second set of pilots revealed several othempiad issues. For the learner’s
taped responses to the shocks—where, after swapgesy “Elms is voice” (SMP, Box
46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Notebook 196 T{I'9—Milgram suspected he would
need an older, probably more authentic, voiceHerléarner’s role. Related to this point,
upon later testing the “proximity condition”, whetee learner was in full view of the
subject, Milgram thought EIms’s acting (again, las learner) was unconvincing and
increased the probability of subjects penetrativegdover story (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163,
Titled: “Obedience Notebook 1961-1970"). A mordideable learner was needed.
Milgram probably felt similarly about his studentsst pilot study because before the
second set of pilots he had already hired people ehthought, after much practice,
would appear more authentic and convincing thansEnmd himself. Around this period
Milgram had selected John Williams and James Mcghdo play the central roles of
the experimenter and learner, respectively. Tlerhen had been invited to observe the 4
August session. Although neither were professiantdrs—Williams was a high school
biology teacher and McDonough a payroll auditor-efafhany rehearsals, and as
Milgram’s (1965c)Obedience (a filmed experimeiil)strated, both proved extremely
convincing in their respective rolés.

47 Mixon (1989, pp. 37-38) has suggested that McDghdwas not a very good actor” and that his screams
“are neither convincing nor moving.” It is trueathas Milgram (1974, p. 173) himself concedednalk
proportion of subjects were clearly unconvincedh®ydeception. But compared with the few who scisuk
that McDonough and his screams were fake, as dauisraed audiotapes at the SMP illustrate, many more
remained unsure: “Little doubt in my mind . . . wer my legs were being pulled, | was pretty sheyt

were but | wasn't sure” (SMP, Box 153, #2301). dAlmost conceded to having been fooled: “You'rgeyui
an actor, maybe you'll get the Oscar” (SMP, Box,1&3diotape #2327). Afterwards, some subjects
remained sceptical that the learner did not recanyeshocks: “Since I'm not convinced that the hearin
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That Milgram deemed it important to obtain an expental team who were
competent and convincing actors makes sense, aeg not appear to have been the most
important prerequisite. For example, considerfdfiewing written statement made by

Milgram during McDonough'’s job interview: “* Defitely desired as victimrhe only

trouble is he cannot act tsif] well — in my estimation” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 1ZIdtled:
“Correspondence 1961”). Milgram clarified whatreant on this document when he
said: “Probably could not act face to face, howévéithough Milgram clearly assessed
McDonough’s apparent inability to act as undesgatiiere was clearlyomething else
about this man that made him, as Milgram said ahdbcument, “Excellent” even
“perfect”. Milgram continued: “This man would benfect as a victim” because “he is
mild and submissive; not at all academic”. He widater describe McDonough as
“affable” and “unthreatening” (SMP, Box 46, Foldef4, Titled: “Notes: Method 1962").

It would seem that Milgram intuitively desired anign learner because he sensed that
subjects were more likely to continue shocking saigierson, over a learner they assessed
to be the converse (SRM). This, it would seem, erddDonough the “perfect” learner.
And, as Milgram noted himself during McDonough’seiview, his apparent inability to

act face-to-face was probably not all that sigaifican issue because he “can train” (SMP,
Box 43, Folder 127, Titled: “Correspondence 19610n top of this, rehearsals would

only build confidence and, anyway, because mo#tefearner’s role was to be pre-
recorded on tape (a procedure amenable to allofemignany rehearsals to perfect his

lines), only a small proportion of McDonough'’s rateolved direct subject interaction.

Milgram’s hiring of Williams as the experimentesalrevolved around the latter’s
personal characteristics: as a type of BF, subjeete surely more likely to obey a “stern,
intellectual looking man” who played his experineatd “role in a cold, austere manner”
rather than, say, a more carefree person with mlsace of intellectual authority (SMP,
Box 46, Folder 174, Titled: “Notes: Method 1962”).

After introducing many ad hdcial and error innovations and refinements, on 7

August 1961 Milgram was finally ready to embarktbae official research programme.

The first official experiment Milgram undertook wessmed thdRemotecondition

where, except for the banging on the wall after3@@ and 315-volt switch, the learner

the experiment was acting, | am holding off any ommts until | have positive proof that it was riggje
(SMP, Box 44, Divider “NO LABEL", #0820). For amilar example, see Chapter Seven (p. 100).
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could not be heard, seen, or need not be touchkeis. experiment resulted in a 65 percent
completion rate. Milgram was probably expectinggher rate of completions than this,
considering that he introduced only subtle charfg#sequent wall-banging) to the “no
feed back” pilot where “virtually all” completeddtexperiment. Nonetheless, with most
subjects still inflicting all of the shocks, thdélsturprisingly high 65 percent result ensured

Milgram’s achievement of his initial goal of maxsmg the completion rate.

Armed with this data, Milgram soon afterwards sdnvriting his first article on
the OTA research programme, titlBeéhavioral Study of Obedienaghich was submitted
for publication in December 1961. The first twoggraphs of this article mentioned the
Holocaust, hinting that there was some connecteiwden this event and the OTA
experimentd® These initial paragraphs were followed by an wiesv of the general
method and procedure of his experimental paradégu,a more specific outline of the
article’s centrepiece: tHeemotecondition and its counterintuitive 65 percent ctetipn
rate. Inthe absence of any theory, the artictklsevith a number of potential factors
Milgram believed “go some distance in explaining thgh amount of obedience
observed” (Milgram, 1963, p. 377). A footnote icaties that the results from other
experiments testing the validity of these and ofaetors were forthcoming. The article
raised “extraordinarily vital and sobering quessio(Miller, Collins & Brief, 1995, p. 4)
but, in the absence of any concise theoretical corapt, it provided no answers, and this
deficiency resulted in reviewers twice recommendisgejection. One reviewer, Edward
E. Jones, argued that because the article hadeooetical formulation or hypothesis, the
Remoteexperiment was, at best, a “ ‘triumph of sociajieeering’ ” (Parker, 2000, p.
112). Nonetheless, after some amendments, in @ctdld963 thedournal of Abnormal
and Social Psychologggreed to publish the piece. Irrespective ofiiteal rejections, the
article’s presentation of tieemoteexperiment and its surprising 65 percent compthetio

rate became Milgram’s “best-known result” (Mill&986, p. 9). It had its intended effect.

5.5 Conclusion

How did Milgram rapidly transform a large proportiof ordinary people into
willing torturers of other human beings? Sevemy factors were presented which were
all likely to have contributed to the achievemeinivbat was clearly Milgram’s initial goal

to maximise the proportion of subjects willing twneplete his experiment and inflict harm

“8«Obedience, as a determinant of behavior, is diqaar relevance to our time. It has been réjiab
established that from 1933-45 millions of innocpatsons were systematically slaughtered on command”
(Milgram, 1963, p. 371).
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on other human beings. First, Milgram drew on sofr@s past experiencesith strain-
resolving or binding innovations. One example Wwasearly decision to use the inherently
strain-resolving Shock Generator—the remote indlicof electric shocks—as his means

of inflicting harm (a common form of punishmentgsychology).

Secondly, Milgram relied upon his acim¢uition: the seemingly unconscious
incorporation of strain-resolving or binding inntioas that he suspected were most likely
to work. An example of this is manifest in hisywdérst sketches of the then-hypothetical
shock generator into which Milgram intuitively inrporated the idea that across a number
of shock switches the intensification of pain slloog inflicted gradually—by many small
steps—better known as tf@ot-in-the-doomphenomenon.

A third, and particularly powerful factor contriling to theRemotecondition’s
high completion rate, was Milgram’s use during piiet study-stage upon the also
intuitively driven ad hoc trial and errexploratorymethod of discovery. As stated in the
epigraphic statement at the start of this chagterad hoc trial and errexploratory

method of discovery is where:

a scientist has no very clear idea what will happe aims to find out. Haif]

has a feeling for the ‘direction’ in which to gm¢rease the pressure and see what

ggg)pens) but no clear expectations of what to éxptoré & Second, 1972, p.
During the extensive pilot studies, this approanl Milgram gradually introduce to his
increasingly more refined experimental procedurexganding variety of increasingly
powerful BFs and SRMs (many of which enhanced theipulative power of some of his
weaker intuitive binding and/or strain-resolvingp¢yideas or even led to the introduction
of altogether new ideas for SRMs and/or BFs thatwempletely beyond the realms of
his creative imaginatidi). With regard to this method of discovering nelR\&/BFs, as
Milgram (as cited in Evans, 1980, p. 191) said: fijaf the most interesting things we

find out in experimentation you don’t learn untdwcarry it out.”

Milgram’s surprising results were largely due te tireative synthesis of the above
three factors, which gradually led to his discovang then incorporation of the following
BFs and SRMs: the more-likely acceptable ratiof@énflicting the shocks (SRM), the

piecemeal escalation of shock intensity (BF), thiétg of the shock generator to inflict

“9 For example and as mentioned, after running higestt's pilot, some subjects would look away frdw t
person they were shocking. This observation leldgifdlin to manipulate victim proximity, the apogee of
which led to the “no feed back” pilot study whewsstzally every subject inflicted all the shocks.
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harm remotely (SRM), the removal of responsibildythe subjects actions (SRM),
providing an ambiguously labelled outcome for & Ehock switch—XXX (SRM), a
pushy experimenter (BF), and a seemingly harmessér (SRM), to name a few.

From the inception of his first inchoate ideas tigio to the end of the pilot studies,
the gradual accumulation, refinement, and incorpanaof these BFs and SRMs seemed to
increase cumulatively the probability of any onbjesat completing the experiment (see
Tilker, 1970, p. 100). In fact, during the secaed of pilot studies, Milgram had
introduced so many patently powerful BFs and SRi\s$ he went too far resulting in
“virtually all” subjects completing the experimeathieving his initial goal of
maximisation of the completion rate. Because heired a scale to measure obedient
tendencies, Milgram decided to introduce a potéstiarce of strain—auditory
stimulation—that he was confident would “strengtlies subject’s resistance to the
experimenter’'s commands” (illustrating that, whewas necessary, Milgram was clearly
capable of engaging in the reverse). It was ttiéptation that ended in Hiemote
condition and its most (in)famous 65 percent cotnerate.

Having achieved his initial goal of discoverihgwto ensure a large proportion of
ordinary people inflicted harm on another humarighdim was now in a position to
address the “crux” of his research programme. &dte could pursue his aim of

explainingwhy so many of his subjects were willing to torturei@mocent human being.
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Chapter Six: The Obedience to Authority Research
Programme and Milgram’s Explanation of His Findings

He seemed to have an intuitive ‘feel’ for what vddoé an interesting or relevant experimental
variation. Thus, he would first perform the expght andhenconcern himself with formally
accounting for the result. Given that there watually no previous systematic research on
obedience, it was understandable that Milgram’sufowas essentially in a context of discovery or
exploration rather than confirming or disconfirmisgecific hypothesesMiller (1986, p.45).

Having purposefully obtained a high completion ratéis first official
experiment, Milgram then moved on to the crux afstudy: an attempt to explain his
subjects’ obedient behaviour. As outlined in teasd proposal, his aim was to convert
emerging questions into a variety of testable psdmms, thus generating an array of
slight variations on the basic experimental procedwfter having noted the direction and
degree of (dis)obedience obtained, Milgram beligbad new questions, insights and
potential explanations (also eventually testablejilt emerge. As he said in the second
proposal: “Increasing familiarity with the subjégterformance . . . breed[s] the most
penetrating hypothesis”. Not only had Milgram usedexploratory trial and error method
in discoveringhowto obtain a high completion rate, with his attentrmw on the “why”
guestion he was expecting that this approach wiluldinate all the key factors—positive
and negative—capable of increasing the probalhitigis)obedience. He assumed his
advancing knowledge would provide a strong fourtadtatrom which to then engage in
post hodheoretical development. Having outlined Milgrarstrategy, what was
Milgram’s exploratory journey? What results diddigain? And how did he theoretically

explain these findings?

The previous chapter pointed out that the firstt@tudies immediately drew
Milgram’s attention to the potential relationshigtlwveen physical distance (separation
between the subject and the learner) and the coimpleate. ThdRemotecondition, the
first official experiment, was actually the firdta set of experiments termed tReximity
Series The increasingly more proximate variations aamRlemoteexperiment included the
Voice-Feedbackondition (where the subject could hear all tregrer’s verbal reactions
to the shocks) and then tReoximity condition (where the subject and learner weréén t
same room and so that the learner’s reactionsitg Isocked could directly be heard and
seen). As expected, increased proximity resutieadlower completion rate, with 65, 62.5,
and 40 percent of subjects completing RenoteVoice-FeedbackandProximity
experiments, respectively. The results may haea loethe direction Milgram expected
but, confirming the difficulty in generating disabence, he was surprised by the large
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proportion of subjects who were still willing toroplete theProximity experiment (where
the screaming learner was only an arm’s length awBye to this result, Milgram ad hoc
decided to devise an additional variation in tleigses—the so-calle@iouch-Proximity

experiment.

TheTouch-Proximityexperiment was similar to th&roximity condition until the
infliction of the 150-volt shock, when the learmesuld suddenly refuse to put his hand on
the shock plate. The experimenter would thenuestihe subject to force the learner’s
hand on the plate so punishment for any furthesrirect answers could be administered.
As Milgram said before undertaking this variatitinseriously doubt that many subjects
will go allong [sic] with the command for very long” (SMP, Box 46, &eft 175, Titled:
“Notes: Proximity”). But, much to his surprise, even though the leammmording to
Milgram, “*
him in order to get his hand down on the shock geaog (Meyer, 1970, p. 130), 30

was screaming his guts out’ ” and thebgect “had to physically struggle with

percent of subjects completed this variation. Asbared the completion of this specific
condition, on 21 September 1961, Milgram made aquaarly explicit statement in a
letter addressed to Henry Riecken at the NSF, stiggesome connection between the

experimental programme and the perpetration oHiblecaust:

| once wondered whether in all of the United Stategious government could

find enough moral imbeciles to meet the persoremlirements of a national

system of death camps, of the sort that were magdan Germany. | am now
beginning to think that the full complement couklrecruited in New Haven

(Blass, 2004, p. 100).

TheTouch-Proximitycondition further broadened Milgram’s earlier estions of
the likely parameters of blind obedience. He hacbime increasingly confident that it
would be possible to introduce other highly strelssfodifications—new sources of
strain—to the basic experimental procedure thatécsurprise of outsiders, would still
probably generate a high completion rate. Soaer #fie completion of the above series of
experiments Milgram lost access to his laboratagyities, and the obedience to authority
(OTA) research programme was transferred to therbast of the same building. This
seems to have provided Milgram with sufficient mraso start all over again by replacing
his intended baseline study (tRemotecondition) with a new and much more disturbing

one (Milgram, 1974, pp. 55-56).

The newBaselineexperiment resembled tMoice-Feedbackondition (where

subjects could hear the learner’s verbal reactiorise shocks), except for the inclusion of
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the following strain-inducing innovations. Firgthile being hooked up to the shock plate,
the learner (in the presence of the subject) wolth then onwards casually point out:
“‘When | was at the Westhaven V.A. Hospital, a fgears ago, they detected a slight
heart condition. Nothing serious, but are theselshdangerous?’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p.
56). The experimenter explained in a dismissive tihat although the shocks may be
painful, they caused no permanent tissue damageon8ly, during the standardised tape
recordings, the learner would make explicit refeesnto this medical condition at the 150,
195, and 330-volt switches, with minor variatioms"My heart’s bothering me” (Milgram,
1974, p. 56).Finally, unlike the earlier experiments (where fridma 300 to 450-volt

switch the subject refused to answer any questaadsupon being shocked, would cry out
until all the shocks had been inflictel)from the 345-volt switch onwards the learner's
increasingly excruciating reactions to the appaséotks would suddenly stop (giving the

more disturbing impression that he had, at leastnbvendered unconscious).

These strain-inducing additions to teice Feedbackrocedure failed to raise
levels of disobedience. In the different laborpgaremises the (nevBaselinecondition
also generated a 65 percent completion rate. Abatigthe firstRemotecondition, this
was to become Milgram'sther most (in)famous experiment, largely because it thhas

centerpiece of the widely viewé&abedience (a filmed experimedee Milgram, 1965c).

Having completed the first five experiments, Milgréound himself in a position
that, before the first pilot study, he could nelrave envisioned. He had come to the
counterintuitive realisation that obtaining higmgaletion rates was actually the easy part,
and what was going to be difficult was introducsayrces of strain that might better

promote disobedience. In his words:

At many points we attempted to establish a bound@nyes from the victim were
inserted; not good enough. The victim claimed higauble; subjects still shocked
him on command. The victim pleaded that he bé&éet, and his answers no longer

0 As Milgram (1965a, p. 62) said in relation to fhist four experiments: “At 300 volts the victimalits in
desperation that he will no longer provide answeithe memory test; and at 315 volts, after a vible
scream, he reaffirms with vehemence that he i®ngdr a participant. From this point on, he presido
answers, but shrieks in agony whenever a shodttnsrastered; this continues through 450 volts.”isTh
statement is an exaggeration, as highlighted byalfmving learner response from tReoximity experiment
after the penultimate 435-volt shock: “Ahhh. Whatie use in going on with this thing? | told yBm not
going on with the experiment anymore” (SMP, Box 1A6diotape #0303). Upon which, the experimenter
said, “Just relax please. Try and concentrate loat Whe teacher is saying. Please continue Tea(EiP,
Box 155, Audiotape #0303). Although these firsirfexperiments were included in the official reskar
programme, because Milgram was still refining thpezgimental procedure they were really extensidigo
pilot studies (or should have been labelled as)sule could have re-run th&roximity Seriesising the
standardised (nevBaselineprocedure. It certainly would have been intengsto observe how subjects in
the Touch-Proximitycondition would have reacted at the 345-volt swvitz the experimenter’s demand that
they force the unconscious learner’'s hand on talioek plate.
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registered on the signal box; subjects continueshozk him. At the outset we had
not conceived that such drastic procedures woulteleeled to generate
disobedience, anglach step was added only as the ineffectivendbg efarlier
techniques became cleptalics added] (Milgram, 1965a, p. 74).

Milgram wondered around this point in the experitaéprogramme: “What is the limit of

such obedience?” (Milgram, 1965a, p. 74).

With the intention of systematically varying theefors he suspected were most
likely to alter the degree of obedience, Milgrarttaduced a score of variations on the
(new)Baselineexperiment over the next eight months. Most eséhvariations were later
presented by Milgram (1974) under the followingethgeneral categories. Fiflstrther
Variations and Control¢which thisthesis has broken down further istd Hoc Testing of
Justifications Conditions Stimulated by Emerging Questicarsd theProximity of
Authority Series Secondly, there were tiRole Permutations Seriesd finally the
Group Effects SeriesThe following will present Milgram’s remainingntlings in this

order.

6.1 Further Variations and Controls: ad hoc Testihdustifications

In the first few conditions Milgram noted that sets frequently justified their
blind obedience on the grounds that the learnerlaakr freely agreed to participate and
had not stipulated any conditions regarding thelisequent treatment. Therefore,
according to some subjects, irrespective of thenkd eventually excruciating plight,
they felt contractually bound to complete the expent. Milgram therefore decided to
test the veracity of this justification by undeitaka slight variation on thBaseline
experiment. He termed this variatidhe Victim’s Limited ContractFrom the start and in
the presence of the subject, the learner pointéd* dil agree to be in it, but only on
condition that you let me out when | say so; thdis only condition’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p.
64). Begrudgingly, the experimenter would agrelalike theBaselineexperiment, the
learner in this variation explicitly stipulated @riconditions that were to dictate his
continued participation. Upon reaching the 15a-gbbck switch, the learner would
demand that the experiment be immediately discaatin However, the experimenter
ignored the request and, in clear breach of thieal@ontact, continued to demand that the
subject inflict further shocks. Irrespective oist0 percent of all subjects completed this
variation. Because this result was 25 percent idinan theBaselinecondition, it was

clearly a source of strain for many subjects. Hevefor the 40 percent of obedient
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subjects more powerful forces were clearly morkienitial.

Another frequently encountered justification offéi®y subjects for completing
was that the experiment was conducted at an aktéution of learning—Yale University.
This “gave them confidence in the integrity, congpe, and benign purposes of the
personnel” (Milgram, 1965a, p. 69). Many alsoedahat had the experiments been
conducted by a far less distinguished instituttbey would not have inflicted all the
shocks. Milgram decided to test the credibilitytius justification in a variation termed
Institutional Context (Bridgeport)He moved his research programme to a rather shabby
office block located on the main street in the stdal town of Bridgeport, Connecticut.
With no ties to Yale (or any other recognisableamigation), and under the auspices of a
company titledResearch Associates of Bridgepdilgram undertook a replication of the
Baselineexperiment. The experiment produced a 47.5 pecmanpletion rate (clearly
less than th&aseline’s65 percent but not statistically significant). Rurg the
experiment under the auspices of a far less imegsstitution only proved to be a weak

source of strain
The following section will present a number of aions stimulated by some of

Milgram’s (and others’) emerging questions. Thstfof these is a rarely discussed
experiment also undertaken at Bridgeport.

6.2 Further Variations and Controls: Conditionsrsiiated by Emerging Questions

Musing over the results obtained during Breximity SeriesMilgram stated in a
document dated March 1962:

As the Victim is brought closer to the subject thkati ship fic] between them
strengthens slic] relative to the relationship between Vast] E andS and E. He
becomes a real person, acquires a face, standsoas@te individual. Proximity
is important for relationships[c]. Or a husband and wife team as V and S would
have a disaterousif] effect on the power of E over S . ... Only agiee
relationship between the Victim and the Subjecseldeon identification, or
marriage, etc. couodldic] reverse these results. How could this be fodterehe
laboraltlory? (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Title D:€dience Notebook 1961-
1970").

A few months later Milgram developed a variatioatttested the importance of a

relationship between the subject and learner.oteswritten soon after the completion of

theRelationshipexperiment, Milgram provided the following briefewview:
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RELATIONSHIP --This experiment was done in Bridgdgpand thus uses
condition 23 [nstitutional Contextas itsproperdic] control. Subjects were asked
to bring a friend to the labortogif]. When the subjects arrived, theed did an
actual drawing to determine who would be teachdnamo would be learner. The
learner was then taken in the next room. Themnwdsecaochedsjc] by Milgram

on how to yell. The esjc] experimenter then conspicuously put him in thextic
chair, and his friend looked on as instructionseagiven in the regular manner.
After the teacher returned to the shock machinégrslin unstrapped the learner,
and stayed with him coaching him how to yell, usiegy closely, the Modekjc]

of McDonough'’s yelling. Note: Our usual victim, Monough, did notpartipate
[sic] in this experiment.The purpose of the experiment was to see if the
relationship of the teacher to the learner wouldin@ortant in obedience and
defiance]italics added] (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titlé@bedience Notebook
1961-1970").

The results of this variation indicated that a pesly affective relationship between
teacher and learner was indeed a powerful soursgaf As the Raw Score Sheet below

in Figure 6 illustrates, in a sample of 20 pairowere at least acquaintances, only
three—15 percent—went on to inflict all the shocks.

HMax, Max,
Shock Shock
S's Ievel S's Level S's
oL ___ 2u Hortant 17 Tredzont i 6
02, _____ 22, 7. __!__
03. ____ 23 Total No._io__ 8.
Ohe 2 9 _ 4.
o5, 2% o ion 4
6. ____ 26 - um. 4
or. ____ 27. . v, 3
08. ____ 28 o - 3. 4
09, ____ 29. " : W
0. ___. 30. 5. _L_ 8.
m. 3L 6.
7. 3. We ____
b P < N B
e 0 3k 9.
B 3. 200
6., 36, 2.
W . 3. 22, __
8. 38 23,
9. ___ 3. o 1
0. ___ ko 25, _
26.
Mean Mean 27e ____
s Jfos ST _)L.24 .
S.D. s.D. 29. ____
os 154 s 3,75 0. 3

Figure 6 Raw scores in thRelationshipcondition (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled:
“Obedience Notebook 1961-1970").

Several comments on the audiotapes held at thée$titigram Papers (SMP)
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reveal that Milgram recognised the probable impurgéeof a positive relationship between
the subject and learner in undercutting the powebedience to malevolent authority.
For example, in one subject’s post-experimentatidébg, the experimenter, probably
pointing in the direction of the or 165-volt shock switch, stated: “This is abotene
everybody stops right here . . . in this conditiath friends.” Then Milgram added: “It
makes quite a difference see.” The subject regmhiridl would imagine, yeah” (SMP,

Box 153, Audiotape #24385. In one of his subsequent publications he briefgntioned
theRelationshipvariation (Milgram, 1965a, pp. 70-71), adding taahore comprehensive

discussion of this condition would be forthcominghis monograpf?

Another variation on thBaselineexperiment tested Milgram’s long-held suspicion
that subjects may have been responding to the padigoof the experimenter and learner.
It was previously argued that Milgram’s selectidran unthreatening learner and a
forceful experimenter may have had both a straselng and binding impact on the
subjects’ responses, respectively. In an expetineemedChange of PersonngMilgram
attempted to reverse these personal characteridfiesubstituted his usual
experimenter/learner team, of the “stern, intellattooking” Williams and
“unthreatening” McDonough, with an experimentertly name of Emil Elges “who
possesdic] about him a certain soft intertnessd, that almost borde rsic] on passivity”
and a “lean, and hard looking” learner played bp&bJ. Tracy who “frequently clenches
his fist” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 174, Titled: “Notdglethod 1962”). This variation
resulted in 50 percent of subjects remaining oldiatil the end. Milgram concluded:
“The personal characteristics of the experimentenactim were not of overriding
importance” (Milgram, 1974, p. 5%f.

Although Milgram selected his participants fromradx cross-section of society,
one variable that he intended to hold constantszcadl variations was the use of male-
only subjects. Could, consequently, the resultheBaselinestudyhave been due to the

perhaps inherently more aggressive nature of mal@eflld a sample of female subjects

*L In another excerpt during a different debriefiegsion Milgram asked: “did he [the experimenteli]yeu
about the strangers . . .?" Teacher: “Yeah.” kitg: “And in that situation a lot of people will gight up
till the end. Cause they don’t know the persontiey don't give a damn . . . . he can be screamisghhh
bloody head off’ (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2428).

2 The very same information was repeated in a suleseqompendium of his then work to date (Milgram,
1977, pp. 115-117).

%3 Milgram (1974, pp. 58-59) did not state whethenor this difference was statistically significdram the
Baselineexperiment.
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react any differently to thBaselineexperiment? After running the baseline procedure
using only female subjects, in an experiment terivethen as Subjec¢tsliigram found
they were no different from the men, with 65 petagrthe women inflicting all of the

shocks.

On the topic of aggression, another potential exgtlan of the high completion
rates for both men and women in B@&selineexperiment was that perhaps in all people
there exists an instinctual aggressive drive, whiehexperiment unleashed. The
implication of this potential explanation was tha Baselinestudy’s high completion rate
may have had nothing at all to do with OTA. Milgréested the potential veracity of this
alternative explanation by running tBaseline’sAsch-like experimental control: a
condition that eliminated the experimenter’s densathat the shock intensity be increased
for each incorrect answer. In a variation terrBebject Chooses Shock Leweibjects
were informed that for any incorrect answers rezgithey were free to inflict a shock of
any intensity. The results revealed that in theeabe of the experimenter’'s demands,
nearly every subject repeatedly chose to inflictcéls of a very low intensity, with only
one out of 40 subjects—2.5 percent—going on tadinghocks of 450 volts. Any inherent

human aggressive impulse was clearly not respanfibltheBaselineresults.

Whatever the reason for tBaseline’sresults, this experiment appeared to be of
central importance: in the absence of the authigtyre’s demands only 2.5 percent went
on to the end of the shock board but, in the pesenthis potential Binding Factor (BF),
65 percent did so. One can therefore appreciaigrdmn’s heightened interest in the
authority figure of the experimenter. As he latencluded in reference to this specific
variation: “Whatever leads to shocking the victim needs to be explained by the
transformation of behavior that comes about throolggdience to orders” (Milgram, 1974,
p. 72).

Milgram progressively eliminated his subjects’ wais justifications for their
behaviour, then developed and tested his emergiasgtipns. The most powerful force
producing the high completion rates seemed to $theabove control to thgaseline
experiment indicated, the role of the authorityifggand/or the compelling content of the
demands. As the following will demonstrate, thseeging conclusion was further
reinforced by a series of experimental variatidra aittempted to distance the authority

figure from the subject.

79



6.3 Further Variations and Controls: the Proxinmf\Authority Series

In a condition terme&xperimenter Absensubjects were given the usual baseline
instructions, except that after the practice sestfie usually proximate experimenter
received a rigged phone call, ostensibly requestiagmmediate presence elsewhere.
After informing the subject of the situation, thgerimenter then instructed them to
complete the experiment in his (the experimentetsence. Before leaving the
laboratory the experimenter gave the subject aacbphone number in case of any further
guestions. In response to those subjects who leecanterned about the learner’s
reactions to the shocks and eventually made ueegfhone, the experimenter strongly
urged them to continue their role in the procedasein theBaseling. The question being:
even in the physical absence of any direct authosibat percentage of subjects would go
on to complete the experiment? In stark contm#téBaselineexperiment where the
experimenter was only several feet away, in thrgatian only 9 out of 40 subjects—20.5

percent—were willing to inflict all the shocks.

The Experimenter Absemariation also generated a behaviour not observady
of the other experimental conditions. That isyais not unusual for subjects to inform the
experimenter over the phone that they were, asuicted, increasing the shock intensity
for each incorrect answer, but in reality they wengeatedly undermining the
experimenter’s authority by surreptitiously inflrog light shocks. It seemed to Milgram
(1965a, p. 66) that these subjects “found it edsidandle the conflict in this manner than

to precipitate an open break with authority.”

Taking this experiment a step further, in anotheration termed th&lo-
Experimentercondition, the subject would arrive at the laboraionly to be confronted by
a tape-recorder and a note, the latter pointinglattthe experimenter was unable to
attend and that what was required of them woulcelzg/ed to them on the enclosed
cassette recording. Although this condition “lecsignificantly lower obedience” than the
Baseling due to “technical difficulties that require exsere discussion”Milgram (1965a,

p. 66) chose not to disclose details of this vemmat

The results from both of these variations (as aglé third one in this serié’)

>4 Milgram (1965a, p. 66) mentioned a “third conditie-actually the “second part” (SMP, Box 163, Titled
“Obedience Notebook 1961-1970") of te&perimenter Absemondition—whereby the experimenter would
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indicated that the physical presence of the authbgure was an important BF in the
production of thBaselineexperiment’s relatively high completion rate (Maég, 1965a,

p. 66). The emerging conclusion that there wasetloimg very important about the role of
the experimenter in procuring tBaselinecondition’s high completion rate was reinforced
by a further series of experiments, termedRbé& Permutations Seried his series
attempted to shed more light on what it was aboeiauthority figure that enabled him to

bend so many of the subjects to his will.

6.4 The Role Permutations Series

Milgram undertook a series of variations on Baselineexperiment with the
intention of answering the following question: tiee subject responding principally to the
content of the command to shock or to skegusof the person who issues it? Is it what is
said or who says it that largely determines higasP [italics original]” (Milgram, 1974,

p. 90). Milgram’s strategy was to undertake ao$efariations that, where possible and
unlike any of the other variations, reconfigured gtatus(an equal ordinary man or a
higher-status authority figure), tlhtentent of the comman@advocating shocking or stop
shocking the learner), and thesition(prescribes, administers, or receives shocksl of a

those involved.

In the first such variation, termégetarner Demands to be Shockamhdition,after
the infliction of the 150-volt switch the experimienordered that, in light of the learner
having a slight heart condition, the subject ceafiieting the shocks. However, the
learner pointed out that irrespective of the phewanted to continue receiving the shocks
because apparently he did not want to be outdorsefbignd who, having earlier been in
the experiment, bravely endured all the shockslgrslm was curious as to whose
command the subject would accept: the (higher-stataperimenter’s orders to stop or the
(more-equal-status) learner’s request to continimethis variation all 20 subjects ignored
the learner and immediately obeyed the experimsntequest to stop inflicting the
shocks. Milgram (1974, p. 92) concluded: “It id tlee substance of the command but its

source in authority that is of decisive importafce.

return to the laboratory and attempt to persuadestiiject to continue participating in the procedur
Apparently, the experimenter was frequently sudoégs encouraging subjects to re-engage in the
procedure. However, Milgram does not appear t@ pablished any further details of the exact praced
and its results.
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To confirm that status was indeed of greater ingoaré than the command’s
content, Milgram devised an experiment wherebyctiramand to inflict the shocks was
not delivered by the experimenter but by anotheakgtatus subject. In this variation,
termedOrdinary Man Gives Orderdwo subjects were initially involved (one beirgt
naive subject whose role was to inflict the shaokd the other a time-keeping actor).
After providing the standard instructions (minusatvlevels were to be administered), a
rigged phone call resulted in the experimenterm@w vacate the laboratory immediately.
Before departing the experimenter asked the twgesthto complete the experiment in his
absence (which was possible because all respooskshe recorded automatically).
However, in the experimenter’'s absence the acudlenly became insistent that for each
incorrect answer the subject inflict a shock of@asing intensity. Thus, a person of equal
status was issuing the orders. The results stiengtl the conjecture that status was more
important than the content of the command: onlytdad 20 subjects—20 percent—

completed the experiment.

Milgram then ran a second experiment using thees&tant subjects which he
termed theSubject as Bystandexperiment. In this, the boisterous ordinary raaquired
whether, as a compromise, each of the 16 recaitistebjects would instead be willing to
fulfil the timekeeper’s role (with the actor switnly places and assuming the subjects’
previous role of the shock inflictor). Althoughsaime stage all subjects complained (with
five trying to physically impede the actor fromliofing the shocks), 11 out of the 16
initially resistant subjects—68.75 percent—went@participate fully in the process by
assuming the timekeeper’s role. Although not pregao inflict the shocks themselves,
these 11 subjects were willing to allow the actodd so.

What would happen if the high-status experimenterewelegated to a lower-status
role? In an experiment term@dithority as Victimthe intended learner would point out
that, before committing to the role, he wanted tiosobserve someone experience the
learner’s role. In a role-reversal, the experireeagreed to fulfil the learner’s tasks, with
the intended learner fulfilling the experimenteagsks. Upon exposure to the shocks, the
experimenter (as learner) soon conceded that thislpment was too painful to endure and
demanded the subject end participation in the ghaee The learner (as experimenter)
would then demand that the equal-status co-wotkerqubject) continue inflicting the
shocks. In this variation all 20 subjects stopdiitting the shocks and immediately

withdrew from the experiment.
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All of the Role Permutatioxperiments presented thus far indicated thaestsj
obeyed the content of whatever orders (shock oshatk) were supplied by the authority
figure (irrespective of their being in a low or higtatus role).

In the penultimate experiment of this series, tetiwo Authorities: Contradictory
CommandsMilgram explored what might happen if there wave equally high-status
authorities, one of whom after the 150-volt switdmanded the subject stop and the other
insisting they continue. In this variation nonetué 20 subjects completed the experiment
(with one subject stopping before the 150-volt sitl8 immediately after, and one

following the infliction of the 165-volt switch).

In the final experiment of this series terniedo Authorities, One as Victjrthe
naive subject was told that a second subject hatlimed up so, via a rigged draw, one of
the two experimenters would fulfil the lower-statearner role. Once under way, the
lower-status experimenter as learner demandedth&er50-volt switch that the
experiment be stopped, but the higher-status exeater demanded that the subject
ignore these orders and continue inflicting thec&so Milgram was interested in whose
demands the subject would yield: the higher-staijerimenter or the lower-status
experimenter as learner? Just as irBhgelineexperiment, 13 out of 20 subjects—65
percent—inflicted all the shocks.

The results from thRole Permutatiorseries would seem to indicate that subjects
responded more to the status of the person issugognmand than to the command’s
content. Subjects tended to do whatever the atyHgure demanded of them—thus
OTA. Having said this, if the key factor genergtoompletions was indeed closely related
to the authority figure’s higher-status, the fdtt20 percent of all subjects in the
Ordinary Man Gives Ordersondition followed the self-initiated orders of arpon of
equal status must have sowed some seeds of doMligrmam’s mind. Nonetheless, if
these experiments had led Milgram to the conclughiahthe high rate of obedience in the
Baselineexperiment was largely a function of the authdiifure’s higher-status, the next

series of experiments should have undermined acty sonfidence.

6.5 The Group Effects Series

Because of his experience with Asch’s group conityrmesearch, Milgram was
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well-versed in the binding influences of group &sc This was why his earliest ideas
surrounding OTA centered on Asch-like group forcelewever, as discussed earlier, soon
after the pilot series where the “alone” conditiolesnonstrated significant potential, the
group conformity experiments were relegated frormaor concernto a minor

diversion. The end result was a set of variattensed theGroup EffectSeries

The first in this series was termed tBeoups for Disobedience (or Two Peers
Rebel)condition. The basic procedure was as followstenrthe pretext of exploring the
effects of punishment on collective learning andnuoey, via a rigged draw, the subject
became one of three teachers (two of whom weresctd he first actor/teacher was
assigned the task of asking the learner questibasecond actor/teacher was then to
assess and inform the learner of the accuracyeof tbsponse, with the naive subject
going on to inflict increasingly intense shocks ifwzorrect answers. After the 150-volt
switch the first actor/teacher suddenly expresseddncerns regarding the learner’s well-
being, refused to continue with the procedure,ratmtated to a chair on the other side of
the room. Failing to persuade him to return, tkgeementer then put the onus on the
remaining teachers to complete the experiment. évew after the 210-volt switch the
second actor/teacher also pulled out of the expmerirand joined the first actor/teacher on
the other side of the room. After failing to peade the second actor/teacher to return, the
experimenter could then rely only upon the naiugesi to complete the experiment.
Under these conditions, most subjects pulled odtjained the two actors: only 4 out of

40—10 percent—went on to inflict all of the shocks.

The second variation of this series, termedGheups for Obedienceondition,
was similar to th&roups for Disobedienceondition, except that, instead of rebelling
against the completion of the experiment, the tatora expressed their determination to
finish. If at any time during the experiment ajsgbexpressed a desire to stop inflicting
the shocks, the two actors would support the erperier and express their disapproval,
stating: “ ‘You can’t quitnow;, this experiment has got to get done’ ” (Milgrat®65b, p.
133). There was a slight increase in obedience thedaseline with 29 out of 40
subjects—72.5 percent—completing the experimediffarence that was not statistically
significant).

The third group effects experiment was Beer Administers Shodondition,
where the naive subject was assigned one of the sufisidiary teacher roles, with an
actor fulfilling the role of shock inflictor. Altugh the subjects’ participation still saw
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them complete a necessary part of the procedurea@rtdbute to the overall process, in
this variation they themselves avoided having tlicinany shocks. This variation
produced the highest completion rate in the efjtifiicial) experimental programme, with
37 out of 40 subjects—92.5 percent—continuing tbl filneir minor but nonetheless

essential role until all the shocks had been it&tc

This high completion rate was probably due to tiieduction into the equation of
another Strain Resolving MechanigBRM). As in theSubject as Bystandexperiment,
even though the subject was indisputably contnitguto the overall process, they did not
directly inflict the shocks and thus did not feetponsible for the ostensibly harmful
outcome. This reduced their personal levels a@irstithus a SRM). Again, it could be
argued that Milgram captured, within a controlladratory setting, the potentially
destructive bureaucratic process whereby, viatéyeIsy-step division of labour, a
malevolent goal had been broken down into a nurobseemingly unrelated and benign
tasks to the point where nobody felt totally respble for the eventually destructive

outcome.

The final variation of this series was termed @reup Pressure and Action
Against a Persoexperiment. This required the naive subject tmbee the shock
inflictor (with the two actors fulfilling the twowiliary roles). Before starting, the
experimenter explained that, upon receiving anrieab answer, the three teachers were
themselves to decide on the intensity of punishrtfaitthe learner was to receive.
Starting with the two actors, each teacher wasiggsst the degree of shock intensity, and
the learner was to receive the lowest of the treeemmendations. However, unbeknown
to the naive subject, for each incorrect answegived the two actor/teachers would
(starting with the first 15-volt switch) repeatedhgrease their recommendations in 15 volt
increments. Again introducing the BFgroup pressure into the equation, Milgram was
interested to see whether the two actor/teacheggjesstions would influence the subject’s
recommendations. Seven out of 40 subjects—17 deperfollowed the actors’

recommendations and went on to the end of the sbhoaid.

This result may suggest that group pressure waa patticularly powerful
coercive force. However, the 17.5 percent comphetate may have been a little
misleading. The control of this variation was Swbject Chooses Shock Lesrperiment,
where the maximum shock inflicted by 38 out of 40jects was 150 volts or less. Yet, in
the above variation only 13 out of 40 inflicted aximum shock of 150 volts, while 15
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subjects—37.5 percent—went on to inflict a maximshmock of at least 315 volts.
Although a proportion of the subjects clearly prdvesistant to group pressure when
compared to the control, Milgram (1964b, p. 14@htly concluded that many “subjects
were substantially influenced by group pressure.”

As Milgram’s trial-and-error method of discoverynted to highlight, the coercive
influence of the authority figure appeared to eittdependent variable producing the
obedient subjects’ seemingly destructive actiddewever, the results from the above
experiment were likely to have left Milgram a ktttonfused. In his procedural overview
of this experiment, he went to some lengths to tpmirh that because the experimenter
gave no orders: “This is not an obedience experimkns a group influence experiment”
(SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Notebd961-1970").Reinforcing this
initial assessment is the fact that on the leftehside of this typed document is, in
Milgram’s handwriting, the word “CONFORMITY”. Hower, if many subjects in the
absence of the experimenter’'s demands were “sutatamfluenced by group pressure”,
where did this leave Milgram'’s increasingly confitleonclusion that the high completion

rates were due to the authority figure’s influeficetsky, 1995, p. 59§?

This apparent conundrum must have raised some g@because on 27 May
1962 the data-collection phase ended (Blass, 1298), and Milgram was then faced
with the task of explaining his findings. With pest to this next phase, Milgram’s plan
all along was that the ad hoc variations onBaselinecondition would gradually move
him closer to identifying the most influential kiactor/s affecting the completion rates.
These would, he assumed, provide a strong platiamm which to engage in theoretical
integration. However, statements made just a maftén the completion of the last
experiment indicated Milgram'’s growing uncertaiatyout his previous assumptions

regarding the emergence of some coherent thedretadel.

*5 This counterfactual with an apparent theory of QB be detected as far back as the group varation
from the student-run pilots. The second researcpgsal dated 25 January 1961 stated: “while timérab
(non-group) subjects turned beseechingly to thermx@nter at various times to secure information or
commands, the subject in the experimental grougtedamuch more to the group than to the experiménte
(SMP, Box 45, Folder 160, titled: “Grants 1961-1967So0, in this variation group forces seemedéeaimre
powerful than the experimenter’s orders.
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6.6 Post-Experimental Contemplations on Theorefdealelopment

Building on an earlier idea about the subject hgwiaen “reduced to an agent,
through [which] . . . . forbidden acts . . . bypassconscience and guilt system” (SMP,
Box 13, Folder 183, Titled: “Allport, Gordon 195847"), in July 1962, a month after the

completion of the experimental programme, Milgranguad:

before perfomingdic] some novel action we would ordinarily bring taabeall our
critical faculties and make some judgment as totkhdreve should perform it. In
obedience, these functions are now derived fronatitleority. This applies not
only to those judgments of the ego, but also ofstiygerego. Certain acts we would
not perform because conscience tells us not td.irBihe obedience situations,
there is so to speak a short circuiting of theesysso that actions are no longer
filtered though the superego or sid ego, but stem from the authority (SMP, Box
46, Folder 164, Titled: “Notes General, 1961-1962")

To illustrate his point regarding obedience sitagi which wersomehowshort-circuiting
many subjects’ conscience, Milgram produced thiewohg diagram juxtaposing a
“NORMAL PERSONALITY” with one under the influencd tOBEDIENCE”:
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Figure 7 Milgram’s early theoretical contemplations (SMB&x 46, Folder 164, Titled:
“Notes General, 1961-1962").

One obvious problem with this diagram is that ieslmot explain how
“AUTHORITY” might have caused the short-circuitio§ the subjects’ consciences.
Putting this issue aside, the whole idea in thgrdian is founded on the premise that OTA
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was somehow central to the production of high cetinh rates. Of course, a theoretical
model centred on OTA would almost certainly streggl account for th®rdinary Man
Gives Ordersand theGroup Pressure and Action Against a Personditions—both of
which saw proportions (albeit small) of subjectiicting all the shocks in the absence of
any demands by a higher-status authority figurgoofential solution to this problem was
that there may have been more than one theory lsaphlccounting for thBaseline
experiment’s high completion rate. Before longdviim started to suspect this may have
been the case. In a July 1962 document titled 6iyid One Theory or Many”, after
making the point that in physics there were attlsesdiscrete explanatory domains,

Milgram stated:

The most serious problem in physics now is for adégtheory to explain new
particles: purely empirical discoverisi§]. That does not mean that the discovery
of each new patrticle is not a significant achievietme physics. People are
awarded Nobel prizes for such discoveries. Novegard to these [OTA]
experiments also we are cnfrontec] with somewhat similar problems. There
are several explan torgif] schemes which cover the same findings; none sover
all the findings; and then there are certain phesrmarfor which there seem to be
no truly adequate theoretical explanaiosis|[ Itmay [sic] be that --as in physics
several theoretickjic] conceptions are needed at present . . . . Telisuity
between them should not be too upsetting. Itesafly way that we could do full
justic [sic] to the pomplexity §ic] of the phenomenon, while not neglecting the
responsibility to fill the gaps with speculationB, Box 46, Folder 164, Titled:
“Notes general, 1961-1962").

Whether there existed one theoretical explanatidnsofindings or whether many theories
were required to “fill the gaps”, in the same moaotluly 1962, a clearly puzzled Milgram
started to question the prudence of his methodcébgipproach. It was clearly failing to
pay the explanatory dividends he had earlier sdidently expected: “Sometimes the
research does not seem to have advanced my umagngfan any important way. And
perhaps the way we went about it was the fault” PSBox 46, Folder 164, Titled: “Notes
general, 1961-1962"). In this same document Mitgraore specifically clarified what he
meant by this statement, using a parable aboagtitidus 13" century character by the

name of Sylvanus who had tried to develop a systieknowledge about a candle’s flame:

Man with a Candle?. . . [Sylvanus] was curious about flames andte@ to study
them. He decided to limit his study to the flani@ @andle; and his manner of
proceeding was as follows. He would study the litedf candle’s flame. That was
his primary dependent variable. He chose it bez&escould conveniently obtain a
rather exact measure of this variable; thus hedcbealobjective and quite accurate.
He would change those conditions which he thouffatted the height of the
candles $ic| flame (just as we chose those conditions we thoug [sic] alter the
level of obedience) . . .. Then he took all hmglfhgs, thought about them, and
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wrote a treatise called: The Height of a Candlégrfe as it is Altered by Various
Conditions. In the treatise he had little moreetport than the hard findings and
while he knew he had contributed little, he hadfdeting that there was at least
something there, something he did not know befSMK, Box 46, Folder 164,
Titled: “Notes general, 1961-1962").

Probably reflecting his own recent experience efrépeated rejection of his first article—

Milgram (1963)—the parable then states:

He took his treatise to the wisest man in the reahchasked for his judgment. The
wisest man read it carefully . . . . he said ttv&yus: | have read your treatise with
interest, and | find your efforts admirable. Howewhere is a very important
guestion that you did not answer: Wisathe natureof burning Sylvanus then
said: | am sure that is an important questionheitheight of the flame is all |

could measure, so that is all | could know. THeawise man adjoined: Perhaps
Syvlanus $id], if you had climbed fewer mountains, and explongate ideas, you
would have found the right method; for in choiseg][an easy method, you have
lost the question (SMP, Box 46, Folder 164, Titlé&dbtes general, 1961-1962").

Although his method had failed to reveal the caugeshaps all was not lost:

| would like to answer this parable. First if theight of a cnadle’ssjc] falme [sic]
were as important for the human society as obedien@nd if differences in its
height were relevant to human experience, therllbgeans Sylvanus was
studying sometingsjic] important, and by appropriate means. Moreoesig], [
although in some investigations it is importanptobe the ‘nature’ of the
phenomenon, in others what one really wants to ka@rthe conditions under
which it functions, or even just a model of itseefis (SMP, Box 46, Folder 164,
Titled: “Notes general, 1961-1962").

Now increasingly confused as to what the causegbiniave been, perhaps he was not

interested in such things after all. Maybe it wasugh that he had captured a model of

the effects of OTA. In the months that followeddas illustrated in a letter written on 28

October 1962 to Gordon Allport, Milgram’s confidendeclined further:

The obedience to authority experiments are comgleted | am now writing some
articles and a book on this work. My secret edtnnsthat the material is
illuminating, though I don’t know if I can convetgsiimport in writing. The
narrative bogs down in a superfluity of technicetads (SMP, Box 13, Folder 183,
Titled: “Allport, Gordon 1954-1967").
According to Elms (1995, p. 28), one of the arg8dMilgram was working on
during this difficult period in 1962 was eventualitfed Some Conditions of Obedience
and Disobedience to Authoritiilgram, 1965a) and, like his first OTA atrticle,
publication took a few years. While attemptingdocount for this effect” (Milgram,
1965a, p. 62), he returned to his Asch-like stylpresenting a variety of factors, including

some insightful remarks on what he referred toEmgathic cues “ Denial and
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narrowing of the cognitive fietcand “Reciprocal fieldgitalics original]” (Milgram,

1965a, pp. 63-64). In some detail this articledssed all of th€roximity Seriesthe
Proximity of Authority Seriesnd thdnstitutional Contex{Bridgeport)condition.

Milgram also very briefly mentioned “FURTHER EXPBRENTS”, including the

Woman as Subject®ndition, three of thRole Permutation SerietheRelationship
condition and thé&roup Effects Serig€roups for Disobedience, Obedience, Peer
Administers Shockand theGroup Pressure and Action Against a Personditions)
(Milgram, 1965a, p. 71). In the absence of argcHjr details or results, Milgram said of
these experiments: “These will have to be descrédiselwhere, lest the present report be
extended to monographic length.” Milgram (1964i¢t published a more detailed article
that focused solely on this last experiment arttipalgh he was earlier quite certain it was

“not an obedience experiment”, he soon after cantke opposite conclusidf:

Insofar as he [the experimenter] does not objettieéshocks administered in the
course of the experiment, his assent is impliedusT even though the effects of
group pressure have been clearly established byngarison of the experimental
and control conditions, the effects occurred witii@ context of authoritative
sanction. This point becomes critical in any afietn assess the relative
effectiveness ofonformityversusobedienceas means of inducing contravalent
behavior (Milgram, 1963). If the experimenter mad approved the use of all
shock levels on the generator, and if he had degp&rdm the laboratory at an early
stage, thus eliminating any sign of authoritatigseant during the course of the
experiment, would the group have had as powerf@fact on the naive subject?
(Milgram, 1964b, p. 142).
Milgram may have been correct: no tacit conserthleyexperimenter, no completions.
However, in thedrdinary Man Gives Ordersondition the experimenter never approved
the use of all shock levels and left the laboratdrgn earlier stage. Yet, in the total
absence of the authority figure, 20 percent ofesttisjstill followed the orders of a person

of equal status to inflict all the shocks.

Nonetheless, Milgram (1965b) wrote another artitifeed theLiberating Effects of
Group Pressurewhich presented, as he had earlier promised,ra malepth overview of
the previously discusse&droups for ObediencandDisobedienceonditions. Again he
highlighted “a number of specific factors” likely have contributed to the experimental
effect (Milgram, 1965b, p. 132), without an accomyiag explanatory model. Without a
theory, this exposed the piece to the same crtieipplicable to all the other OTA articles

preceding it.

5 Milgram (1965a) preceded Milgram (1964b), remeriigethat the former article was written in 1962.
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Milgram went on to pursue some potentially fruitfaéoretical avenue.
However, due to a combination of writer’'s blockniy commitments, and other academic
pursuits (Blass, 2004, pp. 212-214; Darley, 199206; EIms, 1995, pp. 28-2Parker,
2000, p. 113), he did not publish a theoretical eh@adtempting to explain his obedient and
disobedient subjects’ behaviour until 1974—14 yedirsr having undertaken his first
official experiment. In answering the second & tive questions in this thesis, the
following will present the eventual explanation §tthm provided for his experimental

programme.

6.7 Milgram’s (1974) Theory of Obedience

After much pressure from his editor, in 1974 Milgraublished his book
Obedience to Authority: An Experimental Vielthe book starts out by presenting 18
experimental conditions and a survey he had urkiamtaver a decade earlier. Although
Milgram (1965a) had earlier promised to includéhi@ monograph an in-depth overview
of theRelationshipcondition, he did not do so. This condition wotgdhain almost
unheard of until Rochat and Modigliani (1997) pab&d a comprehensive overview of its
methodological procedure and results. Also abBent the monograph was any
comprehensive overview of tli&oup Pressure and Action Against a Persondition
(which Milgram initially believed was “not an obedice experiment” but then several

years later decided it wa¥®).

Regardless of which experiments he had and hadewdded to include, arguably
the most important section of the monograph wagdih’s first theoretical explanation

of his findings. As Milgram (1974, p. 123) saidVeé must attempt to grasp the

" At one stage Milgram sought the answer to hisrétizal problem in the discipline of mathematiéor
example, “Probability NetSummary Equations, Sept 1964 bet, given the probability structures of a
field, the entire field can be stated as an eqoaiicset of equations that specify the field, ccify how any
given person will respond in the field. That ke equation should include a variable term thatasmts the
person. What | have to do is go to a mathematiai@hask him to do this work for me; thasg], set up the
integrating equations that spell out or expresgtbability field. * Isometric contours. Distanaad
position. Theoretical” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 164tJdd: “Notes general, 1961-1962"). It may haveba
coincidence, but half a year later, on 15 March5l@fe of Milgram’s students in “Soc. Rel. 207byli@
Martindale, wrote a three paged document titlede@retical Explanation of Milgram Experiment” that
introduced the following mathematically-based folaptiO=f(DI and LA)”. Milgram wrote on the
document “Excellent paper” and asked if Martindadeld “...return it to me for my files” (SMP, Box 46,
Folder 164, Titled: “Notes general, 1961-1962").

8 The closest the condition got to a mention inrttenograph was, ironically, in the footnotes alodgsi
Asch’s Group Conformity study: “Asch, 1951; Milgrad864” (Milgram, 1974, p. 207).
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phenomenon in its theoretical aspect and to inquoee deeply into the causes of

obedience.”

Using evolutionary theory, Milgram began by poigtiout that, like many animals,
human beings function in hierarchical structurBste to the survival value of organisation
over disorganisation, hierarchical structures haigebreeding, led humans to develop
significant advantages over their competitors erthtural environment. He is careful to
point out that obedience to those higher in thenchbcommand—the behavioural
currency of being in a hierarchical structure—is inoate. “Rather, we are born with a
potentialfor obedience, which then interacts with the ieflae of society to produce the
obedient man [italics original]” (Milgram, 1974, p25).

He argued that the potentially destructive impulaasankind are frequently kept
in check by the conscience of an autonomously @atidividual. However, when the
individual is introduced into a hierarchical chaincommand, a homeostatic-driven
internal change can take hold in which conscienoeed control over one’s actions can be
suppressed and supplanted by the demands fronthertagthority. Milgram termed this
process thagentic shiftwhich having taken place results in the individergering what
he termed “the keystone of our analysis™—#gentic stat€Milgram, 1974, p. 133). The
agentic states a condition in which “the individual no longaews himself as responsible
for his own actions but defines himself as an ins&nt for carrying out the wishes of
others” (Milgram, 1974, p. 134). He continued:

The most frequent defense of the individual whoger$ormed a heinous act under
command of authority is that he has simply donelbty. In asserting this defense,
the individual is not introducing an alibi concattier the moment but is reporting
honestly on the psychological attitude induced tdynsission to authority. For a
man to feel responsible for his actions, he mussas¢hat the behavior has flowed
from ‘the self.” In the situation we have studisdbjects have precisely the
opposite view of their actions—namely, they seertlas originating in the motives
of some other person. Subjects in the experintequently said, ‘If it were up to
me, | would not have administered shocks to thenkxa(Milgram, 1974, p. 146).

According to Milgram, thegentic states likely to have several attitudinal
consequences on the lower-status individual. ,rigsdn entry to a hierarchical chain of
command an individual is more likely to accept atharity’s definition of a particular
situation. Secondly, they are likely to rendemtiselves open to the demands of those of a
higher-status. And finally, with respect to theplementation of these demands, an
individual is likely to attribute all responsibififor their (the individual’s) subsequent

actions to the authority figure.
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Milgram then identified what he termédtecedent Condition&Cs), which could
impel theagentic shift moving the individual from a state of conscienci:en autonomy
into the instrumentagentic state They included pre-experimental factors affecting
individuals, such as the long-term influence otitn§onal systems of authority—parental,
school, workplace experiences—that would have nextbmany subjects subservient to
authority figures. ACs were also inherent in theugp of the experiment, including the
seemingly authentic appearance of what appeartz teubjects to be a legitimate

authority figure, as well as the overarching legéting belief in “scientific” inquiry.

Milgram argued that, having entered Hgentic statea subject could be influenced
and maintained within this state by BFs. Althouigére were probably many BFs,
Milgram (1974, p. 149) provided only two exampl@de first was theSequential Nature
of the Actiot, whereby one incremental step led to the next wits process generating a
momentum that made withdrawal from the experimeatdasingly difficult. The second
was ‘Situational Obligation§ whereby subjects arrived at the laboratory iité
intention of participating in some experimentakthsit, upon wishing to withdraw, came
to feel uncomfortable about reneging on their imglcontractual agreement to help the

experimenter obtain results.

Having presented the potentially powerful A@siBFs that he believed
accelerated the subjects’ entry into #yentic stateMilgram then argued: “If the
individual’'s submergence in the authority systemeatetal, he would feel no tension as he
followed commands, no matter how harsh” (Milgra@74, p. 155). During the
experiments, however, many subjects displayed Whilgtam termedstrain
(sweating/trembling). Because of strain, Milgraated that “transformation to the agentic
state is, for some subjects, only partial” (Milgral®74, p. 154). Milgram argued that
strain was enhanced by the cries of pain from arlgiénnocent person who, in conflict
with the experimenter, was pleading that the shbekstopped. These cries upset

subjects’ self-perception as being someone withragdme disposition.

Offsetting the impact of strain in encouraging thsdience, were certain buffers—
Milgram’s SRMs—that reduced feelings of stress tmmdion normally associated with
hurting other human beingSome of the SRMs Milgram (1974, pp. 158-162) nuead
in his book were, first, the ability of the shoakngrator itself to relieve feelings of tension.

Secondly, avoidance-type behaviours, like lookimgafrom the learner. Thirdly,
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subjects blaming the learner for the predicamesy {the learners) found themselves in.
Fourthly, complying fully but reducing the accompiang feelings of tension by engaging
in simultaneous acts of sabotage, such as siggadithe learner, via verbal emphasis, the

correct answer.

Using the following diagram, Milgram (1974, p. 15W)strated his central concept
of theagentic statend its close relationship with ACs, BFs, straid ¢he SRMs:

Antecedent conditiong

o Agentic
Binding factors | State <

|

Consequences |_, Strain — p| Resolution
of strain

Figure 8 Factors that contribute to tlagentic shiftand maintain the subject within the

obedience-generatirggentic state

In explaining not only obedience but also disobecke Milgram succinctly
conveyed his theoretical model by way of the follogvformula, and its accompanying

explanation:

O; B>(s-r)

D; B<(s-r)
in which O represents obedience; D, disobedien¢dimling factors; s, strain;
and r, the strain-resolving mechanisms. Obediestlee outcome when the
binding factors are greater than the net straingst as reduced by the resolving
mechanisms), while disobedience results when reeh sixceeds the strength of the
binding forceditalics original] (Milgram, 1974, p. 154).

After 14 years of contemplation, Milgram believédttthis model explained most of his

subjects’ behaviour.

What did his theory have to say, if anything, abamderstanding the perpetrators
of the Holocaust? Although Milgram (1974, p. 1v&adily conceded to there being
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“enormous differences” between his experimentsthadolocaust’ he maintained that,
via the hierarchical chain of command, “a commoychslogical process is centrally
involved in both events"—thagentic state As Milgram (1974, pp. 7-8) clarified early in
his book:

The most common adjustment of thought in the olmtdiebject is for him to see
himself as not responsible for his own actions. diests himself of responsibility
by attributing all initiative to the experimenter|egitimate authority. He sees
himself not as a person acting in a morally accalietway but as the agent of
external authority. In the postexperimental intenw; when subjects were asked
why they had gone on, a typical reply was: ‘Il wauldhave done it by myself. |
was just doing what | was told.” Unable to defg tuthority of the experimenter,
they attribute all responsibility to him. It isetlold story of ‘just doing one’s duty’
that was heard time and time again in the defetadersents of those accused at
Nuremberg. But it would be wrong to think of itashin alibi concocted for the
occasion. Rather, it is a fundamental mode okihopfor a great many people
once they are locked into a subordinate positiam structure of authority. The
disappearance of a sense of responsibility is thet far-reaching consequence of
submission to authority.

6.8 Conclusion

This chapter has provided an overview of the “crakMilgram’s research
programme: to unraveyhyso many subjects completed Biaselineexperiment.
Milgram suspected his ad hegploratory methodological approach would, by dégec
reasoning, eventually lead him to an all-encompasskplanation for the obedient
subjects’ behaviour. After systematically elimingtvarious alternative explanations, he
seemed to get closer to what was behind their betlawsomethingclosely related to the
higher status of the authority figure. Howevemsoof the variations (perhaps the
Ordinary Man Gives Orderand theGroup Pressure and Action Against a Person
conditions) were in conflict with his main explanat schema. These particular
experiments would probably have sown seeds of dauldilgram’s mind as to what was

encouraging many of his subjects to completeBselineexperiment.

After the data-collection stage Milgram stalledd@veloping a comprehensive
theoretical component that might help explain bisjscts’ behaviour. When, many years
later, he finally did present a theory, it was tmet he had actually toyed with before the
completion of the official research programme. tliBaupon entering a hierarchical

*¥ These included the absence in his experimenticofrwvilification as life unworthy of life, longerm
ideological indoctrination, and unlike the Nazi ewgon squads, the subjects were told that thetinai
would not receive permanent injuries (Milgram, 186@. 851, 1974, pp. 175-178).
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structure (as was apparently the case with the @es)nthe lower-status subjects tended to
lose control over their subsequent actions andthdagentic statecame to see

themselves as an instrument executing the wishahaher-status authority figure.
Milgram was careful to point out that his subjeqist as with the Nazis, honestly did not
feel personally responsible for their actions, gaduinely felt themselves to be

instruments in the hands of a higher authority.

In answering the third of the five research questiaddressed in this thesis, with
particular regard to the Holocaust, the next chapik discuss the reactions of the
academic community to Milgram’s OTA research progree and his theoretical

explanation.
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Chapter Seven:The Response of Academia to Milgram'’s
Findings and Explanation

A piece of literature makes its way into canon ddaegely on the meaning it imparts in our lives.
Milgram’s experiments are indisputably in the candnd yet, no one can agree on the theme . . ..
What message has Milgram sent us, in what sorbtilfeh) on which sea?Slater (2004, p. 61).

The first significant scholarly response to thedibace to authority (OTA)
research programme was from Diana Baumrind (19B4plished iMmerican
PsychologistBaumrind’s article inadvertently drew furthereaition to Milgram’s work
(Miller, 2004, p. 203). Baumrind was sharply @dti of Milgram’s study on multiple and
frequently overlapping fronts. She argued thatetkgeriments were unethical,
methodologically flawed, and could not be geneeali® an event like the HolocadSt.
Baumrind’s criticisms of Milgram’s (1963) articleane swiftly weakened or invalidated by
Milgram’s (1964a) rejoinder, which discussed datarf the wider research programme.
However, his response was far from conclusive amtaim questions lingered. In terms of
the experiments’ potentially unethical nature, rodthlogical weaknesses, and attempts to
generalise the results beyond the laboratory wedipecially to the Holocaust),
Baumrind’s seminal article drew other academics the debate, both for and against.
Thus, Baumrind’s criticisms proved the catalystiebates that would rage for years to
come (Miller, 1986, pp. 89, 116). Providing a coatgensive review of this extensive
literature is beyond the parameters of this thisge Blass, 2004; Miller, 1986; Mixon,
1989). Nonetheless, while drawing upon unpublishaterials obtained from the Stanley
Milgram Papers (SMP), this chapter will providergeboverview of these key debates.

Then it will explore the scholarly reaction to Miggn’s explanation for his own results.

7.1 Ethical Issues

Perhaps the most common negative reaction to Milgrdirst OTA publication
centred upon the study’s arguably unethical treatroésubjects (Baumrind, 1964;
Bettelheim, as cited in Askenasy, 1978, p. 131ni&el, 1972). Of particular concern
were the long-term psychological and/or physiolagi@arms potentially associated with
participation. Consider the following statementdme of Milgram’s (1963, p. 377)

% For more detail on the Milgram/Baumrind debate Beleman (1977, pp. 93-94) and Miller et al. (1995,
pp. 10-12).
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observers: “I observed a mature and initially pdibasinessman enter the laboratory
smiling and confident. Within 20 minutes he wasueed to a twitching, stuttering wreck,
who was rapidly approaching a point of nervousagsk”(see also Parker, 2000, p. 116).
And if there was a danger of long-term psycholdgacal/or physiological harm, the
experiments could also be accused of having beethigal on the grounds of not
informing subjects of these potential risks. Sdrakeved the experiments were unethical
on the basis that Milgram failed to obtain his sab§’ informed consent before proceeding
(Baumrind, 1964, p. 423). With participants havioegn told by the experimenter “you
must continue”, others such as Schuler (1982, $) déhsidered the experiments unethical
because Milgram had blatantly attempted to supplensubjects’ right to withdraw.

Miller (1986, p. 120) believed that this particutaiticism was perhaps “one of the most
convincing ethical arguments against the obedieesearch.” Finally, with the
experiments having converted some of the subjatis‘stuttering wrecks” on the verge of
“nervous collapse”, others were critical becausy thelieved the debriefing sessions were
at best “casual” and unlikely to be capable ofamsy the subjects’ potentially damaged
well-being (Baumrind, 1964, p. 422).

In response to Baumrind, Milgram (1964a, p. 849ued:

A most important aspect of the procedure occurtedeaend of the experimental
session. A careful postexperimental treatmentadasinistered to all subjects.
The exact content of the dehoax varied from coowlito condition and with
increasing experience on our paftt the very least all subjects were told that the
victim had not received dangerous electric shodkach subject had a friendly
reconciliation with the unharmed victim, and anesxted discussion with the
experimentefitalics added].
On top of this, six weeks after collecting the dadédgram surveyed every participant
(Blass, 2004, ppl24-125) and in 1963 even had a psychiatrist irgerthe 40 most upset
subject$’ Consequently, Miller (1986) concluded: “in ternfghe thoroughness of the
debriefing, as well as the empirical assessmestibjects’ post-experimental attitudes, the
procedures used by Milgram would seem to qualifg asodel for laboratory research with
human subjects” (p. 96). Irrespective of this gens assessment, evidence obtained from
the SMP hints at the possibility that the post-expental debrief was unlikely to have
been “a most important aspect” and far more expantal than Milgram was willing to

publicly concede.

®1n a document titled “Interviews with Forty ‘Wor€ases’ in the Milgram Obedience Experiments” dated
20 June 1963, Paul Errera, an Assistant Profes®syehiatry, stated: “Single 50 minute interviemesre

held . . . some twelve months after the terminatibtihe study . . . . None were found by this imiewer to
show signs of having been harmed by their expeeie(@MP, Box 45, Folder 162, Titled: “long interwis
1963").
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In the post-experimental survey later sent oatlltsubjects, Milgram somewhat
mysteriously stated: “Actually, thethermandid notreceiveanyshocks Indeed, he was

an actor employed by the project to play the pathe learner” (SMP, Box 45, Folder 159,
Titled: “forms, mailing n.d.”).If at “the very least all subjects were told tHae victim

had not received dangerous shocks”, why did Milgfeet the need to underline the above
point in the post-experimental survey? The answéhis question is that certainly during
the first half of the research programme (perhages dater), variability in the content of

the dehoax was so great that, in conflict with élg’'s assurances, at least some subjects
were not informed before leaving the laboratory tha learner had not received
dangerous shocks (Parker, 2000, p. 138As one subject stated in his response to the

post-experimental survey:

| actually checked the death notices in the Newdddregister for at least two
weeks after the experiment to see if | had beealad and a contributing factor in
the death of the so-called ‘learner’ - | was verlyaved that his name did not
appear in such a column (SMP, Box 44, Divider #0716).
Another subject, this time from the"1af the 24 experiments, said: “From what I've
learned from others who've taken part, it wouldsg®u have been somewhat
irresponsible in permitting disturbed subjectseave without informing them that they
didn’t half kill the shockeesic]” (SMP, Box 44, Divider (no label), #113%. Then again,
although one subject claimed “I was not dehoaxest #tie experiment” (SMP, Box 44,
Divider “12”, #0625), reinforcing Milgram’s admissi that the debrief varied, another

subject from the same condition suggested they petially dehoaxef’

The important point to note is that there was plbp greater variation in the

debrief than Milgram was willing to admit. And @onflict with his published assurances,

62 After two visits to the SMP, Australian psycholsigiand postgraduate student at the University of
Melbourne, G. Perry (personal communication, Au@ist2008) has obtained evidence that indicates
Milgram did not develop and apply his model debuefil well into the second half of the research
programme.

%3 See also SMP, Box 44, Divider (no label), #07188P, Box 44, Divider “12”, #1007.

8441 seriously question the wisdom and ethics of cminpletely dehoaxing each subject immediatelyr afte
the session. The standard ‘decompression’ tredthteneived was not successful in reducing my aage
concern below the boiling point” (SMP, Box 44, Dier (no label), #0623). Milgram trialed a deceptiv
instead of honest debrief, whereby the experiménfermed subjects at the end of the experimeritttiea
shock designations were not as painful as the spenkrator or the subjects’ reactions might have
suggested. This was because the machine was afipaaibrated for use on “mice and small ratshrii
the verbal designations on this machine ‘SlightDanger’ are for these small animals. They areexactly
applicable to human beings” (SMP, Box 155, Audiet#i0303).
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this variability resulted in at least some subjéetsing the laboratory feeling that, in the
absence of a “friendly reconciliation”, thégd inflicted “serious shocks”. It would appear
that Milgram did not start out with a model debingf rather he arrived at one. In the end,
it is fair to conclude that Milgram was unlikely bave treated the debriefing stage with
the degree of importance he both earlier pronifsaad later claimef® Subject welfare, it

would seem, was generally relegated in favour l&iopriorities.

There were a few factors that may have contribtdddilgram’s delay in settling
upon a model debrief. First, the model debrief,wasch like the experimental procedure,
likely to have been invented via an ad hoc tria arror process which improved as the
experimental programme progressed. As it turnsraitonly was the experimental
programme at the cutting edge of social psycholegyvas Milgram’s (eventual) model
debrief—an assertion reflected in Milgram beingdaied with the origin of the word
“debrief” (Harris, 1988, as cited in Blass, 20041#2)°" A second factor also probably
contributing to the variability in the debrief wakat Blass earlier termed “carryover
effects” from Milgram’s PhD research. That is, fam may have suspected, as was the
case with his PhD subjects, that the vast majoifityre OTA subjects would not have
minded, in the name of science, the variabilityhi@ debrief or even at having been
stressfully deceivetf Had this been the case, then Milgram perhapsvesssubjects
would later appreciate his reasoning for alsorfgilio obtain their informed consent (along

with his attempt to remove their right to withdraw)

The main reason why, from the start, Milgram falecdminister his model
debrief, seek his subjects’ informed consent, aad &t ease in removing their right to

withdraw, was his firm belief that, other than es@ecing “momentary excitement”

% As Milgram said in the second research propos&idias January 1961: “Every effort will be madeséd
the subject at ease . . .. An extended discussitnthe experimenter, and a friendly reconcibativith the
confederates will be an integral part of each slsj@xperience. In time all interested subjedtshwe
informed of the full details of the experimentabgram.” Then again, immediately after this, Milgra
stated: “Beyond thiqjo rigid rules are possibleeach subject must be treated individually, bwiagls with
the respect due to one who has aided in scieitiigiry [italics added]” (SMP, Box 45, Folder 160tled:
“Grants 1961-1967").

% However, as Blass (2004, p. 127) has indicatetyrstin's post-experimental survey and his having a
psychiatrist interview some of the subjects werasnees unheard of at this time (a point the infiiaén
professor of social ethics, Herbert Kelman, hacumed with).

67 “Milgram was a pioneer in the debriefing procesfuthat are now a matter of course in psychological
experiments on human subjects” (Elms, 1995, p. 27).

% Of course, if Milgram did suspect this, he woultlé been assuming that the OTA experiment were, in

terms of infliction of psychological/physiologicsiress, commensurate with that generated by hissudy
(surely an invalid assumption).
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(Milgram, 1964a, p. 849), the experiments were psiagically and physiologically
harmless. As Milgram later said in an interviewhaMeyer (1970, p. 132): “ ‘I had to ask
myself, was this harming the person or not? Myjadnt is that it was not. Even in the

extreme cases, | wouldn’t say that permanent damesgsts.

The flaw in this logic is Milgram’s assumption haswvcapable of anticipating every
possible consequence associated with participéBohlenker & Forsyth, 1977, p. 373).
Yet this was something he could only know in higtisiafter the potential damage was
done. Despite Milgram’s opinion, documents obtdifrem the SMP suggest that there
probably existed the potential for long-term, psylolgical and/or physical damage (which
he both failed to anticipate and/or ameliorate).

Regarding long-term psychological harm, it couldabgued that participation
probably impacted negatively on some subjects-isgdige/esteem (Kelman, 1972, p. 167;
Bok, 1978, as cited in Pigden & Gillet, 1996, p3R4For example, it is difficult to
imagine that completing thieelationshipcondition did not impact adversely on the self-
image of the 15 percent of subjects who inflictédhee shocks on someone who was at
least an acquaintance. That is, completing thimttan may have generated a new self-
concept of being a rather treacherous and unsawhamacter. Milgram certainly sensed
the potential of this experiment to fracture—harniflendships, and, in applying a
deceptive debrief, attempted to avert any post+x@atal bitterness. As he later said to

one subject who inflicted all the shocks on higaaring friend:

the main purpose of the experiment was to see lomwmpuld react to taking
orders. He wasn't really getting the shock, we §& this up this way to see . . .
whether you would be happy to give him the shocksltether you weren’t so
happy about it . . .. So ahrrr ahrrrr lets tethithat ahhrrrr you knew you weren’t
giving him the shocks . . . alright? (SMP, Box 1B8diotape #2429).
The criticism that the experiments were unethieainss hard to refute in the case of the
Relationshipcondition. Furthermore, on three occasions tedelaener teams in this
variation were, as mentioned, members of the saméyf: #2422 were brothers-in-law
(maximum shock: 165 volts); #2428 were uncle arghe® (maximum shock 180 volts);
#2435 were father and son (maximum shock: 165 v(#sIP, Box 153, Audiotape #2422,
#2428, #2435, respectively). TRelationshipcondition was the last of the research
programme and at the time Milgram was, as the &aoes clearly indicate, struggling
desperately to recruit teacher/learner teams tast few trials. In desperation to bring

the data-collection phase to an end, in approachid@0 experimental trials Milgram took
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a phenomenal risk in accepting a father and san.t€khe father refused early on to
continue but the question remains—what would ting{term implications have been if he
had completed the experimefitPrioritising his pursuit of results over the sdi§’
friendship (and the long-term psychological haris ttould have generated) was
deplorable. And if many of Milgram’s critics weledt appalled at his having undertaken
theRemotecondition, one can only imagine their reaction tregly known about the
Relationshipcondition. On this note, as the ethical criticsspost-Baumrind (1964)
intensified, this could explain why, despite proesisnade in 1962, Milgram never
published a detailed account of fRelationshipcondition and its resulf§. Although
publishing this experiment would surely have stiatedl an ethical firestorm, as will be
argued later in this chapter, ironically it maydagpable of shedding new light on what
arguably turned out to be the most enduring metlogiitzal criticism directed at the OTA

research programme.

There were arguably other examples of potentiad lenm psychological harm. It
was not unusual for obedient subjects to mentianigeexperienced post-experimental
episodes of guilf' Related to this, some obedient subjects laterteg that loved ones
went on to compare them with infamous historicgiifes such as the Nazi bureaucrat
Adolf Eichmann (Milgram, 1974, p. 543.

Although subjects may have acquired potentiallyulisng knowledge about
themselves (termedflicted insigh}, others construed this to have been a beneficial

outcome. As one subject said: “l will remembestlaind will think for myself, and act on

% For evidence of Milgram struggling to recruit setts and his desire nearing the end of the progetom
complete the data-collection stage, see SMP, B8x Abdiotape #2440.

0 As stated in Chapter Six, Milgram promised to (hexer did) provide a detailed overview of the
Relationshipcondition in his book. The reason for this colédthat the experiment was too different from
theBaseline too uncontrolled, and therefore not worthy ofliston (potentially poor acting by the
acquaintance/learners; responses not standardisedention of a heart condition, etc). Howeveesthare
unlikely to be the reasons explaining its exclusiemause similar arguments are applicable to thesen
Proximity Serieswhich he did publish (that were really just pisvtidies that, in just as many ways as the
Relationshipcondition, differed from thBaselineexperiment). It is instead suspected that Milgdhghnot
publish a detailed account of tRelationshipcondition because, in light of Baumrind’s (1964jical
article, he came to fear his detractors’ irrefugataiticisms that, with total disregard for his gdts’ welfare,
in the pursuit of results he indeed went too fdilgram would have had no avenues of recourse or
redemption had Baumrind and others found out abistinclusion in théRelationshipcondition of a father
(teacher)/son (learner) team.

™ As one subject stated: “l can’t understand myfselfjoing all the way. It's left me with a guilfgeling”
(SMP, Box 44, Divider “9”, #2013). For not disoliey, another subject pointed out that he “hatedidalf
(SMP, Box 44, Divider “9”, #0116).

2 For other Eichmann comparisons, see SMP, Box #4d& “12”, #0328 and SMP, Box 44, Divider “10”,
#0222,
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my own thoughts and frindingsf]” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “8”, #1311, see also Malhte

& Panzarella, 1976, p. 241; Milgram, 1964a, p. 8583 Kaufmann (1967) put it: “The
social theory of evil may be distressing and huatiilig to the stature of man, but then,
learning to know oneself is seldom a gratifying exg@nce, yet one which few of us would
forego” (p. 322). Then again, as Kelman (1972,187.-168) argued: “But do we, for the
purpose of experimentation, have the right to mexsuch potentially disturbing insights
to subjects who do not know that this is what tAeycoming for?” Elms (1972, p. 156, as
cited in Miller, 1986, p. 132), who assumes thalgkéim’s experiments hold significant

insights into the Holocaust, would have demurred:

Should we instead leave people to their moral imeot their grave moral laxity, so
as not to disturb their privacy? Who is willingjtstify privacy on this basis?
Who would have done so, with fore-knowledge ofrémults, in pre-Nazi
Germany?

In regard to long-term (even permanent) physicainhaespite Milgram’s
optimistic conclusion that the experiments werettlass, early potential warning signs
were probably not treated with the seriousness itheyted. For example, Herbert Winer,

a disobedient subject, later confronted Milgram expressed his deep concerns

surrounding the potentially dangerous physiologstedss being imposed on subjects:

But at that time, he was fresh out of his own dadtstudies, and was very much
concerned with my somewhat inchoate but very sttalkgabout ethics, about
deception, and about what struck me at the timeieiw of what | felt to be my

own physical reaction to this conflict, as imposaigpgether unwarranted strain on
people who had had no previous medical screenimgpkind . . .. And | was
very upset . . . because | felt thaid | had a heart condition, | could have been
seriously inconvenienced [italics original] (Blag604, p. 117).

Although other subjects echoed Winer's concdérdjlgram never introduced any safety
measures involving medical screening. This was pagment on Milgram’s part

because these concerns were unlikely to have beggerations. As one “IRATE”
subject stated in the post-experimental survey:

My comment to my wife on arriving home was thasthad been the most
unpleasant night of my life. | would here injeatvard of caution — since taking
part in the experiment | have suffered a mild hatteick — the one thing my doctor
tells me that | must avoid is any form of tensioRc¥ this reason | feel that it is

3 As Pigden and Gillet (1996, p. 244) said: “If ydon't know you are sick, you can’t seek a cure.”
" “Since | became so upset during the experimemt,not sure that you were entirely responsible akipig

your subjects. Suppose Iithd a heart condition?” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “122032; see also Blass,
2004, p. 116).
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imperative that you make certain that any prospedgiarticipant have a clean bill
of health (SMP, Box 44, Divider “T.R.”, #0216).
The reason nobody was “seriously inconvenienced prabably due more to luck than

planning. With no medical safety-net in placeetlly could have gone horribly wrong.

But then again, in Milgram’s favour is that numesaaplications and slight
variations of the OTA experiments have been unlerntahroughout the world and it
seems nobody has ever suffered permanent harnter (1iB86, pp. 104-105) arrived at the
same conclusion after assessing all of the evidériame asks this question: ‘Is
participation in the Milgram paradigm psychologigalamaging?,’ the best evidence is
that the answer is ‘no.” "—a conclusion he wad ptibmulgating nearly two decades later
(Miller, 2004, p. 198). Miller draws attention domuch more complex issue: “However, if
one asks a slightly different question: ‘Does aaesh psychologist have the right to

expose subjects to intense stress and conflitt® abswer is less clear.”

Researchers frequently resolve such dilemmas bggamg in cost/benefit analyses
whereby they assess whether or not the prolimiefitsassociated with a research idea
are likely to exceed the anticipatedlsts Milgram was aware before the completion of the
data-collection stage of the potentially unethiedbeit what he believed momentacgsts
surrounding his experiments’ reliance on decepdioa infliction of intense stre<s. In
terms of potentidbenefits however, Milgram was quietly confident from tharsthat the
study could provide new insights into destructibedience (something he had long

suspected was in some way centrally related texbermination of the European Jews):

Under what conditions does one ask about desteiotredience? Perhaps under
the same conditions that a medical researcheradsk# cancer or polio; because it
is a threat to human welfare and has shown itsetbaragedic| to humanity.
Perhaps the need to understand and conquer tresdibecomes more pressing
when a member of the family has been hurt by ie mightmare that engulfed
Europe in 1933-45 claimed many victims; none wasdihard as European Jewry
(SMP, Box 62, Folder 126, Titled: “Drafts and Fraants. Ethical Issues of the
Experiment pre-1974”).

Milgram’s belief was that theenefitsto humanity in understanding and perhaps

conquering the so-called “disease” of “destructibedience” were potentially of immense

5 In a document dated “January 1962” Milgram argu@te ethical issue, then, boils down to two points
....a) ls it ethical to apply pressures to espe which may lead him into what he believes tabeact
which he would otherwise not perform for reasonparsonal conscience? . . . he has harmed --althoug
temporarily-- another individual . . . . b) . s.it ethical to decievesic] persons in spcyhologicasif]
experiments . . . [and] subject persons to emotisinass esdic|] of an extreme sort in the course of
experimentation?” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 165, Titl&dotes general, 1961-1962").
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importance. One is left wondering how much greatsst Milgram, clearly with an eye on
the Holocaust, was willing to impose on his sulgeotobtain this knowledge. With so
much apparently at stake, how far was too far?hWétriations such as tlieelationship
condition, Milgram seems to have been willing gkrihe possibility of his subjects paying

a high physical/psychological/ethical price.

Offended by Milgram’s presumption in deciding whasts his subjects would pay,
Baumrind (1964, p. 422) was the first to disputégkéim’s view that the costs were likely
to be outweighed by the benefits (for which sheldsee none): “Indeed such a rationale
might suffice to justify the means used to achieieend if that end were of inestimable
value to humanity” (Baumrind, 1964, p. 422). Lidthers soon after, Baumrind disputed
Milgram’s belief that his research was likely tos/Bgrovided insights into the Holocaust

or anything else for that matté.

Was the OTA research ethical or unethical? Produan answer to this question
is impossible because the ethical debate betwekgrdvh (and his adherents) and
Baumrind (and hers) appears irresolvable. Thietause, as Miller (1986, p. 115) noted:
“the ethical status of a particular research ptajesides, to a significant extent, in the eye
of the beholder” and that it is “a question, theinvalues, of priorities, of what one views
as important knowledge, and whether the price aff khowledge is worth paying” (Miller,
1986, pp. 104-105Y. Having placed the Holocaust in the backgroundgidim thought
the knowledge his research would produce was irapbend that the potential costs to his

subjects were worth paying. Baumrind did not.

Perhaps Miller's (1986, p. 136) point in relatienHumphreys’ (1970) creative yet
also highly controversial research on male sextatlfgcation in public toilets is pertinent:

“Put succinctly if not delicately, the issue oft&gems to come to this: Either one is going

® There had been complaints made earlier. On 2&Mber 1962 Milgram received a letter from the
American Psychological Associatiamforming him that his membership had been deldysrhuse someone
from Yale University had officially laid a compldiabout his experiments (Blass, 2004, pp. 112-113).

" The dispute between Milgram and many of those dibputed the OTA experiments on ethical grounds
generally comes back to an irresolvable and compitélesophical debate betwetmeologistgwhose focus
is, as Milgram’s was, on the potentially beneficahsequences of a research project)damhtologists
(who generally believe that it is totally unethitaluse any means—Ilike deception or the inflictién
stress/conflict—as a vehicle to arrive at a wodhbigntific end). As Schlenker and Forsyth (19773%8)
point out: “Whenever a teleologist and a deontabdiscuss morals, there will be an inevitable galu
conflict. The fundamental moral guide for the tédgist is the test of consequences, a consider#iet the
deontologist cannot abide.” Other than concludived the debate between teleologists and deongioigi
ultimately irresolvable, delving further into tréemplex debate is beyond the parameters of thigshe
(Miller, 1986, pp. 110-116; Schlenker & Forsyth,779.
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to do the research and pay the ethical costs,®mahremain ignorant about this
particular arena of social life.” Whether one a&grevith him or not, Milgram decided for
his subjects that they would pay the probably Ibut @ctually unpredictable) participatory

costs because he suspected humanity could notdaffeemain ignorant.

Milgram had taken an enormous gamble because henasisthat his results could
be usefully generalised beyond his laboratory wallat had Milgram failed to consider
the price his subjects might pay for findings timafiact might have no value to humanity,
as subsequently claimed by Baumrind? Perhapsieybs of many an impartial observer,
Milgram’s name would be redeemed and his daring@ant?) decision to proceed
mitigated if the OTA research programme could beegalised to the outside world. Can
Milgram’s results and eventual explanation be galissd beyond the walls of the
laboratory and particularly to the Holocaust whetimulated them? Before it is possible
to assess the applicability of generalising the @indings and Milgram’s theories to an
event like the Holocaust, it is important that stedy be capable of overcoming the most
resilient methodological criticisms it went on ttract. This is because if in the first place
the experiments are methodologically weak, theretigeno use in attempting to generalise
from a flawed foundation (Eckman, 1977, p 94; MillE995, p. 34; Orne & Holland,

1968, p. 282). Consequently, assessing the rédspamgramme’s methodological strength
precedes an assessment of its ability to be geseddbeyond the laboratory walls.

7.2 Methodological Criticisms

The most important methodological criticism directs the OTA research centred
on whether or not Milgram successfully deceivedshisjects into believing that the
learner was receiving potentially dangerous elestnocks (Milgram, 1972, p. 139).
Successfully deceiving the majority of his subjetts “absolutely critical” because, as
Miller (1986, p. 143) pointed out: “the entire falation of the obedience research rests on
the believability of the victim’s increasingly maimg suffering.” In this regard, the two
most powerful methodological critiques directedhat internal validity of the OTA
experiments were Orne and Holland (1968) soonviabbby Mixon (1972, 1976, 1989).

There were four main reasons that Orne and Hoa868) thought Milgram’s
attempts to deceive his subjects into believinge¢hener was being shocked probably

failed. First, these authors believed the incomgf the stoic equanimity of the
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experimenter in the face of the learner’s escajatareams would surely have cued most
subjects to the reality that the learner was nttadly being shocked. Secondly, subjects
would apparently have noticed that the experimerdatd themselves have performed the
teacher’s role, thus signalling it was all a ru3éirdly, despite the learner’s persistent and
increasingly desperate demands that the experibgesiiopped, for the first two-thirds of
the procedure (up until the 300-volt switch), thézarrely cooperated by responding
immediately to the subject’s questions. Finallyhjects trusted that the experimenter
would not knowingly allow extremely dangerous steotkbe inflicted on the learner and
assumed that, despite any evidence to the conteargrything is going to be all right”
(Orne & Holland, 1968, p. 287). It was for thesaimreasons that Orne and Holland
(1968) believed Milgram’s attempt to deceive hibjeats probably failed and knowing the
learner was not actually being shocked best exphatmy so many went on to complete his

experiments.

Orne and Holland (1968) were actually using Milgimnmesearch as an example of
an experiment influenced by what Orne (1962) hadéddemand characteristics
Demand characteristicare where subjects detect cues within the expeatahsetting to
engage in behaviours that they suspect are mety litt please the researcher by
confirming a hypothesis. The implication beingtthest subjects would have worked out
that the experiment was actually about OTA andykng the learner was only pretending

to be under intense stress, many subjects gaveavlthe results he desired.

Although conceding that a small minority did noliéee the shocks were genuine,
Milgram (1972, p. 141) responded by pointing ot tin the post-experimental interviews
56.1 and 24 percent “fully” and “probably” believetk learner was being shocked,
respectively. Therefore, a total of 80.1 percewrinsed convinced by the procedure (a

conclusion independently and much more rigoroushficmed by other researchefé).

After listening to some of the audio tapes and warsg the evidence and
arguments, the author agrees with Eckman (1974 )p."when one reads the actual

transcripts of Milgram’s subjects’ verbal behavibrs hard to conclude it was all a put-on.

8 After undertaking a replication of the OTA expeeimt, David Rosenhan was cited by Milgram (1972, p.
141) as later having had independent judges rigyanterview subjects asking them in astonishmént:
‘You really mean you didn’t catch on to the expesinit?’ ” In response 70 percent admitted to habiegn
fooled by the deception (see also Meeus & Raaijm&aKk®85, as cited in Miller, 1986, p. 156). Asth
largely critical Helm and Morelli (1979, p. 332)redude: “Milgram is probably on safe grounds in
contending that ‘the majority of the subjects at¢tkp experimental situation as genuine, a fewatd h

But see Parker (2000, pp. 118-119) for a conflictirew.
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There was just too much conflict and stress” (¢ee Rigden & Gillet, 1996, p. 236).
Milgram (1972, p. 140) was less patient with Ornd Bolland’s claim: “that the subjects
only feignedsweating, trembling, and stuttering to please #peementer [italics

original]” and he responded that their argumenpashetically detached from reality,
equivalent to the statement that hemophiliacs bled@ep their physicians busy.” In sum,
Orne and Holland’s claim struggled to account kar $ubjects’ patent internal conflict and
stress.

There are two other reasons why the author doekeatievedemand
characteristicavere the key determinant of Milgram’s resultsrsgiif subjects knew the
shocks were fake yet continued on to please therempnter, why after the completion of
the experiment would 73 percent of obedient subjectheRemotecondition later decline
an opportunity to experience the kind of apparefatke shock (450-volts) they had
(supposedly) just inflicted on the learner (seeghéim, 1974, p. 572 Secondly, if
subjects were only acting to please the experinnewtey did so many go to the trouble of
purposefully engaging in acts of sabotdjeRgain, there is believed to be much merit in

Eckman’s (1977, p. 95) conclusion on this matter:

To invoke the charge ‘demand characteristics’ agawilgram’s work is foolish.
Most of the experimental research in social psyatppls more vulnerable to the
generation of ‘artifactual’ evidence than his wak The ‘demand characteristics’
criticism should certainly be judiciously appliefiweak studies that are published.
In the case of Milgram’s work, however, such créins give one the impression
that the critics may be exploiting a controversialdy to give attention to their
favorite subject, demand character[istits.]

Although Milgram (1972, pp. 151-153) forcefully addsed three of Orne and
Holland’s (1968) four methodological criticismsetk was one that continues to linger.
This was the issue of trusthere apparently subjects knew all along the erpamter

would never have allowed an innocent person tcebewssly harmed, and that when the

9 One such example obtained from the SMP being: Eixgater: “How painful to the learner were the last
few shocks that you administered to him . . . jSct: “From his reaction | would say . . . extréyngainful
..." Experimenter: “Well . . . how arrh how hig sample shock would you take on this machir# rig
now?” Subject: “l would like to say, ha ha, causane, alright, I'd go up to . . . 60 [volts]. &had 10,000
volts but, ha ha, it felt different to [the earl#B-volt test shock]” (SMP, Box 155, Audiotape #8R0In a
replication of the OTA experiments, Rosenhan (1969,42) found that every subject later refused to
participate in another trial this time as the learn

8 with the intention of avoiding having to inflianfther shocks on the learner, it was not unusual fo
subjects to covertly attempt transmitting the coremswer to subjects by emphasising verbally dreect
answer (for an example, see Chapter Eight, p. 152).

8 |n fact Milgram’s procedure was so convincing thae subject had even been informed by a friend who
had earlier been a subject “that the experiment'svéeke, the learner does not get any shocksl Hidn’t
believe this” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “8”, #1014).
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experimenter demanded that the subject continlieting the shocks, he was also
implying that it was safe to do so (Harré, 19791@6). As Eckman (1977, p. 94) stated:
“This position cannot easily be dismissed, becalusee is a good deal of evidence to back
it up.” In support of the trust issue, one fullyedlient subject (of potentially many) stated:
“the way | figured it, you're not going to causeuyselves trouble by actually giving
serious physical damage to a body” (SMP, Box 158jidtape #2430% The most
prominent proponent to bolster the validity of thignificant criticism was Mixon (1972,
1976, 1989).

Mixon (1972) was one of the first to replicate th&A experiments using role-
playing (where, as an alternative to the potentiatiethical use of deception in the OTA
experiments, subjects are informed before stattiagithe learner is an actor, the shocks
are not authentic, and they are to pretend therempat is realf> Mixon produced results
in favour of Milgram but, irrespective of his suppee findings, with an emphasis on the
issue of trust, he became a harsh and unyieldirigodelogical critic of the OTA

experiments.

Mixon (1976, p. 93argued that the reason the OTA experiments were S0
convincing to observers was the subjects’ outp@uoinemotional tension. Their palpable
displays of stress appear to illustrate that stbjeelieved the shocks were real and
harmful (and thus did not trust that the experiraemtould secretly protect the learner’s
well-being). Where Orne and Holland failed, howewixon presented a more
convincing explanation for the displays of tensidrhat is, Mixon argued that Milgram’s
subjects were tense because they were confrontadaviiighly ambiguous situation in
which the information coming from both the expennteg and learner were mutually
contradictory: the shocks were apparently harmiitinmt dangerous, the learner was
screaming in agony but the experimenter looked cdllre consequence of this being:
“No wonder many subjects showed such stress. Vdhalieve? The right thing to do

depends on which actor is believed” (Mixon, 19893%). His conclusion:

The extreme emotional reactions of many of theigpents are due not to the
certain knowledge that they are inflicting seritnasm, but to the fact that they
cannot be certain. The evidence of their sendlesihem they are, but background

8 Another example being SMP, Box 153, Audiotape2e24
8 Role-playing might eliminate the need for deceptt ironically, as Miller (1986, p. 175) pointedit:

“An even less complimentary view is that role-ptayprocedures increase the likelihood that demand
characteristics will influence behavior.”
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expectations and the expert responsible for thelveshg of participants tells them
they are not (Mixon, 1976, p. 94).
According to Mixon (1989), as “increasingly largauoks of the social and physical world
that we live in can be understood only by exp€(ps’35), most subjects resolved the
stressfully ambiguous situation by trusting thehauty figure’s word that the learner
would not be hurt (see also Patten, 1977b, p. S8&ddler & Warren, 2001, pp. 162-163).

Bolstering Mixon’s claim that some combinationamfibiguity and trust
encouraged most subjects to complete the experwwenat the following lines of evidence.
First, Mixon (1976, p. 95) pointed out that in Miégn's (1974) three least ambiguous
experiments, where it was explicitly made cleat thtéhe subject continued the learner
would definitely be hurt, all refused to compléte experiment. Secondly, the more
ambiguous the learner’s fate in Milgram’s variagpthe higher the completion rates
(Mixon, 1976, pp. 92-94). Finally, removing anylaguity surrounding the learner’s fate,
Mixon (1972) undertook a role-play replication wiadine experimenter informed the
subject that “The learner’s health is irrelevant continue as directed” (p. 164).

Consequently, predicted completions slumied.

That Milgram may have purposefully inserted amliguito his experiment to
obtain, initially anyway, surprisingly high complat rates is an accusation supported by
evidence presented earlier in this thesis. Fomgka, Milgram changed the designated
title of the last button on his proposed shock nreefrom “LETHAL” to “XXX”,
presumably because the former was unlikely to erthag “strongest obedience

situation”®®

8 |n this series of experiments the subject wasidem/with an overview of thRemoteexperiment up until
the 300-volt switch was inflicted. The subject wiasn to imagine and describe the succeeding ev@its
manipulating this description, Mixon obtained widgiations in predicted completion rates. When the
descriptions clearly conveyed the learner was beargned, predicted completions slumped. However,
ambiguous descriptions resulted in very high ptedicompletion rates. “I used nonactive role pigyi
scripts of Milgram’s study to check my assumptibattif | described the experimenter in the ‘leagngtudy’
behaving as if he believed the learner is beingssly harmed, participants would refuse to obey hi
commands. The series of scripts supported my gasumthe script that made it most clear that the
experimenter believed the consequences harmfiteslioo obedience (Mixon, 1972)" (Mixon, 1976, Bd-
95).

8 Lending more weight to this criticism is that Mign tended to introduce more disturbing (less
ambiguous) innovations to his basic experimentat@dure only when he was confident they were ulylike
to detract significantly from obtaining a high cdetpn rate. For example, it was only after Breximity
Seriesillustrated how difficult it was going to be totgmost subjects to engage in disobedience thatrifiig
decided that in his negand even more impressiveBaselinecondition he would reduce the ambiguity by
informing subjects that the learner had a mild heandition.
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However, there are two lines of evidence whiclhdlemight to the validity of
Milgram’s methodology over his critics. First, eesch using authentic victims—
animals—went on to produce similar high completiates. One such study was by
Sheridan and King (1972) who specifically set autest the issue of trust. They
replicated Milgram’sProximity condition (victim could directly be seen and hed@
percent completion rate) whereby the subject wdsred to inflict real, painful, but not
lethal electric shocks on “a cute, fluffy puppy'h@idan & King, 1972, p. 165). The
results revealed that 54 percent of the male afdog@cent of female subjects followed all
orders to continue increasing the shock intensityhe genuinely yelping puppy.

Although the subjects were later reunited withftightened but (apparently) unharmed
puppy, during the experiment they displayed theeskimds of symptoms of stress and
tension as Milgram’s subjects. Sheridan and Ky @, p. 166) concluded: “The findings
are in consonance with the view that Milgram’s fimgs may correctly be taken at face
value. Ss are willing to follow repugnant commands, everewit is clear that the victim

is truly receiving shocks®® Of course the limitation with this (and all resgmon animals
for that matter) is that the results are not nearlgsapplicable to experiments on humans
(Miller, 1986, p. 156).

The second line of evidence that lends more wegMilgram’s claims over those
of Mixon that subjects may not actually have trddtee experimenter comes from the

following exchange after the 150-volt shock switaken from thdRelationshipcondition:

Teacher: “l, see | don't believe this, | mean afpead.”
Experimenter: “You don’t believe what?”

Teacher: “Alright, go ahead, ask me a question.”
Experimenter: “No no, what don’t you believe?”

Teacher “I don’t believe you were giving him thesk.”
Experimenter: “Then why, why won’t you continue?”

Teacher: “Well 1, I just don’t want to take a cleanl mean I, I”

Experimenter: “Well if you don’t believe that hegstting the shocks, why
don’t you just continue with the test and we'iligh it?”
Teacher: “Well I, | can’t, because | can’t takattbhance” (SMP, Box 153,
Audiotape #2439).
This exchange may imply something about all thewoéxperiments where the learner was
a stranger: the reason many completed the nonenesaip conditions relative to the
Relationshipcondition may not have been because they truetedxperimenter. Instead,
it may have been because the learner was a strangeonsequently subjects felt they

could afford to take the risk and trust the expentar. With this point in mind, Mixon’s

8 For other studies using authentic victims thatipaed similar results see Foddy (1971) and Penner,
Hawkins, Dertke, Spector and Stone (1973).
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interpretation makes little sense: if ambiguity ft@ed the subjects as to whether the
learner was being shocked or not, surely it woadehmade the most sense, as many
(particularly in theRelationshipcondition) did, to err on the side of caution atap the
experiment (see Coutts, 1977, p. 520, as citedantelp, 1995, p. 133)As a subject in one
of the non-relationship conditions who also thoughtvas being deceived reasoned:
“When | decided that | wouldn’t go along with anyra shocks, my feeling was ‘plant or
not . . . | was not going to take a chance that@amer would get hurt’ ” (SMP, Box 44,
Divider (no label), #1106).

But it would seem that because in the non-relakigngariations the learner was a
stranger, for some reason, most subjects fouradatively easier tassumat was
probablya hoax and thus take the risk to trust the expartar and inflict all the shocks.
Of course, had the shocks and experiment turnetbdwdve been real, the obedient
subjects would always have the justification tlatk to the ambiguous situation, they
could probably only be blamed for trusting the mfiation supplied to them by someone
who appeared to be an expert. The important cemmiuo draw from this line of evidence
is that Milgram’s attempts to deceive his subjectss all his variations may in actuality
have been much greater than critics such as Oghélaliand (1968) and Mixon (1989)
believed. It does not discredit Mixon'’s claim biatfavour of Milgram, it certainly sheds
greater light on this otherwise protracted methogdiglal impasse.

In light of the above “methodological battle” besveMilgram and Mixon (Miller,
1986, p. 171" there is one particularly good reason to conclbeéeQTA experiments
were internally valid. That is, on different typafsvictims (Foddy, 1971; Shanab &
Yahya, 1977; Sheridan & King, 1972), settings (laf] Brotzman, Dalrymple, Graves &
Pierce, 19665 and in different countries (Ancona & Pareyson,&urley &
McGuinness, 1977; Mantell, 1971), a diverse rarfgepmlications (Martin, Lobb,
Chapman & Spillane, 1976; Meeus & Raaijmakers, 19885; Rosenhan, 1969) of the
OTA experiments have been undertaken—nearly allhoth lend weight to Milgram’s
legacy (Miller et al., 1995, pp. 11-12). Drawing Donald Campbell’s observation, Miller
et al. (1995, p. 12) add “a range of diverse mathagies that triangulate on the same

87 with explicit reference to the methodological iguiles of Orne and Holland then Mixon, the otherwise
highly critical Helm and Morelli (1979, p. 332)V®margued: “Milgram has parried quite effectivelgshof
the criticisms of his work.”

8 This study—in which doctors ordered nurses to aister to patients clearly lethal dosages of meeict
was undertaken independently of the OTA experim@nisg in the real-life setting, arguably lends ggito
its credibility).
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conceptual issues is a vital criterion of scieatifiquiry (e.g., Brewer & Collins, 1981,
Campbell & Fiske, 1959).” And this methodologit@ngulation continues to reinforce
the internal validity of Milgram’s research and moecently saw Miller (2004, pp. 196-
197) conclude: “Although there have been methodosbgriticisms of the Milgram
paradigm . . . the current view on the part of nso&tial psychologists is that the Milgram
findings are a reliable phenomenon in the laboyatofhe consequence of this conclusion
is that the OTA experiments are likely to be in&hynvalid.

The following section explores the scholarly reactio the Milgram-Holocaust
linkage (M-H linkage): the generalisation of Milgnes findings and eventual theory to the
Holocaust.

7.3 Generalisation: the Milgram-Holocaust Linkage

In Milgram’s 1961 letter to Henry Riecken at thetidaal Science Foundation
(NSF) and the opening paragraph of his first a&ticl1963, he made explicit statements
that early on conveyed a belief that his experimeaptured, in the laboratory setting,
behaviour synonymous with the perpetration of tléoelaust (Blass, 1993, p. 32; Miller,
2004, p. 203). In her critique, Baumrind (1964 p\wize first to engage in what Mooks
(1983, p. 386) later facetiously termed “count-"Brachanics”: the listing of differences
between the OTA experiments and the Holocaust iati@mpt to render the former
externally invalid. She pointed out that, unlike IOTA experiments, the victims of the
Holocaust were labelled subhuman and, with thegisafors believing in the ultimate
goal, they did not feel any guilt or conflict (Batind, 1964, p. 423). Perhaps sensing he
had gone too far, Milgram’s quickly moderated hisa, and he went on to identify an
even wider variety of differences. These inclutteglabsence in his experiments of victim
vilification as “life unworthy of life”, long-termdeological indoctrination and, unlike the
Nazi execution squads, the subjects were told thetim would not receive permanent
injuries (see Milgram, 1964a, p. 851, 1974, pp.-178). In a letter dated 9 April 1964,
Milgram went so far to say to a correspondent wdw strong parallels between the OTA
research and Nazi Germany’s concentration cafipss quite a jump . . . from an
experiment of this sort to general conclusions ablmeiNazi epoch, and I, myself, feel that
| have sometimes gone too far in generalizing.c8gious in generalizing’ ” (Blass, 2004,
p. 279).
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Milgram (as cited in Blass, 2004, pp. 269-270) frextly placed distance between
his experiments and the Holocaust, but sometime®blel not resist bridging that gap, as
he did in the German translation of his book:

It is fitting that this book be translated into @&m, since it has a special relevance
to Germans. Obedience is, after all, their faeoaiibi. My guess is, after
conducting the experiments reported in this boa&t if the same institutions arose
in the United States—the concentration camps, #sechambers—there would be
no problem finding Americans to operate them.

As Miller (2004, p. 204) noted: “Milgram’s views wld thus be termed complex and

diverse by his supporters or inconsistent and anauig by his detractors.”

Particularly after the publication of Milgram’s bqdoy the mid-1970s and 1980s,
more researchers than not were making generalisafiiom the OTA experiments to the
Holocaust (see Askenasy, 1978, pp. 131-132; Cha882, pp. 13-16Dicks, 1972, p.
269; Etzioni, 1968, p. 28@Rosenbaum, 1983, p. 36; Steiner, 1980, p. 33 But it was
Sabini and Silver (1982yho most notably contributed to and then expangeuh whis

purported connection.

Sabini and Silver highlighted that during the Halost cruelty and hatred were
indisputably present but they were not necessatyifes. For a goal as broad as the
extermination of the European Jews, the capridimast had to be replaced by the

seemingly monolithic and emotionless bureaucratichme:

The requisite bureaucracy . . . would be resportsitbe will of the ultimate
authority through a hierarchy of responsibility. .. It was this bureaucratization of
evil, the institutionalization of murder, that madkthe Third Reich (Sabini &
Silver, 1982, p. 56).

Central to their argument was that, in a microcasm® OTA experiments captured
key aspects of the bureaucratic process that,cid for the Nazi regime during the
Holocaust, expedited the pursuit of malevolent ertdew might bureaucratic organisation
do this? In their view, functionaries in both tB&A experiments and the Holocaust used
a variety of features inherent in the bureaucqaticess that aided in reducing
subject/perpetrator feelings of responsibility hoeir ultimately destructive actions. First,
there was the mutual presence in bothRber Administers Shodondition (subject just
asked the questions: 92.5 percent completion aste Yhe Holocaust of thaivision of

labour, whereby the larger goal had been broken intarigtyeof seemingly unrelated

% Those against generalisation included Fromm (1p731), Miale and Selzer (1975, pp. 7-13), Patten
(19774, p. 438), and Tedeschi, Lindskold and Reteril985, pp. 211-212).
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tasks. In direct reference to those who organifiiéet] and guarded the trains, built the
death camps, and produced the poisonous gas, Sabii8ilver (1982, p. 60) stated: “The
vast majority of the millions implicated in the lchust were [just as in tiieer
Administers Shockxperiment] involved in analogous, subsidiary ésgential functions.”
Secondly, reference was made to Milgram’s discodemyng theProximity Serieghat the
greater the distance separating the subject frenterner, the higher the overall
completion rate. In connecting this finding witletHolocaust, Sabini and Silver (1982, p.
60) note that, due to the division of labour, nidari perpetrators involved were distanced
“from the actual gassings, burnings, and shootingsirdly, also discussed was the
entrapment process (theot-in-the-door phenomenpsurrounding the incremental
increase in commitment discernable in both the @Xperiments and the Holocaust
where, as Hilberg (1961) most convincingly dematstt: “Hitler's program . . . similarly
advanced by degrees” (Sabini & Silver, 1982, p. A®)th its more concentrated focus on
the Holocaust and bureaucracy, Sabini and Silweoik not only seemed to strengthen the
M-H linkage, it moved the OTA experiments much elo® Hilberg’'s (1961) classic on

the Nazi bureaucratic machifie.

Two years after Milgram’s death in 1984Miller (1986) published his
comprehensive overview of the literature on the Q&gearch After praising Sabini and
Silver (1982), Miller (1986, pp. 257-258) strongigdorsed the relevance of Milgram’s

work in better understanding the Holocaust.

Using an even wider variety of non-Holocaust exaspbthers expanded on the
connection between Milgram’s findings and the pbé&dly destructive bureaucratic
process (see Brief et al., 1995; Hamilton & SandE985; Hamilton & Sanders, 1999;
Kelman & Hamilton, 1989; Luban, Strudler & Wassemn&992). According to Miller
(2004), it is interesting to note this literatugshgenerated “no noticeable controversy” (p.
199). However, as he then also pointed out, vatipect to the works of scholars such as
Sabini and Silver and Milgram himself, when it cante the Holocaust: “generalizing the
obedience research . . . has been anything bubntowersial” (Miller, 2004, p. 200).

A probably significant shift detracting from the Milinkage in psychology

(arguably the bastion maintaining this associateame in 1993 wheone of the leading

% Regarding the M-H linkage, Hilberg (1980) saw cleannections but was also aware of counterfactual
evidence.

L with his work still highly controversial, on 20 Bember 1984, at the age of 51, Milgram died ofarthe
attack in New York City (Blass, 2004, pp. 257-258).
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OTA scholars started to express certain resenatidimat is, after noting Arendt’s
awareness of the more brutal, cruel, and not sallsage of the Holocaust where, as she
noted, in Naumann’s (1966) disturbing book, infam&e used as shooting targets, Blass
(1993, p. 35ktated:

The historical evidence on the spontaneity, inwamess, and enthusiasm with
which the Nazis degraded, hurt, and killed thettims also argues against
explaining their behavior as simply responses tawhority’s commands despite
the perpetrators’ abhorrence of their own actians, without hate towards their
victims. It must have come from within.
That such actions must have “come from within” weagving an old debate between
social and personality psychologists: do the sibaatin which people find themselves
determine their actions or are they determinechbyr dispositional characteristics? With
respect to the Holocaust, the OTA experiments \wevenoted by many social
psychologists as the epitome of the power of siinatin determining actions (Berkowitz,
1999, p. 247; Blass, 1991, p. 399; Blass, 19931j.subjects did not want to complete
the experiments but the manipulative external sinal forces saw them act in ways
contrary to their dispositions (not wanting to hamtinnocent other person). This debate
may explain why, early on in the research prograpivhigram eventually decided against
pursuing his original plan to run the propagand#atian (that intended on igniting with
subjects internal hostilities towards a certgpe of learner—such as an arrogant petty
thug). Early on Milgram perhaps sensed the oppdstwf his experimental programme to
powerfully contribute to this debate by demonstigitihe pure unadulterated power of
situational forceg€? Although some were clearly impressed by this,f2as Blass pointed

92 As stated earlier, in Milgram’s second researappsal the so-called propaganda variation hadetipp
from second place in the first proposal to lastela the intended line-up of variations he intehtie
pursue. Milgram may have sensed that obtainingjfating results in the absence of dispositionetidies
would more powerfully aid in the resolution of thisbate (as opposed to pursuing the propagandativari
and injecting ambiguity into the debate). As E[1h895, pp. 28-29) said: “He raised the possibiity
predispositional factors and of ‘highly complexdayossibly, idiosyncratic motive structures’ (196@al7),
but in the research itself he directed his effartsnly towards identifying situational factors tlatreased or
decreased obedience . . . . Though he had colldetedgraphic information on all participants and ha
supported my collection of personality data frorhsamples of obedient and disobedient subjects (BIms
Milgram, 1965 §ic]), he gave short shrift to such data in his bamcluding that ‘It is hard to relate
performance to personality because we really d&knotv very much about how to measure personaliy’ (
205).” Milgram (1974, p. 205) later argued: “thepbsition a person brings to the experiment idbabdy
less important a cause of his behavior than mestenes assume. For the social psychology of thtucg
reveals a major lesson: often, it is not so muehkihd of person a man is as the kind of situaitiowhich he
finds himself that determines how he will act” (sdéso SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience
Notebook 1961-1970"). But he also says: “| amaiarthat there is a complex personality basis ed@nce
and disobedience. But | know we have not found\tiigram, 1974, p. 205). After having obtained
fascinating results using only situational fordddgram (1974, pp. 9-10) could nonetheless speewbut
the kinds of results he would have obtained if toetiy to stimulate dispositional forces: “In alkélihood,
our subjects would have experienced greater easfgoitking the victim had he been convincingly portd
as a brutal criminal or a pervert.”
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out, due to the likely importance of hostility dugithe Nazi regime, the unexpected
consequence of Milgram’s purely “situational aptoés that it] does not provide a
wholly adequate account” of this historical eveBiags, 1993, p. 37). In the shadow of
literature like Naumann’s (1966) then Browning’992), Blass was of the opinion that
although the OTA experiments could account for‘thaiful destructiveness” of the Nazi
bureaucrats who transported Jews to concentraimps like inanimate objects: “it falls
short when it comes to explaining the more zealais-driven cruelties that also defined
the Holocaust” (1993, p. 37).

If this did not signal a change in the tide of thestly positive generalisations
regarding the M-H linkage, Goldhagen’s (1996) “exrtely dispositional” (Miller, 2004, p.
226)book—a veritable litany of examples denoting zeslbate-driven cruelties by
ordinary Germans against Jews—certainly did. \Withdhagen having sensed the gap in
the literature, as discussed earlier, he painteghadifferent picture of the Holocaust
where, in conflict with all the conventional expddions (of which Milgram’s was one),

the perpetrators were apparently far from “indigfet” and “passive” bureaucrats.

After providing numerous examples of ordinary Gemsaolunteering to do cruel
and sometimes sadistic things to Jews, Goldhaganphesented what Zangwill (2003)
has described as “his best card” (p. 98). Thaasje of the ordinary perpetrators went
even further again and, in conflict with Milgrantteesis, willingly disobeye®S-

ReichsfuhreHimmler’s direct orders to stop killing:

On the [Helmbrecht death] march’s second day, aheB&nant, who was a
courier from Himmler, found their column and comnuaed . . . a directive from
Himmler regarding the prisoners . . . . Himmler leagressly forbiddethat any
more Jews be Killed . . . but to release themeanwtbods . . . [but the march and the
killing continued and, therefore,] their killing dwcruelty was . . . in violation of
their duty. These Germans chose, against ordgitsoty, and all reason, to act as
they did (Goldhagen, 1996, pp. 356-387).

On top of the voluntarism and acts of gratuitougelty, this example clearly highlighted
that there was likely to be much more to the Halstaéhan, as Milgram (1974) had

argued: “ordinary people, simply doing their jobs without any particular hostility on

9 Saltzman (2000, p. 140) has pointed out that ifgwas “the first psychologist to propose a siturstl
theory of perpetrator behavior”. And Pigden andeG{1996, p. 234) were impressed: “If people were
prepared to torture an experimental volunteerljkstthemselves, how muahorelikely would they be to
torture a yid, a gook, a commie, or a kulak!”

% This was not a first in Holocaust research. Siméixamples of Germans disobeying orders to niocadd
be found in the works of Hilberg (1961) and Barfd986] (2001, pp. 109, 118).
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their part” (p. 6). Unlike other prominent Holosascholars, such as Hilberg (1980, pp.
98-101) and Browning (1992, p. 174), who identifpetential limitations with the OTA
experiments, only Goldhagen (1996, p. 383) wabngito reject them:

Arguments holding that Germans inflexibly obey awity—namely that they
reflexively obey any order, regardless of its catteare untenable. By extension,
so are the claims by Stanley Milgram and many athet humans in general are
blindly obedient to authority. All ‘obedience’| &rimes of obedience’ . . . depend
upon the existence of a propitious social and ipalitontext, in which the actors
deem the authority to issue commands legitimatett@dommands themselves not
to be a gross transgression of sacred values amalvdrarching moral order.

The influence of Goldhagen’s challenge against Milg and Hilberg was soon reflected in

the psychology literature:

People do not gas other people, young and oldhartshem or smash their skulls
out of mere obedience to orders. People do nagmm wholesale murder out of
administrative momentum, or in retail killing outlmureaucratic inertia” (Gonen,
2000, p. 192).

Because Sabini and Silver’s (1982) supportive viewshe M-H linkage moved
Milgram a little closer to Hilberg’s widely resped perspective, Goldhagen’s (1996)
subsequent criticisms of Hilberg’s thesis were #yw@gpplicable to Sabini and Silver’s
research (which only further detracted from thersggth of the OTA experiments).
Remembering from Chapter Two, however, that thé megority of leading Holocaust
historians eventually rejected Goldhagen’s thedrgxberminationist anti-Semitisfmost
agreeing that German society was largely moderatgiySemitic), for some psychologists
the pendulum may have swung too far in favour spdsitionist over situationist
explanations of the Holocaust. Not long afterphblication of Goldhagen’s book, there
was a sudden string of articles by psychologisteadgng from the M-H linkage (see
Berkowitz, 1999; Fenigstein, 1998a, 1998b; Manii@g8; Mastroianni, 2002). Having
long ago been critical of this tendency of acadsrtocengage in “count-'em mechanics”,
Mooks (1983, p. 386) has argued: “Ultimately, wimatkes research findings of interest is
that they help us understand everyday life. Timaterstanding, however, comes from
theoryor the analysis of mechanism; it is not a mattégeneralizing’ the findings

themselves [italics added].”

However, the theory Milgram (1974) provided to eplhis findings—particularly
the “keystone’agentic statewhere subjects who completed the experimenttel were

mere instruments for those in positions of higheharity—failed to convince the
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academic community. More specifically, in theiplieation of the OTA experiment,
Mantell and Panzarella (1976, p. 242) found thatessubjects who completed the
experiment continued to hold themselves responédsién fact did 36.3 percent of a
sample of Milgram’s (1974, p. 203) own subjects) #rerefore: “A monolithic view of

the obedient person as a purely passive agentmiaoiably relinquishes personal
responsibility is a false view” (see also BandW@99, p. 197; Lutsky, 1995, p. 59). The
agentic state also failed to explain the varianceompletion rates across Milgram’s many
conditions (Blass, 2004, p. 216Russell and Gregory (2005) argued that Milgram’s
agentic statewhere obedient subjects honestly believed therasdilameless and mere
instruments of a higher authority “obscures thé flaat it ischoserbehavior that is at
issue, rather than some form of involuntary enteament or entrapment” (p. 34Y).There
is therefore little empirical support for thgentic stat€Darley, 1992, pp. 206-207;
Mantell & Panzarella, 1976, p. 244; Marcus, 1974;Miller, 2004, p. 210; Russell &
Gregory, 2005, pp. 340-341). In his book, Milgréi@74, p. 42) also discussed an
apparent “tendency to obey” which, according toskyt(1995, p. 58), saw Milgram
explaining “that behaviour as deriving, fundamdgtdtom a human disposition to be
obedient under appropriate circumstances.” HowesebLutsky (1995, p. 56) pointed out,
this lens is flawed: just because a particular bigha can bedescribedas obedience does
not necessarily mean that “obedience to authesplainswhy subjects acted as they did
[italics original].” With the idea of “obediencédcked firmly in his head, Milgram failed
to make this distinctio> Milgram may not have noticed it, but his confbatiof
descriptionwith explanationwas actually tautological whereby obedience wasghe
explained by obedience (Lutsky, 1995, p. 58; see Blandel, 1998, p. 82). The
consequence of such criticisms is that the themaletomponent of Milgram’s monograph
was the book’s “weakest” section (Blass, 2004,1%6)2 Not only does “the precise
meaning and relevance of these experiments rerobswire” (Mantell & Panzarella,
1976, p. 245), as Miller (2004, p. 233) more relyeseid, there is “no conclusive theory to
account for destructive obedience—or defiancegeithFinally, in terms of others trying

% As Barnard (1968, p. 163) famously said: “the sieti as to whether an order has authority or estwith
the persons to whom it is addressed, and doegsiolerin ‘persons of authority’ or those who isthese
orders.” Although Milgram believed his findings regourely or largely determined by situational s ¢hat
promoted the so-calleabentic statewhen defending his position he would occasionatigtradict himself
with arguments that suggested subjelismake a choice to continue (inadvertently suppgrtive more
dispositional perspective that detracted from hisational view). Such an example being: “I stdngth the
belief that every person who came to the laborai@y free to accept or to reject the dictates tiaity.
This view sustains a conception of human dignisofar as it sees in each man a capacitghoosinghis
own behavior” (Milgram, 1964a, p. 851; also seegklim, 1974, p. 134).

% One rare exception from his earlier publicatidiis:obeyand todisobey as used here, refer to the
subject’s overt action only, and carry no implioatfor the motive or experiential states accompamyte
action” (Milgram, 1965a, p. 58).
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to make sense of Milgram’s results, as ElIms (19929) pointed out, although “A number
of alternative or additional explanations of Milgra results remain as operable
hypotheses . . . none has decisively carried the¢Ha

And Milgram’s theoretical foundation also failed &happlied to the Holocaust.
As Mantel and Panzarella (1976, p. 245) pointed It some of Milgram’s subjects,
some of the Nazi perpetrators also later belieliethselves responsible for their actions.
And in relation to “divided self theories” like tlagenticstate, Waller (2002, p. 126)
indicates that most social scientists remain comaahito “the notion of a unitary self in

understanding perpetrators of human evil” becasse a

Berel Lang puts it: ‘It is more plausible to infesingle moral agent—one that
granted greater conviction to evil than to good—sthao independent moral
domains that were constantly being transversedother words, there is no
credible reason to believe that wenporarilybecome wholly different people . . . .
It is more plausible to believe that we have onigamy self that is forever altered
by participation in evil.

Other scholars felt the agentic state tended to@vade or extenuate the undeniably
complicit actions of the Nazi perpetrators (Feregst1998b, p. 62; Mandel, 1998, p. 91).

The gathering momentum detracting from the M-Hdig& has recently seen
Arthur Miller moderate significantly his earlier gerous conclusions. Although Miller
(2004, p. 234) firmly maintains:

The experiments certainly generalize to those pargoNazi Germany who
obeyed orders, despite having personal reservadiomst what was happening to
the Jews, and who ditbt harbor what Goldhagen terms eliminationist, anti-
Semitic beliefs. | do not think we would be aldeunderstand the behavior of
these individuals—and the countless bystanders,mdnpbe said to have obeyed
by omission (Staub, 1989)—as well as we do hashiselience research not been
conducted.

But then he concedes:

On the other hand, the critics pose some very coimgarguments to those who
would assert the presence of a strong inferenaadety the M-H thesis. | would
suggest that any serious discussion of the M-Hgstkat did not include a
simultaneous consideration of the importance ofudemization would constitute
an inadequate coverage of the issues (Miller, 2p0234).

7 See Collins and Brief (1995), Helm and Morelli 859 pp. 610, 618-624), Katz (1993, p. 26), Kiihiqg)
Nissani (1990), and Strudler and Warren (2001 ,1p2-163).
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Again, highlighting the power and influence of Guddjen’s criticisms:

Anti-Semitism in Nazi Germany is simply too comp®dl a reality to dismiss as

crucial simply because Milgram demonstrated thejuglice on the part obedient

persons was not necessary to obtain extreme haimg-{diller, 2004, p. 234).
Converging with Blass (1993, pp. 35, 37), the cosidn of Miller's (2004, p. 226) rethink
being: “my own views regarding the M-H thesis haeeome more complex or perhaps
ambivalent.” “Ambivalent” may be too generous arthas Parker (2000, p. 121) stated:
“It's odd to hear Arthur G. Miller—one of the wortdleading Milgram scholars—
acknowledge that there have been times when hedadered, just for a moment, if the
experiments perhaps mean nothing at all.” Evem Ea#bini who, as discussed in Sabini
and Silver (1982), once supported the situationadducratic M-H linkage, has also
retreated in the direction of a more dispositiggetispective (see Sabini, Siepmann &
Stein, 2001a, 200115.

After drawing upon the views of authors such asky{1995), Staub (1989) and
Waller (2002), the present consensus with respettet M-H linkage seems to be that
OTA “should be given a qualified causal significame the Holocaust” (Miller, 2004, p.
220). However, with reference to the dehumanisaticthe Jews and other victims, the
voluntarism, acts of sadism, cruelty, the role loligatory obedience and a sense of duty
“should be placed in the context of the crucial amance of many other factors” (Miller,
2004, p. 220). Itis probably fair to say thattenrms of the larger picture that has, with
time, emerged regarding the Holocaust, Milgram’sA@&Kkperiments have been relegated

to a minor explanation (Fenigstein, 1998b, p. Aitsky, 1995, pp. 62-63).

7.4 Conclusion

The ethical debate over whether or not Milgram &thdave run the OTA
experiments remains an unresolved and probablsalvable issue—an assessment of the
research’s ethical status is based upon subjegtiveons over what one constitutes as
valuable knowledge. Less ambiguous is that Milgsaneatment of his subjects,
particularly during the first half of the data-aadtion stage, was at best disconcerting and

at its worst plain reckless. In terms of the stsagethodological strength, however,

9 “Sabini, Siepmann and Stein (2001a, 2001b) haventyy advocated a pronounced reemphasis on tae rol
of ‘the person’ and of dispositions in social-psyidyical theory and research” (Miller, 2004, p. 221
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numerous independent replications/variations aaidtgent nations suggest that the OTA
research programme was in all likelihood internatyid; a point few would challenge.
Finally, neither generalising Milgram’s findingsmiais eventual theory in a direction
towards explaining aspects of the Holocaust hath, tivhe, proven very convincing and

thus successful.

The OTA experiments continue to attract a great aiescholarly and popular
attention. As Slater (2004) said in the epigrapi@tement at the start of this chapter,
“Milgram’s experiments are indisputably in the cah¢p. 61), although it has proven
difficult to articulate exactly why. The shortcamgs of Milgram’s own explanation for his

results afford an opportunity to develop a morevaeeing explanation.
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Chapter Eight: Rethinking Milgram’s Theoretical Model -
the State of Autonomous Denial (SAD)

There is no question that one weakness of the ebegliresearch resides in the lack of a
substantiatedheory—Miller (2004, p. 233).

The lens through which Milgram continued to view bubjects’ actions restricted
his understanding of why so many subjects compléteabedience to authority (OTA)
experiments. As he did during his PhD studiesghdiin originally founded the OTA idea
on what soon after World War Two was a commonlyl lsééreotype: “ ‘I came across
many statements which implied that Germans tena@té¢y orders more
conscientious[ly] than Americans’ ” (as cited inrfdaglich, 2006, p. 88). The results he
obtained in the rudimentary pilot study reinforget of this stereotype: there indeed
appeared to be an inclination in ordinary peopleltey authority figures. Many aspects of
the official research programme only served to iconhis initial preconception. For
example, in th@aselineexperiment where subjects were presented withretdeobey, 65
percent completed. However, in another variatibeng subjects were not given any
orders and could inflict shocks of any intensitglyo2.5 percent went to the end of the
switchboard. Although there were some countertdc¢yaps” that detracted from the so-
called “compelling tendency to obey” (recalling §tiam’s musing over there perhaps
being “One Theory or Many”), he still became inaiegly convinced that obedience due
to “The experimenter’s influends the independent variable” (Schuler, 1982, p. 62).

Milgram then struggled to appreciate how his resatiuld be explained in any other way.

What else might explain why 65 percent of subjeotspleted th&aseline
experiment? In addressing this question, this tenmap divided into three main sections.
The first section will explain why most subjectsmqueted this experiment. The second
section will advance an adaptation of Milgram’satetical model. Using empirical
examples, the third section will explore the adipiteés credibility.

8.1 Why Did Most Subjects Complete the Baselinedfixpent?

Although it is impossible to establish the probaimatent of the motivating force/s
preceding the actions of any one subject, Milgramiisierous experimental variations

may allow for some calculated speculation as to mbgtsubjects completed tligaseline
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experiment. This requires a closer look at thdragéjunction in the experimental
procedure: the inherent moral dilemma. In essahee®QTA procedure is, with each
incorrect answer received, about forcing subjetis mmaking a decision to side with either
the experimenter, who wants them to continue itiflgeshocks, or the learner, who wants
them to stop doing so. The subject cannot pleadefarties simultaneously and must
decide whether it is more important to inflict ske¢o help the experimenter obtain
results, or to stop inflicting increasingly stroelgctrical shocks on an innocent person

with a mild heart condition:

when he [the experimenter] said ‘continue’ ahh swr@nking your side of it too

... you're trying to get some scientific ahh infation, and | had to balance ahh in

my own mind . . . will there be any any real haomd [sic] the fella on the other

side versus ahh what value it's going to be to (8MP, Box 153, Audiotape

#2306).
As the learner’s pained reactions to the shoclensitied, subjects frequently gesticulated
and/or made more explicit statements expressingsimpathetic concerns for the
learner’s well-being (Milgram, 1974, pp. 49, 73)hese expressions of sympathy seemed
to highlight a desire within most subjects to stdficting the shocks, and with this
outcome in mind, they appeared to be seeking thererenter’'s approval to do so. But an
unperturbed experimenter smothered immediatelysaoiy desires to alleviate the
learner’s unfortunate predicament by firing out ,omeif necessary, a sequential barrage
from his preconceived arsenal of prods. The erpatier’s insistence that the subjects
continue inflicting the shocks resulted in theneaftnaking explicit statements of
disapproval (Milgram, 1974, pp. 48, 51, 85). Afalisobedient subject stated: “Surely
you’ve considered the ethics of this thing” anditin’t understand why the experiment is
placed above this person’s life” (Milgram, 19744). This subject seemed offended by
the experimenter’s blatant prioritisation of cotlag scientific data over an innocent
person’s welfare. Similarly, another disobediarijsct later explained that causing pain
offended his personal ethical philosophy: “If | ka® continue to hurt another human
being, | don't believe in it” (Milgram, 1965c). 8 subjects located themselves in the
State of Autonomyhey believed themselves responsible for their aations and,
controlling the infliction of harm, they felt an lidmtion to stop the experiment. As this
particular subject stated: “As far as I'm concernedin my mind | was hurting that guy”
and, as reflected in his disobedient actions,lis something he did not “believe in”
(Milgram, 1965c)*

% Much of this resistance was traceable to a subjabitity and/or willingness to empathetically ining
themselves in the learner’s position (Blass, 2@04,06). Disobedient subjects frequently made the

124



Milgram (1974, p. 6asked independent audiences of varying backgrotiods
render a moral judgment on what constitutes apatgppbehavior in this situation”. Much
like the above disobedient subjects, these indeperalidiences “unfailingly” saw
“disobedience as proper” (Milgram, 1974, p. 6).isT¢onclusion appears to have been
stimulated by the experimenter’s “fundamental bineaicmoral conduct to hurt another
person against his will” (Milgram, 1974, p. 4I)he audiences never raised Morelli's
(1983, pp. 187-188) argument that some subjectshaag felt a competing moral
obligation to obey legitimate authority figureBor each of the different audiences
Milgram approachedjisobedience was clearly the right, and obedieneavrong,

option!®

However, forces invisible to outsiders were obvipas play because despite the
numerous signs of sympathy and disapproval, 65epéstill went on to complete the
Baselineexperiment. Milgram (1974, p. 43) observed: tie present situation even
where tension is extreme, many subjects are utalgerform the [disobedient] response
that will bring about relief.” Wittonly a minority of subjects proving capable of
converting their feelings of sympathy and disappfanto disobedient action, the majority
seemed to have concluded tf@tsome reasoit was more important to side with the
experimenter than with the learner. What then mvast likely to have held the majority of
subjects back from acting on their feelings of sgthy and disapproval, and saw them
instead endure a prolonged state of extreme tehs@ontemplating this issue, Milgram
(1974, pp. 42-43) deduced:

If sympathetic concern for the victim were the esole force, all subjects would
have calmly defied the experimenter. Insteadetlvare both obedient and defiant
outcomes, frequently accompanied by extreme tensionTherefore there must

be a competing drive, tendency, or inhibition thegcludes activation of the
disobedient responsé& he strength of this inhibiting factor must begoéater
magnitude than the stress experienced, or elsetiménating act would occur
[italics added].

Competing with “the deeply ingrained dispositiort toharm others” was what Milgram
believed to be the apparently “equally compelliegdency to obey others who are in
authority” (1974, pp. 42-43). For reasons mentihrike inhibition competing with

following kinds of comments: “if it was me I'd watd stop too if it was hurting like he claimed iasv
hurting him” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2312).

10 The only people to acknowledge the competing miampkrative that one has an obligation to follow th
orders of a legitimate authority to hurt an inndgegrson were subjects who, after completing the
experiment, tried to justify their actions.
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sympathy cannot have been an inclination to oligayt. whatever the most common reason
was, one can be confident that it will not be olgiand, even if identified, probably
unbelievable. This is because if the most commeason why most completed the
Baselineexperiment was obvious and believable, it wouldehlaecome common

knowledge long ago.

What then does this author believe the inhibipoecluding disobedience to have
been (and why 65 percent completedBlaselineexperiment)? Meeus and Raaijamakers’
(1995, pp. 164-165) OTA variation provides one@fesal clues that lead to an answer.
They speculated whether:

the subject [would] be obedient and complete t8k thhe were legally liable for
the consequences of his actions? . . . . The enpater then asked the subject to
sign a statement to the effect that the subjectamase that the victim might be
harmed by the experiment and that the subject éeddggal liability for possible
damages . . . . The percentage of obedient subjassignificantly lower in the
‘Legal liability’ condition than in Baseline I.

Meeus and Raaijamakers (1995, p. 164) added thatohave found that obedience to

orders resulting in serious personal danger:

such as picking up a poisonous snake (Rowland,)1838ng a coin from a dish of
nitric acid (Orne & Evans, 1965; Young, 1952), @adying out a break-in at their
own risk (West, Gunn, & Chernicky, 1975), a lowdéwef obedience was found,
ranging from O to 17%Subjects are clearly able to defy authority wheadénce
involves a serious risk to themseljislics added].***
One of Milgram’s own subjects sensed this: “I firelt no one will follow distasteful
orders, unless it causes or costs that persorsarparost §ic]” (SMP, Box 44, Divider
“11”, #0908). The conclusion that most subjects @ad will disobey when obedience
clearly poses some kind of personal serious risk#elegal, financial, physical—is
supported by Milgram’s owRelationshipcondition. In this, subjects were faced with the
prospect of inflicting (seemingly) life-threatenisgocks on someone who watdeastan
acquaintance known to the subject for two or m@&y (Rochat & Modigliani, 1997, p.
238). Completion of this variation was unlikelyle in a subject’s best interests, and this
was reflected in both their statements and in tmepdetion rate. As one disobedient
subject informed the experimenter: “it may be imaot to you, but it isn’t that important

to me, for a friendship anyway” (SMP, Box 153, Antdipe #2425)%? Contemplating the

191 For counterfactual examples see Costanzo’s (19m)blished doctorial dissertation, Martin et al.,
(1976), Scott (1980), and Tarnow (2000).
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potentially longer-term implications of completirthe same subject stated: “I thought, this
guy’s my neighbour, I'm talking to his wife thistafnoon . . . all of a sudden I realised,
this is a man [Inaudible] driving me home . .t's & long ride home!” (SMP, Box 153,
Audiotape #2425)% Despite the so-called “compelling tendency toySpenly three out

of 20 subjects (15 percent) completed this exparimdlot only did most subjects
demonstrate a remarkable ability to disobey, byp@@ent in this variation did so before
the relatively low 195-volt switch (see Figure 6).

Meeus and Raaijamakers’ observations andriglationshipcondition provide
further clues as to the nature of the inhibitioat thhequently precluded disobedience
during theBaselinecondition. That is, whatever was holding backmsmy subjects from
acting on their feelings of sympathy and disappraxas probably something that, as in
the above Legal liability anRelationshipconditions, did not detract from, but actually
appealedo theirself-interested desiresAnd probably easing their conscience in the
pursuit of this self-interested desire was thalikerthe Relationshipcondition, the victim
in theBaselineexperiment was a stranger—a person they werealnli& really care
about. It may be difficult to imagine subjects Wwbhbe willing to risk what might have
been another human’s life in pursuit of some reddyitrivial self-interested desire.
However, there were post-experimental response<lidwxly revealed that some subjects
were more than willing to pursue the seemingly nagial of self-interested desires. For
example, as one subject later admitted: “My onbeimtive [for completing the
experiment] was the money” (SMP, Box 44, DivideB"1#1517)*°* But since Milgram’s
pilots obtained high completion rates in the absef@ecuniary reward, payment was
unlikely to have been the most common inhibitionimy theBaselinecondition. Another
example was that some subjects in@reup Pressure and Action Against a Person
condition seemed less concerned about the leanelfdeing and more swayed by mere
peer pressure. As Milgram (1964b, pp. 141-142¢adhot

It might have been thought that the protests of/tbgm and inner prohibitions
against hurting others would have operated effelgtito curtail the subject’s
compliance. While the experiment yields wide viaoiain performance, a

192 One learner/friend eventually responded: “You hatke buddies. Hey, no more” (SMP, Box 153,
Audiotape #2434). The subject then refused toicoet

193 Another example: “I have to face this guy. | hésesbe §ic] with him. He’s my neighbour and | can’t go
on with this” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2425).

104 Obviously this subject did not realise (or belietrat irrespective of whether or not they complete
payment was guaranteed.
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substantial number of subjects submitted readilyréssure applied to them by the

confederates.

However, near the end of his monograph Milgram 1 %7 150) touched upon
what is believed to have been the subtle self@sted desire that most frequently

discouraged subjects from disobeying:

The teacher cannot break off and at the same tiotegt the authority’s definitions
of his own competence. Thus, the subject featsftha breaks off, he will appear
arrogant, untoward, and rude. Such emotions suffuse the mind and feelings of
the subjectyho is miserable at the prospect of having to regiecthe authority to
his face]italics added].
Most realised that stopping the experiment requinednh to shoulder, on behalf of a
stranger, the burden of engaging in a direct cantétion with the experimenter. This is
the concern that is believed to have been the oowsimon inhibition that competed with
the subjects’ feelings of sympathy for the learff2rThese two simultaneous
consequences—fear of a confrontation with the expter, on the one hand, and
feelings of sympathy for the learner, on the othgererated a moral dilemma for most

subjects.

Lending weight to this assertion is that in alMifgram’s experimental variations
that eliminated the risk of the subject havingritiate then engage in a confrontation with
the experimenter, none or few inflicted all theaf® Put another way, with the fear of a
confrontation eliminated, there was nothing olditompeting with most subjects’
preference to stop inflicting the shocks. Consatlyethey rarely completed the

experiment. Consider the following experimentaiditions:

» Authority as victimfrom the 150-volt switch the experimenter (asrea)
demanded the subject stop inflicting the shocksrigloof a confrontation with the

authority figure: zero completion rate);

» Learner demands to be shockatter the 150-volt level, the protesting learner
wanted to continue receiving shocks (because igsdrad earlier endured more
shocks than himself). However, the experimentenateled that the subject stop
administering shocks (no risk of a confrontatiothwthe authority figure: zero
completion rate);

195 As Miller et al. (1995, p. 9) argued, concernswbibeing ‘impolite’ . . . . would seem absurd. Wever,
in the actual context of the situation, these comeare influential.”
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Two authorities, each giving contradictory demarttie subject was faced with
two options, to stop or continue. Both options ldaend in a confrontation with
the rejected experimenter, but subjects knew thar@ng experimenter would
endorse their decision. The difference betweeh bptions is that one coincides
with and the other conflicts with the subjects’fprence to stop harming the
learner (all subjects side with their preferencsttgp harming the learner: zero

completion rate);

Subject free to choose shock levieére was no risk of a confrontation with the
experimenter because there were no orders totinfticeasingly intense shocks for
each incorrect answer (no risk of a confrontatiatin whe authority figure: 2.5

percent completion rate);

Groups for disobediencén the subject’s presence two actor/teachersemisely
confronted then disobeyed the experimenter (10gp¢@ompletion rate—probably
because the actor/teachers had initiated then edgadghe confrontation, thus

demonstrating the ease of doing so);

Group pressure and action against a persiwo actor/teachers recommended that
the subject increase the punishment by 15 voltedgh incorrect answer received,
with the subject controlling the casting vote relyag the actual degree of
punishment inflicted, and the experimenter agretnghatever decision was
made. (There was no risk of a confrontation wihi authority figurdout a risk of
having to confront the two equal-status actor/teeshl?7.5 percent completion
rate.);

An ordinary man gives orderao experimenter present, orders were issuecketo th
subject by an ordinary man of equal status. (Altiothere was no risk of a
confrontation with the authority figure there wagsk of one with the equal-status

ordinary man: 20 percent completion rate.);

Experimenter abseribut available via phone): with nobody physicaglhgsent to

ensure the experimenter’s instructions were beatigWed, an “interesting form of

behavior that had not occurred under his survaidaensued (Milgram, 1965a, p.

66). Some subjects on the phone informed the empater that his instructions
129



were being obeyed, but had actually stopped déhigehe more intense shocks
(20.5 percent completion rate). In this variatiSubjects seemed able to resist the
experimenter far better when they did not haveotdfront him face to face”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 62). This was probably becadisebedience in the
experimenter’s absence precluded any risk of aroatdtion. Lending weight to
this interpretation, Milgram (1974) then noted: tidugh he had exhausted his
power via telephone, the experimenter could fretjyéarce further obedience
when he reappeared in the laboratory” (p. 62).s TWas probably because lying to
the experimenter was no longer possible and, shtbeldrefuse to continue there

was a renewed risk of a confrontation.

However, siding with the learner in all the remagexperimental variations
required subjects to initiate then engage in actitenfrontation with the experimenter.
Conversely, relatively large percentages of subjeotnpleted these experiments (as

illustrated by the dark bars below in Figure 9):
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Figure 9:The disparity in completion rates between expemntaleconditions where siding
with the learner did or did not require the subjeanitiate then engage in a confrontation

with the experimentef?®

TheRelationshipcondition was the only exception to this geneuéd rbecause
siding with the learnedid require subjects to engage in a direct confrontatyet 85
percent did so. However, this was because, uilildl the other conditions, completing
this variation required them to inflict (seemingigjense shocks on someone who was at
least an acquaintance. The strain generated feemisgly electrocuting such a person
superseded their trivial fear of having to inititten engage in a direct confrontation with
the experimenter. Therefore, unlike the otheratams, theRelationshipcondition was
likely to detract sharply from the subjects’ seltarests. Excluding the unique
Relationshipcondition, the average completion rate for expental variations where
siding with the learner did and did not necessiatgects initiate then engage in a direct

confrontation with the experimenter was 57.9 ai@p&rcent, respectively. In fact, had

1% This graph excludes tfubject as Bystandepndition because it was only a sub-experimentr{‘B3
of theOrdinary Man Gives Orderexperiment.
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the Group Pressure and Action Against a Pergdi.5 percent complete)rdinary Man
Gives Orderg20 percent complete), altkperimenter Abser{R0.5 percent complete)
variations not required the subject to engagediect confrontation with the less
imposing peer teachers, ordinary man and absertriexgnter (respectively), all three
variations would almost certainly have produced Imiagver completion rates (detracting

from the above 8.8 percent average).

As illustrated, every experimental variation Milgraindertook (for which he
supplied a completion rate) lends weight to theiargnt that most subjects in tBaseline
experiment prioritised a self-interested desirawoid a confrontation with the
experimenter over the learner’s well-being, renaethis as the most common (but not the
only) motivating force for completing this experimé®’ How then could most subjects in
the Baselineexperiment prioritise a fear of a confrontatiothathe experimenter over the
learner’s personal well-being? This question bdladdressed in the following rethink of

Milgram’s theoretical model.

8.2 Rethinking Milgram’s Theoretical Model

If most subjects completed tBaselineexperiment because they feared a
confrontation, this implies something far more si@r was at the heart of Milgram’s
theory than thagentic statewhere the subject honestly “no longer views hifreg acting
out of his own purposes” (Milgram, 1974, p. 133inare instrument to be used by a
higher authority. By contrast with Milgram’s thetical model (see Figure 8), this thesis
proposes that the antithesis of State of Autonomfwvhere one believes themselves
responsible for their actions) was not #gentic statebut what can be called tistate of
Autonomous DenidlSAD. TheSADis defined as a state of mind in which subjectskn
that they were most responsible for their own astidout sensed the existence of
opportunities that might enable them to avoid ammation with the experimenter and
evade feeling and/or appearing personally resptanfb electrocuting the learner. Thus,
they attempted to conceal this awareness of regplirysnternally (via self-deception)
and/or externally (via the deception of others @n¢s Subjects sensed that they
could prioritise their personal desire to avoitbafcontation ahead of any need to

withdraw from the experiment in response to thenegs urgent pleadings. For this

197 Although fear of a confrontation was the most cammeason why most subjects completedBhseline
experiment, there were some other reasons for @mgl Some completed for the money; and in the
Subject Chooses Shock Leggperiment there was no risk of a confrontatiat,gne subject still completed.
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reason thagentic stateshould be removed from Milgram’s theoretical mo@ele Figure
8) and replaced with tHeAD(see Figure 10 below):

State of

Bindine factors Autonomons

Denial (5.410)

Resolution

Consequences > Strain < > of strain
1
(SEMs)

Figure 10 An adaptation of Milgram’s theoretical model wléhe cumulative influence
of the Binding Factors (BFs) and Strain Resolvingcklanisms (SRMs) promoted a shift

from theState of Autonomiyito theSAD (and not thegentic statg’®

It is important to mention here that the sensehictvthe term “state” is used is
more metaphorical than literal, whereby peopleaadfthey are in a particular “state” of
autonomyor autonomous denialTheState of AutonomgndSADare not two independent
moral domains where the subject temporarily beccameholly different person. As the
following section will demonstrate, they are singtetary moral agents who, for self-
interested reasons, sense the existence of opigsuand try to deceive themselves
and/or others into believing they are not respdadiyr their harmful actionsThe SAD
shares much in common with Katz's (1993, pp. 74975,“autonomy” in the creation of
barriers separating two realms, and Seibel’s (2p0851)‘intentional ignorance”.

Drawing on many of Milgram’s insights, the nextts&e of this chapter will both
explain, and bolster with examples, what these dppiies were, and show how they
aided most subjects’ shift in tiBaselineexperiment from th&tate of Autonominto the
SAD The reason so many subjects brought themseahiaflitt all the shocks was
Milgram’s “devilishly ingenious” manipulative, siraresolving, experimental procedure
(situational), and its efficacy in exposing moshaf subjects’ otherwise well concealed
self-interested tendencies (dispositional). Avjoégs chapters have demonstrated, and

those which follow will reinforce, Milgram’s expeniental procedure was a carefully

198 Another adaptation to this model is the removaWldgram’s concept of Antecedent Conditions (which
the author believes is better subsumed under tegaa of SRMs).
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designed trap—a web of obligation—that, with eadhsgequent shock inflicted, more
slightly compromised the unsuspecting subjects’ahocompasses.

8.3 Milgram’s Web: the Gradual Seduction and Syst@éEnsnarement of Subjects

Milgram’s experimental procedure starts out by dlimg the subject with a barrage
of subtly coercive BFs. Their purpose is to inseethe probability of subjects agreeing to
inflict light electrical shocks on an innocent parswith a mild heart condition. Upon
arrival, the subject was made aware of the impeodani their performance, and as a result,
most became eager for the Yale University experieren consider them a useful and
worthwhile participant (BF) (Milgram, 1974, p. 59n conjunction with feeling
contractually bound, the payment of $4.50 heighdehés eagerness to please (BF)
(Milgram, 1974, p. 149). On top of this, any sigridiesitation to inflict the shocks
stimulated an intimidating confrontation with thet; proximate, and looming
experimenter (BF). Milgram (1965a, p. 73) was exdggerating when he said the
experiment was like being “thrown into a swift-flowg stream . . . . The individual, upon
entering the laboratory, becomes integrated irgibuation that carries its own

momentum.”

Some carefully placed reasons for concern detratiggewhat from this
momentum. Subjects were made well aware thatwesg required to inflict electrical
shocks (albeit initially light ones) on a cleargstrained person with a mild heart
condition. Even at the very earliest stages of the experintieatmoral dilemma of
whether to side with the learner or experimenteushat least have generated within the
subject a tinge of apprehension—what Milgram tersteain. However, with the learner
(and his initially mild reactions to the light sks imposing very little, and the
experimenter and his barrage of Bposing most of the tension on the subject, during
the early stages of the experiment there was aalanbe in the intensity between these
two sources of strain. As depicted in Figure llbwefor thedispositionallymore
egocentric and insensitive participants, siigationallymanipulated imbalance in strain
tended to increase the likelihood of the experireebeing at the centre and the learner

(hidden away in another room), at the periphersnahy subjects’ emotional universe:
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EXPERIMENTERP|ease go on” LEARNERigh!”

(strain dueial barrage of BFS)—))))))))) ((«—(strain due to contemplating the infliction of
light shocks on man with a mild heart
condition)

SUBJECT

Figure 11 The imbalance in strain imposed on the subjechfthe experimenter and

learner in the earliest stages of Beselineexperiment.

As Milgram (1965a) observed: “When a person is amfootable, tense, or
stressed, he tries to take some action that viahahim to terminate this unpleasant state.
Thus, tension may serve as a drive that leadsctgpesbehavior” (p. 69). Wanting to
escape the strongest potential source contribtitigeir painful experience, the simplest
solution to the moral dilemmaas to appease the desires of the experimentantict
the next shock. As illustrated below in Figure ib®jcting the next shock would relieve
the subject from the experimenter’'s hounding dereante negative consequence was
living with the knowledge that they were inflictistpocks on an innocent person and, as a

result, would have to endure the learner’s gragtuatensifying cries of discomfort.

EXPERIMENTER(silent) LEARNERJgh!” (loude)

soQrce of strain eliminated) (((<—(strain due to having inflicted light shocks
on man with a mild hezohdition)
SUBJECT

Figure 12 The outcome when the subject eliminated theargfest source of strain and

accepted to the experimenter’'s demands.

All subjects seemed comfortable enough having srdédthe experimenter
because, in conjunction with the rationalisatioat sometimes the pursuit of scientific
knowledge requires sacrifice (SRM), at this eathge the shocks were not very painful—
“Ugh!” And the relief from the experimenter’s denas that came with having done as
they were told was an added bonus. Consequetithylgects in thdaselineexperiment
inflicted the first six shocks (15-90 volts). Thiss important for Milgram because it
meant that all his subjects had met the most irapbdriterion of théoot-in-the-door

phenomenon: fulfilment of one or several small exis that, unbeknown to them, were
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about to be followed by far greater ones. But adpadly appeasing the experimenter from
the 90-volt switch onwards generated an issuesofgitension: what would the subject do
about the intensifying strain generated by thenle After the 90-volt switch, all but one
of the 40 subjects in tr@aselinecondition went on to inflict both the 120-volt $ah

(“Ugh! Hey, this really hurts”) and the 135-volt switch (“Ugh!""Milgram, 1974, pp. 56,
58).

The experimenter would attempt to keep the sulipdiatting the shocks by
responding to any signs of hesitation with oneemesal of the standardised prods. For the
subject, bearing the brunt of this volley of praaensified the strain they felt. Although
doing as they were told would immediately relieverh of this strain, it also saw them
inflict shocks on the learner that started to gateeadverse reactions bordering on
desperation. For example, after inflicting the 48 switch (as 39 out of 40 subjects
did), the learner, in obvious pain, shouted: “UgHExperimenter! That's all. Get me out
of here. 1told you | had heart troublly heart’s starting to bother me now . . . . | s&fu
to go on. Let me out” (Milgram, 1974, p. 56). domparison with the earlier stages of the
experiment, the shocks could no longer be constagduking quite harmless and the
learner’s increasingly distressed reactions stroafjected the subjects’ emotional
universe. Although there would have been individliferences in sensitivity, as the
screams gradually intensified, eventually a poiasweached where the subject sensed that
both sources of strain were of equal intensity twog, for themselves, equally painful (as

illustrated in Figure 13 below).

EXPERIMENTER:The experiment requires that you continue LEARNER#*Ugh!!! That's all...”

(swain fromom inense procs»)))))))))))) (CCCCCCCCC((~train mposed vy

screaming learner
complaining of a heart
condition)
SUBJECT

Figure 13 The experimenter and the learner’s similar eff@ct the subject’s emotions.

With the learner and experimenter imposing compaggtsimilar intensities of
strain, subjects felt the urge to reassess thdieeeesolution of the moral dilemma
(repeatedly siding with the experimenter). An impot determinant of the outcome of

this reassessment was tt@sequencefsn the subject associated with their siding with
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the experimenter or learner. That is, the sulgeatd either choose to continue meeting
the experimenter’s needs to obtain results (aloitly, werhaps more importantlglso
satisfying their own desire to avoid a confrontajiand continue to inflict what now
appeared to be very painful shocks on an innocerstop. Or they could convert their
sympathy and disapproval into action by sudderflysiag to continue and instead meet
the learner’s needs to avoid experiencing any é&urshocks (therefore sacrificing their
own desire to avoid a confrontation). Doing whnatdpendent audiences unanimously
agreed was the morally right course of action adithg with the learner was attractive
because it meant the subject would no longer haugltct shocks on a clearly innocent
person, relieving them of all the strain (or whas tauthor would rather terguilt)
associated with doing the wrong thi§. Greatly elevating the attractiveness of pursuing
the morally wrong option was the fact that, becabseexperimenter was urging the
subject to continue participating in the procedtine,subject was purposefully led to
suspect they could inflict further shocks with tatapunity (and in the process evade
having to engage in a confrontation with the expenter). Upon weighing up the
consequences for the learner, experimenter and,impertantly, themselves, many
subjects encountered an intensifying Asch-like irooaflict as to how to resolve the
moral dilemma. It was an Asch-like inner confligicause the internal dialogue
surrounding the OTA experiments probably closebembled that generated by Asch’s
Group Pressure/Conformity experiment. That is stiigect believes the “conflict with
him is a purely private issue” of which “all othere totally unaware”. Although the
“subject makes frantic efforts to conceal his cetiflhe “dares not betray his secret, yet by

his actions, he is betrayed”.

The inner conflict was stressful because subjeetg wontemplating whether to
make the morally right or wrong choice. Would tis¢égnd up for their beliefs and
confront the Yale University employee, or wouldytiseibmit to his will? “The subject’s
problem then is how to become disengaged fronuatsin which is moving in an
altogether ugly direction” (Milgram, 1965a, p. 73)hen again, it is also possible that
some obedient subjects never engaged in such calcallus (the weighing up of options)
but, with little thought or concern for the learngmply moved in whatever direction felt
easiest (least stressful and/or demanding) for sleéras (see Milgram, 1974, pp. 45-47).

Either way, the OTA-trap had been set, and in btesiMilgram captured in one eloquent

1991t appears that Milgram used an ambiguous woelsikain to describe the tension experienced by
subjects instead of a more specific word hijalt, because the latter would imply subjects actuaiigw that
what they were doing was wrong and felt respondgtnieloing it. This would have contradicted #gentic
state in which subjects were apparently being honeginthey said they did not feel responsible forrthei
actions.
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sentence the true essence of his entire experifrgaradigm: “the experimental set up
relies . . . on seductipthe systematic ensaremesit] of the subject into a web of
obligation and uncritically from which he is unalbeescape” (SMP, Box 46, Folder 167,
Titled: “Notes: Antecedent conditions 1961-1963").

Some resolved the moral dilemma by refusing taanfurther shocks. By doing
so they stopped the learner’s strain/guilt indug@ogeams. However, having apparently
ruined the experimental trial they stimulated tkpegimenter’s barrage of strain/guilt

generating prods:

EXPERIMENTERIt is absolutely essential that you continue LEARNER ((silence)
(strain/guilt from more intense prods))))))))))))) «— (source of strain/guilt eliminated)

SUBJECT

Figure 14 The strain/guilt imposed by the experimenterradtsubject decided to stop

inflicting the shocks in the early to middle stagéshe experiment.

It was common for those who chose this course tdm@mto try to neutralise the above
imbalance in strain/guilt by offering to return $4.50 and make amends for having

ruined the experimental trial (Milgram, 1974, p)47

As the results illustrated, however, most subjetead chose to continue
inflicting further shocks. Doing so meant thatytheould pass the point of strain/guilt-
equilibrium (see Figure 13), resulting in the leats reactions to the shocks surpassing
(and eventually eclipsing) the maximum strain/giné experimenter was capable of
imposing on an insubordinate subject with his nveseds. Doing as they were told would
end the experimenter's demands, but being beyanddimt of equilibrium ensured they
would then have to experience the learner’s gaodticing reactions to the far more intense

shocks (as illustrated in Figure 15 below):
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EXPBRENTER (silence) LEARNER“Ugh! Let me out... My heart...You
have no right to keep me here...

(source ofswainvgwiminarear>—— (((CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC

(strain/guilt imposed by screaming learner)
SUBJECT??

Figure 15 The imbalance in strain/guilt that develops affter point of equilibrium, where
the strain/guilt produced by the learner starteeioeed and eventually overshadow the

maximum strain/guilt that the experimenter was bégpaf generating.

Again, as the learner’s reactions to the shoclensified, haunted by feelings of
sympathy, disapproval, and/or guilt, the subjedesire to side with the learner increased.
But in the back of their minds was the “inhibitinggalisation that stopping the experiment
necessitated they shoulder, on behalf of a stratigeburden of engaging in an

uncomfortable confrontation with the experimenter.

8.4 The Shift from the State of Autonomy to the SAD

Those subjects who resolved the moral dilemma byimeing to side with the
experimenter dealt with the downside of their decis-having to inflict potentially life-
threatening shocks on an innocent person—by sbiftito theSAD  The shift into the
SADhelped to neutralise the over-balance in strairegged by the learner’s intensifying
reactions, because subjects were able to convnereselves (self-deception) and/or others
present (deception) that they were not responsiblthe pain the learner was
experiencing. (And if they were not responsiblertithey need not feel guilty for
continuing to inflict even more painful shocks.helfollowing section will demonstrate
how, with varying degrees of success, certain BFsSRMIs provided subjects with
opportunities to evade feeling and/or appearingarsible for their harmful actions
(promoting the shift into th8AD).
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8.5 The Binding Factor of the Foot-in-the-Door Pbraenon Reducing Feelings of
Responsibility

Thefoot-in-the-doophenomenon—many small steps—was an important Bieat
start of the experiment. But throughout the ergiperiment this BF had an on-going
coercive influence on subjects (particularly inueittg feelings and/or the appearance of
being responsible for the infliction of harm). Bskman (1977, p. 97) observed,
continuing on to inflict all the shocks could paott a state of ignorance of responsibility

for one’s actions:

To interrupt a behavioral sequence one has alreeidiy process implies that one
has made a bad decision, and is responsible fandpéehaved wrongly in all the
completed steps of that sequence. On the othel, aigontinue without stopping
allows the individual to view the authority as respible for the (in)correctness of
both the past and present behavior. The problem &sense, a product of all-or-
nothing, either-or thinking: If I admit that thigbavior, now, is wrong and that |
have the power to change it, thehthe behaviors | have performed from the
beginning of this sequence are wrong, and | must@aesponsibility for them.
But if | carry out the orders of the authority naWwenhe not I, must be
responsible—foall the actions | have taken here.
As the experiment progressed, and fearing a cotation, some subjects may have sensed
this opportunity to deny responsibility for theatmns. And, if successful at convincing
themselves (self-deception) and/or others presiEteption) then—having entered into
the SAD—they did not need to feel and/or appear guiltwoas while inflicting further

shocks on the screaming learner.

Before inflicting the 255-volt switch, the pseudomyus Jan Rensaleer seems to
have sensed such an opportunity. However, aftigcting this shock, the learner’s
screams had become so intense that Rensaleeit'$egliihgs, and accompanying nervous
reactions, shattered his self-deception and/odéoeption of others by which he had
convinced himself and/or the others present thatdsenot responsible for his own
actions. Having cracked under this pressure, &e tather sheepishly shouldered the
burden of responsibility for having inflicted as myashocks as he had: “I can’t continue.
I’'m very sorry. | think I've gone too far already,obably” (Milgram, 1974, p. 51).
Acknowledging that he had “gone too far already&nBaleer conveyed an awareness that

he was personally responsible for his own actibnsbeforeextricating himself he tried to
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convince himself and/or others that this was netdisé™® Upon accepting responsibility

for inflicting all the previous shocks, Rensaldeert returned to th8tate of Autononmy*

8.6 The Supplied Strain Resolving Mechanism of &elising Away Feelings of
Responsibility

The experimenter’'s many prods were a particulaolygrful SRM in shifting
subjects from th&tate of Autonomwyto theSAD Initially implicitly but eventually
explicitly, the standard then more specialised prgéhdually encouraged subjects to take
advantage of opportunities which enabled them taicoe inflicting the shocks while at
the same time evading responsibility for doingesmapling them to avoid having to

engage in a confrontation with the experimenter).

At the first signs of hesitation in inflicting pigliment on the learner, the
experimenter would fire out one or, if necessagygesal of his standardised prods: “Please
continue”, “The experiment requires that you camdfiy “It is absolutely essential that you
continue”, and finally, “You have no other choigey mustgo on” (Milgram, 1974, p.

21). For those subjects less concerned aboutféaiof a confrontation and more
concerned about alleviating the learner of thein pdiese prods were construed as a
barrier impeding them from helping the learnennify rooted in theState of Autonomy

for these subjects the prods generated indignétiem recalcitrance. This is why the prods
failed in encouraging them to complete the expemning8altzman, 2000, pp. 137-138).

However, for those subjects less concerned abedetrner, and more concerned
about relieving themselves of their painful prediesat, the standard prods were not
perceived as a barrier but rather a®pportunitythat might enable them to avoid having
to engage in an undesirable confrontation. Fomgte, the standard prod, “Please
continue”, implied that since the experimenter aslsing the subject to inflict the next
shock, the former wouldrobablyaccept at least some responsibility for the lagter’
actions. Being reluctant to engage in a confraoraimany subjects started wantiggd/or

M0 Milgram (1974, p. 52) overlooked this interpretatbut his observations seem to validate it: “Altgb
this subject defied the experimenter at 255 vbksstill feels responsible for administering angcits
beyond the victim’s first protest.”

1 Another subject similarly admitted: | felt I'd ge far beyond what | should have” (SMP, Box 153,

Audiotape #2310) And another concedetin fact, | even went on after | should have stappack here
when he hollered ‘let me out of the chair’ ” (SMByx 153, Audiotape #2428).
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wanted others to believe that the experiment indesgliired” they continue and/or that it
was “absolutely essential” they go on and/or thaythad “no other choice”. If accepted
by the subject—and the temptation appears to haege great—via self-deception and/or
the deception of others, these supplied strainkregprationalisations for continuing

helped to relieve the subject of the strain/gusaciated with shocking the screaming
learner in the early to mid-stages of Beselineexperiment. In response to the prods, one
subject said apparently to himself (but obviousiyd enough for others present to hear): “
‘I's gotto go on. It'sgotto go on’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p. 9). As Baumeisté®97, p. 311)
put it: “People will settle for any vaguely plaulgilargument when they want badly

enough to believe that their hurtful actions asdified.”

As the experiment proceeded and the learner’siogacintensified, these
standardised prods sounded increasingly implausiiee subjects, and perhaps more
importantly, to others present (“results” were diglaeing prioritised over an innocent
person’s well-being). Trying to think on their femany subjects attempted to seek out
non-confrontational ways—potential escape routes+ehyhwithout having to directly
stand up to the experimenter, might enable themmaibensively extricate themselves from
the experiment. For example, as the screams ifieghsnany subjects enquired into the
shocks’ possible impact, sensing it would only &ie &dnd reasonable to stop if the learner
was being physically harmed. Having learnt dutimgpilot studies to anticipate such
concerns, the experimenter attempted to cut affribn-confrontational attempt to escape
by trying to relieve the subjects of the strainytheere experiencing. He did this by
supplying them with the following specialised p(&RM): “Although the shocks may be
painful, there is no permanent tissue damage,estsplgo on” (Milgram, 1974, p. 21).
Even if the shocks caused no permanent injury, fiteel50-volt switch onwards it was
indisputable that the learner was experiencingratay levels of pain that were likely to
intensify. Although independent audiences agraedbntinuing was morally the wrong
course of action, if at face-value the subject eitosaccept the experimenter at his word,
they suspected the offer migielieve them of their responsibility of engagingainirect
confrontation. This was because, as the expergnéiaid just said, the shocks caused no

permanent injury.

One participant in th&vomen as Subjeatsndition who accepted this strain-
resolving rationalisation was the pseudonymous iK&entz. After the learner’s
agonising and hysterical reaction to the 330-witch, Dontz “acceptfed] . . . the

experimenter’'s comment saying, ‘I'll continue, piging it's not dangerous’ ” (Milgram,
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1974, p. 77). Dontz seemed to accept this offeabse if it turned out the shocks actually
were dangerous, via self deception and/or the diecepf others, she believed herself to
be beyond reproach. She may have experienceddseaif relief, safe in the knowledge
that she could only be blamed for believing andttng in the accuracy of the
experimenter’s information. Again, such reasorared the shift from th8tate of
Autonomyinto theSAD, because the experimenter said it was harmlesslgdie could be
held responsible for her actions. The experimé&tesponse provided a tempting
opportunity to avoid having to engage in a confation. It is important to note that it was
in Dontz’s self-interest to trust the experimerdexord over and above the learner’s
screams (which clearly suggested the possibilitiisgue damage”). In the post-
experimental interview, Dontz enquired: “ ‘did aofythe men go through and follow the
450 volts?’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p. 79). The interwier asked for her opinion, and she
speculated: “ ‘No, | don’t think men would comply(Milgram, 1974, p. 79). Perhaps the
reasoning behind her answer was that she thoughtweaee braver than herself and so
were less likely to cave into the experimenterasnsmgly inhumane demands. As the
results demonstrate, it would appear that men alsone frankly admitted, frequently
“gave inand finished the experiment [italics added]” (SNB®x 44, Divider “Problems”,
#1706).

As the learner’s reactions intensified, the ratisaéion that the shocks caused no
permanent injury became more implausible. Haverglered the learner at least
unconscious, many subjects reassessed the acaifrdny rationalisation. Since they
were the only ones inflicting the shocks, with thiention of covering themselves many
subjects then felt it necessary to inquire aboetdinect lines of responsibility. Because
some subjects sensed that since they were therdheting the shocks, the experimenter
probably would have been unwilling to accapitresponsibility for what were clearly their
(the subject’s) actions. Had the experimentersafiio accept total responsibility, it
would have enabled subjects to inoffensively eatadhemselves from the experiment.
However, when such a verbal exchange took plaesdéd in the experimenter closing off
this potential escape route by confidently respogdil’m responsible for anything that
happens to him. Continue please” (Milgram, 1974,4). This response was a
particularly powerful supplied strain-resolvingicaialisation, increasing the probability of
the subject entering tH®AD This was because, should they accept this @tgation, not
only would they avoid having to engage in a contfation, as the experimenter this time
explicitly stated for the record, they would in no way belezad culpable—morally or
legally—for having inflicted all the shocks. Theperimenter’s offer to accept total
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responsibility for the subject’s actions provedrentely enticing, with many then going on
to side with the experimenter. The consequentkRi®tpecific exchange was that, via
self-deception and/or the deception of others prteseibjects made the shift from tBate
of Autonomyto theSAD, as they inflicted the next shock, confident tkeuld now act

with impunity. Thus, many exhibited obvious sigrselief.

The pseudonymous Fred Prozi, until the 180-voltawin theBaseline
experiment, explicitly expressed awareness thatdgemost responsible for the learner’s

pain State of Autonomy

I’'m not going to kill that man in there . .I!’m not going to get that man sick in
there . . . | refuse to take the responsibility . . . . | medroi® going to take the
responsibility if anything happens to that gentlarfitalics added]? (Milgram,
1974, pp. 73-74).

When the experimenter accepted total responsipRitgzi capitulated, slipping into the
SAD “‘Allright . ...” LEARNER (screaming): ‘Leme out of here, you have no right to
keep me here. Let me out of here . . Sul§ject shakes head, pats the table nervgusly
(Milgram, 1974, p. 74). As the screams intensifiedzi was nervously drawn back to the

[ A1)

State of Autonomy ‘Aw, no. I’'m not going to kill that man’ ” the, soon after the learner
had stopped screaming and all subsequent questenesmet with the ominous sound of
silence, at the 390-volt switch he stated: “ * Stnrey’s happened to that man in there
..... EXPERIMENTER: ‘Continue. Go on, pleasgMilgram, 1974, pp. 75-76). Prozi
then took advantage of an opportunity he had eatirsed might enable him not only to
avoid having to engage in a direct confrontationdiso to evade responsibility for his
actions. Enabling him to shift back into t8BAD, Prozi sought further confirmation of the
earlier offer: “ “You accept all responsibility EXPERIMENTER: ‘The responsibility is
mine. Correct. Please go on’” (Milgram, 197476). Patently, Prozi did not really
believe the experimenter was most responsible (Honhgoing to kill that man”). Prozi
knew he was most responsible for his actions. liRetall those who accepted this
particularly powerful strain-resolving rationaligat, hewantedto believe it because, at
the learner’s expense, accepting the offer woultblenhim to evade responsibility for
engaging in what he anticipated would have beesnamtionally uncomfortable
confrontation with the experimenter. Prozi may Inate been willing to later admit this,
but other subjects were more forthcoming: “I thauide ‘shocks’ might harm the other
‘subject’ however, | mentally ‘passed the buck’lieg the one running the experiment
would take all responsibility” (SMP, Box 44, Divid&”, #0608).
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Prozi appearto have been influenced by some “compelling tengeénobey” an
authority figure. But had the experimenter instezgponded: “I refuse to accept any
responsibility for your harmful actions but the erment still requires you to continue,
you have no other choice”, the power of “obedierea®an explanation would have been
tested"'? Paradoxically, Milgram’s OTA experimental paradityas less to do with
“obedience” to an authority per se, and much momotwith the availability of
opportunities that enabled subjects to evade thsa pn responsibility for their harmful
actions. This explains why some variations resulted in sttsjeompleting in the total
absence of any authority figure. The most obviexemmple was th®rdinary Man Gives
Orderscondition, where four out of 20 subjects (20 petremere willing to “obey” in an
experiment with no authority figure. It will becaled there was a second part to this
experiment: the ordinary man asked the 16 dissisigjects if they would instead
continue participating, but instead as a timekeefike Subject as Bystandeondition.
Probably sensing it would be easier to later evmadeg held responsible for the potentially
harmful outcome (the ordinary man would inflict tygparent shocks), 11 of 16 (69
percent) agreed to continue participating in theeexnent until the end. When the results
of both experiments are combined, 15 of 20 subje@t percent—continued to

participate and complete an OTA variation in whiachauthority figure took part.

As was the case in most of the other variationgmthe person who is to be
pinned with, or is willing to accept, responsilyilior the subjects’ harmful actions happens
to be of higher authority, elevated status, or@wasent expert, the credibility of the
excuse that the subject was not responsible soumdetd more plausible to themselves
and/or others present. To repeat—the OTA expeisriged less to do with OTA and
much to do with thavailability of opportunitieghat enabled subjects to evade shouldering

responsibility for their own harmful actions.

However, some subjects remained unconvinced thaing seemingly rendered
the learner unconscious, they would be able to@vashonsibility for their harmful
actions. What frequently eventuated was thatpimunction with opportunistically
accepting one or several of Milgram’s top-down diggjpstrain-resolving rationalisations,

121n support of this assertion see Meeus and Rakérsg1995). Also see, Tilker (1970, p. 99) fotinat
all observers (5 out of 5) of a replication of gireximity experiment (victim seen and heard), wherev
previously informed that they were totally respbiesifor the learner’s welfare stopped a teachesfagho
was determined to inflict all shocks.
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as the following will illustrate, some subjectstfebmpelled to bolster these excuses for

continuing by inventing, from the bottom-up, thewn rationalisations.

8.7 The Self-Invented Strain Resolving MechanisBlafning the Victim—the Just
World Phenomenon—Lerner (1980)

As Milgram (1974, p. 10) noted:

Of considerable interest, however, is the fact thahy subjects harshly devalue the
victim as a consequena# acting against him. Such comments as, ‘He was s
stupid and stubborn he deserved to get shockedeg e@mmmon. Once having

acted against the victim, these subjects founddeasary to view him as an
unworthy individual, whose punishment was madeitaéle by his own

deficiencies of intellect and character.

Similarly, another subject was “angry at the leaffoe being so slow and forcing me to
shock him harder” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “17”, #0326Nith the learner being so
“stupid” and “slow”, these subjects were tryingctanvince themselves (self deception)
and/or others present (deception) that the leamasrmost responsible for their (the
subjects’) actions. As Staub (1989, p. 17) puBtaming others, scapegoating,
diminishes our own responsibility.”

8.8 The Self-Invented Strain Resolving MechanisBlaiming Military Service in

Reducing Feelings of Responsibility

Struggling to later explain themselves, other stisjblamed a previous life
experience, which they felt was similar to the aiton in which they found themselves in
Milgram’s laboratory. Some subjects invented a SR&mely, a propensity to obey
acquired during their time in the military. As ooleedient subject later explained:

Subject: “Guess I'm pretty good at obeying orderagan ahrrrr, military
service.”

Milgram: “What if he were actually being murderedhere?”

Subject: “[lnaudible] . . . .”

Milgram: “Well why did you listen to this man [trexperimenter] rather than
the other guy [the learner]?”

Subject: “Well it’s like | say, I'm used to takirgyders . . . I've been through

quite a bit of combat” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape 83}
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The implication was that had he never been in thitany then he would not have
completed the experiment. Thus, he convinced Hir(ssf-deception) and/or tried to
convince others present (deception), that he wasrndame for his harmful actions.

Rather, his experiences in the military were torida

However, all of the above supplied and self-invdrapportunities that helped
subjects to evade responsibility for their harndctions were mind-games. These mind-
games were used so that most subjects could evemlg#rantation with the experimenter.
TheRelationshipcondition (especially when the subject and leawene much more than
just acquaintances) was the best illustration isf tiConsider, for example, one subject
who refused to continue, and then tried to jusdtif/actions:

Subject: “But since he was my brother [Inaudibletdpped . . . .~
Milgram: “Why do you think you stopped for a bretkhn-law?”
Subject: “Well ahhrrr . ... Why should | keep@wing? It's nothat

necessary to keep on going right? That’s the reasty | stopped”
(SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2422).
Irrespective of the experimenter’s prods, this sabgxpresses an awareness that it was not
that necessary that he inflict every shock. But, wébpect to resolving the inherent moral
dilemma, this subject’s response to the questiomhait he would have done had the

learner instead been a stranger, is revealing:

Subject: “Well . . . they told me | should keapgoing, | keep on going.”
Milgram: “Why? What's the difference?”

Subject: “Well . . . [Inaudible] is not dangerousthing will happen to mé
Milgram: “But that's what you were told ahhrrr wigtour brother in-law.”
Subject: “Yeah but there’s a difference.”

Milgram: “What's the difference?”

Subject: “...Ifitis a stranger | don't liste Right? We are doing an

experiment . . . . They told me to do it, | keepdming it. He told
me keep on going, | keep on going” (SMP, Box 15@diatape
#2422).
The difference was that the subject anticipatetighacking his brother-in-law would
come with consequences, while shocking a stranmgdxaply would not. When asked this

same question other subjects gave similar respdiises

13 For example, another subject stated: “if this @@®mplete stranger in here, to me, ahrr it woeldrinich
easier to continue on” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape28)4 (See also SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2428 &
#2438).
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Another subject, faced with the prospect of initigta 165-volt shock on his son,
illustrates just how obvious it was for subjectshia many non-relationship variations that

it was “notthat necessary to keep going”:

Subject: “Wrong, I'm gonna give you 165 volts.”
Learner: “Ahhh, let me out of here . . . . I'm g@nrip this place up! Let ME
OUT ... " (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2435).

The subject, trying to conjure up a non-confrootai means of ending the experiment,

rather creatively pointed out:

Now listen, he’ll he’ll ki) do that too . . . you better let him out becalsd do it!

If you think any of your equipment . . . we’ll giyeu back your cheques and let it
go at that, to hell with it. Because I'm not gorivaave him get hurt, and he’ll rip
your equipment up (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2435).

This strategy fails and the experimenter then iaglse subject continue inflicting the
shocks. The subject realised there was no amiadnyeout, and facing the prospect of
inflicting a 180-volt shock on his own son, the j@ab burst into a heated and occasionally

incoherent tirade:

Subject: ‘I DON'T GIVE A GOD DANG WHAT ‘THE EXPERVMEENT
REQUIRES’. IF SOMEONE’S GETTING HURT AND
HOLLERING THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS ANYONE
GONNA MAKE CONTINUE WITH [sic] SO DON'T GIVE ME
THAT LINE OF HOOLEY IF IF gsic) YOU'RE GETTING AN
EXPERIMENT, AND IT'S HURTING YA [mumble] THAT'S
GONNA MAKE YOU CONTINUE WITH IT—SO DON'T GIVE
ME THAT LINE OF HOOLEYI'M NOT SO DUMB THAT |
DON'T KNOW THAT AND AS | SAY, YOU CAN HAVE YOUR
TWO DAMN CHEQUES BACK! IF HE'S GONNA HOLLER
LIKE THAT I'M NOT GONNA KEEP GOING THROUGH WITH

T

Experimenter: “You have no other choice Teacher.

Subject: “WHAT DO YA MEAN | HAVE NO OTHER CHOICE!"

Experimenter: “If you don’t continue we’re going lhave to discontinue the entire
experiment.”

Subject: (suddenly calming down) “ . . . discon#rthe entire thing! | an’t
gonna have my boy, would you have your boy holgermthere like
that?”

Experimenter: “Well we’ll have to discontinue, miagsk you a few questions . . .
?11

Subject: “I'm not going to sit there, after alatts my boy, and I’'m not

gonna sit [mumbles]” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2435
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As this subject repeatedly emphasised, that therarpnt “requires” he continus a “line

of hooley”. He also highlighted that—never havattended high schadf—his lack of
formal education did not prevent him from knowihgtthe did nobaveto continue. He
was also aware that he had a choice, one of whachtavdiscontinue participating in the
experiment. The difference was that in Baselineexperiment, helping the learner
required subjects to engage in a confrontationedral of a stranger. For most subjects,
helping a stranger paled in comparison to satigfyireir personal desire to avoid having to
engage in a distasteful confrontation. It is thene suspected that the obedient subjects
were just as capable as the independent audiehadentifying that inflicting the shocks
was the morally wrong course of action. This megyl@&n why 36.6 percent of a sample
of subjects who completed later still held themeaslmost responsible (Milgram, 1974, p.
203). As one subject admitted: “I was surprised to lg¢hat | did a thing even thoudh
knew it was wrongp do it[italics added]” (SMP, Box 44, Divider: “Problems?2321).
Another subject stated: “It's left me with a guifgeling” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “9”,
#2013). As one disobedient subject said: “l waslgb find that | had the ‘guts’ to refuse
to continue” (SMP, Box 44, Divider “14”, #0837). itWregards to all the non-relationship

variations, Damico (1982) understood the situatie:

most revealing . . . in the Milgram experiment @ the inability of his subjects to
understand the difference between right and wronuxety was often the most
visible emotion—but their failure to care about thierence in a way that would
have made it the controlling factor in their beloa\(pp. 424-425).
It would have been interesting to note how manyesiib would have completed the
experiment had they known before inflicting thetfishock that they would later swap
roles with the learner. Irrespective of what thbject might have said—“but | don't like
what’s happening to that fella in there” (Milgraf®65c)—most did not care enough about
the learner to sacrifice their lesser importaniréss Actually, Zimbardo (1974, pp. 566-
567) went so far as to argue that most of the @id@nt subjects were not all that

concerned about the learner:

what did the disobeying minority do after they safd to continue to shock the
poor soul, who was so obviously in pain? Did thegrvene, go to his aid,
denounce the researcher, protest to higher audwrdtc.? No, even their
disobedience was within the frameworkKadceptability’; they stayed in their
seats, ‘in their assigned place,’ politely, psyogiatally demurred, and they waited
to be dismissed by the authorty.

114 See SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2435.

1151 ending support to Zimbardo’s point is tBebject as Bystandeondition, in which, as a compromise,
the ordinary man asked the 16 recalcitrant subjeats theOrdinary Man Gives Ordersondition to
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This is true, with the exception of the then ungh#dRelationshipcondition, which
provided many examples of genuinely concerned bebaand defiance. After inflicting
the 150-volt shock on his friend, one subject satddeesitated, and the experimenter then
issued the prod: “It's absolutely essential that gontinue teacher.” Ignoring the
experimenter, the subject stood up from his chadrtaied to make his way to the
learner/friend in the adjacent room. On encountga locked door, he then demanded of
the experimenter: “You gonna open up the door?iisBey the seriousness of the situation,
the experimenter did not issue the final prod, “Ym@ve no other choice” and, seemingly
fearing for his own safety, responded instead: ‘Weive to discontinue the experiment”
(SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #24243°

8.9 The Self-Invented Strain Resolving MechanisiAwdidance Behaviour in

Reducing Feelings of Responsibility

Another example of a self-invented SRM that lenéggit to the argument that
subjects knew they were acting immorally was a biela that Milgram termed
avoidance As subjects reached the higher end of the shoakd, some started to
anticipate the learner’s excruciating screams amggsefully talked over his pained
appeals, as if to try to neutralise their impaee(SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2301).
Similar behaviours were observed during the puioisrwhere it was noticed that some
subjects would avert their eyes from the learn&gmw they could see through a silvered
glassthencontinue delivering the shocks. Milgram (1974198) termed such behaviour
avoidancewhereby “the subject screens himself from the sgnsmnsequences of his
actions.” He believedvoidancewas a type of SRM, because those who engagediiih it
“not permit the stimuli associated with the victgrsuffering to impinge on them
.. .. In this way, the victim is psychologica#iiminated as a source of discomfort”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 158). As one subject from et later admitted, they looked away
because “it causatiem discomfort to see the victim in agony [italicdad]” (Milgram,
1974, p. 34).

continue participating in the procedure by perfargninstead the timekeeper role (with 11, 69 percent
completing). Most who completed this condition &eaot as concerned about the learner’s well-besng a
they were about the possibility of later being béahfior the destructive end result. If they weralye
concerned about the learner, they (as a minorityouldalso have refused to participate in the second part
of the experiment.

118 Also see SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2421, #24254824
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Like all subjects who, in fear of a confrontatioiecided to resolve the moral
dilemma by repeatedly siding with the experimertarse who engaged avoidance
knew they were choosing the wrong option. Butabfam confronting these subjects was
that with thecause(the subject flicking switches) being so closallated to an
intensifyingeffect(the screaming learner), they (and others preses repeatedly and
more intensely reminded of the existence of thissefeffect relationship. These subjects
were clearly manipulating their immediate enviromteo as to screen themselves from
having to experience and react to the strain/gudlticing sensory consequences of their
actions. Paradoxically, it would seem these subjeicl not want to know about the harm
they knew they were mostly responsible for infigi—Seibel’s “intentional ignorance”.
As far as these subjects were concerned, if nothierg physically cueing them into
feeling guilty or stressed about the implicatioasaxiated with their harmful actions then,
relying on self-deception, there was no need tbresponsible. By placing the victim out
of sight and/or neutralising their increasingly giersite screams, it became easier to keep
them out of mind (as well as promoting the appeagda others present that because the
subject apparently never saw/heard the learnea®ions, they could then deceive them
by denying having known the learner was in paifferefore, via self-deception and/or
the deception of otherayoidancetype behaviours could aid in reducing some subject

feelings and/or appearance of being responsibléhér actions.

8.10 The Self-Invented Strain Resolving Mechani$iRasitive Self-Image in Reducing

Feelings of Responsibility

The pseudonymous Elinor Rosenblum was a self-spilid of the community,
who believed herself “unusual; I'm softhearted, Bnsofty” (Milgram, 1974, p. 83). Not
long into the experiment she encountered the niblerhhma: to withdraw or continue?
She later admitted: “| was tempted so much to atopto say: ‘Look I'm not going to do it
anymore. Sorry. I'm not going to do it’ ” (Milgna, 1974, p. 83). But as her repeated
infliction of shocks indicated, the prospect ofatiedience obviously involved a burden
that, on behalf of the learner, Rosenblum was umgito shoulder. At the learner’s
expense, it was instead easier for her, albeit maltg, to continue administering the

shocks.

Continuing to choose the path easiest for hersatid-veell aware of what this

decision meant for the increasingly pained learrszemed to have stimulated, for all to
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see, her reaction of uncontrollable shaking. Resliearing this nervous reaction might
convey an awareness of wrongdoing, she attemptedtity her actions to the others
present by offering an explanation that was corbpatvith her positive self-image:
“‘Must | go on? Oh, I'm worried about him . . Can’t we stop? I'm shaking. I'm

shaking’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p. 80). As Milgram obyged: “She construes her expressions
of tension purely as a sign of virtue: she was ogs\wecause she cared about the victim”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 83). But had Milgram’s machimeen real, Rosenblum failed to
recognise that she was professing her concerngerson on whom she nonetheless
inflicted potentially lethal shocks. AccordingBaumeister (1997, p. 307) the use of such

“bizarre rationalizations” involves a twofold prese

First, the perpetrator wants very strongly to badithem. Second, they are
superficially plausible enough that the personaesept them as long as he or she
doesn’t think about them very carefully . . . . Baccombination is apparently
necessary for biased thinking or self-deceptiogeneral.
But Rosenblum’s destructive actions spoke far lotigdagn her “worried” words. Explicitly
defining herself as opposed to her harmful actlead more to do with her bolstering a

desirable positive self-image (Milgram, 1974, p2)L6

Although tempted to challenge the experimenterntbst she was willing to do for
the learner was surreptitiously sabotage the exyggri. As Rosenblum later said to the
learner in a statement whose accuracy was corrtdabby the measured recording of her
performance: “ ‘As a matter of fact | tried to puble switch down very lightly. Did you
hear mestressinghe [correct] word[?] | was hoping that you woblglar me.” ” (Milgram,
1974, p. 82}’ However, this admission of signalling to the tearonly invalidated her
justification for continuing: “It is an experiment . . So | had to do it. You said so”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 83). If she was just followingders for the betterment of science, why
did she purposefully try to sabotage the experifhdhivas actually common among
subjects to inflict the briefest of shocks, in thay Rosenblum did. But, as Milgram
(1974, p. 159) observed:

When interviewed, these subjects stress that tmesetrted their humanity’ by
administering the briefest shock possible. Hamgétrain in this manner was

117 As was the case with Rosenblum: “Some subjectkidmiobserved signaling the correct answer to the
victims by stressing it vocally as they read thdtiple-choice words aloud. That is, they attempied
prompt the learner and thus prevent his receiMimaglss. These subjects are willing to undermine the
experiment but not to cause an open break withoaityh . . . The subject is unable to act opemniyhis
humane feelings, deflecting them into a trivialteufuge of no real consequence. Yet ‘doing somegthi
even if of only token significance, helps presdnigeself-image as a benign man” (Milgram, 1974, 159-
160).
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easier than defiance. It permits the maximum esgpo@ of individual benignity
within the constraints of an oppressive systemt tBere is an element of self-
delusion in this type of minimal compliance. Itegonot challenge authority. It
may diminish but does not nullify the exercise ofterity’s will and is chiefly
important as a balm to the subject’s conscience.

A clearly embarrassed Rosenblum went on to jubgfyactions to the learner:

You're an actor, boy. You're marvelous! Oh, mydswhat he [the experimenter]
did to me. I'm exhausted. |didn’t want to gowith it. You don’t know what |
went through here. A person like me hurting yoy,@od. | didn’t want to do it to
you. Forgive me, please. | can't get over th face is beet red. | wouldn’t hurt
a fly (Milgram, 1974, p. 82).
Rosenblum was left confused. She was not the &dipeérson who would normally do
such a thing; she was a volunteer who taught “dutgpo. . . leather-jacket guys . . ..
respect for people, respect for older people” (Kitg, 1974, p. 81). Rosenblum was
convinced she was a good person, but she nonedlsddased that this experiment implied
that she was not so. In less than one hour, Miigg@xperiment had challenged the

credibility of Rosenblum’s strongly positive setfiage. Or had it?

In a questionnaire filled out months later, andstimith much time to reflect on the
experiments’ wider implications, Rosenblum agaireceupon her remarkable capacity for
the deception of others and/or herself. Appardmtly” ‘mature and well-educated brain’
had not believed the learner was getting shockslgfiaim, 1974, p. 84)*® Although at
the time she experienced uncontrollable shaking sslems to have convinced herself that
people like her simply do not do such things, foaty shemusthave known the shocks
were fake. The alternative explanations were sm@pplicable to a person of her
calibre. Slater (2004, p. 40) observed of subj@k¢sRosenblum: “The power of
Milgram’s experiments lies, perhaps . . . in theagrgap between what we think about

ourselves, and who we frankly are.”

Unlike Rosenblum, others were more willing to ackitemlge the disconcerting gap

between who they thought they were, and what tcayadly did:

The thought also occurred to me that for a suppgs$eghly civilized and, in my
mind, ‘soft hearted’ person | had carried the expent on a lot longer than |
should have were | as ‘soft hearted’ as | had lgdatf to believe. (I try to make
myself believe that it was because | had agreediaplete the experiment but

18 5uch post-experimental rationalisations were commbnother example: “Briefly, | am happy to have
been of service. The money was donated to theecdned. You see, my interest lay in being of gea¥/
(SMP, Box 44, Divider “T.R.”, Titled: (no label) 2205).
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without much success). It makes me wonder if | doe a real ‘resistance fighter’
in the event that our country should ever findlitsethe position of a France or a
Denmark under occupation (SMP, Box 44, Divider #80202).

Another subject later observed:

It has bothered me that | went all the way and ebdiie experimenter. At times |
threatened to stop and refuse to go further, lgatk in and finished the
experiment . . . . | consider myself better infodnand | hope more cultured then
[sic] the average non-college graduate . . . . In ggitEl this | gave the same
performance that the average slob, taken off fle@twould probably have done.
| consider this frightening (SMP, Box 44, DividéeProblems”, #1706).

One subject more succinctly recognised: “For mesqrelly, it was an awakening” (SMP,

Box 44, Divider “13”, #2001).
It is important to note that of all the BFs and S®ikMvolved, some were much

more powerful than others. There was, in fact, 8R®, in particular, on which

Milgram’s high completions rates were almost tgtaképendent.

8.11 The Supplied Strain Resolving Mechanism of3heck Generator: The Most

Powerful Mechanism Capable of Reducing FeelindRedponsibility

Milgram may have believed the shock generator tarb&mportant” SRM
(Milgram, 1974, p. 157), but relative to his obsassvith OTA, he never considered it
absolutely critical in producing his results: “Theecise mode of acting against the victim
is not of central importance” (Milgram, 1974, p)14lthough not a sufficient condition,
the shock generator—the means of inflicting harm-s-avanost necessary one, probably
the single most powerful element in the achievenrettie high completion rates (Russell

& Gregory, 2005). The following will explain why.

Subjects were aware that in flicking the switchegte shock generator seemingly
inflicted much pain on the learner. The subjeut 8z learner strapped into a shock
device from which they then also received a testkh Subjects therefore knew their
actions were directly responsible for causing daner’s pain. But because they dreaded
a direct confrontation with the experimenter thatid result if they stopped what they
were doing, many subjects became motivated notdavkvhat they knew they were

responsible for. Many sensed they might be absestdd having to shoulder this burden
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of responsibility, by drawing upon a variety of plipd/self-invented SRMs. However,

the shock generator had two characteristics that apart from all the other SRMs.

First, the shock generatamt the subjectinflicted blows (seemingly) strong
enough to render another human being unconscibost(dead). Secondly, this device
could inflict these (supposedly) intense blowshia total physical absence of the initiating
subject. The simultaneous presence of these taxacteristics made it possible to
physically separate: “the act [flick switches] atsdeffects [seemingly rendering the victim
unconscious]” (Milgram, 1974, p. 39) therefore emay “the victim’s suffering possesses
an abstract, remote quality for the subject. Henare, but only in a conceptual sense, that
his actions cause pain to another person; thedagprehended but not felt” (Milgram,
1974, p. 36). Being only conceptually aware ofittotim’s pain injected into the situation
what this author termsmbiguous responsibilitypotential confusion over who—the
subject, experimenter, perhaps even the learner-wwas responsible for the learner’s
painful experience. The shock generator made nssipiity ambiguougecause its
separation of thact from itseffectsubtly prevented subjects from feeling and/or appg
as directly responsible as they in fact were feirtharmful actions. If they did néel
and/orappearmost responsible for the effects of their actithren, somewhat
conveniently, perhaps in their own and/or othersids, they were not responsible?
Maximising or minimising the simultaneous use a&¢h two characteristics most

powerfully dictated whether Milgram obtained high@v completion rates.

The only condition that maximised the effect of s#h@ck generator’s two key
characteristics was thiguly Remote Pilostudy (initially termed the “no feed back”
condition) in which, due to the way the shock gatmrwas set up, from the start the
subject never heard, could not see, and did nat teetouch a person on whom they
inflicted three consecutive 450-volt shocks. Aligh Milgram (1965a, p. 61) did not
provide the exact figure, in this variation “virtlyaall subjects went blithely to the end of
the board, seemingly indifferent to the verbal geations (‘Extreme Shock’ and ‘Danger:

Severe Shock’).”

However, across theroximity Seriedilgram subtly changed the set-up of the
shock generator, forcing subjects into hearingngg@nd eventually feeling the harmful
consequences of their actions. As the subjectg@utual awareness that the learner was
receiving shocks was gradually bolstered by theseutative sources of perceptual
information, the harder it became to convince trelues and/or others present that they
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themselves were not most responsible for theioasti For an increasing proportion of
subjects, supplied and/or self invented rationabsa for continuing became, for
themselves and/or others present, less believasid.for an increasing proportion of
subjects across th&roximity Seriestheir sense of personal responsibility for whasw
happening to the learner became much strongenamdually unavoidableRemote—
heard some banging on wall: 35 percent pulled\doitze-Feedback-heard all verbal
reactions: 37.5 percent pulled oBtoximity—saw and heard all reactions: 60 percent
pulled out). As it became harder to deny responsibility for srigarmful actions, across
theProximity Seriesn increasing proportion of subjects felt a cornpglobligation to

pull out.

Of all Milgram’s variations, it was the last of stgeries—thd&ouch-Proximity
experiment—that least used the shock generatot&npal to physically separate the
learner from the perceptual implications associati inflicting high intensity shocks.
Participants were not only conceptually aware their actions were producing pain, but
across multiple senses they also became percgpavedire of this fact by seeing and
hearing a man screaming in pain under the for¢kedf own hands. The relationship
between cause and effect—the subject’s actionshankkarner’'s pain—was no longer
ambiguous; and, consequently there was no ambigespsnsibility. Forcing the
learner’s hand on to the shock plate made it diffitor subjects to convince themselves
(self-deception) and/or others present (deceptiuat)they were not most responsible for
the learner’s painful predicament (70 percent pudlat). What might have sounded like a
plausible rationalisation for continuing in tfieuly Remote Pilet“l had to do it. You
said so”™—had by the early to mid stages ofthech-Proximityexperiment become for
most subjects totally implausible. They had comsuspect that if blame were to be
apportioned they could not convincingly rely upbe popular excuse that they w@rst
following orders(or any other justification, whether it was supglior self-invented)—
who would have been gullible enough to have betldhem? Not helping matters was
that for most subjects in this variation, relativehe intense stress associated with
continuing to inflict further shocks, engaging ic@nfrontation had become the easier
option. Particularly when faced with having toc¢buhe learner, most subjects could not
help but feel and/or appear most responsible far ections. Thus, they felt obligated to
shift out of theSADand return to th&tate of Autononay®

119 Another inhibiting factor was that the learnettie last two experiments of tigoximity Seriezould see
the subject: “the actions of the subject now comaen scrutiny by the victim . . . . His surveill&nof the
action directed against him may give rise to shanmguilt, which may then serve to curtail the actio
(Milgram, 1974, pp. 38-39).
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Milgram incorrectly predicted that very few wouldroplete thelouch-Proximity
condition. He was surprised that almost a thirdudfjects completed this variation.
However, this result is less surprising when oradises that although theouch-Proximity
condition had removed the shock generator’s sechatacteristic (the potential to inflict
pain remotely), it retained in full the first chataristic (the shock generator, not the
subject, inflicted the seemingly forceful blowd)his gives rise to a central question: what
kind of results might Milgram have obtained in aiadon where the means of inflicting
harm was devoid dfoth characteristics? Hypothetically, speaking, it Wdaoot have been
difficult to run what would have been the contreperiment to th&ruly Remote Pilot
simply remove the shock generator from the expertaigparadigm. When one
contemplates such an experiment, it becomes clgetenow central a role the means of
inflicting harm actually played. Completing thepeximent without the shock generator
would have left subjects experiencing a physicahettion between themselves (or some
instrument/weapon) and the effedisectly caused by those actions. Furthermore, the
subject would not only have to feel (and thus sekleear) the implications of their
actionstheywould have to produce force of sufficient intepsd render the learnat

leastunconscious. Russell and Gregory (2005, pp. &8-Bave argued:

one need only consider what results Milgram migiwehobtained if instead of
requiring participants to inflict punishment by meaf the shock generator the
participant had been required to administer sorherptore direct, physical
penalty. For example, how far would Milgram’s papants have gone if they had
been required personally to beat, bludgeon, or \edearner, ultimately to the
point of unconsciousness or beyond? Under suchitimmsl there would have been
no ‘lack of unity.’

Should any subjects have agreed to complete suek@ariment, and increasingly
beat the learner into at least a state of unconsngss, to a far greater degree than in the
Touch-Proximitycondition, there could be no ambiguous resporitsibilt would be
indisputably clear who was responsible for the onte. The shock generator was so
central that, in fact, its absence would also hanelered all the previously mentioned BFs
and SRMs useless. Physically striking the leam#r immense force and then later
explaining that they were “just following orderghiat science required they do it, that the
experimenter convinced them the learner would edtdrmed, or, that the experimenter
said he was totally responsible for the subjedi®@as, would most likely seem patently
ridiculous to all involved (including the subjecti}.is quite possibly because they did not
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fully consider the impact of the shock generatat the psychiatrists approached by
Milgram before the experiment predicted that omig @ a thousand, a “pathological

fringe”, would complete the experiment (Milgram,749 p. 31).

Clearly, the shock generator injected ambiguitg itie scenario, so again, there
may be merit in Mixon’s criticism that many a suttjeompleted only because they were
not exactly sure if the learner was being hurtsulbjects were led to believe that they were
indisputably hurting another person (as they wanlithe above hypothetical variation), it
is highly unlikely many would have agreed to congleAlthough this issue will be

addressed soon, not feeling and/or appearing reggemwas of central importanc®.

Establishing the shock generator as the key detambiof Milgram’s high
completion rates helps to reveal many connectieysid the laboratory walls. Directly
influenced by and then creatively elaborating upblgram’s (1974, p. 157) observation
regarding the positive correlation between distaarwkthe probability of subjects’
completing the experiment, Grossman (1995) hasitabkically ranked various types of
military weapons on the basis of physical distasegarating those deploying them from
their eventual victim/$?' The greater the distance that certain weaponbeaeployed
from their target, the less is the resulting stiiiit or, what Grossman more lucidly
termed resistance to killing His thesis is succinctly captured in the graplow:

120 Milgram asked one subject who completedRetationshipvariation and shocked his friend, “Is there
anything he could have said that would have gottento stop the experiment?” Subject: “I don'tnthiso.”
Milgram: “Um, what if we . . . gave you . . . a gand said ‘shoot him in the head’, now seriousiibject:
“Seriously . . . if they gave me a gun to shoot hirthe head | wouldn’t have done it. | think nr@asoning
behind it . . . was this thing is set-up . . . t Bie way | figured it, you're not going to causauyselves
trouble by actually giving serious physical daméga body.” Milgram: “Um, do you think that wouldve
been the point where you would have not done ihefe were any kind of physical damage?” Subject:
“Yeah, if it was open to my sensess you say, if ahhrr, if a gif] gun [Mumble] | wouldn’t [Mumble]. No
matter what anyone told me concerning say phonlgtsubr anything like that” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotap
#2430).

121 The connection between the OTA experiments argliéetly relied upon methods of mass-killing has
been made by both Milgram (1974, pp. 7-9, 38) ahérs (see Bandura, 1973, p. 177).
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Figure 16:Distance versus resistance to killing (Grossm8a51p. 98).

Grossman has argued that resistance to killingrdgies with longer-range
weaponry, because this technology inhibits thewdaition of potentially powerful
emotions such as guilt, stress, trauma, and songetiat explored by Milgram,
repugnance As will be shown below, this may have implicasdor Goldhagen’s “issue

of cruelty”.

In conflict with Grossman, there is believed togdb@uch stronger relationship
between resistance to killing and stimulation obggressor’s perceptual senses, than
there is between resistance to killing and distgerese. Some of Grossman’s own
evidence lends support to this assertion. For @lamaccording to Grossman, during the
trench battles of World War One the grenade wasobtige most popular weapons used
against the enemy. It seemed to generate a l@setance to killing than the longer-range
rifle. According to the above graph, however, ltla@d-grenadshouldgenerate a higher
resistance to killing than the longer-range rifeeause it is frequently deployed from more
proximate distances to the intended victim/s. riovfaling an explanation for this anomaly
in his graph, Grossman points out that when attackiith a grenade the soldier must
shield their body behind cover and close their eyekears to avoid being injured by their
own attack. As a result, when killing: “grenadesr&vpsychologically and physically
easier to use . . . . [because] the kilees not have to look at his victims or hear théth d
(Grossman, 1995, p. 113). In other words, kilkmth a grenade is psychologically easier
than using a more distant rifle because, not hatdrgge or hear their victim/s die, the
person doing the killing experiences less perceptiraulation. Resistance to killing
therefore has a stronger relationship with stimoiabf the aggressor’s perceptual senses
than it does with physical distance per se. Thistanay have relevance to the Holocaust:

Germans pouring Zyclon B pellets through ceilingtgenvere separated from their many

159



victims by only one or two metres (victims who abulot be seen, need not be touched,
and who could not be heard dying by the perpetatdhey, the perpetrators, quickly
vacated the scene).

This author has synthesised the concept of perakgitnulation with many of
Grossman’s insightful observations, to producefétiewing innovation on his above
graph. At one end of what has been termedkitheg method hierarchyKMH), and
eliciting the highest levels of resistance to kijiare methods like the following martial

arts technique. The person killing is to:

Punch a thumb through . . . [the victim’s] eye andnto the brain, subsequently
stirring the intruding digit around inside the dkabcking it off toward the side,
and forcefully pulling the eye and other matter with the thumb (Grossman,
1995, pp. 131-132).

This method is believed to produce a higher restgtao killing than, say, using a sharp
weapon in a piercing action (such as stabbing withife or bayonet), because to cause a
fatality an aggressor must directly force, intelynahd slowly feel, clearly see, and hear
their victim die. A sharp instrument used in argieg action is likely to produce a greater
resistance to killing on the part of an aggresantsimilar instruments used in a slashing
action (like slashing with a knife). The reasontfus difference is: “To pierce is to
penetrate, while to slash is to sidestep or deaytiective of piercing into the enemy’s
essence” (Grossman, 1995, p. 121). Next, a shatpument used in a slashing action is
likely to produce a greater resistance to killihgrt a blunt instrument (like the butt of a
rifle) used in a bludgeoning action. This is besmabludgeoning does not require the
victim to be attacked internally. Blunt instrumeised in a bludgeoning action are likely
to produce a greater resistance to killing thangisi firearm, which itself—not the
shooter—generates the force of the blow. The mmltif the trigger stimulates the firing of
a projectile which takes a straight line path sat@trget. Although a firearm requires the
person killing to see the consequences of theiorstunlike all the previously mentioned
weapons/methods, they do not necessitate the isstiaeint of a direct connection between
the victim, the weapon, and the aggressor. Fipalfjrearm involving a direct fire
projectile is likely to produce a greater resistatxkilling than a firearm involving an
indirect fire projectile (where the projectile firéakes a curved or less direct path towards
its target). Indirect fire projectiles, such asllary, or in the case of intercontinental
missiles, clearly eliminate tactile and auditorygaeptual stimulation and, depending on

the distance from and the course towards the targateliminate most if not all perceptual
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stimulation. It should be noted that this hierazahranking from high to low levels of
perceptual stimulation also, albeit generally, nsowea direction of slow to more
instantaneous methods of killing.

Increasingly over the last several centuries,qaerly in the Western World, there
has been increasing inventiveness of, and, asseqaence, proliferation and reliance
upon perceptually benign killing technology—the tiagt to aerial bombardment, “hung-
drawn-quartered” to the automatic lethal injectioachine. Is it possible that the
increasingly reliance on gradually more benign méshof killing may have sensitised
subsequent generations of modern people to the a@afly bloody “hands-on” methods
of killing so heavily relied upon by their ancest®r The dearth of exposure to and
experience when killing with the much more primatilechnology/methods used by our
ancestors may have increased modern people’saiesésto killing with such
weapons/methods. It is for this reason that the-HKdobably has greater applicability to
modern Westerners more than anybody else.

Other than having implications for Goldhagen’s &ssficruelty?> the KMH may
also have potential as a heuristic device thatlesaine to objectively identify both how
and why some methods of killing are psychologicalgier to engage in than others (by
ameliorating a range of inhibitory emotions suclyait, trauma, and/or repugnancelfror

example:

certain forms of killing were less liable to inaywilt. This was particularly the

case in the most anonymous forms of modern warferaerial warfare, for
example, there was a strong correlation betweé&ndadtand guilt . . . . Such
anonymity in the slaughtering process even enabkedavigator of the Enola Gay,
which dropped the atomic bomb on Hiroshima, to demy adverse emotional
reactions: he claimed to have ‘come off the missihaa a bite and a few beers, and
hit the sack, and had not lost a night’s sleep tivetbomb in 40 years’ (Bourke,
1999, p. 209).

Obviously, this member of tenola Gaycrew wasconceptuallyaware that his mission

had just instantly killed tens of thousands of peopgHowever, because he was able to

122 Goldhagen provided only six examples of lethalerice where a direct physical connection was
established between a German perpetrator, thepameand victim/s, causing the perpetrator/s teearpce
intense and unavoidable levels of tactile, visaat] auditory stimulation (see Goldhagen, 19963p(-302;
307; 351; 351; 358-359; 401). Such primitive tealbgy, like for example the bayonet, was readily
available (see Goldhagen, 1996, p. 217) but, wa#édigassing and shooting, were rarely used to kille Th
likelihood thatfatal stabbings, bludgeonings, whippings, and beatirgye wctually relatively rare appears to
have been lost on Goldhagen, who instead predemteader with a myriad of non-fatal bludgeonings,
whippings, beatings, verbal assaults and “bizamceself-abasing acts” (Goldhagen, 1996, p. 386)is & a
major weakness in Goldhagen'’s resilient second m@juoment—relating to gratuitous cruelty—because
such lethal violence in the relatively unsophigtcikilling institutions was by no means the norm.
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avoid becomingperceptuallyaware of all the human carnage he had just hackatdiand
in creating, he could be a part of a team whicHat&ill without actually feeling that they

were killing!#

The type of negative psychological repercussiomsgoeeferred to are those
elicited by methods of killing that do require tietim to be heard, seen and, to some
degree, felt. Consider, for example, a methodlbhg from the opposite end of the KMH

spectrum:

An American who joined the Foreign Legion recalteoneting a ‘young Fellow
... as delicate as a pencil’. For months aftetw&e could not sleep ‘for
remembering what that fellow looked like, and how Imayonet slipped into him
and how he screamed when he fell’ (Bourke, 199210).

In greater detail, an Australian by the name of Idtiess (as cited in Holmes, 1985, p.
379)has described a bayonet attack he observed atshbdttle of Gaza in 1917 as:

just berserk slaughter . . . the grunting bredtiesgritting teeth and the staring eyes
of the lunging Turk, the sobbing scream as the baldpped home. . . . Bayonet-
fighting is indescribable . . . words are incapaifldescribing feeling&*

The psychological reactions to the killing of joste person with a bayonet stands in stark
contrast to the responses felt by those compiidiheé perceptually “benign” nuclear attack
which, according to Glover (1999, p. 99), had kil00,000 people by 1950 (a point
readily conceded by those involved in bombing Jap2&n

Obviously, means of inflicting harm like the shaydnerator and aerial
bombardment are psychologically easier to depla@abse they insert significant
perceptual (but not conceptual) ambiguity intodlestructive end results. This
observation detracts from Mixon’s (1976, 1989)icistn that ambiguity surrounding the
outcome of the shocks on the learner contributédikgram obtaining high completion
rates (and that less ambiguity would have resuttéower completion rates). The fact that

123 As World War Two bomber pilot J. Douglas Harvetetareflected in relation to a mission that tardete
Berlin, “ ‘I could not visualize the horrible deatmy bombs . . . had caused here. | had no feefiggilt. |
had no feeling of accomplishment’ ” (Fussell, 1989143).

124 5ee Grossman (1995, p. 124) for an exceptionisaytmeral rule in the modern era.

125 paul Montgomery, who was involved in the bombifignany Japanese cities during World War Two has
said: “ ‘It's not like | was going out and stickiregbayonet in someone’s belly, OK?' " (Rees, 2@01,19,

as cited in Rees, 2005, p. 293).
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Milgram purposefully created ambiguity in the expental procedure—changing the last
switch from saying “LETHAL” to “XXX"—may not, as Mion would argue, mean that
Milgram’s results were methodologically flawed. ¥{hvas important as far as the OTA
experiments were concerned was that (1) Milgranureassubjectbelievedthat the

learner was being shocked; and (2), irrespectivangfpurposefully inserted ambiguity,
Milgram succeeded in ensuring a substantial mgjofitis subjects inflicted all the
shocks. He succeeded on both cotffts.

8.12 Conclusion

The main (although not exclusive) reason why mobjexts completed the
Baselineexperiment was that they found it easier to camtimflicting the shocks than to
help the learner—which would have required theyagiegn a confrontation with the
experimenter. In conflict with Milgram’agentic statewhere subjects honestly did not
believe themselves to be responsible for theioast(and were simply instruments of the
experimenter), this explanation implies they knaeytwere acting immorally.
Consequently, Milgram’agentic statavas replaced with th8tate of Autonomous Denial
(SAD): a state of mind where subjects were aware Heat were mostly responsible for
their own actions, but due to the personal costs@aated with shouldering responsibility
for their actions and a suspicion they could a¢hwnpunity, they attempted to conceal
this awareness internally (via self-deception) andkternally (via attempts to deceive
others present). A variety of opportunities (siggphnd/or self- invented) facilitated
“access” to the SAD, greatly aiding subjects inding feeling and/or appearing

responsible for their harmful actions.

However, the single most powerful mechanism, thatoinjunction with an
ideology that legitimised the infliction of harmaw undoubtedly the SRM of the shock

generator. It was unique in that it physically #iorated subjects’ emotionally traumatic

126 A5 Mixon (1972, 1976, 1989) has argued, both éilis plays and even Milgram’s own results suppagt th
assertion that when it is made clear to subjeetsttte learner is being electrocuted, predictedaatdal
completions slump. Thus, Mixon believes that Mallgr's high completion rates were due to his purpdsef
insertion of ambiguity surrounding the learner®faHowever, this thesis suggests that greatetyctaver
the learner’s fate reduced the completion rate i # increased the subjects’ feelings and/or agree of
responsibility for their harmful actions. Greattarity also reduced the opportunities for subjéatpass the
“responsibility-buck” for their harmful actions. Mgn the consequences of our harmful actions are

made clear (and therefore undeniable), we cantetday that we “did not know”, because we cledity
know. Of course, greater ambiguity over the legsrfate (as in Milgram’s'ruly Remote Pilotondition)
produces the converse effect.
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experiences. The shock generator introduced whattarme@mbiguous responsibility
confusion over who was most responsible for thenkds pain. In fact, it was the shock
generator’s attenuation of the strain of inflictimgrm that infused an air of plausibility
into all the other BFs and SRMs, whether suppliesetf-invented. However, in the
absence of the shock generator, there could beifiiny ambiguous responsibility, and
all the other SRMs and BFs would not have soun@eadly as plausible to the obedient
subjects themselves and/or others present. In#usire-think suggests that Milgram’s
experimental paradigm was not about OTA per se namch more about the subjects’
resolution of a moral dilemma. Furthermore, theohetion of this dilemma meant that the
subjects had to make a personal choice for whielotlicome was strongly (although
certainly not exclusively) determined by the auaility of a wide variety of supplied
and/or self-invented opportunities used with thention of evading responsibility for

their actions.

This conclusion is congruent with literature on tasolution of moral dilemmas.
For example, Bandura’s (1999, p. 194) concephofal disengagemeimt the
perpetuation of inhumanities, where “there are msogyal and psychological maneuvers
by which moral self-sanctions can be disengaged frdhiumane conduct.” Bandura’'s
mechanisms aioral disengagemeimclude Moral Justifications, Euphemistic Labeling
Advantageous Comparisons, Displacement of RespbtysiDiffusion of Responsibility,
Disregard or Distortion of Consequences; DehuménoisaAttribution of Blame, and

Gradualistic Moral Disengagement (most of whichgvlim termed SRMs).

Nonetheless, a possible criticism of the abovessessment is that, as with
Milgram’s theory, it focuses solely on explaininigealient subjects’ actions while failing
to explain why others, such as Milgram and hisaedeteam, also willingly participated
in the experiments. It should be kept in mind tinatke the subjects whihoughtthey
were inflicting harm, Milgram and his team repe&tezarticipated in thactualinfliction
of harm. That “others” obviously condoned this litifpus and in some ways inhumane
experiment—particularly the experimenter and Yatevdrsity—was a significant factor
for continuing in the eyes of most subjects. Obetsubjects regularly pointed out they
would never have acted as they did on their oworaeethat “others” were involved was,
for them, central in facilitating their actionsrying to explain the subjects’ actions in the
OTA experiments, without at the same time explajrire actions of all people involved in

them, may inhibit a more comprehensive understanairthe human behaviour displayed
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therein.

The following chapter will complement the aboveiundual/psychological
explanation for most subjects’ behaviour, offerangnore group/structural/sociological
explanation in regard to why Milgram, his reseaedm, and their subjects did what they
did. The chapter wilapply a broader Weberian sociological lens to thé& @xperiments.
That is, Milgram’s experimental programme will hewed as microcosmic goal-

orientated bureaucratic process.
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Chapter Nine: Milgram’s Obedience to Authority
Experiments as an Emergent Organisational
(Bureaucratic) Microcosm

You have all heard the saying that a bureaucramésely a cog in the wheel—it turns whenever the
wheel is turning. As a political scientist, | haadifferent view: The bureaucrdtivesthe wheel—
without him, it would not tura-Hilberg (1980, p. 101).

By the time Milgram ran his first official experimg an extensive goal-orientated
organisational process had already been constracteshd the subjects. The
interdependent links in this structural chain imgd, among others, the inherently
bureaucratic National Science Foundation (NSF) ifupg@rocess, Yale’s provision of
facilities, the hiring then deployment of technispkcialists, research assistants, and
numerous actors, all with prescribed roles. Thespective contributions were to be

coordinated by Milgram himself, the “project mandge

In the wake of insights generated by intellectuahts such as Max Weber,
scholars have come to understand the inherentlgiveepower of the bureaucratic
process in achieving particular objectives, irresipe of their moral status (Arendt, 1963,
1970; Gerth & Mills, 1974; Hilberg, 1961; Rubenstel 978). Some of these coercive
forces can include thehain of comman@op-down authorisation of an order),
bureaucratic momentuigMilgram’s “swift-flowing stream” where individudinks feel
pressured by other links within the bureaucrat@iciinto performing their specialist
role/task), andlisplacement/diffusion of responsibil{tyhere responsibility for an
eventual “negative outcome” is passed on and eaéintdissipated across the numerous

links in the bureaucratic chain).

It is tempting to believe that of the three abowercive forces, thehain of
commandvas of greatest relevance to the obedience t@oatylffOTA) experiments.
However, as this chapter will show, across the expnt’s goal-orientated organisational
process, of central importance was dsplacement/diffusion of responsibilityhereby
across the bureaucratic chain the person ultima¢siyonsible for the destructive end
result seemed to disappear. As discussed eatidras this chapter will reinforce, OTA is
not just an inadequate explanation for Milgram'sufes, it may even be a misleading

description of most subjects’ behaviour.
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9.1 Many Subjects “Obeyed” the Experimenter buttb@ Experimenter “Obey”
Milgram?

Milgram’s attention throughout the experimentalgraanme was solely focused on
the subjects’ actionsBut scholars like Harré have wondered why, unlégé proportions
of actual subjects, Milgram’s assistants/erraised objections whilst they themselves

were wreaking near “nervous collapse” (Milgram, 396. 377) on many subjects:

Milgram’s assistants were quite prepared to sultfexparticipants in the
experiment to mental anguish, and in some casesdsyable suffering . ... The
most morally obnoxious feature of this outrageoyseement was, | believe, the
failure of any of Milgram'’s assistants to protegamst the treatment that they were
meting out to the subjects (Harré, 1979, p. 166).

Miller (1986, p. 123) has been critical of suchuangnts: “The accusation that Milgram’s
personnel were, themselves, obedient is, to saleist, novel. Where are the orders, the
conflict, the tension, etc.? Were not these irdligisinvestigatingobedience rather than
displaying it?” This counter argument is only dafi one views the experiments, as Miller
does, solely through the lens of “OTA”. Miller rhighave dismissed Harré’s point but
during the data-collection stage Milgram himselised a similarity between the subjects’

seeminghjharmful actions and his research teaactiallyharmful ones:

Consider, for example, the fact --and it is a fadeed, that while observing the
experiment | ---and many others-- know that thev@aubject is deeply distressed,
and that the tension caused him is almost nervitesimg in some instances. Yet,
we do not stop the experiment because of this If we falil to intervene, although
we knowa man is being made upset; why separate thesengatioours from those
of the subject, who feels he is causing disconddoahotherfitalics added] And
can we not use our own motives and reactions ageda what is behind the
actions of the subjectThe question to ask then is: why do we feeffiedtin
carrying through the experiment, and why is thig different from the
justifications that the obedient subject’s fp&llics added] (SMP, Box 46, Folder
163, Titled: “Obedience Notebook 1961-1978%.

But why stop there? Milgram, the experimenter, tredlearner were not the only ones
involved in converting the OTA research idea inteality. For example, why did the

NSF funding agency, Milgram’s employer—Yale Univgrs-and every other person and

127 Brandt (1978, p. 65) pointed out that Milgram didat his subjects did—inflicted harm for “science”.
See also Helm and Morelli (1985, p. 624).

128 This quote was largely in reference to the margeokers who came to watch, but in using the ciVlect

pronoun “we” to “carrying through the experimerit®was also made in reference to the research temm
himself, who all observed the same phenomena.
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group involved—research assistants, techniciargsadministrators—make their ongoing
contributions? And why did they do so when frora finst pilot, or soon after, “it became
evident” to most involved that many subjects in ¢ffecial experiments “would
experience” intense (therefore potentially dangsydevels of “stress” (Milgram, 1974, p.
194)—what Meeus and Raaijmakers (1986, p. 311) dvcall “administrative violence”?
A useful starting point to explore why all thosédiinduals and groups behind the subject
felt justified in carrying through the experimenigt be to examine how Milgram drew

them all into performing their roles.

9.2 Getting All the Necessary Parties “On Board”

Not long after the conception of his idea, and eslg after running the first pilot,
Milgram had discovered an effective way to get nsodtjects to complete his basic
experimental paradigm. He convinced subjects byidmg them with a
rationale/ideology that, vimoral inversion condoned/legitimated the infliction of harm (a
scientific study exploring the impact of punishmentlearning). He then tempted them
into participating by appealing to their needs andgsires (by tapping into the common
desire to avoid having to engage in a confrontatrdh the experimenter). However, the
conversion of his idea from a rudimentary pilotistinto a professional research
programme was a large undertaking, necessitatsgrawing upon the aid and expertise
of many others. He required a significant resegreimt, professional laboratory facilities,
a range of technical experts, technical equipnaemd,the hiring and management of
research assistants, actors, and administratig@peel. If such an undertaking were not
difficult enough, with the innocent subjects placedier immense stress, there was also a
significant risk that at least some of the abowhviduals and groups might deem the
experiments unethical and refuse to fulfil thelers. To ensure that all remained
committed to the experiment, as he did with thgesttb Milgram needed to alleviate any

such concerns should they arise.

Milgram drew in and eased the concerns of the Wolg essential individuals and
groups: (1) Milgram himself; (2) the NSF fundingeagy; (3) Milgram’s employer and
provider of facilities, Yale University; (4) Milgma's subordinate employees, specifically
John Williams (experimenter) and James McDonougir(ler). Much as he did with the
subjects, Milgram convinceahd/or tempted all of them into fulfilling their cessary yet
frequently harmful contributions. Many of thesartan links in the bureaucratic chain
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encountered moral dilemmas of their own because)ike the subjects, their participation
also required them to inflict harm. To resolvesindilemmas, it can be argued they were
also influenced by certain Binding Factors (BFsy drew upon various supplied and/or

self-invented Strain Reducing Mechanisms (SRMs)

9.2.1 Project Manager: Stanley Milgram

The first person Milgram needed to draw in wadagt, himself. He pursued his
idea probably because of a suspicion that the haesicfitted both his ambition to pursue,
as Blass earlier argued, a “phenomenon of greaterpuence”, and because from the first
pilot he sensed he had tapped into something wiegbed to explain the Holocaust. On
the downside, having observed the pilots, Milgrarew subjects would experience
intense stress. However, he firmly believed thatéxperimental procedure was harmless
(Meyer, 1970, p. 132). Consequently, from staftrtish, Milgram never publicly
expressed any ethical or moral reservations regaius own research programme. For
Milgram, the rationale/ideology that legitimatee tinfliction of harm seems to have been
the contradictory belief that the experiments waaially harmless. After observing the
first pilot study, Milgram was sufficiently convied and tempted into pursuing the idea to
its eventual conclusion because (at least outwpla\believed the seemingly negative
effects to be benign (SRM) and potential implicati@n understanding the Holocaust

immense (BF).

9.2.2 Funding Agency: NSF

As conveyed in their motto “where discoveries b&dffithe NSF’s core
organisational objective has long been to fund ety innovative research (BF). In his
second research proposal, Milgram used keywordphrates that probably caught their
attention. His idea was “a relatively unexplorexindin of social behavior”, where the
“Pilot studies . . . yielded unexpected resultsarisiderable interest” that observers
apparently found “startling” (SMP, Box 45, Foldé0LTitled: “Grants 1961-1967"). The
NSF panel was clearly impressed, describing the &e"a bold experiment on an
important and fundamental social phenomenon” (Bl2864, p. 72). That the NSF
committee sensed the potential significance of Mibg's idea to perhaps shed new light

129 Retrieved October, 2008, fromttp://transcoder.usablenet.com/tt/www.nsf.gov/akgance.jsp
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on how something like the Holocaust could occudeadgreatly to their willingness to

fund the project®®

However, early on there was one major hurdle touscome: the NSF was
repeatedly concerned about subject safety. TheWwsFso nervous about this issue that
before deciding to become formally involved, thésited Milgram at Yale University.
The NSF's moral dilemma of whether or not to fuhid potentially unethical study was
largely resolved by Milgram’s strain-resolving asswces that no subjects would be
harmed (Blass, 2004, p. 71) and that all wouldiveca thorough debriefing (SRMj*
The NSF was convinced by the rationale/ideology tia experiments were harmless
(SRM), which allowed them to condone the inflictisihharm on people. In the end the
NSF appears to have felt that, in terms of sulgafsty, it had done all it could, that is,
short of refusing to fund the project. Thus, theA\decided to financially support
Milgram.

9.2.3 Facilities: Yale University

Yale University—Milgram’s provider of laboratorydgities, and his employer—is
a research-based institution whose reputation dragl heen dependent on the continued
production of new knowledge (BF). This commitmenthe production of new
knowledge probably tempted Yale into supportingrtemployee’s experimental
endeavors. Milgram told Herbert Winer (a subjedhie experiment and, at the time, also
an assistant professor at Yale), that the OTA “psaphad been approved at the level of
the president’s office, and that a lot of peoplewrabout it, and they all felt that the
objectivejustified whatever [the] risks [italics original{(Blass, 2004, p. 117). If Milgram
was telling the truth, Yale saw no dilemma andhwiite NSF eager to generously fund a
project it described as “bold” and “fundamentaliie tuniversity seems to have had no

doubts about backing Milgram’s proposal.

130 Milgram candidly expressed this apparent connadticearly correspondence with NSF committee head
Henry Riecken (Blass, 2004, p. 100).

131 See SMP, Box 45, Folder 160, Titled: “Grants 19667
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9.2.4 Milgram’s Key Subordinates: John Williams piexrimenter) and James

McDonough (Learner)

Methodologically, the OTA experiments required ttint same learner and
experimenter be used throughout, lest their prereateparture result in replacements
introducing potentially confounding variables te torogramme (SMP, Box 43, Folder
128, Titled: “Correspondence 1962%. Milgram needed to retain McDonough and
Williams until the end. However, unlike the otlmore remote contributors, the
experimenter and learner were proximately involwethe infliction of intense stress upon
an innocent person, therefore rendering their askd inherently stressful. The
experimenter and learner were at greatest riskfaking to participate or, at any stage
during the programme, resigning. This was pardidulso for the experimenter, who was
employed to hound subjects into inflicting furttseiocks on the learner (occasionally
resulting in him being threatened with violeh®e Securing the long-term participation of
these two key members was obviously going to beerddficult than for the above, more

remote, groups.

Milgram’s recruitment strategy for the front-lingperimenter position was
initiated on 26 July 1961, when the following adisment ran over several days in the
New Haven Register

ASSISTANT IN RESEARCH to supervise physcologicat] experiments
concerning memory and learning process. Age rement 30 to 50 yearssif]
college education preferred but not necessary,iegdmours and-or weekends—
ideal for school teacher seeking additional empleyim Please apply at Yale
University personnel office, 143 EIm St., New HavenS (SMP, Box 46, Folder
163, Titled: “Obedience Notebook 1961-1970").

This strategy was similar to the one Milgram usedttract subjects: an offer to earn extra
income under the pretense of participating in expemts concerning “memory and

learning”** Milgram attracted his ideal person for the “exmpenter” role: John

Williams was a high school teacher presumably @stid in additional employment (to

132 The exception to this was obviously fbange of Personnehriation, in which Milgram tried to
determine the power of his usual experimenter/leateam.

133 One subject later asked Williams: “Has anyone @¥ersically attacked you?” Williams responded:
“Once or twice” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2430).

134 Milgram could hardly have said in the local newsgrawhat his experiments were actually about. The
first four lines in Milgram’s (1974, p. 15) advesgiment to attract subjects were: “Public AnnouncenwE
WILL PAY YOU $4.00 FOR ONE HOUR OF YOUR TIME PersoNeeded for a Study of Memory *We
will pay five hundred New Haven men to help us ctat@a scientific study of memory and learning.”
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supplement his income).

Milgram’s strong desire to select staff likely gnmain until the end of the project
was reflected in the notes he took during his inésv with James McDonough, the person
chosen to fulfil the learner role. Milgram notdht McDonough had worked loyally for
the “Railroad [for] 25 years and is completelyable”, was “willing to work for 1 year”
and, because he “has 8 Children”, even if the jab mot really about “memory and
learning”, he would presumably be desperate foettea income (BF), and unlikely to

leave®®®

After getting theirfoot-in-the-doorinto the Yale University personnel office (as the
ad literally instructed) (BF), Milgram would soofiea have to disclose to Williams and
McDonough what the experiments actually entailedi\&hat was required of them,
respectively. Although McDonough'’s part was obwiguguite taxing, the entire
experimental programme hinged on the willingnesg/diiams to repeatedly perform his

role.

Although Milgram’s immediate research team was &elare subjects would find
the experiments highly stressful—*we know a mabasg made upse{SMP, Box 46,
Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Notebook 1961-1970&fter observing some of the pilot
runs, they may have been convinced by the expetahprogramme’s potential

significance. As Williams explained to one subjégting the post-experimental debrief:

we had to . . . set you up this way so to speakimee. . . we want you to really
think . . . you're really paining this guy . . .tbwe feel that the results from the
experiments will be ahhrr very important and adyulaé of tremendous value
(SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2304).
For Williams, the infliction of intense stress Haeken morally inverted into something
much more positive. Williams’ post-experimentadtjtication reflects the
rationale/ideology condoning the infliction of hathat Milgram instilled into his research
team: “We don't like to fool you this way but ahlitrmust be dorig(SRM) (SMP, Box
153, Audiotape #2433). Milgram believed the resledrad to be carried out because,
under the legitimating ideological banner of safeminquiry, the programme was
uncovering insights into the “disease” of “destruetobedience”. Dannie Abse (1973, p.

29) well captured how Williams could treat subjesxtscallously: “in order to demonstrate

135 Hornstein’s (1986) “results show that managers taee children (and who therefore bear the heavy
financial burdens associated with childrearing)@agicularly unlikely to challenge their superians any
issue” (Brief et al., 1995, p. 181).
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that subjects may behave like so many Eichmannexperimenter had to act the part, to
some extent, of a Himmler.” Milgram had unwittiggirovided his research team with a
slightly different “acceptable rationale” with whid¢o legitimate the infliction of harm on

an innocent other.

But Milgram was aware that providing McDonough a&sgecially Williams with a
convincing rationale/ideology would probably, os @wn, prove insufficient in securing
their committed participation. He needed to repaigtbolster this rationale/ideology by
appealing to their specific needs and/or desikddgram suspected pecuniary reward
would prove most effective in securing their loegat loyalty. As he explained in a letter
dated 14 February 1962 to the NSF in an eventsaltgessful request for further funding:

Why supplemental support just n@wAdditional support is needed immediately to
preserve the continuity of research. A tightlyamiged experimental team has
been functioning effectively since August, 1961 . It would not be possible to
hold this able group of workers together unlessntbek and salary payments were
continuous (SMP, Box 43, Folder 128, Titled: “Cependence 1962").

Milgram could maintain his research team by prawdihem with regular income (BF),
and repeatedly raising the hourly rate would onbrease this BF's effectiveness. Two
weeks after sending the above letter, dmatch 1962, Milgram offered Williams and
McDonough their third successive pay increaseghtainonths>® Yet Milgram had other
strategies of financial reward to better ensureutiguestioning loyalty of his immediate
research team. Upon completing the research progea Milgram offered McDonough
and Williams the option of an immediate one-off 8ash bonus, or an eventual two
percent cut in the American book royalties (botbepted the more immediate bonus)
(SMP, Box 43, Folder 128, Titled: “Corresponden®é2’). But because the role of
Williams was by far the most stressful and dangerMilgram had to go further. Two
months before the end of the data-collection pl@seé heading into the particularly
unethical and predictably highly stressRélationshipvariation) Milgram awarded
Williams (a temporary part-time casual worker) fiihe Yale University employee

benefitst®’

13 williams hourly rate in September 1961 was $2Noyember 1961 it was $2.20, and by March 1962 it
had risen to $2.40. McDonough'’s hourly rate int8epber 1961 was $1.75 by November 1961 it was $2.00
and by March 1962 it had risen to $2.25 (SMP, BaxMblder 127, Titled: “Correspondence 1961"; SMP,
Box 43, Folder 128, Titled: “Correspondence 1962").

187«“March, 31, 1962 TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: This is tertify that Mr. John Williams, residing at
Route 6, Southbury, Connecticut, is a full-time éoype at Yale University, and is entitled to thievant
employee benefits . . . . Yours truly, Stanley Malgn Assistant Professor” (SMP, Box 43, Folder T28ed:
“Correspondence 1962").
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In sum, it would seem the key to Milgram implicatinimself, the NSF, Yale
University, McDonough, Williams (and in all probéty, every other person involved not
mentioned here), came by way of the provision sbmetimes different yet convincing
rationale/ideology that legitimated the inflictiohharm (the belief that the experiments
were harmless and/or important). This rationaé®idgy was bolstered by his appealing
to each of his team’s often different needs andésires. Thus, to secure the acquiescence
of each individual and group in fulfilling theirleowould seem to have had much to do
with Milgram predicting then applying what he susieel might be the most successful
motivational formula. Upon agreeing to participateere quickly followed a string of
cementing BFs and many supplied or self-inventelSRRegardless of the content of
these BFs and SRMs, the individual contributiongcivifiollowed all moved in the same
direction—participation in the infliction of harmAlthough all the above individuals and
groups, in some way gained from participation, tb@ye to believe the experimental
results would be of “tremendous value” and, desqg evidence to the contrary, they
were told and/or believed the procedure to be hessnl Although subjects also arguably
benefited from participation (avoiding the burddrengaging in a confrontation), they too
could feel justified in contributing to science @aas they too were told, doing so was
apparently harmless). There existed then a conthread connecting the basic thought
processes of the “obedient” subjed#|liams, McDonough, Yale, the NSF, through to
even Milgram himself. That is, via different rosit@ll had beenonvincedand/ortempted
into making their actual or seemingly harmful cénitions'*® From this perspective it
would seem Milgram and his research team had muzle m common with the

“obedient” subjects than they ever might have imedi

Milgram required the experimenter, learner, andexuilall to engage in remarkably
similar functions. And best illustrating this pbia that, had Williams or McDonough
expressed any ethical concerns, followed by inb@stiof resigning, it is not difficult to
imagine Milgram imploring them to “Please continud’o preserve the research

programme’s methodological strength: “The experitmequires that you continue”; and,

138 Milgram’s approach in getting everyone onboardrans Breton and Wintrobe’s (1986, p. 909) model of
bureaucracy whereby, “superiors and subordinatesfféct, trade with each other. Superiors sedduto
‘informal services’—that is, services that cannetdodified in formal documents and that are thalted

the initiative and enterprise of subordinates—teaade their own ends; in exchange they are wiliing
make ‘informal payments,” which can include morpidapromotions, better offices, travel and signing
privileges, use of company car, and so on, all guadquos that are not part of formal contracts.”

174



“It is absolutely essential that you continue”. n€erned about the harm they were
inflicting, Milgram might have then assured hisdiear/learner team that although
“painful” there would be no “permanent damage, Bage go on”. In fact, with respect to
the continued provision of funding, facilities amgerall management of the experiments,
Milgram could have used the same line of reasowiitiy the NSF, Yale, and even himself,

respectively.

However, upon all of the above individuals and gomaking their small but
necessary contributions, something very subtle fdake that was of central importance to
the manipulative power of the experiments. Althogsgme subjects were on the brink of
“nervous collapse” (strongly indicating that theperments were harmful), Milgram’s
reassurances to all those involved that the praeedas harmless implied that if any
subjects were harmed, he would accept all respiibsior their contributions. Therefore,
all the others involved may have sensed the exastehan opportunity: they could
probably continue reaping whatever benefits wese@ated with participation, and do so
with impunity. And although the learner appea@the subject to eventually have been
left at least unconscious (rendering the experimahmost certainly harmful), the
experimenter’s prods that the shocks were not dangeand implied/explicit acceptance
of total responsibility conveyed the same messddmat is, the subjects sensed they too
could continue reaping the rewards for continuicmn{rontation avoidance) with
impunity. Ironically, upon completion many subgprobably thought the experimenter
was most responsible, while the experimenter prglthbught that Milgram was most
responsible. But not actually having directly hamyone, perhaps Milgram also did not
feel totally responsible. If this was indeed thse;, then clearly the person ultimately
responsible for the seeming or actual inflictiorhafm was always someone else and the

person responsible had evaporated.

There exists, however, a good explanation for has/possible for the person
responsible to disappear. In agreeing to partiejl of Milgram’s helpers had
unwittingly become links in an intrinsically coerveiand strain-resolving goal-orientated

organisational chain of Milgram’s making.
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9.3 Milgram’s Unwitting Construction of and Depende Upon the Goal-Orientated

Organisational Process

Having studied political science as an undergradsttdent, Milgram had some
understanding of the nature of bureaucracy. IPéer Administers Shocksndition
(92.5 percent completion rate), Milgram came tgsashe had captured elements of this
organisational tool in the controlled laboratoritisg. This condition was where subjects
were ordered to perform the subsidiary task ofatiing questions to the learner, while for
any incorrect answers received, another subjetugflg an actor) administered the shocks.
Those that completed often later explained that thé not believe themselves responsible
for the learner’s painful experience because, erllose administering the shocks, they
did not inflict pain on anyone. Yet in the firswir variations (th&roximity Series where
subjects did flick the switches, those who completere more inclined than defiant
subjects to shift the blame to either the experiereor learner (Milgram, 1974, p. 203).
With its inherent characteristic of the divisionlalbour—“fragmentation of the total
human act’—and the person seemingly responsiblmbavaporated, Milgram sensed
strong parallels between the potentially destrechiureaucratic process and Beser
Administers Shockondition. Generalising beyond the laboratorylgkéim (1974) argued:
“Perhaps this is the most common characteristgoofally organized evil in modern
society” (p. 11).

Milgram may have been aware of the coercive powénepotentially destructive
bureaucratic process. But he seems to have beepietely oblivious to the fact that as he
co-opted all the parties into participating, behtine subjects lay what had unobtrusively
grown into a goal-orientated bureaucratic proctss @imed to insure that subjects at the

last link in the chain inflicted every shock).
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Figure 17:The OTA research programme’s goal-orientated asgdéional process.

Fragmentation of the total act may, as Milgram @ 9¥. 11) noted, aid modern
organisational structures by obfuscating persoesdaonsibility in a bureaucratic hierarchy;
but this observation was equally applicable to gwp&rson working within his own

harmful bureaucratic process.

To show that theisplacement/diffusion of responsibilityay also have been
applicable to every functionary involved in the O€&Rperiments’ bureaucratic process—
from the subject, to Milgram himself, the subordenstaff, and his superiors at Yale and
the NSF—the following hypothetical scenario maybasidered. What would have
happened if some ex-subjects, armed with compedlindence, lodged a civil case against
all of those involved in the OTA experiments, claimthgt in some way they had been
seriously harmed by having participated? How mMghgram and all those others
involved have responded to a thorough investigatith the sole intention of establishing
who was to be held responsible for the harm irgdi® Any answer to such a question
must be speculative. However, as was the casema#t subjects’ responses to Milgram’s
post-experimental interviews, it is hard to imaginat any of his sponsors/helpers would
have been eager to claim total responsibility #rihg seriously harmed the innocent
subject/s, especially in the face of possible @ction.

It could be argued that Williams and McDonough peadly gained from

participation in the experiments, at the subjeetgiense. However, if they had been faced
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with an investigation, they would probably have ex@nced a strong temptation to argue
that they were only doing what Assistant Profesdilgram—the expert clearly in
charge—told them to; that they were “just followioglers”. G. Perry (personal
communication, August 21, 2008) interviewed thereds son Bob McDonough who
stated: “No one questioned the ethics of it uatiét saying, you know was it right for him
[James McDonough] to put people through this? éwerybody said, Nah, it's Milgram’s
fault (laughs).” Later in the interview McDonouglson said: “I don’t think he questioned

the ethics of it so much and maybe he was doing tvhavas told.”

Williams and McDonough could certainly have useddibnce as aexplanation
and what they did largely fitted thikescriptionof “obedience”. But is “obedience” really
an accurate explanation, or even description, atwhey did? Williams and McDonough
could point out that they would not have engagesluich actions on their own accord and
that, as Milgram proclaimed publicly, their employad assured them that the procedure
was harmless. Consequently, one could well imatiieeentire research team—
particularly those nearer to the harm-inflictiordeaf the process—pointing an accusatory

finger of responsibility in Milgram’s direction.

The Yale University president’s office and the N&fhel probably believed that
their organisations would gain from their closecasstion with the experiments.
However, a burdensome civil case against them waider any such connection
unfavourable; so it seems plausible that they toaldvhave argued that Milgram had

assured them that the experiments were harmless.

It seems reasonable to assume that with the paligrdetrimental repercussions of
a civil case hanging over them, all links in thaichwould have felt a strong inclination to
turn on Milgram—if someone had to be held accouetalhy should it be any one of

them?

Milgram could have faced financial ruin and an g@brend to his academic career,
so he too would have been strongly inclined taatrgl avoid being held culpable for
having harmed innocent people. He could have @dithat he should not be hatdally
responsible because he genuinely believed the iexpets to be harmlesd’ He could

also have presented a number of other mitigatirayigistances. For example, he might

139 Although he did so after it was clear that nobbdyg been hurt, Milgram (1964a, p. 852) stated: 4Thi
author accepts full responsibility for the desigwl &xecution of the study.”
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have admitted that he had underestimated the daungrezss of the experiments, and that
the harm inflicted was actually an unforeseen arfdrtunate accident. Milgram could
even have suggested that he never intended todraybody and was only motivated by
the very best of intentions: to better understaedhaps even help prevent, a future human
tragedy like the Holocaust. Moreover, Milgram ntigave pointed out that when running
the experiments he was a lowly assistant profegsbis late twenties. The implication
being that the supportive NSF and Yale Universagatved some of the blame for letting
such a person, fresh out of graduate school aatljteinsupervised, pursue such a
potentially controversial project. In responseg omght imagine a defensive NSF and/or
Yale University retaliating that Milgram was thendimant driving force behind the study.
Both the NSF and/or Yale could even claim that they known what Milgram was

actually doing they would have shut down the OTgegech programme.

Milgram could have suggested that the experimatdserved some of the blame
because, as if on a personal mission to crackeheers of subjects, Williams frequently
deviated from using only the seven prods that Milgthad earlier stipulated (Darley,
1995, p. 130Lutsky, 1995, p. 61). As the following will shoan encountering
insubordinate subjects Williams often inventeddws, far more stressful, responses.
Williams might have responded to this accusatiopdinting out that Milgram never once
corrected him, thus implying tacit consent. Milgraould then have pointed out that,
unlike Williams, he himself never actually hurt &gy, yet was being burdened with

shouldering all the responsibility.

Had there been such an investigation, and had enempvolved sought to “pass
the buck” or run for moral cover, perhaps only tinuld Milgram (1974, p. 11) have
come to realise the relevance of his words reggmdot only thePeer Administers Shock

condition, but also all those working within higanisational structure:

Thus there is a fragmentation of the total humanreccone man decides to carry
out the evil act and is confronted with its consames. The person who assumes
full responsibility for the act has evaporated rhRaes this is the most common
characteristic of socially organized evil in modsatiety.
Nearing the end of the book, Milgram commentede@resal disconcerting historical
events with reoccurring administrative themes (vaginticular reference to the trials of
Henry Wirz, Adolf Eichmann, and the perpetratiorthed 1968 My Lai massacre in
Vietnam). Although nobody died, Milgram’s (1974.[186-187) comments are still

applicable to all those who worked within his owganisational structure:
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We find a set of people carrying out their jobs dondhinated by an administrative,

rather than a moral, outlook . . . . Euphemisnme&to dominate language . . .

guarding the person against the full moral implaad of his acts. . . .

Responsibility invariably shifts upward in the miafithe subordinate . . . . The

actions are almost always justified in terms oétad constructive purposes, and

come to be seen as noble in the light of some idigblogical goal . . . .

psychological adjustments come into play to easestiain of carrying out immoral

orders . . . . where social relationships, carepirations, and technical routines set
the dominant tone.

Although this scenario is speculative, it doessiitate that had there been such an
investigation, all involved in the experiments abbhve generated self-exculpative
arguments. It also demonstrates that all thoselwed were little different from those
subjects who completed the experiment and thed toigustify their actions by arguing

that they were not responsible for what they did.

However, there is evidence that some of those pdapher up the hierarchical
chain knew much more about the potential for hdramtthey were publicly willing to
admit. Much like the subjects who completed, titentions of those who converted the
experiments into a reality may not have been nealynocent as they might later have
suggested. For example, the NSF which, despitgiémtly raising concerns about the
potential for harm, was eventually convinced thaghdm’s procedure was safe. But just
in case: “the committee raised the question widirteneral counsel of who would be
responsible—the National Science Foundation or-Yde any negative effects on the
subjects. The [NSF] lawyer thought that Yale wooddlegally responsible” (Blass, 2004,
p. 71). Therefore, as it turns out the NSF conaeiitereactually aware of the possibility
of harm being done to the experimental subjectst Bving sensed they could probably
make their essential contributions to the procdatfs iegal impunity (Yale was
responsible), they deemed it safe enough to riskvlfare of innocent people. However,
if the NSF thought Yale had intentions of shouldgriull responsibility for any injurious
effects on the subjects, they were in for a sugpbscause, as the last line of the following
statement from a document dated “October 16, 189k&trates, Milgram deemed it
prudent to incorporate within his experimental gaare a precautionary indemnity clause

of his own:

A fu ther [sic] small difference in this condition is this: inetd earlier conditions

the payment of the check was so arranged thatstomdy the naive subject and not
the victim who received payment and signed theipeead release. This was done
because it was felt that many subjects would uséatt of the victim’s having
signed the release to justify their own action, dittdnot want this to happen. So
we devised the procedure whereby--after the viaistrapped in the chair the
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experimenter ‘rmemberssic] the check, but by thensig] it is too late so that only

the naive subj ctsjc| can sign thereleassif]. [The release, of course, was not

used for experimental purposes, but to protectgasrest legal claimgitalics

added] (SMP, Box 46, Folder 163, Titled: “Obedience Nmiek 1961-1970"}*°
If Milgram genuinely believed his own public statemts that the OTA experiments were
harmless, why then did he feel the need to intredulcat appears to have been such a
patently underhanded legal measure? In other whedwas either self-deceived or
deliberately disingenuous. His actions speak lotiten his words: as was the case with
the NSF, Milgram (perhaps Yale Universif§fwas clearly aware of the possibility that
subjects might be harmed. Having introduced lpgatlections, and consequently
believing that his employer (Yale University, thieme himself, and his employees) would
be legally blameless, perhaps during his quesdfamatic results Milgram also sensed an
opportunity that he might be able to act with rgkaif not full impunity?

So some of those in higher positions of autholiikg, the NSF, Milgram (and
perhaps Yale University), definitely knew there veassk of harm to the
subjects. And nor were the lower order functioesfjust following orders”. Williams,
for example, as Milgram (1974, pp. 21-22) statedisnmonograph, was meant to react to
the subjects’ resistance with just a handful oadiespecified sequential prods. Instead, it
was not unusual for Williams to stray from his pré#sed role and invent his own
vigorously demanding lines (Darley, 1995, p. 13Bdr example, so he could stop
inflicting the shocks, one subject offered to rattire $4.50, evoking Williams’ response:
“The money is not the issue . . . it's essentiat fou continue the experiment.” The
subject then offered to change places with thenbraeliciting a forthright rejection from
Williams: “No we can’t do that once we’ve started . You have no other choice Teacher,
please continue . . .. The next word is ‘richSMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2430).
Another subject wanted to talk to the learner, upbich the experimenter stipulated:
“There is to be no contact between the teachetlatbarner until the test is over.” Then,
as the subject procrastinated, the experimenté&etafl don’t understand what the
problem is?” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2322). Bhbject explained his concerns

140 Milgram (1974, p. 64jnentioned a general release form signed by subjects

11 Further research may be required to establigfisfrelease was initiated by Milgram or whethewdts a
stipulation upon which Yale’s continued support wastingent. If Yale officials had initiated tHegal
waiver, they probably believed that it protecteel timiversity against any legal culpability. Thhgrefore
had to concern themselves only with the potentiahatages of being associated with such an inngyati
project.
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about the possibility of being held responsibleHorting the learner, to which Williams
responded: “Well | am legally responsible” (SMP xBib3, Audiotape #2322).

As forceful as Williams could be, he would pointtao subjects during the
debriefing that his actions were not personal—fierdit “like to fool” them. Why then,
with such purpose, did he treat subjects during ékperiments with such callous
disregard? Williams may have been influenced bytwhriedrich (1946p. 589) has
termed the “rule of anticipated reactionghich according to Brief et al. (1995, p. 180):

implies subordinates may, and are expected totheskselves, ‘How would my
superior wish me to behave under these circumst@hcEhus, the implementation
of authority does not necessarily require thatrarmand be uttered; rather, the
‘order’ may be implicit.
About as close as the OTA experiments ever gotrbe @nd Holland’s (196&)emand
characteristicswas when Williams anticipated what his employesiced: maximisation
of the completion rat&? Cognizant from the start of the ultimate goal)llfins
frequently displayed great feats of bottom-up irat@mn in the invention of progressively
more coercive (stressful?) prods in trying to bramgput what he sensed his boss desired.
For example, in one of the experimenter/teachehaxges presented in Chapter Seven, a
rather sceptical subject suspected that his frieadier in thdRelationshipcondition was
not actually being shocked. Although on this oamasis attempts to ensure that this
subject completed the experiment failed, Williamesponse is an excellent illustration of

just how shrewd he could be in parrying a subjeatfempt to break free:

Teacher: “I don't believe you were giving him theosk . . . ”
Experimenter: “Well if you don'’t believe thae’s getting the shocks, why don’t
you just continue with the test and we’ll finisR"i{SMP, Box 153,
Audiotape #2439).

The regularity with which Williams strayed from tseript suggests that Milgram never
attempted to correct him, and therefore probabpr@aged of Williams’ actions. In any
case, if Williams had kept faithfully to Milgram&even prescribed prods, it would have
been impossible during the experiments to conviglgianswer the subjects’ wide variety

of unpredictable questions.

142 As Darley (1995, pp. 130-131) has argued: “Theeeixpenter’s answers to the teacher’s queries reveal
thatthe experimenter had defined his role as doing edetwas necessary to get the teacher to continue
giving the shockEtalics original].”
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Williams’ tenacity in precluding the subjects’ eseavas probably due to him
trying to secure his employer’s desire (while bkrlowing he could act with impunity and
that he would be rewarded for doing séjad anyone been harmed, it would no longer
have been in Williams’ interests to mention to istigators his creative yet highly stressful
innovations:*® Although it would have been far from the truthilliams too may have

found comfort in the rationalisation that he wasstjfollowing orders”.

If Milgram knew from the first official conditionaf least) that subjects might be
harmed, but remained determined to complete thererpntal programme, how
throughout the data-collection stage was he abtemtinue with a clear conscience? It
could be argued that he did so by traveling a simmbad to that taken by his obedient

subjects, under the influence of certain BFs, whiling various SRMs

9.4 “An Experimenter’s Dilemma”

According to Blass (2004, p. 117), Milgram’s prieahemos and diary notes
“reveal that, at least early on, he was doing spaieful soul-searching” and that “These
notes provide a window into the workings of Milgrammind, sometimes revealingner
conflictsthat are not visible in his published writings aibfic statements [italics
added].*** The intensity of these conflicts would have bsangthened by the fact that
not only did he continue with the potentially haainéxperiments, but he was also well
aware of his central manipulative role in manufaaotyhis “obedient” subjects’ immoral
actions. In an undated document titled “An Expermter’'s Dilemma” Milgram (as cited
in Blass, 2004, pp. 117, 320) conceded: “it ismog to lure people into the laboratory and
ensnare them into a situation that is stressfuluampdeasant to them.” He knew this was
indisputablyhis “experiment that forces the subject into a mohalice and marshals
powerful forces against his making the right chbi@&ass, 2004, p. 118). Closing down

143 Even had Williams argued that Milgram had pressinien into remaining in the research programme it
would probably have failed to impress investigatmsause one of the other actors hired had martaged
quit, for ethical reasons. G. Perry (personal camigation, August 21, 2008) stated that duringgt@ne
interview with the son of Robert J. Tracy (the tearin theChange of Personnebndition), his father
apparently withdrew from the experimental progranfafeer one of his mates from the army fronted as a
volunteer and BT couldn’t do it to someone who'été¢hrough the war.” Tracy’s son was “kind of pou
of” his father’s recalcitrance (G. Perry, persot@minmunication, August 25, 2008). Although the aéghe
research team (including Tracy's co-actor Emil E)ge mentioned in the acknowledgements in Milgsm’
(1974, pp. xv-xvidpook, Tracy’s name is conspicuously absent.

1441t is also important to point out that Milgramisnier conflict did not revolve solely around his aeveess

that subjects might be harmed. Another dilemméabed was that his research might be used for rokev
purposes (see SMP, Box 46, Folder 173, Titled: &4oEthics 1962-1966").
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the research programme would not have been andeassion. It would seem the further
the curious Milgram ventured, the more he got ggithwithin his own “web of forces”
(Milgram, 1974, p. 30).

Much like the BF of théoot-in-the-doomphenomenon, the more incremental steps
he made in making the official experimental prognmara reality—running the first pilot,
obtaining surprising results, capturing the intdgf his academic peers at Yale, obtaining
funding—the harder it became to pull out. Enhaganch feelings of entrapment was, for
example, Milgram’s acceptance of the NSF researahtgbecause any sudden decision to
prematurely end the programme would require thathege on his contractual obligation
to complete the project (which may have precludedfrom winning any future grants)
(BF). On top of all this, should the experimerasd turned out to be as significant as he
suspected, in the “publish or perish” environmedrthe American tertiary education
system (BF), for the sake of his academic careglddwe afford not to run them?
Whatever the answer, and again reminiscent ofdabiein-the-doorphenomenon, the
further Milgram ventured the more daring his expemtal variations became. For
example, Milgram’s relatively benign first offici@emotecondition (where the learner
banged on the wall a few times), became the Bfikelinecondition (learner with a heart
condition eventually faints), which in turn becathe indisputably unethical twenty-fourth
Relationshipcondition (subject brought an acquaintance whaesadly faints)'*> How
did Milgram reconcile the likelihood that as higpeximents became more daring

(unethical?), so did the possibility of subjectsgeharmed?

As Milgram’s experimental programme became bothewaring and, for subjects,
more dangerous, he drew upon a wide variety of SRNgeking to resolve his
intensifying moral dilemma. For example, in Jayue®62 Milgram wondered if
participation may have been beneficial: “Can thaiextct derive some benefit --moral
benefit from his participation? Does it have s@dacative value[?]” (SRM) (SMP, Box
46, Folder 165, Titled: “Notes general, 1961-196&%¢ also Schuler, 1982, p. 61).
Another potential SRM that Milgram seems to haviedeupon was that dflaming the
victim—the so-calledust World Phenomendherner, 1980). In Chapter Five of this
thesis a quote from a letter to Elms regardingdies as “Solicitor General” was presented

in which Milgram stated that his (EIms’) positioonsewhat resembled that of Eichmann’s:

145 Furthermore, if Milgram had decided to close tegearch programme down at any stage he would have
had to concede that all his earlier trials had aksen unethical, and that he was personally reggerfer

going as far as he had. However, by preferrinigeiteve that the experiments were harmless (aatchia
could therefore act with virtual impunity) he wdseato continue them.
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“but you at least should have no misconceptions of whatlevevith our daily quota. We
give them a chance to resist the commands of migletvauthority and assert their alliance
with morality” (SMP, Box 43, Folder 127, Titled: t@respondence 1961"). Therefore,
subjects were given the chance to ease theirreplbsed discomfort by extricating
themselves from the experiment. Milgram’s consogeprobably found comfort by the

fact that those who subjected themsebees prolonged state of near nervous collapse had
only themselves to blame. Although Milgraraver really explored, but was aware of, the
potentially strain-resolving power of “Euphemistiabeling” (Bandura, 1999, p. 195), it

did not preclude his own use of this SRM:

In writings both published and unpublished, he cigé to the use of the word
‘deception’ to refer to experiments that used c®teries or other kinds of
misinformation, because he felt it was a value-teigem whose use prevented an
objective discussion of the ethics of that typenethod. He preferred instead
terms such as ‘staging’ or ‘technical illusion’ &8k, 2004, p. 128).

Another example was his description of extremesstes “momentary excitement”
(Milgram, 1964a, p. 849)Relative to the wording of Milgram’s (1963, p. 37irst
article, where within 20 minutes an initially coaéint businessman was described as

having been “reduced to a twitching, stutteringekre. . rapidly approaching . . . nervous
collapse”, this was “a most astonishing about-fg&stten, 1977b, p. 356).

There were points during the data-collection stalgere, despite Milgram’s
unwavering public statements defending the etlstzls of the experiment, he privately
conceded they were unethical. In a document tHRBEDIENCE ETHICSOF
EXPERIMENTATION” dated January 1962:

Several of these experiments, it seems to mepat@pout on the borderline of
what ethically can and cannot be done with huméfests. Some critics may feel
that at times they go beyond acceptable limitsesehare matters that only the
community can decide on, and if a ballot were heldh not altogether certain
which way | would cast my vote. An important digtiion is to be drawn between
the situation as the subject sees it, and thetgituas it actually is. It does, indeed,
seem horrible when a man with a heart conditioagsdo be let out of an electric
chair, and the experimenter refuses. This woutdlgie unethical and, to my way
of Seei&g@ it immoral (SMP, Box 46, Folder 165, dill “Notes general, 1961-
1962").

So Milgram conceded that the experiments were igadityet by completing them he had
in fact cast his own “vote”. After he had collett@l his data, however, Milgram seems to
have had regrets:

146 Also see Footnote 37.
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Moreover, considered as a personal motive of thigoau-the possible benefits that
might redound to humanity --withered to insignifica alonisdedic] the strident
demands of intellectual curiosity. When an invgestior keeps his eyes open
throughout a [scientific] study, he learns thingsat himself as well as about his
subjects, and the observations do not always rflé&elP, Box 46, Folder 173,
Titled: “Notes: Ethics 1962-1966").

Despite Milgram’s frequently disparaging and préjiad remarks about his obedient

subjects (Bartov, 2003, pp. 182-191), he himself éeted wrongly and had sensed that he

had more in common with them than he might oridynlahve wanted to believe.

Ironically, Milgram’s conscience was probably apgeghby his belief that he was
discovering things about the Holocaust and the impéddisease” of “destructive
obedience” (SRM). So he perhaps felt that he itthel ¢hoice in inflicting potentially
harmful levels of stress because, as argued bgMRI004, p. 211): “the apparent
infliction of pain in the obedience research added to the validity of the Holocaust
analogy, in terms of the pain (and, of coursewiarse fates) experienced by Holocaust

victims.”

With time his personal doubts progressively recedad like Elinor Rosenblum,
who seemed to soothe her guilty conscience by pgghe switch down very lightly (i.e.
doing something to “help” the learner that actudiky nothing other than act as a balm to
her own guilty conscience), the most Milgram wablimg to do was to vow never again to
engage in similar research. As he stated: “whiatihas been done cannot be undone,
one can at least resolve not to repeat the perfacenaThere and then | decide, as a purely
personal matter, not to do another experimentréwatires illusion, or ensnarement”
(SRM) (Blass, 2004, pp. 117-118). Soon after thigipation of his first and most
(infamous OTA article in 1963, Milgram left Yale take up a position at Harvard
University*’ Before long, “Milgram’s self-doubts evaporated—more angst-filled self-
directed notes appear” just “statements and wsteantain[ing] uniformly self-confident
affirmations and strong arguments defending theegthf the experiments” (Blass, 2004,
p. 118). As Milgram (1964a, p. 852) said at timset “Some people may feel it should not

have been done. | disagree and accept the burdéeiofudgment.” It could be argued

147 Even those outside the OTA'’s organisational stmecsensed opportunities minus the responsibiliy.
Harvard University’s Gordon Allport noted at theé, there was a risk that concerns about the ethidse
OTA experiments could result in the sullying of ¥&Iniversity’s good name. With Yale responsible fo
having allowed Milgram to pursue his idea, Allpalso sensed an opportunity: “WHILE MILGRAM WAS
at Yale, Allport had told his colleague Roger Browna slightly conspirational manner: ‘I'm rathglad
he’s doing these experiments in New Haven [Yalai,ve’ll hire him as soon as he finishes’ " (Blag804,
p. 131).
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that this response was akin to that of his obediebjects: “ ‘No one,” says Milgram, ‘who
got within five shocks of the end ever broke dBy that point, he had resolved the
conflict’ ” (Meyer, 1970, p. 132).

9.5 Conclusion

In converting his inchoate research idea into tgdlliigram had to draw upon the
sponsorship, labour and expertise of many othidesprovided them with a sometimes
different rationale/ideology to that supplied tgcts. Viamoral inversionthis
condoned the infliction of harm and/or tempted theta participating by appealing to
their different needs and/or desires. HoweveMigram drew people into performing
their specialist roles/tasks, he also unwittingipstructed a powerful organisational tool:
the potentially destructive bureaucratic procelse bureaucratic process is a forceful tool
in the achievement of malevolent goals, largelyalbise the process leading to such ends is
divided amongst specialists who need only engagenaller parts of the whole process.
Because othéprobably” more responsible links in the bureauicrahain were involved,
all came to sense they could not be held respanfblmaking their necessary
contributions. As each link in the chain madertlseiall but important contributions,
responsibility for both the actual and the seenmnfigction of harm was displaced to and

eventually diffused across all participants.

Consequently, no one person felt and/or appearethtas present fully
responsible for the actual/seemingly harmful outetsm Thusall came to suspect that
they could continue to reap whatever personal litsngére associated with participation,
and that they could do so with virtual if not fuipunity. Indeed, it could be argued that
because of the bureaucratic process, the perdaratety responsible had disappeared.
Arendt (1970, p. 38) termed this the “rule by Noyodhere bureaucracy makes it

“impossible to localize responsibility and to idénthe enemy.**® Or, as Bandura (1999,

148 | his classic novellhe Grapes of Wrathlohn Steinbeck (1993, pp. 47-48) captures thenessof
diffuse responsibility in an exchange between thpaksessed tenant farmer and the tractor driverhak
been ordered to destroy the farm buildings: “ “Yem@n come too close and I'll pot you like a rabbit’s
not me. ... There’s nothing | can do. I'll lasy job if | don't do it. . . . You're not killinghe right guy.’
‘That's so,’ the tenant said. ‘Who gave you or@etdl go after him. He’s the one to kill." ‘“Ydre wrong.
He got his orders from the bank. . . . ‘Well, #iera president of the bank. There’s a board refotiors. I'll
fill up the magazine of the rifle and go into thenk.” The driver said: ‘Fellow was telling me thank gets
orders from the east. The orders were: ‘Make d@hd show profit or we’ll close you up.”’ ‘But wheedoes
it stop? Who can we shoot? | don't aim to stdovdeath before I kill the man that’s starving mé.don’t
know. Maybe there’s nobody to shoot. . . . Anywéyld you my orders.””
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p. 206) put it: “The triumph of evil requires a lwitgood people doing a bit of it in a
morally disengaged way with indifference to the lamnsuffering they collectively cause.”
The eventual diffusion of responsibility, in conglilon with a means of inflicting harm
inherently low in perceptual stimulation (itselfpedle of reducing feelings/the appearance
of being responsible), were essential in generdtiedhigh completion rates. As many
subjects later pointed out, they would not haveaged in such actions on their own
accord because doing so in the absence of thesotfwerld have rendered them solely
responsible. They therefore allowed the straimik@sg diffusion of responsibilityand

the role of the shock generator, to determine thetions.

On a small scale—a microcosm— Milgram’s unwittimstruction, then use, of
the goal-orientated bureaucratic process strongdbdathe displacement and diffusion of
each participant’s personal feelings and/or thejrerance of responsibility—the NSF,
Yale, Milgram, his employees, and even the subjefctse experiment!® This blanket
perception of not feeling and/or appearing resgmaesaw their thought processes merge.
None personally believed that they were responsdslthe end result. They individually
continued to participate, thereby contributingtte torganizational” goal of maximising

the completion rate.

The following quote, although originally directeastly at subjects, is equally

applicable to all those involved in making the expents work:

Carrying out the evil may even have been sometthiag disliked doing while they
did it. For all these reasons, it was easy o fe¢l so innocent, so lacking in
responsibility for the evil they performed. Buehegs aside, they were
responsible . . . becausethesecases the question of intent is irrelevant to the
guestion of responsibility. No matter how much ¢vé . . .felt accidental, it was
not . . . . We mageelresponsible only for what we intend; wee responsible for
all that we do. And we know it. Because @eelingsof responsibility are
grounded in our intentions, and bureaucracies geréimat everyone need only
intend to follow the rules, the result is that laweracies have a genius for
organizing evil (Sabini & Silver, 1982, pp. 65-66).

The potentially destructive bureaucratic processahgenius for organising evil because

those deploying such means are able to get opesaivact as if they were in tBAD

149 For example, the fact that other more prominenirfés such as Milgram and Yale University had earli
agreed to undertake this experiment may have eagedrsubjects at the end of the bureaucratic ¢bain
continue inflicting shocks, because they believed if blame were apportioned, it would be laidhet feet
of those further up the hierarchy. The experimeptebably suspected that Milgram was actually
responsible for the infliction of intense stresstloa subject. As pointed out, Milgram arguably ‘dithme
the victim”, by holding the obedient subjects (fusal point) responsible for their own stressfubesience,
because they did not stop the experiment.
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(where, for self-interested reasons, people corbeal awareness of harm-infliction
internally, via self-deception, and/or externallig attempts to deceive others present).
Milgram (and perhaps other central figures) wefeatifvely able to play mind-games with
themselves and others around them, which involmedriconflicts, coercive BFs, and the
use of supplied and self-invented SRMs, while aauitig to contribute to the goal-

orientated bureaucratic process.

There are a number of elements of bureaucracy wialiéctively tend to enhance
individual “psychopathology” (Gregory, 1995, p. 1&hd are reflected in the OTA

experiments:

1. Moral inversion: the conversion of something entbi something good (Adams &
Balfour, 1998, p. xx): a scientific experiment exqohg the effects of punishment
on learning (not the infliction of torture).

2. Division of labour: small cogs in a “machine” folMing seemingly disjointed
operational procedurdérendt, 1963; Gerth & Mills, 1974; Hilberg, 1961).

3. Separation from the consequences of one’s actiilgram, 1974, pp. 32-39),
made possible by technology—the shock generatasd&iu& Gregory, 2005, pp.
333-334).

4. Impersonality—the subject was referred to as thealther” and Mr Wallace as the
“Learner” (Gregory, 1995).

5. Reification of roles: The experimentequires that you continue [italics added]”
(Milgram, 1974, p21).

6. Use of euphemistic language (Bandura, 1999, p.:188)experiments did not
involve “deception”, it was a “technical illusion”.

7. Careerism where to get along one must go a{énigdlander, 1998, p. 246, as
cited in Waller, 2002, p. 254; Gregory, 1995).

8. Organisational culture, mind-sets, and ideology—sitrealled value of “science”.

The arguments presented in the previous chaptggestithe following strategy
may be fruitful in shedding new light on the fittind final question of this thesis: how
during the Holocaust were ordinary and mostly matidy anti-Semitic Germans so
quickly converted into willing executioners? Fjrdelineate the Nazi regime’s
construction and promulgation of the rationale/ldgg that enabled so many ordinary
Germans to condone (morally invert) the inflictimirharm on Jews and others. Secondly,
pay particular attention to the applicationmtiition, previous experiencend thead hoc

trial and error processn the evolution of the most powerful SRM—the meah
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inflicting harm—in conjunction with some of the ettparticularly powerful SRMs and
BFs accompanying it (like those inherent in thegwicratic process, such as the
displacement/diffusion of responsibi)ityThe means of inflicting harm when extremely
low in perceptual stimulation could allow seemintlyial/self-centered concerns to
dominate the centre of a subject’s emotional usirersuch as fear of a confrontation,
peer-pressure, and perhaps even the fear of paitgritaving to return their $4.50.
Perhaps similar processes were at work in Nazi @ey With a central focus on the
most powerful SRM of the means of inflicting hait@hapters Ten and Eleven will briefly
outline the Nazi regime’s journey of discovery thive their admittedly tentatively
comparable end to ensure most ordinary peoplesanid of their destructive bureaucratic
process killed other human beings.
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Chapter Ten: The “Twisted Road” to Babi Yar

What they were being asked to accomplish was dtrttestotally unprecedented. At this stage
every step was uncharted, every policy an expetineerry action a trial run-Browning (1995, p.
113).

The preceding chapters have outlined how Milgrametiged and implemented
his initial quest to maximise ordinary people’stmapation in his experiment to inflict
potentially lethal shocks on another human beifige aim of the following two chapters
is to show that in their attempts to maximise thadipipation of ordinary Germans in the
extermination of the Jews, the Nazis traveled aesamat similar journey. Two case
studies will be presented involving different tecjues used by the Nazi regime in its
attempt to exterminate the European Jews. Thiifir¢his chapter, will address the
evolving mass-shooting technique deployed duringr@jon Barbarossa—the Nazi
regime’s 1941 invasion of the Soviet Union. Theosel case study, explored in Chapter
Eleven, is also from 1941, and explores the ineentevolution and implementation of the
mass-gassing technique used during Operation Relrttae extermination of the Polish
and other Jews. The mutual overlap in journeywéen Milgram and the Nazis in making

the seemingly undoable doable includes the follgwin

1. The central importance of the means of inflictiragrh chosen to hurt others
(whereby the less perceptual stimulation, expe&drxy the ordinary inflictors of

harm, the easier it became to convince and/or témeph into using these devices).

2. The presence of intuition and/or previous expegeandhe selection or invention
of the means of inflicting harm, and dependencenipe ad hoc trial and error
“exploratory” method of discovery in the gradudimement of its use (also

applicable to the harming process in general).

3. The increasing bureaucratisation of the initialldimentary/experimental harming

process.

This chapter pays only brief attention to the digant events in German history preceding
1941. What is of particular interest is the quesbfhow, upon agreeing with or feeling
indifferent toward the Nazi regime’s intention tad@&minate the Jews, over time

moderately anti-Semitic Germans became willing akeoers of Jews.
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10.1 The Nazi's “Jewish Problem”: An Overview ofdfs Leading up to 1941

In 1933 the National Socialist—Nazi—party, led bglo¥ Hitler was voted into
office by the German electorate. The Nazi regime:

claimed that there is a biological basis for theedsity of Mankind. What makes a
Jew a Jew, a Gypsy a Gypsy, an asocial individsatial, and the mentally
abnormal mentally abnormal is in their blood, tisab say in their genes. All . ..
are inferior. There can be no question of equgits for inferior and superior
individuals, so, as it is possible that inferiodividuals breed more quickly than the
superior, the inferior must be isolated, sterilizesgjected, and removed, a
euphemism for killed. If we do not do this, we reaurselves responsible for the
ruin of our culture (Muller-Hill, 1988, p. 22).
With total control over state finances, the Nagimge rapidly came to fund and/or employ
academics and scientists who were themselves wilirbecome National Socialists
(Friedlander, 1995, p. 126). This contractualrageanent inadvertently increased the
chances of “scientific” research confirming theineg's preconceived racist and
prejudicial stereotypes. Future employment opputites dwindled for those academics
and scientists unwilling to make such an ideoldgioanmitment (or who went further and
challenged the regime’s beliefs), were forced ke tineir dissenting voices elsewhere (see
Glass, 1997, p. 65; Glover, 1999, pp. 366, 384e18gr1974, p. 62Vestermann, 2005, p.
36). The 1934 law against political libel and slan—the “Heimtlckegesetz”—further
suppressed anti-Nazi criticism (Johnson & Reubd@0@5, p. 347). The result of such
policies and laws was a progressive concentrafi@omsenting and the diminishing
existence of dissenting expert voices. This pre@sasv, throughout the mid to late 1930s,
the heightened production of pseudo-scientificaegethat further reinforced the regime’s
prejudicial stereotypes. The Nazi propaganda mactihanneled this (mis)information
into the national educational curriculum (Schleyri€¥0, pp. 107-108), newspaper media,
various Nazi youth movements, and films, the ldsttuch included frequently subsidised
screenings with titles such asd Stus¢Jew SuegsandDer Ewige Jud€The Eternal Jeyv
The relentless deluge of propaganda, in the nesargle of any conflicting information,
over time persuaded many Germans that a societypuiitiews and other “inferiors”

would be good for Germarly® Such propaganda sought to dehumanise the Jewatand

150 As Oskar Groening, an office worker at Auschwit j: “We were convinced by our worldview that
there was a great conspiracy of Jewishness agah$Rees, 2005, pp. 132-133). Rees (2005, pp-1B33
argues that it was due to this worldview that Giogricarried on working at Auschwitz not just besathe
was ordered to but because, having weighed theee@put before him, he thought that the externanat
program was right.”

192



the very least, secured the indifference of theewf@erman public to their (the Jews’)
eventual fate (Heim, 2000, p. 3Xxlka, 2000, p. 2773

Another side to these exclusionary measures wasf tih& so-called German race
were to thrive and eventually replace those deenfedor, then the ten million or so
ethnic Germans living abroad needed to be repattjatith the “superior” racial stock in
the homeland. However, the return of this “Gerrmkod” would mean less living space,
and therefore more land would be needed—so-calledénsraum (living space)”
(Rossino, 2003, p. 2). As far as Hitler's [1925943)Mein Kampf(My Battleor My
Strugglg was concerned, this land would have to come fitmahattached to the Reich’s
Eastern national borders. This living space ctnaldjained only by going to war
(Wistrich, 2001, pp. 2, 44-45).

There was an obvious substantive difference betw@eriuding” (via, say, forced
emigration) and “killing” the Jews, and before 194& preferred approach caused much
debate between two main factions within Nazi cscl@here were those termed the
“realists” (Schleunes, 1970, p. 216), who favoutezipolicy of forced emigration, on the
one hand, and the party radicals who were termiedrg believers”, on the other
(Wilhelm, 1997, p. 118). The latter:

were convinced that sterilization and euthanasie e only adequate means of
healing a badly infected ‘people’s body.” Emigoatwould not work and would
be endangereifl so-called parasites and deadly foes of the Gerpseple were
allowed to survive, and reproduce, just outsidebivelers of the Reich (Wilhelm,
1997, pp. 118-119).
Between 1933 and 1941 the Nazi leadership tend&/tar the policy of forced
emigration, probably because it initially showeskif to be more “realistic”’. The two
following events, both of which occurred in 1938pagly reinforced this initial

preference.

On 7 November 1938, a desperate Jewish teenagea &&rman embassy official

in Paris because of frustrations over a Nazi-itetdlaGerman/Polish border dispute

1*1«There is general agreement that . . . in congeateryday matters during the 1930s, a kind of
depersonalized attitude towards . . . [the Jewskvolved during the war period . . . . The majwga of
disagreement concerns two interpretations . .ne i@terpretation holds that the silence . . . thasresult of
indifference, of not knowing or not wishing to knpav, alternatively, of a repression of such knalgke.
The second interpretation views the absence obagunced reaction and the general passivity towserd
physical annihilation of the Jews as the expressfanbroad consensus on the government's poligind
of tacit agreement that there was no need to takective stand on the subject” (Kulka, 2000, p.)277
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involving his parents. In an attempt to acceletiageforced emigration of the Jews, on 9
November Hitler decided to capitalise on the assasen as an opportunity to promote
anti-Semitic sentiment within Germany and instigatetionwide pogrom against
Germany's Jews? This pogrom became known lésstallnacht(night of crystal, or the
“Night of Broken Glass”). Largely at the handsloé Nazi stormtroopers, nearly 300
synagogues were burned down, hundreds of Jewisledad@partment stores/shops were
vandalised and looted, and thousands of Jews wargled up and sent to concentration
camps. There were about 100 Jewish fatalitiecat®e there had not been any pogrom-
type violence on this scale in any modern indulssed Western nations for some time,
this was a watershed event in German/Jewish rakatidlthoughKristallnacht

accelerated forced emigration, the violent apprdehits drawbacks. Hitler failed to
foresee that the pogrom threatened the jobs ofJe@nsh Germans working in the stores,
would lead to the destruction of Jewish propersuned by German and international
insurance firms, and sent shockwaves of fear thralng German stock exchange. Also, to
the regime’s surprise, the disorder actually disgaisignificant sectors of German society
(Kershaw, 1983, pp. 264-65). With the pogrom hgwiradvertently raised the concerns
of big business and therefore the majority of tadimentary cabinet, the Streicher-led
committee’s plans for similar such initiatives hetnear future were immediately and

permanently shelved (Schleunes, 1970, pp. 62-91).

Simultaneously, there was a major breakthroughrtiaforced the political
acceptability of emigration as the “solution” tor@any’s “Jewish problem”. An
“assembly-line technique” was applied to the precgdslewish emigration (Browning,
1978, p. 5), and within six months a relatively lpwanked Adolf Eichmann of the SS
became responsible for the deportation of one-quaftall the Jews living in the recently
annexed Austrian territory. Eichmann’s superioeserable to boast in November 1938 of
his emigration of 50,000 Jews, in contrast to tbiipally problematicKristallnacht
pogrom. Consequently, there occurred a pivotalgrehift within the upper echelons of

the Nazi hierarchy:

The year 1938 is marked . . . by a trend towardsrakization of control over
Jewish policy. In part this trend reflected thavlyefound powers of Goering,
Heydrich, and Eichmann; in part it reflected theafifailure of the emotional anti-
Semitic wing of the Nazi movement to produce a tsotuto the Jewish problem
through pogroms. The failure of the November pogfimally discredited the

132« Goebbels was seen discussing this [thegaatibn] urgently with Hitler. Hitler apparentlyage the

order, or his approval, to the course suggestéihta . . . It was Hitler himself, therefore, whawg the
party and Goebbels the green light for the pogrom’ (Bauer, 1991, p. 132). With respeckudstallnacht,
Bankier (1988, p. 4) argued: “Hitler did not swinitmthe tide, he turned it.”
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impulsive radicals and strengthened the hand ofd¢hksts whose work in 1938
promised a more effective solution through bureaticmeans (Schleunes, 1970,
p. 216).
Although obviously Hitler saw, at least initialljjerit in a combination of both approaches
(see Bankier, 1988; Bauer, 1991; Dean, 2008), hke&ees (1970, p. 216) added: “Most
important of all, Hitler finally made a choice beten these two approaches to the Jewish

issue.”

Clearly the “Gdoring-Himmler-Heydrich alliance” (Bsming, 1978, p. 5), along
with their subordinate’s (Eichmann’s) effective igpnent of an assembly-line
bureaucratic processes cemented all their roldseifuture direction of anti-Jewish
policy—whatever it might entail. Once Hermann Gioghad been placed in charge of the
Jewish question, he soon delegated its resolui@StObergruppenfihréreinhard
Heydrich, who on 24 January 1939 authorised thaiogeof the Reich Central Office for
Jewish Emigration (Browning, 1978, pp. 6, 19). High demanded that Eichmann’s
efficient approach to mass emigration be appliealtthe larger German cities, so as to
bring “ ‘the Jewish question . . . to as favorabkolution as present circumstances permit’
" (Fleming, 1984, p. 43). But the “realists” soemcountered a number of obstacles.

After having already annexed the Sudetenland (and after, in March of 1939,
the remainder of Czechoslovakia), in Septembeh@tame year the Nazis invaded Poland
instigating World War Two.The Wehrmacht (the German Army) attacked from thstw
and, by prior arrangement, the Nazi regime’s tHbmn the Soviet Union, invaded from the
east. After defeating Poland the Germans annévedestern half and, based on the soon
to be negotiated demarcation line, the Soviet Uaijgporopriated the eastern half. But this
rapid expansion of Germany’s borders exposed aifidichmann’s emigration model.
The more nations the Wehrmacht invaded, the mave Germany inherited. This
expansion left fewer places within Europe to whioy could be expelled (Browning,
2004, p. 37). For these reasons, irrespectiveeoéfforts of Eichmann and Heydrich, the
“realists” were soon failing miserably to resole tNazi regime’s rapidly expanding

“Jewish problem”.

Soon after Poland’s defeat, the Germans divideid tigev territory into two: the
western section which they called the Incorpordtexditory, and that in the east, which
they called the General Government. As the Sdaeder of their new Polish territory

tightened, the Germans could no longer push anyaated peoples in the Soviet’s
195



direction. In relation to the massive numbersatalled “inferiors”, it was decided to
expel the non-Jewish Poles from the Incorporatedtdey and force them into the
General Government. After initial chaos, it wasided to transfer the Jews to a
reservation in the eastern corner of the Generak@ment: the district of Lublin.
However, the mass deportations proved to be a diffreult exercise than the Nazi
regime had anticipated. Contributing to theseddaliffies was the higher priority placed on
repatriating and housing ethnic Germans living allrowarious economic concerns, and
particularly major logistical issues (Browning, 20@p. 36-72; Cesarani, 2004, pp. 82-
83). The regime soon realised that its aim to nemibe Jews would take some time to
implement. According to Heydrich (as cited in Bromg, 2004, p. 26), as an interim
solution it was decided that, “ ‘in order to haveedter possibility of control and later

deportation’ ” the particularly unwanted and numer@&olish Jews were to be
concentrated in designated ghettos within the n@jms. Many of these ghettos were
completed during 1940. But to where were they tadly to be deported? The realist
Nazi bureaucrats identified a few potential locasicthe most popular of which emerged
from the Nazis’ successful spring 1940 conqueflerimark, Norway, Holland, Belgium,
Luxemburg and, of particular interest, France. sTilea became know as the Madagascar

Plan.

The Madagascar Plan involved shipping Jews todla@d of Madagascar, a French
colony off the southeastern coast of Africa (Browgni2004, pp. 81-82). According to
Himmler, Hitler's response to the plan was thathe Fihrer read the six pages through
and found them very good and correct’ ” (Brownig@QO0, p. 14). Browning (2004, p. 70)
has observed:

This episode is of singular importance in thas ithe only firsthand account by a
high-ranking participant—Himmler—of just how a Hitldecision was reached and
aFuhrerbefehl or Hitler order, was given in respect to Naziahpolicy during

this period. The initiative came from Himmler. \Wever, he did not present Hitler
with a precise plan; it was rather a statemenntahit, a set of policy objectives.
The details of implementation would be left to Hitem Hitler indicated both his
enthusiastic agreement and the men with whom fleentation could be shared
..... He simply allowed it to be known whatvaanted or approved. Presumably
business was often conducted in such a way in lirel Reich.
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As Himmler had long known, Hitler rewarded with pevthose who could both anticipate
then convert his desires into a reafity. However, access to Madagascar required naval
victory over Britain, an outcome which never ocedrr Consequently, the plan was

shelved pending a victory that never arrived.

With the intention of encouraging the English tocede defeat (with the
additional bonus of enabling access to Madagasasgarly as 31 July 1940 Hitler began
contemplating attacking Germany’s then allies i $oviet Union (Browning, 2004, p.
215). But tainting such a victory was that abawg million Jews lived within the Soviet
Union’s post-August 1939 borders (Hilberg, 1992250). Soon after Hitler set his
designs on the Soviet Union, potential sites tacWwidiews could be “migrated” were
identified by the Nazis, including the marshesha&f Ukraine and even the Siberian
wastelands (Aly & Heim, 2002, p. 179; Cesarani,Zq0 92).

During this period (between the start of World \Waro nearing the end of 1939
and up until half way through 1941), other evemistcbuted to the subsequent attempt to
exterminate the European Jews. Germans withifntlaehinery of destruction”—who
Hilberg (1961, p. 1011) believes were a “remarkaiptess-section of the German
population”—started demonstrating an ability td fairly large numbers of defenseless
Jewish and non-Jewish civilians. As the followimid] demonstrate, they used what by the
end of the war became the three most common kithethods: shooting, starvation, and

gassing.

10.2 Shooting

153 An excellent example of “seizing the initiativein below in response to vague signals emanating fro
above” (Browning, 2004, p. 37), was Martin Luthedais meteoric rise in the German Foreign Offigdis
“had been due in no small part to his ability téicipate which tasks Ribbentrop would need perfatnte
fill vacuums before others even realized they existWhen Luther sensed a turnlirdenpolitikin the late
summer of 1941, he quickly aligned himself with thection events were taking” (Browning, 19788R).
As the Fihrer said himself: “ ‘Where would | be. if.| would not find people to whom | can entrugirk
which | myself cannot direct, tough people of whbkmow they take the steps | would take myself.eTh
best man is for me the one who bothers me leattkiyg upon himself 95 out of 100 decisions” (Bramg
& Matthaus, 2004, p. 243). The result of this ngemaent style was a fiercely competitive bureaucrati
environment: “composed of factions centered ardhed\azi chieftains, who were in perpetual comjmatit
to outperform one another. Like a feudal monakitier stood above his squabbling vassals. Hédtallio
‘fiefs’ to build up the domains of his competingsgals as they demonstrated their ability to accismphe
tasks most appreciated by the Fihrer” (Brownin@8l9. 2).
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On 3 September 1939, during the invasion of Polkivdmler released a shoot-to-
kill authorisation, to discourage any civilian gance (Rossino, 2003, p. 65).
Consequently, during a period of six weeks the G@ararmed forces shot approximately
16,000 civilians—about 5,000 of whom were Jewisbg@mnan, 2002, p. 24). On top of
this, in the last few months of 1939 up to 50,00the Polish intelligentsia, and other
civilian resisters (7,000 of whom were Jewish),avehot by SS forces and ethnic German
auxiliaries (Musial, 1999, p. 106, as cited in Bromg, 2004, p. 35; Rossino, 2003, p.
234). Possibly because of the Poles’ frequentlgri@anic’-looking facial features, some
of the execution squads started to experience lawbatenant General Max Bock described
as “ ‘vast agitation and powerful emotional strés@rowning, 2004, p. 74)>* The stress
was exacerbated by the fact that shooting defesseleilians meant that the killers

necessarily experienced quite high levels of visumal auditory perceptual stimulation.

10.3  Starvation

Independent of the Nazi officials in Berlin, thed German authorities at the two
largest Polish ghettos at Lodz and Warsaw—whictvéeh them contained about one
third of all Polish Jews under Nazi control (Browgj 2004, p. 124)—decided at different
times and for different reasons to seal off theettps from the adjacent non-Jewish
communities->> Cut off from those outside the ghetto boundaiigtally the poorest

Jews began to perish from starvation and diseases.

The effects of these locally initiated policies wéirst observed in the Lodz ghetto,
which was sealed in April 1940. By the summer @4 Arthur Greiser (the Governor of

the Wartheland) stated, from the “ ‘point of vieinuitrition and the control of

epidemics’ ” life in the Lodz ghetto had alreadgbme “ ‘untenable’ ” (Mommsen, 1997,
p. 30). Between June 1940 and the end of Jan@y thore than 7,000 Jews died (Corni,
2002, p. 205).

134 See also Buchheim (1968, p. 317).

135 The Lodz ghetto was sealed in April 1940 to enafdeextraction of Jewish wealth in exchange fodfo
whereas the Warsaw ghetto was sealed in mid-Novef@# because of fears surrounding the possible
spreading of disease and epidemics (Browning, 198532-34).
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Alexander Palfinger, a German ghetto administratifficial, seized upon this
emerging catastrophe as a partial solution to skalating “Jewish problem”, arguing: “A
rapid dying out of the Jews is for us a mattemotdltindifference, if not to say desirable”.
According to his interpretation of Nazi ideologuchk an outcome was consistent with
what he anticipated would be the regime’s evengddHhadical course’ ” (Browning, 2004,
p. 128), because in relation to the * ‘Jewish goesthe National Socialist idea . . . permits
no compromises’ ” (Browning, 1995, p. 36). Paléng initiative is an example of what
regional functionaries in the East referred to amnticipatory obedience’ ” (Lower, 2002,

p. 14)—that is, anticipating their superiors’ desiand converting them into reality.

Browning (1995) labels “attritionists” as the lo&¢rman bureaucrats who, like
Palfinger, believed the Jews should be starvedweder, a more powerful group of
German administrators were termed the “producttehisThese people believed that
sources of labour should not be wasted, and thkingaéhe Jews work would enable them
to obtain food at no cost to the Reich and woulerathe rapidly encroaching catastrophe.
This policy could be carried through until Berliaaded where the Jews would be sent.
At Lodz, Palfinger’'s immediate superior, Hans Biet®he chief of the ghetto

administration), on 18 October 1940 argued: “ ‘gif@ng must be done to make the
ghetto self-sustaining’ ” (Browning, 1995, p. 3@iebow, and his superior, Dr. Karl
Marder (the deputy mayor of Lodz), set up a ghetimnomy in LodZ>° indicating that at

least in that city the “productionists” were in ¢taoh (Browning, 1995, p. 36).

The discontented Palfinger soon transferred td/hesaw ghetto. With the help of
some like-minded local authority “attritionistshluding Waldemar Schon and Karl

Naumann), he was able to generate what Schon eusgticaity referred to as “ ‘premature

T

impoverishment’ ” (Browning, 2004, p. 125). ButaagPalfinger’s intentions were
subordinated to the “productionists” in Warsaw, vatgo dominated the local German
authorities. At a meeting held on 3 April 1941 Bfalter Emmerich argued: The
starting point for all economic measures had tdheeidea of maintaining the capacity of

the Jews to livfitalics original] ” (Browning, 1995, p. 39). Dege protestations from the
“attritionists”, the view of Hans Frank (the leagdiofficial in the General Government)
was final: “ “The responsibility that the governmémok on with the creation of a Jewish

district of 500,000 human beingglg¢nschenlis very great, and a failure would always be

156 By the summer of 1941 approximately 40,000 Jewswerking in the Lodz ghetto (Browning, 2004, p.
154).
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blamed on the authorities of the General GovernitigBrowning, 1995, p. 39). Frank
was certainly not philo-Semitic: he had made stat#sa few months earlier to the effect
that he saw great merit in killing the Jet?5.But his enthusiasm for killing Jews
diminished out of a personal concern that, if Gaeryrlast the war, he could later be held
responsible for what during this period of the ¢ieshfvas a radical policy. Thus, on 19
April 1941 a new “productionist’-based policy wasroduced in Warsaw. Schon was
replaced with Max Bischof (who was also told thidalfinger caused any further
problems he could have him removed). Palfingepd anticipating the direction of
Nazi Jewish policy and, having narrowly avoidedwssal, by early May 1941 was to be
found informing Adam Czerniakow (the Judenrat amam): “ ‘that he will do everything
to improve the food supply’ ” (Browning, 1995, pf)-41).

Soon after the war began the Nazi regime was dingytp meet the minimum
food ration standards they had earlier set foilGkaman civilian population (Aly & Heim,
2002, pp. 243-244). If the regime was sometimedblato accommodate the needs of
those at the top of the racial hierarchy, irrespeadf how hard the Jews at the bottom
were willing to work, extremely hard times mosttaerly laid ahead. In the end, promises
of more food were made but, as Biebow had pointedoJanuary 1941, little arrived
because it was continually “withdrawn for allegedigre urgent needs” (Browning, 2004,
p. 156).

Although there were later periods of stabilisationthe Warsaw ghetto during
April then May of 1941, 2,000 then 4,000 Jews dredpectively. It must have appeared
that a famine of endemic proportions had taken fBfdwning, 1995, p. 47). Theerman
administrators (“productionists” and “attritionistdike) followed directives from Berlin
during late 1940 and early 1941 that the Jews wet¢o leave the ghettos in search of
food® Consequently, they imposed conditions that kijesving numbers of
defenseless civilians. They could do so with reéa¢ase because nobody involved—from
those who rounded up and delivered the victim&¢oghettos, to the administrators, or to
the guards preventing their escape—had to touehgisbear the victims in their death

throes. None was required to personally delivgrspecific, unambiguous, death blow.

157 See Browning (2000, p. 8).

138 At a meeting on 19 April 1941, Frank argued: “ &flone cannot dissolve the ghetto and leave the ifrew
freedom, over that there is still full agreemen{Browning, 2004, p. 129). Having said that, wathlittle

food entering the Warsaw ghetto, Browning (2004,38) has pointed out that, although there wereesom
periods of lethal violence instigated by the ghatiministrators, it was “necessary to tolerate gayise
ghetto cordon.”
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Instead, they were able to pass responsibilityoam rieified “Berlin” for imposing such
deadly conditions. In the absence of any reflectiinking, what they might have seen for
themselves within the ghettos could be construaeiaforcing the Nazi stereotypes of
Ostjuden(Eastern Jew)Because starvation as a method of killing wasggly low in
perceptual stimulation, it could suppress within@an officials feelings of strain, trauma,

and/or repugnancg’

10.4 Gassing

During October 1939 Hitler produced a document #hhorised th&anzlei des

Fuhrers(KdF) to engage in “ ‘domestic purification’ ”, tlhe extermination of Germany’s
physically and mentally disabl€8riedlander, 1995, p. 67). Consequently, the KdF
formed an organisation callddergartenstral3e 4T4), which was charged with this killing
operation. Different killing techniques were canf#ated, such as lethal injections, but
eventually Viktor Brack, in conjunction with chernslbert Widmann, developed the idea
of diverting pure bottled carbon monoxide gas eteermetically sealed room
(Friedlander, 1995, pp. 86-87). In December 193%a0uary 1940 a T4 team tested the
viability of Brack and Widmann'’s idea on some disalbmen locked in a cell disguised as
a shower room. From the perspective of the peafms—at least 17 people including
Brack, Widmann and others who would become cefigates in the extermination of the
Jews, including Philipp Bouhler, Karl Brandt, Chias Wirth, Irmfried Ebel, and August
Becker (Friedlander, 1995, p. 87)—the pilot tess Wwaemed so “successful” that the
Euthanasia gassing programme was initiated. Bédogfive other permanent gas

chambers were set up at various institutions tHrougGermany.

Soon afterwards, the Criminal Technology Instiinteented mobile gas vans,
which were used by 8onderkommanddeaded by Herbert Lange, to kill patients in the
recently acquired Eastern territories (Friedland®85, p. 139). Canisters of pure carbon
monoxide were attached to the driver's compartraedtreleased from valves located
inside the van. The roaming Lange Commando bec¢agiy proficient at killing
“defectives”. For example, during two weeks in M#340 Lange and his small team
gassed 1,558 patients from an East Prussian hbditavning, 1985, p. 59).

139 photos and film footage of conditions in the ghetivere taken and sent back to Germany, but thés wa
only used for propaganda purposes to reinforceskesiereotypes.
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Between the end of 1939 and the summer of 194daat 70,000 to 80,000
disabled people in Germany were killed, most ofrthie the recently invented permanent
gas chambers (Friedlander, 1995, pp. 109-1f0None of those involved in the killings
had to touch, see or hear the victims as they deslgassing technique offered the
perpetrators the option of total perceptual avaidaand generated little strain, trauma,
and/or repugnance.

Therefore, in relation to the three killing methadshooting, starvation, and
gassing: “The distressing fact is that mass kilasgstate policy had already become fairly
widespread by 1941 (Browning, 1985, pp. 4-5). Aggzhing the end of this late 1939 to
mid-1941 period, during which ordinary Germans wageonstrating an ability to kill
fairly large numbers of defenseless civilians, hropivotal change took place. With the
failure of the apparently more realistic emigratpmlicy (such as the Madagascar Plan),
the “realist’bureaucrats discerned potential in the previowgcted ideas of the “strong
believers”. Between late 1940 and mid 1941 thetmpowerful pro-emigration
bureaucrats started contemplating or actually apglistrong believer’-type solutions to
various local problems they were facing. For exiamgome time after October or
November of 1940, the Chief SS physician, Ernsiv@ra claimed that the “realist”
Heydrich asked him to trigger an epidemic in ther¥da ghetto, to boost the death rate
(Breitman, 1991, p. 139). A few months later, Hilanstarted thinking about the
application of the Euthanasia gassing method toves-crowded concentration camps. In
discussions with KdF chief Philipp Bouhler (conaegiprisoners who were too weak to
be productive), in early 1941 Himmler drew on Imtiition andprevious experience in
wondering “whether and how the personnel and tbiitfas of T4 can be utilized for the
concentration camps” (Friedlander, 1995, p. 148)cording to Lifton (1986. p. 135):

Early in 1941, T4 leader Bouhler agreed to let Hismase T4 personnel and
facilities to rid the camps of ‘excess’ prisonensctably those ‘most seriously ill,’
physically and mentally. Sometimes called ‘prisogigthanasia’ or (by prisoners)
‘Operation Invalid,” the resultant program was ofily ‘Operation [or Special
Treatment] 14113

By the spring of 1941, Lange and his $dnderkommandavho had been seconded to

Himmler's concentration camps in Germany, embarkethis experimental killing

160 Bloxham and Kushner (2005, p. 84) point out thi figure does not include the tens of thousarfids o
physically and mentally disabled adults and chitdkiled in Poland and later in the Soviet terrigst
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operation. Exactly as they had done with the migrithin the annexed Eastern territories,
Lange and his men loaded the selected concentredimp prisoners into their hermetically
sealed vans, turned on the valves to the exteratithghed pure carbon monoxide gas
cylinders, and then drove their vehicle while tineimns perished inside. The vans were
driven to a previously specified burial site, whetker prisoners were forced to unload

and then dispose of the victims’ bodies.

Soon the 14f13 killing programme was extended ihéorecently built
concentration camps in the East. For examplehéynd of May 1941 ex-T4 personnel
working in the 14f13 programme had arrived in theksblocks of Poland, in places like
Auschwitz®® According to Klodzinski (1987, p. 136ff, as citedDwork and van Pelt,
1996, pp. 280-281) 575 men who “ ‘were all worn’ 80t* were selected, then transported
by a train to the T4 gas chamber hundreds of nailesy at Sonnenstein in Germany. The
men could not be killed at Auschwitz “without caugigreat commotion” (Dwork & van
Pelt, 1996, p. 280). According to Browning (20p4192), by the end of the war nearly
20,000 people had been killed during Operation 34Eifton, 1986, p. 142).

The key Nazi “realists” like Heydrich and Himmleeve only “realists” because
the “strong believer” solutions to the Jewish pewsbl(such as sterilisation or
extermination) had previously appeared unreal(gtlich may explain Himmler’s then
Hitler’s initial preference for the Madagascar Bla@onfirming his “realist” status,
Himmler had said in the summer of 1940, that “ ‘ofilnner conviction,’ he still rejected
‘the physical extermination of a race through Belgk methods . . . [because they were]
un-Germanic and impracticable’ ” (Fleming, 198444). In other words, it was beneath
Germans dignity to engage in such d&fsin any case, because they were considered
“impracticable” such ideas were consequently raletifrom further discussion. In the last
part of his statement Himmler implied that if extémation suddenly became possible he
might be willing to reconsider it. Even for “reste” such as Himmler, Heydrich (even

Hitler), the desire to exterminate “inferior” peeplhad always been pres&fit.However,

161 Rees (2005, p. 43) provides a slightly later aatere “14f13 . . . reached Auschwitz on July 28”.
%2 This is according to a political prisoner, Kazizi&mole (Rees, 2005, pp. 43-44).

183 Also during the summer of 1940 Heydrich was arguiriThe Jews are considered hostile to us because
of our standpoint on race. For this reason theyodno use to us in the Reich. We must elimiiiagen.
Biological extermination, however, is undignifiear the German people as a civilized nation. Tlites ¢he
victory we will impose the condition on the enenomwers that the holds of their ships be used tosprart

the Jews along with their belongings to Madagascatsewhere’ ” (Aly, 1999, p. 3).
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before 1941 a means of achieving this end did eeisto exist. This may help explain
why, as Bauer (2001, p. 30) has pointed out: “tlveréainly was no actual planning of the
genocide before 1941 Increasingly between late 1939 and mid 1941hadNazi
regime’s “Jewish problem” expanded, all the appidyanore realistic “solutions” like
emigration or expulsion were failing. During thditary-style executions, within the
ghettos, and inside the gas chambers, the idehg 6§trong believers” increasingly
showed signs of potential. Before long the mostg@ive within the Nazi regime came
to believe that the undoable might actually be tladdter all. For example, on 16 July
1941 in the Lodz ghetto the lowly rank8&-Sturmbannfuhrdrolf-Heinz Hoppner stated
in a letter to Eichmann: “This winter there is andar that it will not be possible to feed all
the Jews. It should therefore seriously be comelehether the most humane solution
would not be to eliminate those Jews unfit for wbyksome fast-working method”
(Krakowski, 1993, p. 74). He concluded: “ ‘Thebags sound somewhat fantastic but are
in my opinion definitely feasible’ ” (Browning, 188 p. 4). Browning (2004, p. 354)
believes Hoppner had the Euthanasia gassing temimol mind. But only those in direct
control of the machinery of destruction—Himmler athelydrich—were in any position to
do something about converting such ideas into lgyed here is merit in Browning’s
(2004) observation that, within influential Naziates just before the Soviet invasion:

“Murder was in the air” (p. 320).

10.5 Operation Barbarossa

Since early in 1939 Heydrich had been placed inrobof the machinery that was

charged with resolving Germany’s “Jewish problenfthe prospect of eventual failure in

184 1n the November 1938 publication s Schwarze Korpdeydrich mentioned his desire surrounding the
“ ‘absolute annihilation’ ” of German Jewry: “ ‘TH&erman people are not in the least inclined tersaé in
their country hundreds of thousands of criminalspwiot only secure their existence through crinwe atso
want to exact revenge . . . . These hundreds aofstds of impoverished Jews [would create] a bngedi
ground for Bolshevism and a collection of the pacdily criminal subhuman elements . . . . In such a
situation we would be faced with the hard necessiggxterminating the Jewish underworld in the savag
as, under our government of law and order, we ezastomed to exterminating any other criminalsat ik,
by fire and sword. The result would be the acamal final end of Jewry in Germany, its absolute
annihilation’ ” (Breitman, 1991, p. 58). Not longo the war, after Heydrich’s execution squadsewver
experiencing “vast agitation and powerful emotiostaéss” while shooting mostly the gentile Polish
intelligentsia, his earlier “strong believddgic was relegated in favour of other apparenttyrarrealistic
solutions. By 24 June 1940 Heydrich was arguirighe very size of the problem — and we have to
consider that there are about three and a quaile@midews in the territories now under Germantecoin-
means that it can no longer be solved by emigrasometerritorial solution will have to be found [italics
original]’ ” (Krausnick, 1968, p. 55).

185 Since the early 1920s Hitler may have wished tereninate the Jews. Between 1939 and 1940 this
seemed impossible to achieve, so Hitler probaldgpied that mass emigration was the only realigton.
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this task would not only reflect poorly on Heydridtut also on his superior officer,
Himmler (who was equally concerned§. With no obvious place to resettle the Polish
Jews, and with about four million Soviet Jews atchéSchleunes, 1970, p. 256¢rhaps it
might be “easier to murder than resettle” (Brownid@04, p. 35). But how might the
Jews be killed? T4 personnel had readily becorokgmnt killers, so the most “obvious”
method would predictably have been to gas the utedlad®oviet Jews. In Friedlander’s
(1995, p. 284) words:

The success of the euthanasia policy convincetl#tize leadership that mass
murder was technically feasible, that ordinary rard women were willing to Kill
large numbers of innocent human beings, and tledbtineaucracy would cooperate
in such an unprecedented enterprise.
However, Himmler had in May 1941 sent, at considleréinancial cost, 575 incapacitated
Auschwitz inmates all the way back to Germany bintto be gassed. Unlike Hoppner in
Lodz, he was well aware that such an idea was ictipedble because the T4 gassing
technique used cylinders of pure carbon monoxidechwvere too expensive to produce,
very difficult to transport out of Germany, andébd not exist in the quantities required to
kill such large numbers of civilians (Breitman, 199%. 197; Browning, 1985, p. 59;
Fleming, 1984, p. 4&riedlander, 1995, p. 286; Spektor, 1993, p. 52).

Perhaps the Soviet Jews could be rounded up acedanto secure ghettos and
gradually starved to death? Just prior to the &amvasion some Nazi bureaucrats were

thinking along these lines:

By the beginning of March 1941 the rationalizatexpert Rudolf Gater was
already looking at ghettoization as a possibleavptor the ‘liquidation of the
Jewish population’. To avoid having to supporttibially dispossessed Jewish
minority out of public funds, he proposed a possditernative . . . ‘Conditions of
undernourishment could be allowed to develop witmegard for the
consequences’ (Aly & Heim, 2002, p. 186j.

However, as Heydrich discovered earlier in the \Marghetto, starvation was a very slow
method of killing large numbers of people, and egpdly gave the most resourceful and/or

wealthy enough time to evade death. (This mayetgpdain Heydrich’s apparent desire to

186 As Cesarani (2004, p. 92) pointed out: “As easdylanuary 1941, Himmler applied to Heydrich forayw
out of the dead end into which the SS had gallagleein promising to resettle hundreds of thousands of
ethnic Germans on land to be cleared of Jews ale$ Ror whom the SS could not find room elsewhere.”

17 From February 1941 Paul Kérner (Goering’s immetlfatbordinate on the Four-Year Plan Authority)

started “devising a military and economic stratdwpt deliberately envisaged the death by starvatfon
millions of people in the Soviet Union” (Aly & Hein2002, p. 33).
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artificially introduce an epidemic to the Warsawetih.) Thus, starvation was not a viable

option!®®

Because the German armed forces had shot 50,0 Rationals in the last few
months of 1939, it was apparent that the only chembile, readily available, and rapid
method was shooting. The likelihood of men frorarsa modern and civilised Western
nation like Germany—the home of Kant and Beethovbeig both willing and capable
of shooting all Jews—not just men but also womening children, and babies—might
have sounded fantastical to Himmler and HeydriBheitman (2000, p. 48) has argued that
the SS-Reichsfiihréiwas keenly aware that the execution of civiliamght have
damaging psychological effects on the police exenats—even in 1940 [during the
invasion of Poland] he said he had been warnedtdbisu’ That shooting children was a
distasteful task for most perpetrators can be digtefrom the Polish invasion
(Westermann, 2005, p. 144lf.some men during the invasion had struggled twsimen,
how were they going to fare slaughtering womenanidiren?

In fact, the logic behind some of Himmler’s earlikcisions indicates that (putting
the killing of women and children aside) even he& waeeptical about the willingness of
ordinary Germans to shoot defenseless men (leeal@men and children). For example,
back in June 1940 Himmler went to great lengthsmploy and promote the brutal World
War One veteran Oscar Dirlewanger (also a convigestbphile). He supplied
Dirlewanger with a battalion of previously impriszhpoachers for the kinds of human
shooting assignments that he (Himmler) believedharg Germans would shy away from
(Breitman, 1991, pp. 129-130). But Himmler coutdlanger rely upon the scarce
specialists for the massive Soviet invasion. Helddave to depend upon the more
numerous ordinary Germans. It should be kept mdirinowever, that although not all,
some—perhaps even many—of those from the execstjoads in Poland had shown
themselves to be capable of regularly shootingrdefiess men (Roseman, 2002, p. 24;
Rossino, 2003, p. 2345 Also, now the victims would not be the somewtiailgr
looking Poles, but Soviet Jews, who would be ethicculturally, and socio-

economically very different from the Germans figillimmler’'s ranks. As Breitman

188 Then again, two million Soviet POWs perished witbihe year of being imprisoned by the Wehrmacht.
Thus, when totally isolated from the resources i®d by big cities, and without any assets withalio
trade for their lives, starvation could accountddruge number of deaths. See Browning (1985).p. 6

189 During the invasion of Poland shooting predomihadivilian men was an unsettling experience for
many German executioners, but it was also seeotmg &s a measure of manliness (Rossino, 2003).p. 70
But could the same be said of shooting women aiidreh?
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(2000, pp. 44-45) argued:

Himmler, Heydrich, and, Daluege . . . [of the Or&etice] did not yet know how
smoothly the killing process would work, which leasland units would prove
effective, and whether there would be significasistance, including resistance
from the policemen themselves.

If at the time Himmler and Heydrich knew that neitlgassing nor starvation would work,

at least attempting to shoot all the Jews offerpdtantial “solution”.

The Soviet invasion, only months away, offeredpgbgect experimental
opportunity to test the viability of this possilsteethod of killing victims who in
themselves embodied two of the most despised Ma&rnes (Jews and communists), in
the form of “Jewish Bolshevism”. Furthermore,éihge ordinary moderately anti-Semitic
and supposedly civilised Germans were able to nmatdieast some civilians in the East, it
was not hard for Himmler and Heydrich to anticipidue violent capabilities of the more

fiercely anti-Semitic non-Jewish Eastern Europeans.

Therefore, before Operation Barbarossa, HimmlerHeytrich had to choose
between two very different strategies in dealinthwhat had become their “Jewish
problem”. They could continue to pursue theirifajlstrategy of expulsion; or they could
try out a much more radical method: encouraging then to shoot men, women, and
children, and/or encourage the local non-JewisheEag&uropeans to engage in lethal
pogrom-type murder’® With the outcome of any attempt to exterminatei€alewry so

uncertain:’* it made sense for leading figures like Himmlestart out small before

10 Known as the Krausnick versus Streim debate: “@liea substantial dispute among experts over wheth
the initial instructions (before the war) includie killing of all the Jews — men, woman, and atafd— or
whether a subsequent order, sometime between Aaglyst and September, added women and children to
the targets” (Breitman, 1991, p. 290). Becauserhlien and Heydrich were not sure if their men andimn-
Jewish locals would be willing and/or capable diitky all Jews, before Operation Barbarossa the author
suspects they did not disclose their desired goital extermination. This argument finds support
Longerich’s (2005, p. 214) comments: “While Kraus's assumption of an early, universal annihilation
order can clearly be disproved, we should, on therchand, go further than Streim in emphasizirg the
task allotted to th&insatzgruppenprior to 22 June, involved a mass murder whasédiwere unclear.

This order already contained within it the tendetwyards total annihilation, and it was delibenateft up

to the death squads themselves to decide whasltmiplace on the killings. Here we see a fornssiiing

of orders which relied upon interaction, fully ieéping with Nazi tradition.” It was deliberategftl up to

the men in the field because Himmler and Heydrielheanot confident that their men could kill all 3(see
also Matthaus, 2004, p. 267). This is why Frammh&cker (commander &insatzgruppen Pstated in one

of his reports on 15 October 1941 (thadisring the extermination campaign): “ ‘it was expecteshirthe
start . . . that the Jewish problem would not Heegbsolely through pogroms’ and ‘the security peli
cleansing work had according to basic orderghe goal othe most complete removal possibfehe Jews
[italics added] " (Browning, 1994, p. 139).

1 As Browning (1995, p. 113) said: “they did not kne indeed could not have known — if the plans they
had been formulating would even work.”
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deciding whether or not to invest more manpowehis
Soviet interior (Browning, 1995, p. 114; also seenvinsen, 1997, p. 32).

feasibility study’ ” within the

Several weeks before Operation Barbarossa, durengdfl 1941, about 3,000 men
were somewhat haphazardly recruited for traininggijoating from the SS, SD, the
Gestapo, Sipo, Waffen SS, State Police, ReserveeP®attalion 9, and also some civilian
draftees) (Browning, 2004, p. 223{ichler, 1986, p. 12)The men were divided into four
groups calleEinsatzgruppe\, B, C andD, and were to be led by carefully selected
ideologically-minded Nazis (Wildt, 2003, pp. 5463%%s cited in Bloxham & Kushner,
2005, p. 137). These four groups were subdivideihér into smaller units called
EinsatzkommandandSonderkommandosAs was the case for the police battalions, the
first part of their training involved exposure taleluge of anti-Semitic propagant/a.
Perhaps it was expected that if the men were sidgjéo enough propaganda, they might
come to see the “necessity” of killing all of thend (thus the provision of a legitimising
rationale/ideology) and eventually associate tloese part of their training schedule—
shooting practice—as the means of achieving this'€nDuring May of 1941 Himmler
also organised a much larger group of disparaterdS (a total of 25,000 men), to be
placed under his direct command. These men wdlextieely known as his
Kommandostab Reichsfuhrer-@8owning, 2004, p. 233).

Several days before the launching of Operation &adsa, Heydrich began to
express his doubts about the willingness and/ocalméify of these men to shoot civilians.
With the intention of passing such dirty work offto the locals, in a meeting on 17 June
in Berlin with theEinsatzgrupperrommanders, Heydrich stressed: “No obstacle was to
placed in the way of the ‘self-cleansing effortSe(bstreinigungsbestrebungest
anticommunist and anti-Jewish circles” (Brownin@02, p. 228). On the eve of the
attack, the German armed forces received the ambgytcommissar order”, which made
specific mention of the Jews and their “ ‘'sub-humature’ ” (Matthaus, 2004, p. 250). In
its words: “ ‘This struggle demands ruthless anergetic measures against bolshevist
agitators, guerrillas, saboteurs, Jews, and complehination of any active or passive
resistance’ ” (Browning, 2004, pp. 222-223). Asttlaus (2004, p. 267) stated:

172 Browning (2004, p. 232) has pointed out that befbe invasion of Soviet Union: “Numerous materials
were circulated among the police to provide thesiias these ideological training sessions.” tireased as
the campaign progressed (Westermann, 2005, pf038114; 118).

73 Units in the Order Police, like Battalion 322, stample, underwent similar military training and
ideological indoctrination (Breitman, 2000, p. 45).

208



At the time, the Nazi leadership might have shaheddoubts expressed at the
periphery that mass shootings of Soviet Jews vesre,report by the
Kommandostab on the killings in the Baltics puthie way in which ‘the Jewish
problem can be fundamentally solved’ . . . . Ndweldss, Hitler and the top
leadership refrained from addressing the issudefhd to their men in the field to
decide how to proceed?
Operation Barbarossa was launched on 22 June IR#d invading Wehrmacht
was soon after followed by the 3,000 or so membgtise Einsatzgruppenand at least

nine thousand Order Police—about 18 battaliondl i(Baeitman, 2000, p. 41>

In line with Heydrich’s orders, upon entering thiéhuanian city of Kaunas (also
called Kovno), Fran&tahlecker, the leader Binsatzgruppe\, assessed the intensity of
local anti-Semitic fervor by releasing violent casts from a prison and instigating
possibly the first pogrom of the campaign. Theaskd prisoners immediately began
beating Jews with iron bars or wooden clubs incihesquare. All of the victims were
men (Rhodes, 2002, p. 41). On 29 June, Heydrglets a written order to “ ‘remind’ ”
the Einsatzgrupperrommanders of his earlier verbal instruction tocemage “ ‘self-
defense circles’ ” (Browning, 2004, p. 228). By3&fhe the Lithuanian partisans in
Kaunas had killed several thousand Jews (Arad, ,1}98B, as cited in Rhodes, 2002, p.
43). Jewish woman and children were not targetédth might have confirmed in
Stahlecker’'s mind that even where the locals welleng/to engage in pogroms, their
selective choice of targets meant that they al@uwédcnot be relied upon to resolve the
“Jewish problem” in the Soviet Union. In other#bions there was even less or no interest
in killing all the Jews (Corni, 2002, p. 34; Gelliad 997, p. 56, as cited in Matthaus, 2004,
p. 273; Longerich, 2005, p. 209}, At this early stage of the invasion, it appeatet the
only people who might have both the intention drellbgistical, organisational, and
technical capability to kill all the Jews were tBerman armed forces themselves. The

following explores how they fared.

Between 22 June and mid-August 1941 the numbelews$ shot by the

Einsatzgruppewaried. Jewish victims numbered in the thousandisusually high was

174 See also Lower (2002, p. 6).

5 1n conflict with this, Browning (1995, p. 105) hsimted that at “least eleven battalions of Ordgice
(each of approximately 500 men) were part of thvasion force.”

8 Having said this, there were a few places wereethas a greater eagerness toddillJews (Matthaus,
2004, pp. 260-261).
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Karl Jager’s relatively smaltinsatzkommand®, which had shot 9,188 civilians (10
percent of whom were women, with children sparé&dieft, 1994, p. 108). However, at
the other end of the continuum was the much ld&gesatzgrupp® who shot 4,425 Jews
during the same period (Streit, 1994, p. 108). diwad (1989, pp. 401-412, as cited in
Browning, 1995, p. 100) has calculated that byethe of July, collectively the
Einsatzgruppeinad killed a total of about 62,805 civilians, mostvhom (about 90
percent) were Jews (Gerlach, 1998, p. 58, as mitbthtthaus, 2004, p. 260). Excluding
Jager’s small group, the initial progress repatgling up to mid-August indicated that
arming far greater numbers of ordinary German migim fivearms was unlikely to succeed

as a strategy to murder all Jews in the Sovietiote

After mid-August the death toll escalated. Formegke, in the two-week period
after mid-Augus€tinsatzkommand8 killed a further 33,000 civilians (with the progion
of female victims increasing, and the statistic& macluding children). The same pattern
applied to the much larg&insatzgruppe D Its death toll before the end of September had
risen to 36,000 (Streit, 1994, p. 108). What fexctexplain this change from a tentative
reluctance to kill, to large-scale slaughter? Wéterence to the Milgram-Holocaust
linkage (M-H linkage), at least five major fact@esem to have been central. First, leading
figures like Himmler used various Binding FactdB$¢) and supplied Strain Resolving
Mechanisms (SRMs) to those below them. Secondly particularly effective in
increasing the probability of obtaining higher papation rates was, via the ad hoal
and error “exploratory” method of discovery, a maonamt within the executions squads to
reduce the stressful perceptual stimulation astagtiaith the shootings (thus bottom-up
innovation). Thirdly, the mass-shooting executiamse increasingly bureaucratised,
whereby the shootings were broken down into a cormaantalised process (division of
labour) with participants performing subsidiary Gipést roles (aiding greatly the SRM of
thedisplacement/diffusion of responsibi)ityFinally, “hardier” Eastern Europeans—most
prominently from Latvia, Ukraine, and Lithuania (f#fgius, 2004, p. 268)—were

increasingly deployed as the killers.

10.5.1 The Application of Top-Down Binding Factarsd Strain Resolving Mechanisms

Although just before the invasion Himmler's men wessued with the vague

“‘commissar order”, by 2uly 1941 Heydrich had issued the restricted otmehoot “ ‘all
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Jews in state and party positions’ ” (Streit, 1994105). On 17 July the broadest killing
order conceivable was committed to writing for tinst time—" ‘all Jews’ ” from this date
onwards were to be shot (Streit, 1994, pp. 108-109)s may have been an attempt by
Himmler and/or Heydrich to apply the BF of #u®t-in-the-doorphenomenon. As
Breitman (2000, p. 48) argued:

Himmler believed that, in addition to orders, tlodige needed a reason to kill, and
they needed social gatherings in the evening toaethe strain. Once they had
carried out mass murder in response to an alleged ©r provocation, it would be
easier to get them to follow broader killing ordexter.

According to Matth&us (2004), Heydrich too knew miven would struggle. He is also

believed to have held a “fear of going too far tpackly” and:

instead of providing explicit orders for the rapixjpansion of the killing process,

the SS and police leadership in Berlin seems te li@lowed a course that can be

described as controlled escalation (p. 263).

Einsatzgruppe Bommander, Artur Nebe, suggested about a monttthiet
invasion, in mid-July, that with so few men, whasabeing asked of them was simply
unachievable (Browning, 2004, p. 313). Howevemhiier had already anticipated the
manpower issue when several weeks earlier, on2¢ 1841, he commandeered off the
army hiskommandostab S&igades, arguing: “ ‘I need these units for otiasks’ ”
(Buchler, 1986, p. 14). Although consisting of &) men, only SS Brigade One (about
7,000 men), commanded by Higher SS/Police Leadedich Jeckeln, and the SS
Cavalry Brigade (4,000 men) commanded by HigheP8I&fe Leader Erich von dem
Bach-Zelewski were to be used by Himmler to kililians en massé¢Biichler, 1986, pp.

15-18). As Breitman (2000, p. 443id:

In spite of the gaps in the picture, it is cleatttine Order Police battalions were a
less politicized force than the Einsatzgruppeneylimay not have represented the
average German—policeman in a police state shane sbaracteristics and
behavior that set them apart from the mass of tpaiation. Still, what we know
of their numbers and their institution suggests thay were not part of a political-
ideological elite.
By 10July Himmler had decided to use the SS Cavalryd&iegto comb the Pripet marshes
in the east of Lublin, and about a week later theea received their orders to kill all Jews.
Soon after their arrival, however, they struggledarry out their orders. As Himmler and
Heydrich had suspected all along, the order to tstielenseless civiliansn massevas
generating what the German’s themselves referred$eelenbelastungr “ ‘burdening of

the soul’ ” (Hilberg, 1980, p. 91). It is temptitgargue that this is a phrase that scholars
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such as Milgram (1974) and Grossman (1995) migbtrilge using their own terminology,
with words like strain, trauma, and repugnancee iffain source of this “burdening of the
soul” seems to have been, when killing, the unaaldiel and disturbing visual (and, to a
lesser extent, auditory) spectacle associatedthetkkilling of people at close range by
firearms. The stress was exacerbated when shostingen and children (Lifton, 1986, p.
15).177

Himmler’'s suggestion as to how these men couldamree their initial reluctance
to kill women and children shows how desperateés8eReichsflihrdrad become. At the
end of July Himmler issued the following commandEXpress order of the FFSS
[Himmler]. All [male] Jews must be shot. Drivendsh females into the swamps’”
(Breitman, 2000, p. 60). Himmler was trying todia way of sparing his men from having
to directly murder women and children and thus erpee the accompanying mental
anguish. In early Augu§S Sturmbannfihréfranz Magill informed Himmler that his
idea had failed:

The driving of women and children into the marstiielsnot have the expected
success, because the marshes were not so deepé¢haduld sink. After a depth
of about a meter there was in most cases solidhgr¢urobably sand) preventing
complete sinking (Arad, Gutman & Margaliot, 19994@5).
On a daily basis the cavalry and some local mslitentinued to shoot at least 3,000
Jewish males over the age of five. But despite tireers that “the Pinsk action must be
completed”, the men refused to follow their ordeBy. the evening of 8 August the action
was abandoned (Buchler, 1986, p. 16-IIMe remaining women and children survived
for another year before being killed during theiidgation of the Pinsk ghetto on 27
October 1942 (Buna, 1966, p. 350, as cited in Bar¢chl986, p. 17). Between the end of
July and mid-August 1941, a frustrated Himmler wegularly observed criticising his
men for their “ ‘soft’ ” behaviour. He demandedthhey shoot more Jews (Buchler,
1986, p. 16}

Himmler, incensed by the inability of his men taergaout his orders, and
constantly reminded of their emotional difficulties 15 August 1941 asked
Einsatzgruppe Bommander Artur Nebe to organise an execution vigewas in Minsk

(Padfield, 1990, p. 342)He wanted to “see what one of these ‘liquidatiaeslly looked

17 See Browning (1992, pp. 72-73) for an exceptiothi® general rule.

178 Also see Browning (1992, p. 11, 2004, p. 312), eo{2002, p. 5), and Pohl (2000, p 143, as cited in
Bloxham & Kushner, 2005, p. 136).
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like” (Hilberg, 1961, p. 218).TheSS Reichsfuhrer'€hief of Personal Staff, Karl Wolff,
later stated that “he knew ‘from his [Himmler’'s] ownouth’ ” that Himmler had never
seen people killed before (Padfield, 1990, p. 342be organised for about a hundred
people to be executed—two of whom were womBafore the mass-shooting, Himmler
conveyed an air of casual indifference as he agiedews some questions. However, the
SS Reichsfihrer'sasy attitude disintegrated as the first shotevierd, and his lack of

experience of direct killing was exposed:

Both Wolff and Bach-Zelewski remembered that Himmwas shaken by the

murders. ‘Himmler was extremely nervous,’ Bachexeski testified. ‘He

couldn’t stand still. His face was white as cheéseeyes went wild and with each

burst of gunfire he always looked at the groundid¢®es, 2002, p. 152).
Like subjects in the OTA experiments who engageavimidance-type behaviours,
Himmler looked away from what was in front of hiomlike those pulling the triggers,
who could not do sb’° When the two women lay down to be shot memberke&tuad
lost their nerve, and fired badly, injuring, rathieen killing them. At that point Himmler
“panicked [and] . . . . jJumped up and screameti@stjuad commander: ‘Don’t torture
these women! Fire! Hurry up and kill them! ” (Bdtes, 2002, p. 152). This event
probably showed Himmler that hienceptof shooting the Soviet Jews was not
commensurate with the task’s disturbpeyceptualreality. “ ‘Almostfainting, pale, [and
with] limbs quivering’ ” Himmler had come to und&red personally the problem his men
were facing (Adams, 1989, p. 139, as cited in Ber2@02, p. 62). Bach-Zelewski then

said to Himmler:

Reichsfiuhrerthose were only a hundred . . . . Look at thes@f¢he men in this
Kommandohow deeply shaken they are! These men are &difbrtig] for the
rest of their lives. What kind of followers are waining here? Either neurotics or
savages! (Hilberg, 1961, p. 218).
According to Nebe, immediately after this executtimmler asked him to search for a
less stressful method of killing. Until its dis@vy the men in the field were expected to

continue the mass shootings.

As the leading figure present at this executiomiler felt compelled to try to
resolve the men’s stressful experience by provitlegn with a variety of strain-resolving

rationalisations:

17935, S.-Brigadier General Erwin Schulz behaved sitgilahen he organised several shooters to aimait ea
civilian and then “With a keen sense of delicacgné&ral Schulz would avert his head as the riflaewe
aimed. Then, after the volley had been fired, beld/turn around and see that ‘all persons wergglgin

the ground’ ” (Musmanno, 1961, p. 177).
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He pointed out that theinsatzgruppemvere called upon to fulfil a repulsive
(widerliche)duty. He would not like it if Germans did suchhang gladly. But
their conscience was in no way impaired, for theyensoldiers who had to carry
out every order unconditionally. He alone had oesybility before God and Hitler
for everything that was happening. They had untkmip noticed that he hated
this blood business . . . and that he had beersadoio the depth of his soul. But
he too was obeying the highest law by doing hiy,dand he was acting from a
deep understanding of the necessity for this ojmeratHimmler told the men to
look at nature. There was combat everywhere, nlgtamong men but also in the
world of animals and plants . . . . Didn’t bedbagsl rats have a life purpose also?
Yes, but this has never meant that man could rfendehimself against vermin
(Hilberg, 1961, pp. 218-219).
In other words, the men had no choice but to coetiit was absolutely necessary (BF),
and anyway, they were in no way responsible foir tietions; instead he, Himmler, was
(SRM). They were not murderers; their actions waogally inverted into those of
defenders against insidious vermin (SRM). Foré¢hebo had already shot Jewish men,
but were unconvinced by Himmler’s logic that it wessential that they also had to kill
women and children, they would find themselves faa-in-the-doottrap. The men were
told that if they did not kilall Jews, thereby allowing seemingly harmless victins t
survive, future generations of Germans would Iatetargeted for revenge (BF). It was
now too late to turn back. Having shot the menttigges behind them had been
burned—foot-in-the-door-like—they had to go on (BBereny, 2000, p. 281). If
Himmler and the shooting squad leaders who echzegruments failed in appealing to
their men’s rationality thatll Jews had to be killed, they could and did drawrugiiner
coercive techniques. One such “evil trick” wasniifieed by an insightful staff officer in

Einsatzgruppe ABF):

Himmler issued an order stating that any man whtonger felt able to take the
psychological stresses should report to his supefiwer. These men were to be
released from their current duties and would baitet for other work back home
.. .. In my view this whole order was an evitksil do not think | would be wrong
to say it bordered on the malicious—for afterathich officer or SS Mann would
have shown himself up in such a way? Any officeovinad declared that he was
too weak to do such things would have been corsidenfit to be an officer (Klee
et al., 1988, p. 82f°

Just as in the OTA experiments, where the expetienattempted to cajole the subject
with a barrage of BFs and/or provide them with aetg of strain-resolving

rationalisations, Himmler also hoped that his BRd 8RMs might encourage the men to

continue to participate in the killings. This esminiscent of Staub’s (1989, pp. 79-88)

18041n cases where a final determination was madthbReichsfilhremgainst a policeman, the remark
‘unsuited for duties in the East’ was added topeissonnel file, precluding the opportunity for hgt
promotion” (Westermann, 2005, p. 208).
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“continuum of destructiveness” or Darley’s (1998, @07-208) “conversion process”.

It is important to note that some shooting squadées expressed an interest in
saving the Jews, not because of the psychologiffaiulty associated with the killings,
but because (like the Nazi “productionists” in gieettos) they believed that by killing the
Jews they were wasting a valuable source of lafiangerich, 2005, p. 211)Certain
influential members of the Wehrmacht, and laterNistry for the Occupied Eastern
Territories, expressed similar concerns (Breitni®91, pp. 216-21Breitman, 2000, pp.
81, 85; Lower, 2002, pp. 8-9).

However, for the shooting squad commanders, theé camsmon concern was the
detrimental impact the killing was having on thaen’s psychological well-being. Just as
Bach-Zelewski had done, other leaders—for exaniféce Lieutenant Colonel Max
Montua (Breitman, 2000, p. 75)—also confronted Hiemabout the impact the
“burdening of the soul” was having on the rank &led In 1942, Heinz Jost, the new
commander oEinsatzgruppe Ahad became so concerned about the mental statenaf
of his men that he also felt it necessary to diyezinfront Himmler. Jost got no further
than Bach-Zelewski and Montua: “ ‘| was asked [dynkhler], ‘Are you a philosopher?
What is the meaning of this? What do you meamhlpros? All that is concerned are our
orders’ ' ” (Rhodes, 2002, p. 227Himmler’s response may have been strategic: by
refusing to sympathise with his subordinates’ comeehe ensured that most of them
would return to their troops and just say “ordees@ders”. They would then keep
pushing their men until they grew accustomed tar tasly tasks, or else broke down.
When some did break down, Himmler simply advised they be sent home and replaced
with another shooter. Thus, Gustave Fixsohderkommandogaid: “| would also like to
mention that as a result of the considerable pdggital pressures, there were numerous
men who were no longer capable of conducting exatsiand who thus had to be
replaced by other men” (Klee, et al., 1988, p. 68hd as Rhodes (2002, p. 154) has

noted: “Hitler's executioners may have been willibgt they were not always able.”

Himmler’s attrition and replacement policy was like have had another,
unanticipated, impact on the killing toll. Thos&nying out the slaughter may have been,
as Browning (1992) and Goldhagen (1996) agree,fiarg”. But as Hannah Arendt (as
cited in Naumann, 1966, p. xxviipted, time saw the attrition and replacement golic
eventually produce a concentration of ordinary mvéao differed from those who dropped
out, in that they could more regularly handle thitemse strain associated with their bloody
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tasks. Therefore, the ordinary German men who ireedaiffered significantly from
those who dropped out, in that the former wergumitwilling, they were also able. As
implied in the infamous Jager Report, written foe trealist” bureaucrats in Berlin, for the
bigger jobs some Germans were certainly more &lale others. For example, before
presenting a ledger-style list of over 130,000imstkilled between 7 July and 25
November 1941 by the highly destructiZzmsatzkommando, 3ager stated: “Following
the formation of a raiding squad under the comn@rfsiS-Obersturmfihrer Hamann and
8-10 reliable merirom the Einsatzkommando the following actionseveonducted in

cooperation with Lithuanian partisans [italics adii€éKlee et al. 1988, p. 46).

Somewhat like Milgram’s subjects, many of the Garrshooters seem to have felt
that, short of total disobedience, they were stuithk Himmler's seemingly relentless
orders. With Himmler’s rationalisations—mere wergsroving incapable of relieving
them of the anguish generated by the perceptugnse spectacle of the shootings, it
became obvious to most that if they wanted to abosdking down and/or keep up the
appearances of being “hard”, they would have td fireir own ways of relieving their

“burdening of the soul”.

10.5.2 Application of Bottom-Up Strain Resolving dh&nisms

Many perpetrators relied on alcohol to reduce thetenal stress generated by
shooting their victims. As Hilberg (1961, p. 249yued: “Most of them were drunk most
of the time—only the ‘idealists’ refrained from thee of alcohol.” As one such non-
drinker from Reserve Police Battalion 101 stated10st of the other comrades drank so
much solely because of the many shootings of Jewsuch a life was quite intolerable
sober’ ” (Browning, 1992, p. 82). Karl Kretschnfgom Sonderkommando faxplained
in a letter to his family the effect of abstinent@/e have to eat and drink well because of
the nature of our work, as | have described to iyodetail. Otherwise we would crack up
[italics original]” (Klee et al., 1988, p. 168).0Fsome, alcohol was rationed and became a
central part of the exterminatory process befoueind, and/or after the mass-shootings.
For example: “du¢o a deterioration of morale among his own men’tédfFilbert’s of
Einsatzkommando ‘had to be issued with increasing rationvofikato carry out their
killing orders” (as cited in Dicks, 1972, p. 207And in relation to Police Battalion 322:
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In Gargzdai, Kretinga and Palanga, coveted schnagiosis were distributed
following eachJudenaktion . . . Within the framework afeelische Betreuung
(pastoral care), social get-togethers in the eygnin . took place in order to wipe
out the impressions of the day (Kwiet, 1998, p.&0¢ited in Rhodes, 2002, p.
168).

Some shooters seemed to rely on alcohol’s abdiipduce memory loss—“wipe out the
impressions of the day”—something normally desatibe a negative side effect (Jung,
2001, p. 323). Other than lowering perpetratarkibitions, alcohol acted as a

pharmacological drug, dulling the senses, and iiadubeir ability to accurately receive

and then respond to perceptual information (Ju@g12p. 322).

The fact that in the early stages of the mass sig®otnany (although certainly not
all) Jews went to their deaths without offering tmuesistance may also have reduced the
perceptual intensity of what would otherwise hagerbfor the executioners a much more
emotionally disturbing task. Consider the follogsiguotation by a Wehrmacht cadet

officer based in the Ukraine in August 1941:

What struck me particularly was the calmness aadgline of these [Jewish]
people . ... The marksmen were members of theCBtthe orders of a superior
they fired shots at the heads of these peopletiviin carbines . . .. Sometimes the
tops of their skulls flew up into the air . . .h& people who were to be shot walked
towards this grave as though they were takingipaatprocession. They walked in
a line, each person with their hands on the shosiloiethe person in front. They
went composed and quietly to their deaths. | saly wvo women weep the whole
time | observed such executions. | found it simpixplicable (Klee et al. 1988, p.
140).

This description may have been an attempt to “bldreevictims”, but it was not an

uncommon one. Hermann Friedrich Graebe witnessaifar event on 5 October 1943:

Without screaming or weeping these [Jewish] peapliressed, stood around in
family groups, kissed each other, said farewelts\aaited for a sign from another
S.S.-man, who stood near the pit, also with a whigis hand. During the 15
minutes that | stood near the pit | heard no complar plea for mercy
(Musmanno, 1961, p. 91; see also Gitelman, 199728p-283; Johnson &
Reuband, 2005, pp. 239-240).

Other witnesses, like Alfred Metzner, suggested shane Jews went to the trouble of

reducing the stressful nature of the executiortasX by going to their deaths in a very

orderly—some might say considerate—manner: “ ‘Is\@anazing . . . how the Jews

stepped into the graves, with only mutual condatenn order to strengthen their spirits
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and in order to ease the work of the execution cantos’ ” (Hilberg, 1961, p. 249§!

The Gypsies (Roma) frequently caused greater diffes for the German shooting
squads. As Lieutenant Colonel Walther stated diodember 1941:

Shooting the Jews is easier than shooting the ggsc]. | have to admit that the

Jews are very composed as they go to their deatky-stland very calmly—while

the gypsies wail and scream and move about cohstahen they are already

standing at the execution site (Benz, 1999, p. 86).

However, the mentally ill put up most resistanédter shooting 748 mentally ill
Lithuanians in October 1944ecause they were “a ‘danger’ to securigihsatzgruppe A
were asked by the Wehrmacht to repeat the exdarcessimilar institution (Hilberg, 1961,
p. 218). Stahlecker refused, pointing out thatéf Wehrmacht deemed the task so
necessary then they should do it themselves (HjJld961, pp. 217-218). What
Stahlecker and his men had discovered was that thestutionalised people refused to
follow instructions, and became hysterical. Consedly, they were often difficult to kill
instantly with one shot (thus heightening and pngiag the perpetrators’ stress). Like
Stahlecker, other commanders encountered simitécudiies (Arad, Krakowski &
Spector, 1989, p. 228; Headland, 1992, p. 64). riibetally ill were suddenly no longer a
“danger” to security, and their execution by firieguad was no longer deemed so
“necessary” after all. The prospective victim poohtracted, and attention shifted to those

categories of victims who, like the Jews, gener&ssd “burdening of the soul”.

The irony in the resistance of the mentally ill dhd passivity of the “sane” Jews
has been highlighted in the literature. For exanafterEinsatzkommando Bad shot a

group of mentally ill patients in Kiev, the men thexperienced the accompanying

heavy mental burden’ ”. Headland (1992, p. 645 drawn attention to the apparently
“twisted thinking of these men”. It was “much eadio kill people who were sane”
(Headland, 1992, p. 64).

However,it was the way the German executioners used tinearfns that proved
most effective in reducing the perceptual intengéperated by mass-shootings. The
shooting techniques evolved over time. The patterdoubt differed among

181 Hilberg (1961) has also emphasised this issuee ‘@titire Jewish community, and particularly theigbw
leadership, now concentrated all its efforts in dimection—to make the ordeal bearable, to makéhdea
easy” (p. 668). However, as the Warsaw ghettosimgriand prisoner revolts at Auschwitz and Trelai(tio
be discussed later) showed, Jewish resistance avelylinsignificant.
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independently operating killing squads. But theemsiressful and inefficient techniques
were everywhere eventually replaced by less strikasfl more efficient techniques that
emerged over time through a process of trail ana @nd word of mouth.

10.5.3 Strain Resolving Mechanism of the ad hoalBind Error “Exploratory” Shooting
Technique

When starting out on their shooting campaigns, nsuad commanders employed
the only method of killing they knew—the militaryxecution. That is, from a reasonably
short distance, the executioners were assigneabiat it one victim each (facing them in a

line up).

Figure 18:“Einsatzgruppen mass shooting-1943?.

As a member oEinsatzgruppe @escribed: “In Rovno | had to participate in thetf
shooting . . . . Each member of the firing-squadl tvashoot one person. We were
instructed to aim at the head from a distance otiaten metres” (Klee, et al., 1988, p. 62).
After firing at five civilians, this German pullexlit due to “nervous strain” (Klee, et al.,
1988, p. 62). In an attempt to alleviate thisisteadifferent style of military execution
evolved, whereby several shooters were requiréidet@t each victim. Soon after the start
of the campaign, on 12 July 19&insatzkommandmember Felix Landau described such

an execution in his diary:

182 Retrieved October, 2008, fromttp://www1.yadvashem.org/about yad/magazine/dBta/ning.html
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Six of us had to shoot them. The job was assi¢imest three at the heart, three at
the head. |took the heart. The shots were fwratithe brains whizzed through the
air. Two in the head is too much. They almost ieaff. Almost all of them fell

to the ground without a sound (Klee, et al., 19887).

Milgram’s Peer Administers Shodondition was later reminiscent of this particidayle

of military execution. It dispersed the nervousistamong multiple subjects (and firing
squad members), thus diminishing any sense of ichai¥ responsibility for each person’s
contributions. As the commanderihsatzgruppe POtto Ohlendorf, said: “I always
gave orders for several people to shoot simultasigpun order to avoid any individual

having to take direct, personal responsibility” k] et al., 1988, p. 6&%°

The earlier executions produced other problemsaBge the victims collapsed
where they were shot, the shooting squad membertohdig graves to hide all evidence
of the killings. However, this meant that the grators had to confront directly the
horrific human consequences of their actions. Adiog to Grossman (1995, p. 112),
confronting a person one has just killed can sigaiiftly accentuate the initial trauma
“since some of the psychological buffer createclmgidrange kill disappears upon seeing
the victim at close range.” The executioners leaanly in the campaign that it was both
physically and psychologically less burdensomeiifis of the victims were forced to dig
the graves before they were shot. Then all thbeetao be shot were required to stand on
an edge of the grave, from which upon being shey thould fall into the grave, and
quickly disappear from view (Musmanno, 1961, p.. 76he graves were then rapidly

covered over, before the killing squads moved on.

'8 n the early stages, other squads went througimitas step-by-step learning process. Consider the
experiences in early August 19413dnderkommando 4evhere according to August Hafner: “A group of
Jews was lined up by the edge of the grave. Tivere about ten to twelve of them. They were stagdi
facing the marksmen. There was one marksman @hr &aw. Then the platoon-leader of the Waffen-SS
platoon gave the order to fire. The victims felckwards into the grave. When it became appahent t
many of the victims did not die immediately the hoat of execution was changed. Then a discussien wa
held . . . . The outcome of this discussion wasraler to the Waffen-SS platoon to aim at the headhe
rest of the execution. The result of this was thidite marksmen hit their target the tops of tiaims’

skulls flew into the air and bits of their brainene spattered in the faces of the firing-squadmpanie-
Fuhrer [company commander] Grafhorst, who felt oesgible for his men, was strongly opposed to ypet
of execution. And so once again the method of shgavas changed [presumably to shoot at the heart
which also proved inadequate] . . . . During thegdssion it was said that this type of shooting wa
intolerable for both the victim and firing-squad migers. This was because when the firing squaddaahe
the heart, in my view, about twenty-five per ceetravoff the mark and when the victims were shahén
head, not only did the victims have to look atfieg-squad but in addition five per cent were hitted
outright” (Klee, et. al., 1988, p. 114). Resengdi¢e Battalion 101 went through a similar learnprgcess
during their first few mass shootings (see Brownit@92, pp. 55-87).
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Figure 19:*Jewish men are forced to dig their own gravestebeing executed®*

Although victims quickly disappeared into the grevilne perpetrators could not
shoot them without having to look at them relatyvebse-up, just before and during the
executions. Bauman (1989, p. 26) has pointednaitdonsequently the executioners were
inclined to distance themselves as far as posBitnte their victims. This strategy,
however, only created another problem: less acewtadoting, with some victims falling
into the graves unharmed or, more often, seriowsiynded rather than dead. After they

had been buried alive, some would try to claw thedues out of the grave to escape.

Figure 20:*An Einsatzgruppe during the execution of Sovigtli@ans in Kraigonev,
USSR. Summer 1941%

184 Retrieved September, 2008, frohitp://www.historyplace.com/worldwar2/holocaustihz42.htm

185 Retrieved October, 2008, fromttp://www.nachfolgeprozesse.nuernberg.de/engtighsttrials10.html
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Nazi commanders soon demanded changes to thisstp¢éethnique, which they found
abhorrent. For example, an S.S.-Commissioner-Génemplained in a letter to the

Reich Minister:

Peace and order cannot be maintained in White Rishégth methods of that sort.
To bury seriously wounded people alive who workesrtway out of their graves
again, is such a base and filthy act that thideri as such should be reported to
the Fuihrer and Reichsmarschal (Musmanno, 1962)3%8

As with Himmler at the execution in Minsk, it wastrthe killing of innocent people that
concerned the S.S.-Commissioner-General. Ratheas the method of killing that he

found reprehensible.

The firing squads’ accuracy had to be improved.dd®o the perpetrators had to
move closer to their victims. Of course, the ctdkey got, the more they could see and
hear, intensifying their psychological burdenwés a dilemma. Many years later, a
Vietnam Special Forces veteran related his ownlairakperiences to Grossman (1995): “
‘When you get up close and personal,” he drawleti wicud of chewing tobacco in his
cheek, ‘where you can hear ’em scream and see igfmadd here he spit[s] tobacco for
emphasis, ‘it's a bitch’ ” (p. 117). Because thesre defenseless and often acquiescent
civilians, the Germans had opportunities to marfitheir victims in ways that the
Vietnam veteran could not. To maximise accurdoy,executioners had to see exactly
where they were shooting. As they moved closéhea victims one of the ad hoc
techniques commonly used to alleviate the psychcdbgtrain was to have the victims
turn their backs to the shooters. This enabledlio®ters to avoid any eye contact with
their victims. Nor could the perpetrators then theefearful expressions on the faces of

their imminent victims. In Grossman’s (1995, p81L&ords:

The eyes are the window of the soul, and if onesamet have to look into the eyes
when killing, it is much easier to deny the humawit the victim. The eyes
bulging out ‘like prawns’ and blood shooting outtbé mouth are not seen. The
victim remains faceless, and one never needs tev kme’s victim as a person.
And the price most killers have to pay for a cloaege kill—the memory of the
‘face terrible, twisted in pain and hate, yes shiate’—this price need never be
paid if we can simply avoid looking at our victinface.

18 For other examples of victims digging themselvetsad graves see Regional Commissioner Slutsk’s 30
October 1941 report to the General Commission&fiitsk (Browning, 1992, p. 22). See also Klee et al
(1988, p. 176) and, from a survivor’s perspectsar Gitelman (1997, pp. 275-278).
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Also, because the victims faced away from theircaiieners the latter were not so directly

forced to hear any crying or screaming.

Figure 21 Execution of Jews by tHeinsatzkommandim Kovno (Berenbaum, 1997, p.
115).

This method, however, was also not without its f@ots. For example, sometimes
victims’ heads exploded when hit by a bullet, d&sipe shooter could not avoid seeing.
Such images haunted some of the shooters. Aftee &xperimentation th@enickschuss
or neck-shot, method became what Goldhagen (1928, 4) has termed the
“recommended shooting technique”. This technicggpiired the victim face away from
the executioner, or lie face-down on the grountlenl, from point-blank range, the shooter
would fire a single shot into the nape of the n@gakt above the shoulders). The bullet
would enter the back of the neck, producing ondgyrall entrance wound and severing the
victim’s spinal cord, thus causing instant dedftthe victim was lying face down the
shooter could not see the larger exit wound. Coatpto some of the earlier shooting
techniques, th&enickschusmethod was un-survivable, relatively clean, andhbee it

resulted in instant death, was perceived by margid\es being more “humane”.
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Figure 22:A member ofEinsatzgruppe Bhooting a man sitting by a mass grave in
Vinnitsa, Ukraine, in 1942. The back of the pho&gd is inscribed “The last Jew in
Vinnitsa” (Berenbaum, 2006, p. 93).

Perpetrators came to find mass killing more eatilgble, by using such techniques. As
Hilberg (1961, p. 218) has argued: “For many, utdedly, the task became just another
job, to be done correctly and mechanically, ilee, mnen made some sort of ‘adjustment’ to

the situation”.

With fewer psychologically fragile perpetratorsdanore increasingly “harder”
ordinary Germans involved in the killings, ambitsdeaders in the field continued to come
up with innovative changes to the shooting techaigBrobably the most significant
development was Higher SS/Police Leader, Friedredkeln’s, “Sardinenpackung”
shooting method, introduced at the end of July 1®tiodes, 2002, p. 114). A minor
bureaucrat, August Meier, has described how tloisriigue evolved and what it entailed:

| still particularly recall arAktionin Schepetovka which stands out in my mind as
extraordinarily gruesome. It involved about a hhaldpeople. Women and
children were among those shot. Jeckeln said:ayaue’ll stack them like
sardines.” The Jews had to lie layer upon layemiopen grave and were then
killed with neck shots from machine pistols, pistahd rifles. That meant they had
to lie face down on those previously shot [wher@asfther executions they were
shot standing up and fell into the grave or wesgded in . . . . | don’t know if
Jeckeln did any shooting, but | don’t believe saldIm, 1991, p. 231, as cited in
Rhodes, 2002, p. 114).
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This method of mass execution proved to be vemcéffe. According to Hilberg (1961,
p. 196), by the end of August 1941, Jeckeln’s 7 fiddhgkommandostab SS Brigade
Oneg which Breitman (2000, p. 41) believes “were naitf a political-ideological elite”
had shot 44,125 civilians in the Western Ukrainefigaare which Blchler (1986, p. 17)
believes exceeded those of any other units thatimaddther shooting squads soon

adopted this technique.

10.5.4 Bureaucratisation of the Mass-Shootings

By late September 1941, Jeckeln’s highly efficit&Sdrdinenpackungimethod was
used at the front end of an assembly-line prockssass murder. During the Babi Yar
massacre in the Ukraine, Jeckeln’s execution tdaowed they could kill more people
more quickly than any other unit (see Rhodes, 200275). A truck driver named Hofer

described what he saw:

The Ukrainians led them past a number of diffepates where one after the other
they had to remove their luggage, then their cadiises and overgarments and also
underwear. They also had to leave their valuablesdesignated place. There was
a special pile for each article of clothing. lleppened very quickly and anyone
who hesitated was kicked or pushed by the Ukrasiarkeep them moving . . ..
Once undressed, the Jews were led into a ravinehwias about 150 metres long,
30 metres wide and a good 15 metres deep. Twaee harrow entrances led to
this ravine through which the Jews were channeWtien they reached the bottom
of the ravine . . . . there was a ‘packer’ at eir@rance to the ravine. These
‘packers’ were Schutzpolizisten, whose job it wataly the victim on top of the
other corpses so that all the marksman had to the aaissed was fire a shot (Klee
et al. 1988, pp. 63-66).

In just two days 33,771 Jews were killed in the w&pecialists removed clothing and
valuables, men on cordon duty channeled the vidiowsirds the sardine “packers” who
prepared them for the arrival of the hardened “rsianén” who, as they passed by, could
casually yet rapidly carry out the killing. Suclpr@cise division of labour in an assembly-
line of death was instrumental in generating whas vat this stage of the Holocaust, a

staggering statistic of mass murder.

However, even some of the “ordinary” shooters \Wwhd been hardened by several
months of killing were struggling. For example,rKWerner, one of the German
marksmen at Babi Yar, admitted: “It's almost impbksto imagine what nerves of steel it
took to carry out that dirty work down there. lasvhorrible” (Klee, et al., 1988, p. 67).
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With a seemingly endless supply of victims to Hee#li the question was: how long could

men like Werner keep this up?

The reports submitted to Berlin by the shootingeshlieaders rarely mention the
existence of any psychological problems among #ipgdrators. But as Headland (1992)
pointed out: “there is much proof that this wagofa serious problem with these men and
that this problem demanded constant attention2{)'®’ Consider Lifton’s (1986, p. 15)
interview with a former Wehrmacht neuropsychiatwsio, after having treated many of
those affected, believed that about 20 percerfteohten suffered from psychological
disorders associated with the shootings. In Nowsrb41, international lawyer Helmuth
von Moltke(as cited in Streit, 1994) wrote in a letter toWwige that at least one hospital
existed “ ‘where SS men are cared for who havedmwalown while executing woman and
children’” (p. 116). SS-Obersturmfuhreklbert Hartl has delved further into the concerns

of another doctor:

SS-Gruppenfuhrer Thomas was . . . very preoccupittdthe psychological
repercussions of the Einsatz on his people. Frgneanversations with him |
know that these effects took many different forriitiere were people whose
participation awakened in them the most evil sadisipulses . . . . The Einsatze
also had the reverse effect on some of the SS et@iet to the firing—squads.
These men were overcome with uncontrollable fitsrging and suffered health
breakdowns. Thomas once told me that a very commmanifestation in members
of these firing-squads was temporary impotencelsti happened that one member
of the Einsatzgruppe who had participated in mhasstings one night suddenly
succumbed to a type of mental derangement and legdmoot wildly about him,
killing and wounding several men (Klee et al. 1988, 83-84).

Some of the commanders of these execution squdmtsthemselves never had to
kill anybody, were susceptible to “burdening of #wal”. SS-Obersturmflihrefugust
Hafner has described the mental breakdown of PlalleB (leader o6onderkommando
43), in July 1941, and his desperate calls for aséessful and more efficient killing

method:

| found my unit, they were all running around likst sheep. | realized that
something must have happened and asked what wag wB&bomeone told me that
[Standartenfiihrer] Blobel had had a nervous breakdand was in bed in his room
.. .. He was talking confusedly. He was sayhag tt was not possible to shoot so

'871n support of this, Sereny (2000) has said: “Askwew from many soldiers’ letters found over thetla
years, and hundreds of statements by German wiséssheEinsatzgruppettrials in West Germany, the
killings put an intolerable strain on personnel—aitesliberal supplies of alcohol and sex—and prak
protests from th&/ehrmacht (p. 141).
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many Jews and that what was needed was a ploygaugh them into the ground.
He had completely lost his mind (Klee et al. 19881.11)*%®

Other commanders, includirignsatzkommando 3isarl Jager (Fleming, 1984, p. 98), and
Higher SS/Police Leader Bach-Zelewski (Rhodes, 200226), suffered similar
breakdowns. The shootings appear to have affeélstechental well-being even of
Einsatzgruppe Bommander, Artur Nebe (Rhodes, 2002, p. Rfenstein & Roth,

1987, p. 134). The most popular and effective medmeducing or even eliminating the
“burdening of the soulivas to ensure that Eastern European German cadi@osmwere

increasingly deployed at the killing end of thigdaucratised process of mass murder.

10.5.5 The Insertion of “End Special Units”

It was obvious to Himmler that even though theyrmld have guns, some of the
anti-Semitic Eastern Europeans appeared much nagex ¢han his own men to attack
Jews. So he would have seen the prospective “gaifge had from arming them. This
possibility seems to have been raised at a 16184¢ meeting in Berlin, but Hitler was
adamant that the Eastern Europeans should neantesl (Matthaus, 2004, p. 273).
However, inlate July 1941, as hkkommandostab SS Cavalry Brigadas desperately
herding Jewish women and children into the quiclisantotal disobedience to Hitler’s
emphatic order Himmler “authorized the creatiorawoxiliary police forces from the
reliable non-Communist elements among Ukrainiassiitans, Latvians, Lithuanians and
Byelorussians” (Breitman, 2000, p. 52). He apptyatid so “because ‘the task of the
police in the occupied eastern territories canb@oaccomplished with the manpower of
the police and SS now deployed or yet to be depldy@Browning, 2004, p. 310). But as
Breitman (2000, p. 53) has observed:

The creation of Schutzmannschaften and their futeesas executioners reflected
more than just a shortage of German policem#thereas Himmler, Daluege,
Bach-Zelewski, and some other high officials hashe@oncerns for the morale of
German police, they did not much care what happesgdhologically to the non-
Germans as long as there were enough of themy @air their appointed tasks
[italics added].

Simply increasing the manpower was unlikely to wdmkt it seems Himmler suspected
that augmenting a certain type of manpower migtitis may explain Himmler’s
disobedience. By the end of 1941, 33,000 natiVlatlarators had been added to the

188 Also see Browning (1992, p. 69).
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German extermination squads (Browning, 1994, p).18X% months later the number had
risen to 165,000, and by January 1943 it had alah@sbled to 300,000 (Browning, 1995,
p. 106).

However, simply arming large numbers of Easterropeans was, by itself,
inadequate. The task at hand demanded meticudgisgtital and organisational
preparationt®® Under the careful management of the German atigsrtheir Eastern
European collaborators were slotted into the enti@shooting assembly line where they

could efficiently perform their specialist typelabour.

A mass shooting undertaken during August 1941 entkrainian village of
Byelaya Tserkov illustrates the way in which thdatworators were used. Immediately
after the initial shooting of the Jewish men, worremd two boys the Germans involved
chose not to shoot the children who remained.eatstthey were held in a house without
food or water. Most of the children were latertdyp some Ukrainian auxiliaries.
However, the Ukrainians left behind the 90 or sitddcén under the age of seven—who
were mainly toddlers and babies. Having recové@u his mental breakdown, Paul

Blobel discussed the situation with his subordi#ifner:

Then Blobel ordered me to have the children execut@sked him, ‘By whom
should the shooting be carried out?’ He answeBydthe Waffen—SS.’ | raised

an objection and said, ‘They are all young menwtdoe we going to answer to
them if we make them shoot small children?’ T e said, ‘Then use your men.’
| then said, ‘How can they do that? They have bomalidren as well.” This tug-of-
war lasted about ten minutes . . . . | suggestattktie Ukrainian militia of the
Feldkommandant should shoot the children. Themewe objections from either
side to this suggestion (Klee et al., 1988, p. 153)

Regarding the proposed execution site, Hafner coad:

The Wehrmacht had already dug a grave. The childexe brought along in a
tractor . . . . The Ukrainians were standing rotrechbling. The children were
taken down from the tractor. They were lined umglthe top of the grave and
shot so that they fell into it. The Ukrainians digk aim at any particular part of the
body. They fell into the grave. The wailing wadescribable. | shall never forget

189 According to onéEinsatzgruppemeport: “ “The Romanians proceed against the Jeitveut any plans.
There would be nothing to complain about the vemnarous shootings of Jews if the technical prejarsit
and implementation were not so inadequate’ ” (Briogn2004, p. 400). Dicks (1972) has also poirdet
that at one SS officer’s trial the prosecutor régiithe former “stopped the wild shooting of théhuanian
auxiliary police, but he substituted for it the tioe mechanical slaughter of the Chicago stockyatdkse
rate of 500 [Jews] a day’ ” (p. 206).
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the scene throughout my life . . . . Many childvegre hit four or five times before
they died (Klee, et al., 1988, p. 154).

The rejuvenated Blobel clearly held no qualms gheoing the Ukrainians to undertake this

mass execution. Perhaps unsurprisingly, he chots® rattend.

The Eastern Europeans were increasingly givenitlmgktasks, like the shooting
of women and children, that the Germans often shvealy from (see Matthaus, 2004, p.
275). As a member d&insatzgruppe Atated:

The orders for the third or fourth Einsatz weretipatarly important because they
gave instructions for members of the local popatato be used to carry out the
actual dirty work, to whiclend special unitshould be set up. The purpose of this
measure was to preserve the psychological equifibof our own people [italics
added] (Klee, et al., 1988, p. 81).

Although the German supervisors and executionegsnmothave liked to admit it, the
locals in these “end special units” (that is, thet land most stressful link in the
bureaucratic killing chain) were responsible fooguwcing some of the bleakest statistics.
For example, it will be recalled that the Jageworepwhich listed the deaths of over
130,000 civilians killed in less than five montistated the massacres were undertaken by
only eight to 10 “reliable” Germans in “cooperatiith Lithuanian partisans” (Klee et al.
1988, p. 46). As Matthaus (2004) said of the Latmans under Jager’s control: “these
men contributed massively towards the staggerimgré’ (p. 273)"*°

The most common strategy that was used to preventbars of the German
execution squads becoming, as Bach-Zelewski statedrotics or savages” was one that
(unlike alcohol, and the evolving shooting techeigmade it possible for the German
perpetrators to engage in total perceptual avorlaAs a security-police interpreter in
Liepaja stated: “It was only in the early days thmmbers of our section had to man the
firing-squad. Later we had a Kommando of Latviesm® made up the firing-squad” (Klee
et al., 1988, p. 126). The reason this strategyqu so popular among the Germans—as
Milgram’s Peer Administers Shocksperiment later demonstrated, when an actor was
placed at the “sharp” end of the process—was tlatabled all the non-shooters to make

19 As MacQueen (1997, p. 100) concluded: “Jager’hi@ement’ has to be considered largely as a triump
of managing the Lithuania®chutzmannschafibrces (some 8,000 men by the end of 1941) and the
Lithuanian Police, without whom this deadly workwia not have been remotely possible.”
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their own essential contributions to the killingppess (victim capture, round up, cordon
duty, and so on) without feeling personally respaegor the deadly outcome. With the
help of the non-Germans as shooters, “Even abthedt level of the Nazi hierarchy, one
could play one’s part in the ‘final solution’ witbhbdirtying one’s hands” (Lower, 2005,
pp. 251-252).

The use of Ukrainians, Latvians, Lithuanians, atieis at the killing-end of the
extermination assembly line (the most destructiwettom were, for obvious reasons,
often deployed as specialists outside their honas)gf' raises another question. If the
psychological strain generated by shooting civdiaras as debilitating as many Germans
attested after the war, why did the Eastern Eunapeat seem to experience comparable
levels of strain and trauma? One possible reasgnba that in the wake of Operation
Barbarossa, many of the Eastern Europeans in thedaforces automatically became
prisoners of war. Therefore, it was only afterythgreed to do the Germans’ dirty work
that their status changed and, as a result, thegnbe less likely to die from starvation
(Arad, 1987, pp. 20-21; Browning, 1992, p. 5%).Therefore, they too may have struggled
with the shootings, but continued to participatarneffort to secure their own survival.
Another reason maybe that, as Bauer (2001, p. A@iBjed out earlier, the Germans who
were involved in killing all of the Jews came franmildly anti-Semitic society. To
ensure that the orders of those in Berlin were thetGermans frequently required the
help of those who more likely actually hated thesland, as a result, might be more
willing to act on such feelingsS? In this regard, Breitman (1991, p. 204) has reedr

After the war Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski explaitieat the extermination
camps arose because Germans and Central Europesmgaat suited to be mass
executioners. Stalin, he said, always had peopégriploy for this purpose—for
example, the Latvians. Although the Nazis founeheandividuals to serve as
killers, there was no collective eagerness to dold@e extermination camp . . . was
something that the Russians could not accompliskflected the German gift for
organization. Bureaucrats created it, he concluded

1 For example, in Belorussia the locals were nohkeecollaborate in the extermination process. The
Germans frequently imported shooters from Latvia aithuania to undertake this work (Matthaus, 2004,
268).

192 The only non-Germans who were to be fed duringSiréiet invasion were, as Goering himself said,
those “ ‘performing important tasks for GermanyHerbert, 2000, p. 257, as cited in Rees, 20084).

193 Arad (1987, p. 20) has encapsulated all of thevalamd other factors likely to have motivated thastgrn
European into undertaking the shootings.
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10.6 Conclusion

A variety of top-down and bottom-up techniques wesed to try and ease the
psychological burden associated with engagingemtlass shootings. Himmler and other
leading figures offered a variety of BFs and SRersadlisations. And there were the trial
and error discoveries within the German executoprads of methods to reduce the
perceptual intensity of the mass-shootings. Tivedaded the heavy consumption of
alcohol, taking advantage of the more docile vistithe evolving shooting technique
and—after the bureaucratisation of the shootinggss (Lower, 2002, p. 7)—the almost
exponential dependence on Eastern European cdl@osito carry out the shootings. As
Lower (2005, p. 251argued:

The Nazi implementation of the “final solution” was ongoing invention of

central and peripheral leaders. Hitler, Himmlexd &eydrich defined the aim . . . .

Yet, [once legitimised] in its implementation, tipeocess’ of mass murder

developed from the ground up . . . . the most r&atde administrative pattern was

one of ad hoc collaboration.

In the end, although the use of guns requiredgelaumber of executioners,
complex logistics, and was hard to keep hidden fpoimlic view, it nonetheless proved
capable of killing people on a horrendous scalesite the initially slow start to the
shooting campaign and perhaps even to the sumfribe leading Nazis themselves, by
the end of the war the use of this killing methaded about 1,400,000 Jewish lives
(Hilberg, 2003, p. 1320). About 25 percent ofthé Jewish victims killed during the

Holocaust perished in these open air shootings

Nonetheless, as far as the Nazis were concernedyafor limitation with this
means of killing was that although (like starvajigrenabled the executioners to avoid
having to experience tactile perceptual stimulgtgams (unlike starvation) required them
to seethe connection between themselves, their actllaidii and the effects on their
victims. While throughout the war the Nazi reginerer completely abandoned this
killing method, as 1941 came to an end they hadladed that, despite having become
highly efficient, the use of firearms alone coutit provide any long-term “solution” to
their European—perhaps worldwide?— “Jewish problénotver, 2005, p. 245). The
main shortcoming with the use of guns was that thage many of the executioners feel
directly responsible for their actions, therebynstiating intense feelings of strain, guilt,

trauma and, perhaps most commonly, repugnaWdeat was needed instead wasare
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impersonal (less perceptually perceivable andrstraducing), more private, and less

labour intensive, and even more industrially orgadj method of mass extermination.
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Chapter Eleven: Further Along the “Twisted Road” to
Treblinka

[1]t was exceedingly difficult for the shootersdweerlook the connection between shooting and
killing . . . . Other murder techniques were therefsought—such as would optically separate the
killers from their victims—-Bauman (1989, p. 26).

When in December 1941 | was transferred to Rad#{sartment he explained the situation to me,
saying that the psychological and moral stresstanfiring squads was no longer bearable and that
therefore the gassing programme had been start#&dgust Becker (as cited in Klee et al., 1988, p.
69).

It will be recalled that after Himmler had persdyalbserved a mass-shooting, he
requested that Nebe search for a new method aidillThe intention of this chapter is to
present the results of Himmler’s directive anditifirence it had on what is referred to as
Operation Reinhard: the extermination of all theslen the General Government. The
discussion reaffirms the importance of intuitiorg\pous experience, and the ad hoc trial
and error “exploratory” method of discovery in thgention and gradual refinement of the
means of mass killing. It also confirms the insiag bureaucratisation of the killing

processes.

11.1 Nebe’'s Experiments

After the mid-August 1941 mass-shooting in Minsknhler, Wolff, Bach-
Zelewski, and Nebe visited a recently formed ghettach had a large institution housing
the mentally ill. Relying on strain-resolving e@phistic language, Himmler casually

suggested that Nebe “ ‘release’ ” (meaning “kittiese people (Rhodes, 2002, p. 154).
But shooting such people was extremely stressiuNebe informed Himmler that he
(Nebe) “ ‘could not ask his troops to shoot thesrirably insane people’ ” (Friedlander,
1995, p. 141). Nebe then inquired avitovhe might carry out this task. “ ‘Himmler said
that today’s event had brought him to the conclusiat death by shooting was certainly
not the most humane’ ” (Rhodes, 2002, p. 154).nTHdimmler asked Nebe ‘to turn over
in his mind’ various other killing methods more hame than shooting” (Hilberg, 1961, p.

219).

Himmler knew that Nebe had overcome similar killprgblems during the latter’s
involvement in the Euthanasia programme (de Mil886, p. 56; Friedlander, 1995, pp.
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54-55, 86-87). Subsequent events reveal thattmgersation came to powerfully
influence the fate of the Jews and Gypsies whberRolish ghettos had managed to avoid

starvation and its related illnesses.

Following Himmler’s request, Nebe soon consultethvidr. Heess and acquired
the help of a former colleague from the Euthanpssgramme—the chemist, Albert
Widmann (one of the inventors of the bottled (pwaon monoxide gassing technique).
Both Heess and Widmann were from the Criminal Tetdgy Unit in Berlin. During the
middle of September 1941 they engaged in their didshoc experiment. Milgram’s
Proximity Seriesvould suggest that if Nebe’s and Widmann’s experita were to
diminish the “burdening of the soul”, they wouldvieao reduce the perceptual intensity
generated by the shootings. Or, optimally, ak@iltuly Remote Pilgtthey would have
to find a way for the perpetrators to avoid expeeirg all sources of such stressful
stimulation. The duo’s first experiment, using egives, was inadvertently a step in this
direction. According to Arad (1987, p. 10):

Twenty-five mentally ill people were locked intodvibunkers in a forest outside
Minsk. The first explosion killed only some of theamd it took much time and
trouble until the second explosion killed the relSkplosives therefore were
unsatisfactory.
It did not help that, along with the victims, expides also tended to destroy the bunkers.
Moreover, the victims’ body parts had to be reigysome of which were hanging from
the branches of nearby trees) (Breitman, 19910p; Browning, 1985, p. 60; Friedlander,

1995, p. 141).

A group of men under Odilo Globocnik (the commanafethe SS and Police in the
districts of Lublin and Triest) were also struggliwith the strain generated by the mass-
shootings. A month later, during October 1941ytvere independently experimenting
with a similar method of killing. Their experimemtoduced a killing technique, whereby
victims were forced to lie in a ditch head-to-taébatches of ten; and then the killers,
while seeking cover, lobbed hand-grenades on taperh. Again, body parts filled the
air, and if anybody survived the perpetrators wdhkh administer what they
euphemistically referred to as “mercy shots”. @latik’s men are believed to have
murdered about 75,000 civilians with this killirechnique (Breitman, 1991, p. 201).
Although in the absence of these so-called “mehoyss, this method often enabled the
perpetrators to automatically avoid the horrifisual spectacle while killing. Eventually,
this method was also abandoned. Like Nebe and hdrbefore them, Globocnik’'s men
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continued to search for a less strain-inducing medikilling large numbers of victims.
One of their experiments was even more of a fajlanel for obvious reasons, was

immediately abandonéed?

The day after the failure of Nebe and Widmann’slesiges experiment, they
moved to an asylum in Mogilev, where they embarec second experiment that, as it
happened, enabled the perpetrators to avoid ahyriiisg visual spectacle while killing.
Drawing on both an intuitivéeeling for what Germans might willingly use, arisica
previous experiences, Nebe (with Widmann’s helpnexted one end of a hose to the
exhaust pipe of a running motor vehicle and theoémd to a hermetically sealed room
containing 20 to 30 mentally ill patien'tS. A cheap, abundant, and mobile alternative gas
to that used by th&iergartenstral3e 4T4) killers had been found. Around this timeg,ta
similar experiment that led to the discovery okamd alternative gas was undertaken by
Karl Fritzsch at the Auschwitz concentration calffpAlso motivated by the desire for an
alternative to the mass shootings, around this fiered there were a variety of killing

experiments being undertaken by Nazi officials aligiindependently of one anothef.

194 A month later during November 1941, a number o§t&go men, who Rhodes (2002, pp. 201-203) has
assumed were some of Globocnik’s subordinates goioslaked lime over a large group of Jews they had
squeezed into a deep pit. The victims were slowlypéd to death by the chemicals. Rhodes belidees t
men were trying to combine the killing and deconip@s of corpses into a single and therefore more
efficient operation. The experiment was deemedilaré “because the suffering of the victims was so
extraordinary that it disturbed even perpetratarsibned by months of participation in mass shosting
(Rhodes, 2002, p. 203). This method of killingreesed both visual and auditory perceptual stinmrand
extended it over a longer period.

19 Many years earlier Nebe, after having driven haimamk one evening, nearly killed himself when he
parked his vehicle in his garage, failed to tum ittiotor off, and fell asleep (Browning, 2004, p585

19 500n after the start of Operation Barbarossa tivagea sudden influx of Soviet POWSs into the Ausichw
concentration camp in Poland. Commandant Rudoéfdddnad been ordered to immediately execute the
leaders (Breitman, 1991, p. 202; Hoess, 2001, P4, 146, 185). Hoess had them shot in small grdugs
like other Germans elsewhere, it eventually gah®point where Hoess and his men ‘*had had enotigh.o
the mass killings by firing squad ordered by Himnaad Heydrich’ (Berenbaum, 1997, p. 184). One day
when Hoess was away, his deputguptsturmfihreiKarl Fritzsch, experimented with an extremely
poisonous pesticide called Zyclon-B. Zyclon-B dstexd of small pellets which turned into gas when
exposed to oxygen at a temperature of 25.7 de@elstus (Wellers, 1993, p. 206). Fritzsch theneam
the view that if ZyclorB could easily kill vermin it probably could killimans as well. On 3 September
1941 (less than two weeks before Nebe’s experimaritrge group of Soviet POWs and some Polish
prisoners where placed in a sealed detention Eallets of the pesticide were then dropped irgmall
number of re-sealable vents in the roof. The wistdied soon afterwards (Hoess, 2001, pp. 146-14{ppn
Hoess'’s return, Fritzsch replicated his experimanti Hoess later admitting being surprised by dloe that
Zyclon B killed the victims quickly: “A short, alnsb smothered cry, and it was all over” (Hoess, 2@01
146). Hoess was also “relieved to think that we weredspared all those blood-baths” (Hoess, 2001, p.
147).

197 At the Mauthausen concentration camp similar feascessful” killing experiments had taken place:
“Construction of this basement labyrinth began ataber 1941. In the dark corridors and rooms imsat
under sentence of death—'special treatment’ wagtiplhemism—were hung after climbing onto an
automatically operated, collapsible stool. Otheese lined up and shot from behind. Deceived into
believing they were to be measured or photograghekkvice draped with a black cloth made to reserabl
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Most failed or proved unviable, but the trial amtbe experiments by Nebe and Fritzsch

gained prominence.

Widmann'’s trial after the war revealed that “Neligcdssed the technical aspects
of the idea with Dr. Heess and together they brotlghproposal before Heydrich who
adopted it” (Arad, 1987, p. 11¥® There is a similarity between Nebe’s inventionhf t
exhaust gas chamber, and Milgram’s shock geneitadtin: drew upon previous
experiences and upon an intuitive hunch in thentisae/selection of a means of inflicting
harm they thought many people might use on othBefore the end of September 1941,
Nebe’s innovation was incorporated into one ofdhginal gas vans. Tests using this
prototype were then undertaken on a group of S®@tVs in Sachsenhausen
concentration camp. From the perspective of theshg&illers the results were deemed so
“satisfactory”, that it was decided to produce mkiiing vans than had originally been
planned (Breitman, 1991, pp. 201-202; Browning,£qp. 355-356). A month or so after
the tests the first vans off the production lineeveent to the East, to be used on those
victims who produced the greatest “burdening ofdtel”—that is, the mentally ill, and
women and children. By 23 June 1942, twenty tdtlgas vans had been built, under the
supervision of Walter Rauff in the RSHA Criminalchmical Institute (Arad, 1987, p. 11;
Spektor, 1993, p. 54).

11.2  Arrival of theEinsatzgrupperGas Vans

The first batch of gas vans invented by Nebe adrinehe Soviet interior and were
immediately put to use. A recipient of one of #lams was the leader Binsatzkommando
43, Paul Blobel, who—as shown earlier—had sufferadeatbhurdening of the soul”.
During his trial in 1947, Blobel stated: “ ‘In Septber or October 1941, | received a gas

camera stood nearby) the inmates pressed agaiat mto which holes had been bored. Throughehes
openings an SS man, armed with a sub-caliber g, ihto the victim’s neck. After each executifmom
behind the door of the adjoining mortuary an innsatétly emerged to wipe up the traces of the kdliand
drag away the body; he then closed the door jUst&¢he next victim arrived. In this manner thenates
could be killed individually at a rate of 2 per mia, or up to 30 per housif]” (Horwitz, 1990, p. 17). As
part of Himmler’s 14f13, many of the Mauthausenaantration camp members no longer capable of
working were later sent then killed at the euth&ngassing facility at Hartheim (de Mildt, 1996,99).

198 «The Minsk-Mogilev experiments in killing with eslust gas did not remain a local experiment forlloca
purposes. In Berlin, Reinhard Heydrich immediatelyed to the head of his office for technicaba#
within the RSHA (Amt Il D), Walter Rauff . . . . Bhchief of this motor pool was Friedrich Pradel . .
Sometime in September Rauff summoned Pradel toffic® and instructed him to ask his chief mechaiic
exhaust gas could be directed into a closed truékltthe passengers” (Browning, 2004, p. 355).
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van from Einsatzgruppe C (under Dr. Rasch’s commardl an execution was carried out
using this van’ ” (Spektor, 1993, p. 60). A membEEinsatzkommando 4ay the name
of Lauer described the following action in PoltanaNovember:

Two gas vans were in service. | saw them mysEfey drove into the prison yard,
and the Jews—men, women, and children—had to gt into the vans from
their cells. | also know what the interior of thens looked like. It was covered
with sheet metal and fitted with a wooden grid.e Bxhaust fumes were piped into
the interior of the vans. | can still hear the In@@ning and the screaming of the
Jews—'Dear Germans, let us out!” (Spektor, 1993,60p61).
The gas vans enabled the perpetrators to avoisttbssful visual spectacle produced by
guns but, as the above quotation shows, they cmtlghield the killers from the sounds
made by those dying inside. A witness, EugeniadVst, described an action that is
reminiscent of Milgram’s subjects talking over tearner’s screams to avoid this

remaining source of perceptual stimulation:

When it was quite full, the doors were firmly lockeThe driver started the engine

and left it running at full revs, but he couldnibavn the cries of the prisoners and

the trampling of feet inside the van (Spektor, 19830).

Because the Euthanasia gassing programme usetkecammspure carbon
monoxide, which is both odourless and colourles®(fes, 2002, p. 155), those carrying it
out were more likely to be spared from having tarltee sounds of the dying victims. By
the time the victims realised what was happenirttpém it was generally too late. On the
other hand, the malodoroaad visible diesel fumes used by iasatzgruppemad a
different effect. The victims were immediatelyréel to the danger they were in, and
reacted desperately to their plight (producinghftigl sounds that were difficult to ignore

and/or avoid).

After the victims of the gas van operation in Padtdiad been killed, Blobel's

chauffeur described the consequent visual spectacle

The back doors of the van were opened, and theeballat had not fallen out when
the doors were opened were unloaded by Jews whostidralive. The bodies
were covered with vomit and excrement. It wasalie sight (Spektor, 1993, p.
61).
With this, Blobel used a strain-resolving technidueguently relied upon by the shooting
squads. As his chauffeur said: “ ‘Blobel lookdter looked away, and we drove off. On
such occasions Blobel always drank schnapps, sm@etven in the car’ ” (Spektor,

1993, p. 61). Blobel's avoidance behaviour isaettd in a report (sent to Rauff on 5 June
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1942) on how “improvements” might be made to thesvd ‘Technical adjustments on the
basis of previous experience . . . . The obsematimdows that have been installed up to
now could be eliminated, as they are hardly evedus(Spektor, 1993, p. 55). The
German executioners needed to know when the viatiete dead, which is why these

windows were installed. But few executioners sedgager to use them.

AlthoughEinsatzgruppe €ame to depend on their gas vans, other squads mad
little or no use of them, preferring to continu@sting their victims. The reason for this is

implied in August Becker’s report to Berlin, dateél May 1942:

| would like to take this opportunity to draw yoaftention to the following: some
of the Kommandos are using their own men to untbadsans after the gassing. |
have made commanders of the Sonderkommandos iti@uasvare of the
enormous psychological and physical damage thi& wan do to the men, if not
immediately then at a later stage (Klee et al. 8198 70).

Unlike Blobel's men who from the start used Jewaritbad the vans, other
Einsatzgruppemwlecided, for security reasons, to deploy their ovam to do this
(Browning, 1985, p. 64).

Becker also pointed out in his May 1942 report thattendency for some gas van

operators to accelerate their vans’ motors indyaadful death:

In order to get théktionfinished as quickly as possible the driver preskssn on
the accelerator as far as it will go. As a rethétpersons to be executed die of
suffocation and do not doze off as was plannethadtproved that if my
instructions are followed and the levers are prypejusted death comes faster
and the prisoners fall asleep peacefully. Distbféees and excretions, such as
were observed before, no longer occur (Arad efl@B9, p. 42Q)
For many perpetrators, it was important to kill thetims as quickly as possible. In this
respect, the gas vans were clearly inferior toleebun the back of the neck. Although the
gas vans enabled the Germans to avoid having ttheeactims dying, the sound of
screams and the visual spectacle upon the doormaparade it difficult to deny the reality
that their victims had died slow and agonising deatConsequently, some of the
Einsatzgruppemommanders, and their men formed the opinion tiapared with the
neck shot, use of the gas vans caused even moteaaistress for the perpetrators. As

stated in a 1972 Munich State Court verdict:
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The defendant Schuchart declared to a member aiotmenando that personally he
would have preferred to be shot rather than goteetive truck. When the doors
were opened the bodies were all entangled and edweith excrement. As a result
of complaints from members of the commando, ther#dint Schuchart later
refused to use the gas vans again, on the grobatg tvas impossible to persuade
his men to carry out such a task (Spektor, 19989p.

The reason the inventors of the gas van caree &tibut the cruel manner in which
their device killed the victims was because thearsh for a moréhumane” method
centred on alleviating the psychological burdeneeigmced by the executioners, not the
victims. For some German executioners, this wagood enough. In the end: “the vans
remained unpopular with the men and commanders fikd] . . . . may therefore be
regarded as a late and not very successful develapmthe course of the mobile killing
operations” (Hilberg, 1961, p. 219¢e also Chrostowski, 2004, p. 8). Nebe’s innowati
was not the “panacea” that many in the shootingdginad been hoping for. They turned
back to the mass shooting method, but in so ddieg €xacerbated the initial
psychological problems, with some eventually cragkinder the pressurélowever, in
the hands of those involved in the Euthanasia ext&tion programme—the gassing
professionals—Nebe’s innovation had devastatingequences on all those who had thus

far survived deprivation in the Polish ghettos.

11.3 The Emergence of the First Extermination Ca@ieimno and the Gas Vans

As part of Himmler’s 1413 killing programme, the-€4 Lange Commando had,
since the spring of 1941, been gassing “worn oaticentration camp prisoners. After a
trip to Berlin near the end of 1941, Lange returteedis team in Posen with instructions
that they were to set up a new and permanent lbese to the Lodz ghetto (Browning,
1985, pp. 30, 63). In late October or early Noveni®941, Lange selected a castle located
in the small township of Chetmno—about 60 kilomstmerthwest of the ghetto.
According to Browning (1985, p. 30):

Thereafter a team of SS men was assembled frormRoskLodz, followed by a
guard detachment of Order Police. A work forc@olish prisoners from Lodz
together with local inhabitants was put to workaeating and fencing the old villa
or Schlosswhere the Jews would be undressed and loadethietwaiting vans.

Wilhelm Koppe, a chief of police and SS leader dasdhe Warthegau, was informed by
Lange that he had been instructed to undertaké&tlauation” of Jews in the area

(Browning, 2004, p. 416). As far as Koppe knewng@awas to:
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be employed onlpn an experimental basie begin with. This idea was based on
the fact that a certain Dr. Brack, of Hitler's mate chancellery, had already done
some preparatory work with poison gases, and hieset were to be tried out by the
Sonderkommando Lange . . .. Dr. Brandt told mé EwaBrack had already
carried out experiments with gas in Berlin, thasth experiments had almost been
completed, and that it was planned that he, DrciBravould be put in charge of
testing these gases in the Warthegau. Sonderkoduriaange was the obvious
choice for carrying out the gassings [italics add&dakowski, 1993, pp. 74-75).

The Lange Commando was, as Koppe put it, the “alsvahoice” in this Nazi killing
experiment, for several reasons. First, unlikeesaoifrtheEinsatzgruppemnits, Lange’s
men had learnt a few years earlier not to unload/ins themselves. Secondly, any
members of Lange’s Commando who found use of the t@be disgusting, too stressful,
cowardly and/or inhumane, had long since left #riks of the T4 staff”® They had been
replaced by others until all positions were filleg perpetrators whose actions were
unimpeded by such beliefs, concerns, and/or feliddnirdly, the men remaining in the
Lange Commando had accumulated extensive experamteiere emotionally inured to
the killing of defenseless civilians. The onlyfdience was that over time the type of
“inferior” humans to be eliminated had graduallyaohbed. The Commando had started out
killing the disabled, then moved onto other soazhiluseles§frequently Jewishinouths”
worn out in Himmler's concentration camps, to flparadicating almost exclusively
“useless mouths” in the Lodz ghetto. The bureasgreBerlin knew that when it came to
killing defenseless civilians, irrespective of thigpe, Lange and his men were
indisputably the “obvious choice”. This progresskilling was analogous to the foot-in-

the-door technique inherent within the OTA expenise

From 8 December 1941, the Lange Commando starletgkihe Lodz ghetto’s
predominantly Jewish, but also Gypsy, inhabitafftsThe Commando initially made do
with Lange’s fleet of vans which used canisterpuie carbon monoxide. But soon after,
probably in January 1942, gas vans with Nebe’suation arrived (Browning, 2004, p.
418). With access to a much cheaper, more abundant ghtiyimobile source of gas, the
end result was to become, as Hilberg (1961, pp8#)t, the first anamost“primitive” of

the several Nazi extermination centres. The falhgusection will describe the actual

199 One physician wrote in a 1940 letter of resigmaffom the Euthanasia programme: “despite my
intellectual understanding and good will, | canhelp stating that | am temperamentally not fittedthis
.. .. | prefer to see clearly and to recogniz tham too gentle for this work than to disappgiot later”
(Noakes & Pridham, 1988, pp. 1014-1015, as cite@laver, 1999, p. 347).

200 Although the great majority of the victims weravdeamong the first victims at Chetmno were 5,000
Gypsies, who were killed during January 1942 (Kregid, 1993, p. 91).

240



gassing process established by the Lange Commande they were equipped with the

gas vans with Nebe’s innovation.

A guard at Chetmno, Kurt Mobiudescribed what happened after the victims had
been transported there by trains then trucks:

they waited some time in the courtyard. Then Rbateaddressed them. We told
them that they were to be sent to Austria to agl@gsembly camp, where they
would have to work. But, it was explained to théney would first have to take a
bath and have their clothes deloused. We toldéwes this so that they would not
know what fate awaited them, and to encourage tlhavbey calmly the
instructions that they were given. After this flevs—men, women, and
children—were taken to the ground floor of the leafs cited in Krakowski, 1993,
p. 83).

SS-HauptscharfuhréWalter Burmeister (as cited in Krakowski, 199384) described the
next part of the process:

New arrivals undressed in the hall . . . . Theluahles and money were collected
by Poles from the work detail . . . . When the Jéad undressed, they were
ordered to go down the stairs and into the cellar. signs hung bearing the words:
‘To the Baths.’. . . . From the cellar, the nakadple continued straight on,
leaving the building by a rear door and going uppawooden ramp. One of the
gas vans . . . was backed up to the end of the vathghe doors open .. .. The
people who came out of the cellar by the rear dicnot have any choice but to
climb into the van. As soon as the interior wdk fuith 35 to 40 people inside, the
door was closed.

Figure 23 Type of gas van used at Chetmno (Fleming, 198d)aa“recreation” of the van

attached, via a ramp, to the castte.

201 Retrieved September, 2008, frohttp://www.pbs.org/auschwitz/40-45/killing/
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According to Kurt Mobius (as cited in Krakowski, 943 p. 84):

Most of the Jews got into the gas van calmly anebamtly, trusting in the
promises made to them. The Polish workers accomegdnem. They carried
leather whips with which they struck obstinate Jewae had become mistrustful
and who hesitated to go further.

Another guard, Theodor Malzmdller, provided moreade@bout this part of the process:

The Jews were made to get inside the van. Thevgsbdone by three Poles, who |

believe were sentenced to death. The Poles hitetws with whips if they did not

get into the gas-van fast enough. When all thesjeere inside the door was

bolted. The driver then switched on the enginawted under the van and

connected a pipe from the exhaust to the insideeo¥an (Klee et al. 1988, p. 218).
Just as in the mass-shootings, the most stresdfsivyere assigned to non-Germans,
who—sentenced to death—felt they had little chbigeto participate. According to
another member of the Commando, Wilhelm Heukelbat®oon screams and groans
could be heard coming from the interior. Thosed@svere hammering on the sides of the
van’ ” (Krakowski, 1993, p. 86). Burmeister (atediin Krakowski, 1993, p. 84)

continued:

From the time the people got out of the transpadks in front of the castle
courtyard to the time they were loaded into thegass, a little less than an hour,
at the most one and a half hours, had passed.

The van would then remain in a stationary positiatil the perpetrators were confident
that the victims were dead. Then the vehicle waged from the castle to a burial site in

the Maiden forest several kilometres away.

HauptscharflihreiGustav Laabs (as cited in Krakowski, 1993, p.d@¥cribed

what happened on his first driving mission:

After about three kilometers we arrived in a clegrin the wooded area that runs
alongside the road to Warthbriicken. In the clegitre officer told me to stop in
front of a mass grave, where a work detail of Jesas working under the
supervision of a police officer. There were alsgesal policemen spread out in a
circle, who were obviously on sentry duty. Theigmbfficer supervising the work
detail ordered me to back the van up to the massegr
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According to Jacob W., a non-commissioned poli¢eef, the clearing contained several
mass graves, shaped like very large swimming pealsh about 3 meters deep
(Krakowski, 1993, p. 77). Gustav Laabs (as citelrakowski, 1993, p. 8 Qontinued:

Then the policeman who had driven in the cab wighumdid the padlock that
fastened the doors. A few members of the workildetae ordered to open the
double doors. Eight or ten corpses fell to theugrh and the rest were thrown out
of the back by the members of the work detail.

The bodies were then buried.

It has been estimated that between about 35 andidti®s (depending on the size
of the vans) could be killed during one cycle a$ fhrocess of mass extermination (Arad,
1987, p. 11; Krakowski, 1993, p. 84). Informatioom the 1962 and 1963 trial at Bonn
has shown that between December 1941 and Marchditdddst 145,500 people were
killed in the gas vans at Chetmno (Krakowski, 1993101). As the Berlin-based Nazi
bureaucrats would almost certainly have noticedgh@ho saw the alignment of a number
of factors that foreshadowed mass killing on amdaeger scale: a cheap/mobile gas, an

industrialised process, and a hardened/professpwwlof executioners.

11.4 The Origins of Operation Reinhard

As Lange began killing those Lodz ghetto Jews wdddtno longer work, the
onset of winter in 1941-42 saw the advancing Naai machine grind to a halt in the
Soviet interior. More bad news for the Nazi regicaene with the 7 December 1941
Japanese attack on Pearl Habour, which saw thed)Stiates enter the war against
Germany. With Germany waging war on both eastechveestern fronts, the sudden
change in military fortunes clearly signalled tfraim 1942 onwards, the Nazis were going
to need all the help they could muster to win tlae.wWEven if the Nazi regime had wanted
to exterminatall the Jews as rapidly as possible, their rapidly gngweed for slave

labour meant they could no longer afford to do so.

On 20 January 1942 the Wannsee conference washg&tlin. It was here that

Reinhard Heydrich revealed how the Nazi regimenidégl to simultaneously win a war on

243



two fronts and, in particular, to resolve the “Jglwproblem”. In the presence of
representatives of the German civil service agesne#ose help Heydrich anticipated
would be needed, it was explained that all the Jeivsn the German sphere of
influence—nbasically all of continental Europe—wé&sébe concentrated in a small number
of locations. Upon their arrival on trains fronh@er Europe, the Jews would then
undergo a selection process to identify those depalproductive work. Those selected
would provide labour that would help to strengtlies Nazi war machine and/or the
German economy. They would also receive an inaateqliet. Heydrich euphemistically
called the consequent starvation “natural dimimiti@rowning (1978, p. 78). When
victims were no longer capable of productive labibwgy were simply to be killed. Those
who died would then be replaced with new intakeslafes. This plan—referred to by

some historians as “ ‘extermination through workMarcuse, 2001, p. 41)—would not
only overcome criticism by the “productionists” ge¢ding the wasteful extermination of
potentially useful slave labour), it would also appe the “strong believers/attritionists”,

by eventually bringing about the total exterminataf the European JeWs

Questions were soon raised about what was to e widh those not selected to
work. All these so-called “useless mouths’—theywssung and old—were to be killed
immediately. But how? Anticipating this questidfeydrich probably let Dr. Rudolf R.
Lange (not to be confused Herbert Lange at Chelmake the floor. Lange, the
commander of a shooting squad, probably explaimedtfand that, although there had
been problems, since June 1941 hundreds of thosisdrdéws had simply been shbt.
And even if this method started to falter, Heydsgbrobably referring to the gassing
facilities at Auschwitz (see Footnote 196) andha ¢xperimental Chetmno (which by this

time had been killing people for about five and twonths, respectively)—said: “ ‘even
now practical experience is being gathered that major significance in view of the

coming Final Solution of the Jewish Question” (Ddewicz, 1990, p. 176).

22 The Nazi regime’s eventual arrival at “exterminatthrough work” ashe preferred final solution to the
“Jew Problem” is reminiscent of Lindblom’s (1959,49) branch method of “Muddling Through” the pabli
policymaking process.

2034 ange was . . . doubtless invited by Heydrichtte conference . . . to describe his practical B&pees

with the Final Solution to the other participant&gteered . . . at . . . Wannsee” (Fleming, 198483).

Padfield (1990) has also concluded: “it is difficid understand why Lange was there or why thearente

had to be postponed for him unless he was to exgiai practicalities of liquidation” (p. 357). Fuer, as
Fleming (1984) said: “When Heydrich postponed theference from 9 December 1941 to 20 January 1942,
it was not simply the Japanese attack on Pearlddant 7 December and Germany’s subsequent dediarati
of war on the United States on 11 December thaghesl in the balance. On 8 December 1941,
[Ensatzkommando 2 §pecial Duties leader] Lange’s services as suparaisthe execution pits in the
Rumbuli Forest outside Riga, and later in the Bikek Forest, could not be spared” (p. 94).
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As stated in the conference protocol, then “prodacst” Hans Frank’s
representative at the meeting:

Staatssekretddr. Buhler announced that the General Governmentdwyelcome

it if the final solution of this problem would begin the General Government, as,
on the one hand, the question of transport thergepl no major role and
consideration of labor supply would not hinder toeirse ofAktionen . . . .

[because] of the approximately two and a half wrlldews under consideration, the
majority were in any case unfit for work (Arad, IQ®p. 12-13).

Blhler’'s request that the starving and unproduciess in the General
Government should be killed was accepted—a task tatmed Operation Reinhard (in
fitting memory of Heydrich, who was assassinatéelamonths later). Now that Frank
would no longer be directly held responsible fa #ctual killing of the Jews in the
General Government, he suddenly favoured theirestation?** This decision may
officially have been endorsed in January 1942 daulier, in October 1941 (about the same
time as the Lange Commando received their instrostio kill the Jews in the
Incorporated Territory), Odilo Globocnik suggestedHimmler that the General
Government should be “Germanized” by killing ak tlocal Jews (Musial, 2000, p.115
cited in Lower, 2002, p. 2). Himmler then appalgnonsulted Hitler. As shown,
Globocnik’s own men had failed to find a more “hureamethod of killing (with
grenades and corrosive slaked lime—see Footnote T94s failure would explain why
he was sent specialist in killing civilians, spdista who, after being “employed only on
an experimental basis” might have more successhieang the ambitious goal now
before thenf®

204 About a month before this meeting Hans Frank heatchrumours about the forthcoming Wannsee
Conference (Hilberg, 1961, p. 308). His knowled§éhe destruction of the European Jews was further
confirmed by Hitler's anti-Semitic speech on 12 Biaber 1941. Four days later “productionist” Frards
now arguing: “We must destroy the Jews wherevemeet them . . . . we can take measures that wid, o
way or anotherdo oder sp lead to extermination, in conjunction with ttzede-scale measures under
discussion in the Reich” (Gerlach, 1997, pp. 29e3@d in Wistrich, 2001, pp. 108-109%rank then must
have realised that the “attritionidPalfinger had correctly anticipated the Nazi inciecle’s exterminationist

policy.

25 As Friedlander (1994) has argued: “When Himmlenoussioned the Lublin SS and Police Leader Odilo
Globocnik to kill the Polish Jews, Globocnik needleel experienced staff of T4 to carry out this gssient.

In September of 1941 Philipp Bouhler and Viktor &taisited Globocnik in Lublin. Although at
Nuremberg Brack denied that this visit had anythondo with the Final Solution, it seems likely thiaey
discussed their future collaboration” (p. 54).
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11.5 Operation Reinhard

The German public became aware of the Nazi regifoefive T4 Euthanasia
project, which since 1939 had been gassing phygiaatl intellectually disabled Germans.
Consequently, the Nazi regime began attractingeldgadiblic criticism (see Lifton, 1986,

p. 89). On or about 24 August 1941 and underiteg tide of public pressure, Hitler at
least officially put an end to the Euthanasia paogme (Fleming, 1984, p. 2Briedlander,
1995, p. 111; Lifton, 1986, p. 95). Breitman (1991198)has argued:

Because of Hitler's decision, the gassing spetsali®re now available for other
duties, and no one recognized this fact quickan thianmler, who had just [over a
week earlier] left the scene of the unsatisfacpmljce execution at Minsk.
This conclusion is largely correct, except thahattime a potentially viable gas had not
yet been discovered, so it probably took Himmlgttle longer (at least until September)

to make this connection.

As 1941 came to an end (and after a viable gadbead discovered), ninety-two
ex-T4 personnel were sent to the East by the Fghtdrancellery (Krausnick, 1968, p.
97). One of them was to become Globocnik’s tog:aihristian Wirth. Wirth had not
only been present at the first-ever Euthanasiamggdot two years earlier, he had also
recently been killing people at a permanent gashtles located in Brandenburg in
Germany.

Although Wirth had, at least, personally observeglkilling process used at
Chetmno?® he never contemplated using mobile gas vans. e being about two
and a-half million Jews living in the General Gawaent, his mind was focused on the
kind of system he had relied upon in Germany: paanagas chambers, which would—
unlike the vans—be capable of handling the largabmars of victims. Also, he intended
for the bodies to be disposed of on-site, which ldidne more efficient and—uwith
reference to the surrounding local populations—naliserete (Browning, 1985, p. 65).
Thus, with the numbers of victims having moved ithte millions, Wirth’s Operation
Reinhard plan was to build several industrialisetgnination centres within the General

Government. These large facilities would each tairkll then dispose of hundreds of

208 «Before coming to Belzec, Wirth became acquainttti the gas vans in operation in Chetmno and én th
eastern occupied territories of the Soviet Uniod karned their advantages and disadvantages” (Arad
1987, p. 24). Benz (1999, p. 144) has suggestethWbrked at Chetmno; and Chrostowski (2004, pp) 6
and Padfield (1990, p. 372) claim that he co-de=igend helped build the centre.
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thousands of victims. The first one was at Belreas to serve as the experimental
prototype from which the subsequent exterminatiemtres would learn then advance

upon?®’

The construction of the Belzec extermination cehad started almost three
months before the Wannsee Conference, on 1 Noveh®4dr (Arad, 1993, p. 107).
However, the gassing apparatus for this centre ¢deoneone of Germany’s recently
abandoned Euthanasia facilities (Dawidowicz, 1$90,75)*°® According to Stanislaw
Kozak, a Polish construction worker, the gas chambeBelzec initially had wooden

walls:

we built a third barrack, which was 12 m. long &nh. wide. This barrack was
divided by wooden walls into three sections, sé da&h section was 4 m. wide and
8 m. long. These sections were 2 m. high. Therimt walls of these barracks
were built such that we nailed the boards to tHélimg in the empty space with
sand. Inside the barrack the walls were coverdid eardboard; in addition, the
floors and the walls were covered with sheet zina height of 1.1m. (as cited in
Arad, 1993, pp. 107-108).

When the installation had been completed at theoék@bruary 1942, Wirth
undertook a number of pilot studies—experimentakgeys—to test and refine the killing
process. According t8S Unterscharfuhrdfranz Suchomel (and much like Milgram
during the OTA pilot studies): “Belzec was the leddory. Wirth was camp commandant.
He tried everything imaginable there” (as citedlamzmann, 1995, p. 53). Like Lange at
Chetmno before him, Wirth initially used pure betticarbon monoxide (Arad, 1987, p.
26). These pilots were undertaken over a pericgkeéral days and involved several
convoys, each consisting of about four to six tnéicars of Jewish victims (Arad, 1993, p.
109). Soon afterwards (again like Chetmno) Wigplaced the canisters with the exhaust
fumes generated by a 250 horsepower engine (Ae&Y, . 26). At the conclusion of
these experiments the Belzec extermination ceatmeednto use on 17 March 1942, thus
beginning the implementation of what was soon woh& known as Operation Reinhard.

According toSS-Untersturmfiuhretosef Oberhauser, who was Wirth’s liaison

officer with Globocnik, for the first few months operation: “the gassings were not yet

27«Be|zec was to be the camp where these experinvesud be initiated, and additional camps would be
planned and constructed according to the resutesredd there” (Arad, 1987, p. 23).

28 Treblinka also obtained some of its gassing apiparfsom the recently abandoned Euthanasia gassing
programme.
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part of a systematic eradication action but wereeazhout to test and study closely the
camp’s capacity and the technical problems invoinethrrying out a gassing” (Klee et al.
1988, p. 228). Belzec soon proved to be capabileeoéfficient killing of large numbers of
people. The biggest technical concern for Wirtts weat the wooden gas chambers might
not be able to contain the internal pressures géeekiby large numbers of panicking
victims (Arad, 1993, p. 122). Since Belzec wasrtteelel from which further death camps
could be developed, it was decided from the stacbhstruct the next such facility—
Sobibor—using bricks rather than wood. ManageéX{4 employee, Franz Stangl, the
Sobibor extermination centre opened during May 1982e initial chambers at Belzec and
Sobibor were capable of killing about 1,8%and 600 people per gassing—a task that
could readily be performed several times a day {At®87, p. 123).

In mid-June 1942 Wirth suspended operations atd8eldeciding to replace the
original wooden structure with a structurally mstfonger facility (Arad, 1993, p. 122).
This suspension signalled the end of the firstestafgexterminations at Belzec. In its first
three months of operations, between mid-March aidJune 1942, it had killed nearly
100,000 Jews (Arad, 1993, p. 122), showing itsebi¢ clearly more effective than
Chetmno. One month later, Himmler visited Glob&cai the coordination headquarters
of Operation Reinhard, presumably to receive am@sgyreport. Globocnik was armed
with information about the killing capacity of boBelzec and the equally destructive
Sobibor?*® A few days later, on 19 July 1942 Himmler (aftewing had some meetings

with Hitler)*** issued to the staff of Operation Reinhard an dnekar deadline:

| herewith order that the resettlement of the enigwish population of the General
Government be carried out and completed by DeceBihet942. From December
31, 1942, no persons of Jewish origin may remathiwthe General Government,
unless they are in the collection camps in Wargaxacow, Czestochowa, Radom,
and Lublin. All other work on which Jewish labsramployed must be finished by
that date, or, in the event that this is not pdesibmust be transferred to one of
the collection camps (Arad, 1987, p 47).

A week or so later, at the end of July 1942 andjragith the accumulation of

knowledge gained from previous experience, thel thind what was to be the most

299 This is according to a specialist on the Belzeermination camp, R. O’Neal (personal communication
March 15, 2009).

201 ike Belzec, the Sobibor centre killed 90,000 &9,000 Jews in its first three months (Arad, 19870).

211 See Bloxham and Kushner (2005, p. 136).
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perfect
(Arad, 1993, p. 115). This centre was to be mashédgeanother ex-T4 employee, Dr.
Irmfried Eberl (also present at the winter 1939%Afhanasia pilot gassing). Sharing much

of the Operation Reinhard extermir@ticenters—Treblinka—was completed

in common with some of the more ambitious leadéth®Einsatzgruppemnits,

Treblinka employe&nterscharfihrerAugust Hingst later testified: “Dr. Eberl’s amioiti
was to reach the highest possible numbers and @atkine other camps” (Arad, 1987, p.
87). Eberl’'s strategy in seeking to achieve tlnalgeems to have been to accept and/or
solicit far greater numbers of potential victimanheither Wirth or Stangl, to have the gas
chambers running almost continuously, and to dumepbdies in mass graves dug
mechanically by a large industrial scoop shovedl, &inally, to just hope that the centre’s
staff and facilities were able to sustain the hdimg rate. Soon after, Eberl accepted
312,500 potential victims during Treblinka’s fifste weeks in operation (Arad, 1987, p.
87). However, as he soon discovered, although Treblivikathe mostperfect” of the
three Operation Reinhard facilities, it was not gefperfect’. The commandant’s
ambitions exceeded the extermination centre’stgltdi absorb the deluge of victims and a
backlog of freight cars crammed with prospectiwaims accumulated outside the camp

gates. With no access to water, many startedristp the intense summer heat.

Simultaneously, Sobibor started experiencing badygasal/burial problems. The
high summer temperatures caused the victims’ rgcbatied bodies to bloat, thus
exposing the graves. Stangl’s immediate solutioiis problem was to start cremating
the victims’ bodies (Arad, 1987, p. 17Hlowever, this was time-consuming, and slowed
down the killing rate. And it was soon to becom@a@blem in the other extermination
camps as well: the maximum killing capacity excekttheir on-site ability to adequately

dispose of the victims’ bodies.

With Eberl at Treblinka (unlike Stangl at Sobibanwilling to slow down, chaos
soon reined throughout the camp. Before longcémdre’s tight security measures began
deteriorating. This progressive decline in segugsulted in many escapes (Arad, 1987,
p. 87;1993, p. 127). These quickly attracted the atbentf Globocnik and Wirth who,
upon seeing that the camp was almost out of cqordi®issed the ambitious Eberl and
replaced him with the more competent Stangl (widmE Rechsleitner taking over at the
smaller Sobibor centre). However, because Treallmdd consumed almost a third of a
million lives in just its first five weeks of opdran, Eberl’s ambitious behaviour had

demonstrated the latest extermination centre’s @memal killing capacity (Arad, 1993, p.
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127). Eberl had not been exaggerating when hennisten in a letter to his wife: “ “The
pace in Treblinka is truly breathtaking’ ” (Friedi@er, 1995, p. 299). By now the mass
slaughter had taken on a more explicitly indussed form. As one survivor—Abraham
Kszepicki—noted, Treblinka was “A factory of hormehose sole product was bodies”
(Arad, 1987, p. 94).

Himmler's grandiose deadline presented over a meather was now clearly in
jeopardy. Globocnik and Wirth were aware thatt jike Belzec, the killing capacity of
the initial gas chambers at both Sobibor and Tin&hlihad to be increased. Consequently,

additional or completely new and much larger gasvdbers had to be built.

Such expansion, however, produced new problematbathreatened the
achievement of Himmler’s goal. For example, asdingensions of the new chambers
increased, so did the space that had to be fildd sufficiently lethal quantities of exhaust
fumes. This would not only mean increased fuets;daut it also meant that it would take
longer to kill the victims. Finally, because a mugreater volume of exhaust fumes was
now required, the chances of survival were likelynicrease for those people who
happened to be lying on the chamber floor. Cailett, the much larger gas chambers

might generate financial, temporal, and killingateld inefficiencies.

To varying degrees, these problems were encounétbe second, and larger, gas
chambers at Belzec and Sobibor. But they wereimdited at Treblinka with one single
innovation. That is, at the most “perfect” of tBperation Reinhard extermination centres,
it was decided to lower the ceiling height of tre#cond set of gas chambers by 60 cm.
This increased efficiency because with the redadticcubic meter volume, less exhaust
fumes were required, reducing fuel costs. Secomdth less space to fill with sufficiently
lethal concentrations of exhaust fumes, this chésigertened the asphyxiation time”
(Arad, 1993, p. 132)Finally, because the reduced space was more likdiave higher

concentrations of exhaust fumes, the survival cesmere reduced.

Nonetheless, the larger gas chambers installdtedahtee camps produced massive
increases in killing efficiency, with the numbenoaétims per gassing doubling at Belzec
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and Sobibor, and quadrupling at Treblirtka.Operation Reinhard not only went on to
meet Himmler’s end-of-year deadline by extermingaii the Jews in the General
Government (Arad, 1987, p. 130), but it was expdrtdanclude the Jews of Bialystok
and the Ostland (Arad, 1987, pp. 131, 165). Byetind of Operation Reinhard, in late
October 1943, it had resulted in the following sadé mass murder: about 1,500,000
(Arad, 1993, p. 137) or 1,700,000 Jews (Arad, 19871,65)—approximately 600,000 at
Belzec?*® 250,000 at Sobibdt:* and between 700,000 and 800,000 at Treblinka ériilb
1980, p. 93). Unlike the labour-intensive massesings:

Astounding as it may be, these three huge extetraméactories [Belzec, Sobibor,
and Treblinka] in which approximately one-thirdadf Nazi genocide victims were
murdered, were never operated by more than littks @00 German camp officials
(de Mildt, 1996, p. 16).

On 19 August 1942, hygienist professor Wilhelm Rtarstiel of theVaffen-SS
visited and observed the highly bureaucratisethigilprocess at Belzec, after the
installation of the new gas chambers. In greaitleé described the arrival of the victims,

the means used to deceive them, and the strippitigeio valuables and hair:

After they had undressed, the whole procedure Ve@my quickly. They ran naked
from the hut through a hedge into the actual extextion centre. The whole
extermination centre looked just like a normal dsiag institution. In front of the
building there were pots of geraniums and a sigimgdHackenhold Foundation’,
above which there was a Star of David. The bugdims brightly and pleasantly
painted so as not to suggest that people wouldllee kere. From what | saw, |
do not believe that the people who had just arrivadl any idea of what would
happen to them. Inside the building, the Jewstbahter chambers into which
was channeled the exhaust of a [100(?)]-HP entpoated in the same building
(Klee, et al. 1988, p. 241).

In Pfannenstiel’s view, once locked in:

22 The initial killing capacity of Belzec, Sobiboméa Treblinka per gassing was about 1,000, 600 6806d
respectively (R. O'Neal, personal communicationyéhal5, 2009; Arad, 1987, pp. 123, 120). However,
after undergoing expansion, the killing capacityefzec and Sobibor had risen to about 2,000 a3@D],
respectively (Arad, 1987, pp. 73-74, 128jter renovations Treblinka’s killing capacity wagher about
2,300 or 3,800 per gassing (Arad, 1987, pp. 119-120 his trial Franz Stangl admitted, “the optimu
amount of people gassed in one day, | can stater@ing to my estimation a transport of thirty fyiei cars
with 3,000 people was liquidated in three hourshewthe work lasted for about fourteen hours, 12160
15,000 people were annihilated” (Arad, 1987, pf2-121).

23 Hilberg (2003, p. 132Q)rovides a lower figure at Belzec: 434,508.

214 5obibor had fewer victims than Belzec and Trelaiblecause it was the first extermination centteeto
closed down and it was also the first to introdai@mation facilities.
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it was only then that the people sensed somethgsgveas in store for them. It

seemed to me that behind the thick walls and dogy were praying and shouting

for help. After about twelve minutes it becameisilin the chambers (Klee et al.

1988, pp. 242, 244).

Whether by accident or design, the new “thick” aete walls obviously reduced
the intensity of the victims’ screams. After rermaygold teeth and checking bodily
orifices for hidden valuables, the Jewish work dleeanoved the bodies and burned them
in mass graves using flammable liquid. The persbanBelzec, like Wirth, used some of
the previously employed T4 techniques of deceptioencourage the victims to enter the
gas chambers on their own accord. Fake showerlfasdsed during the Euthanasia
programme) were installed, and victims were prothiserk on condition that they
undergo delousing (as at Chetmno). With its pletiggainted buildings and strategically
placed pots of geraniums, so as to suggest ttgatdhild not be a killing site, Belzec had
developed its own techniques of decepfibhSimilar ones were used at both Sobibor and

Treblinka. As Ada Lichtmann, a survivor of Sobilhas said:

We heard word for word how SS-Oberscharfihrer Micstanding on a small
table, convincingly calmed the people; he promibean that after the bath they
would get back all their possessions, and he baidthe time had come for Jews to
become productive members of society. They wotddegntly all be sent to the
Ukraine, where they would be able to live and wofke speech inspired
confidence and enthusiasm among the people. Tp@gaw@ded spontaneously, and
occasionally they even danced and sang (Arad, 1992?2).

Some of those Jews lucky enough to escape rettortbé ghettos to warn the
others of the impending danger. Word soon spredd@& those Jews being forcibly
transferred to unknown destinations on Nazi tramseasingly names like “Belzec”,
“Sobibor”, and especially—considering its compasally high number of escapees—
“Treblinka”, became signals of imminent death. ®land more Jews arriving at the
extermination centres were no longer as easily dinyehe apparent purpose of the

“showers”, and by promises of work. Growing nunsbef those targeted for

215 plice Lok Cahana, who was imprisoned in Auschwlitzs provided one of the few accounts on the
deceptive effects of flowers at the gas chambéns.7 October in 1944, Cahana and her sister wégzeted

to go to a new barrack and, on the way, have a showhey found themselves at “ ‘a nice buildinghwi
flowers at the windows’ ” (Rees, 2005, p. 254})] see flowers in a window—reminding you of home.
Reminding you that mother went out when the Gerncanse into Hungary, and instead of being scared or
crying or hysterical she went to the market andghdwiolets. And it made me so calm. If Motheybu
flowers it can't be so bad. They will not hurt UgRees, 2005, pp. 255-256). Consequently: “ ment in
and an SS woman said, ‘Everyone put their shoedyriogether, your clothes on the floor.” And werey
taken into a room—naked’ ” (Rees, 2005, p. 254ickly the door to the cold and pitch-black roomswa
closed behind them and before they could work dwdtwas going on, the door swung open and they were
quickly ushered out of the so-called showers. TWese not gassed because just as the door hadicluse
Sonderkommandfthe Jewish work detail), staged a revolt.
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extermination not only refused to comply with thexecutioners’ requests, but also began

to mount spontaneous acts of resistance.

Probably the earliest significant and verified afctesistance to Operation
Reinhard occurred, perhaps unsurprisingly, at Tm&hl In the second week of December
1942 a group of youths from the Kelbasin camp, @adno, refused to enter the gas
chambers. With fists, knives, and even a grentheg,resisted. A riot ensued. With
superior firepower, the guards rapidly quelledrémgsters, resulting in massive carnage
(Arad, 1987, pp. 254-256).

Wirth and Stangl feared the unpredictable presehcesistance because it
removed a key ingredient that enabled them to er@edth on such a massive scale: victim
docility. From start-to-finish, the gassing operas required that the victims remain
compliant, because any resistance would creatkehetiks in the process, which would
threaten the system’s ability to meet Himmler'syight exterminationist deadlines.

Thus, Franz Stangl attempted to introduce even umaing techniques of
deception which, he hoped, might ensure total #péit® For example, just a few weeks
after the revolt at Treblinka, the new commandaemto great lengths to have a facade
built:

AT CHRISTMAS 1942 Stangl ordered the constructibthe fake railway station.
A clock (with painted numerals and hands which neweved, but no one was
thought likely to notice this), ticket-windows, vaus timetables and arrows
indicating train connections ‘To Warsaw,’ ‘To Wolnace,” and ‘To Bialystock’
were painted on to the facade of the ‘sorting lwdsa all for the purpose of lulling
the arriving transports — an increasing number lobnw were to be from the West —
into azllt;elief that they had arrived in a genuir@sit camp (Sereny, 1974, p.

200):

Orchestras had earlier been used as deceptionedevikss Abraham Kszepicki stated:

218 Auschwitz survivor Rudolf Vrba highlighted the ¢emlity of deception: “ ‘The whole murder machinery
could work on one principle: that the people caméuschwitz and didn’t know where they were goimgl a
for what purpose. The new arrivals were supposduktkept orderly and without panic marching irte t
gas chambers . . . . The Nazis were concentratimgne thing: it should go in an orderly fashiorttsat it
goes unimpeded. One doesn't lose time’” (LanzmanAs, p. 113).

27 Also see Arad (1987, pp. 122-123).
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Forty meters from the gas chambers, near the plaghenthe Jews were led to the
‘showers,” a small musical ensemble stood undezea tThree Jews with yellow
patches, three musicians from Stock, stood ancegl#lyere on their instruments

. ... They played enthusiastically. It was @it to make out their repertoire . . .
these were apparently the latest hit songs favieyegtie Germans and Ukrainians
(Arad, 1987, p. 86).

With the victims becoming increasingly alert to awdence that might signal their arrival
at a death camp, the primary purpose of the onches&ts: “To drown out the victims’
screams on their way to the gas chambers — sthiatvould not be heard throughout the
camp” (Arad, 1987, p. 86). An orchestra was atsedwat Sobibof'®

It could also be argued that the speeches, théudgrpositioned flowers, Stangl’s
fake train station, and the jubilant orchestrasenadk strain-resolving avoidance
mechanisms that ensured the perpetrators did nettbgoersonally confront victims who
might otherwise realise their lives were abrupthpat to end. The tools of deception—
what Clendinnen (1999, p. 147) termed “overt state’®'*—reduced the chances of the
Germans having to hear their victims’ cries for ayeas they ran along “the tube” or what
little sounds that could be heard while being aggtgd within the concrete chambers. It
can also be argued that another reason for theéalneeiling in Treblinka’s second set of
gas chambers was to further reduce the span eid¢hes’ now increasingly muffled
screams. Being able to kill the victims as quickéypossible was certainly of great

concern to many in thieinsatzgruppeshooting squads and gas van operators.

Were the above innovations introduced to reduceéntieasity and/or span of the
remaining sources of perceptual stimulation (renigi¢urther perpetrator strain, trauma,
guilt, and/or repugnance)? Or were the innovatiotreduced solely with efficiency in
mind? The probable answer is that both factorggalaan important, even inter-related,
role. Whether introduced by accident or desige,ntfore direct perpetrators were likely to
be drawn towards those innovations that not onhaaned or maintained the required
rates of killing efficiency, but alsensured they saw and heard much less of theimacti

(particularly when distressed). It is thereforggested that any efficiency-promoting

18 5ee Dov Freiberg's quotation (as cited in AraB7,%. 75).

291 regard to the deception relied upon at Auschwiand somewhat reminiscent of the OTA experiments
“staging"—Clendinnen (1999) stated: “the ‘changiogms’, the anterooms to the gas chambers [were] .
overt stage sets, with their numbered pegs fohirigt('‘Remember your number!’) and the signs inaas
languages advertising the benefits of hygiene. Mthe episode was over and the rooms emptied, there
would be a frantic rush to remove all traces oflétst audience and to reset the scene for theimekie and

the next performance” (p. 147).
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innovations that happened to increase the inteasityor duration of the only remaining
sources of perceptual stimulation (or even intreducompletely new sources) would not
at all have been welcomed by the frontline perpetsa These developments were a “one-
way street” that headed continuously, with onlyerand short-lived interruptions, in the
direction of diminishing (not increasing) the levelf perpetrator strain, trauma, guilt,
and/or repugnanc@’ Compared to the shooting methods, all these teghn
developments helped the perpetrators to kill thietims more calmly, quietly, and less
offensively than before. The following exampledsmweight to this argument that the

“overt stage setsivere not solely about maintaining or advancingrgilefficiency.

According to a German court investigation of everasurring at the Stutthof camp
between August and November 1944, commandant PatéWHoppe instructed his
subordinates: “ ‘All the Jews who were old, sickuaable to work had to be killed’ ”
(Pingel, 1993, p. 192). To deal with similar swefjuests in the past, a railway car had
been converted into a sealed gas chamber thataugasl called Zyclon B, as an alternative
to exhaust fumes (discovered earlier at Auschwie, Footnote 196). During the above
period, a group of Jewish women fitting this dgstion were to be murdered. They were
told that they had been granted work at a stocamtydarning shop and therefore had to be

transported elsewhere by train:

One of the SS men put on a railroad employee’oumifand whistled, as is usually
done in marshaling yards. To make the subterfogeptete, an ordinary car was
placed next to the gassing car . . . . The SSstaffe camp urged the twenty or

220 For an example of an experimental killing techeidfuat increased the levels and duration of peneépt
stimulation, and then was rapidly abandoned, se¢nBte 194.0ne possible counterfactual is that lethal
injections, during which victims were touched, saed heard, were quite common. Between September
1941 until March 1942 a score of physicians andd&guised as medics at the Kiev Pathological lmistit
killed about 100,000 people using this method (Hagider, 1995, p. 142). Also, at Auschwitz tens of
thousands perished from lethal phenol injectiofisey were given as “inoculations” or “ ‘an anti-tygs
injection’ ” (Naumann, 1966, p. 295) and victimsreveequired to place their left arm across thegsgy
exposing the rib area. According to Dr. Kla@iii (as cited in Lifton, 1986, p. 258) the nexttparthe
procedure involved “ ‘driving the long needle inke fifth [rib] space.”” Apparently this was
“‘inexpensive, easy to use, and absolutely effectihen introduced into the heart ventricle’ " likidy
victims in about 15 seconds (Lifton, 1986, p. 258kcording to one survivor of Auschwitz: “As a eyinot
even a moan could be heard.” (International Austh@ommittee, 1986, pp. 104-105, as cited in Glass,
1997, p. 92). Although a Dr. Entress refined #@hhique, he preferred that others administerrjeetions.
According to a prisoner, Dr. Glowacki, (as citedNaumann, 1966, p. 138), Josef Klehr, a “ ‘sadistic
German medical orderly, stood apart in the appboatf this technique (Lifton, 1986, p. 259). klation to
the question “Who did the killing”, another prisonBrofessor Dr. Fejkiel, testified: “ ‘At first DEntress
himself, then Klehr, and then—in this order— Sckaapd Hantl. Hantl did it rarely’ ” (Naumann, 19¢6
154). Klehr's ability to kill using this method wa&xposed when, in his absence, about 120 youtrestare
be killed. Halfway through Scherpe paused and, sh@hn't any more” (Lifton, 1986, p. 267). Acating
to Glowacki: “ ‘He left, and we never saw him agaiter that’ ” (Naumann, 1966, p. 138). Glowactda:
“ ‘Hantl took over. Hantl finished the murder diet children’ ” (Naumann, 1966, p. 138). Hantl egaest:
“‘in a state of total collapse’ and ‘completely ntdo pieces, cursed the war,” and lost his SS deom@
(Lifton, 1986, p. 267).
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thirty victims to hurry: it was time to leave; thagd to go clear to Danzig. As
soon as everybody was in the car, the doors wesedl Then the gas was thrown
[in its pellet form] through the opening in the f¢Bingel, 1993, pp. 192-193).

The killing of these old, sick, and/or probably emated women begs the question: why
did the perpetrators go to suictefficientlengths to deceive these powerless victims into
entering the train carriage of their own accord® eXplanation is that these front-line
perpetrators wanted to avoid having to experieheagtiilt-inducing emotions that might
be evoked by the behaviour of victims who were avedrtheir fate. Having to physically
force these prostrate women into the gas chambeldw@ave made the perpetrators
actually feel like the ruthless killers they hadttwme. It was psychologically easier for
them to keep the women totally oblivious of theitef to deceive them into going to their
deaths then—to avoid hearing their screams—maleetbat once the pellets hit the floor
they got as far away from the train carriage asldyias possible. Killing became much
easier on the conscience when, having been dec¢ehesgictims went along willingly and
quietly. Even better, if—as survivor Ada Lichtmargaid (above) they “danced”, “sang”,
and “applauded” their way to their graves. Theppeators were, of course conceptually
aware what they were doing, but were at pains—dliter—to avoid the perceptual realities
of their actions. The deception helped to ensheietheir consciences were less burdened
than they otherwise would have been. Indeed, kiliaig may not have felt that bad at
all. In short, the strong reliance on deceptiols wat only about reducing the risk of

victim resistance in order to maintain or increkifleng efficiency.

It could be argued that this thesis overstatesntipertance of deception during the
Holocaust. Such an objection is not supportedvigemce from some of the principal
perpetrators. For example Rudolf Hoess (2001149-150), the commandant of
Auschwitz, who after World War Two recalled sombdtering” events that he believed

he would “never forget™:

One woman approached me as she walked past amtingdd her four children
who were manfully helping the smallest ones overrtugh ground, whispered:
‘How can you bring yourself to kill such beautifdirling children? Have you no
heart at all?’ . . . . | remember, too, a woman wied to throw her children out of
the gas-chamber, just as the door was closing. pigeshe called out: ‘At least let
my precious children live.” There were many sulcattering scenes, which
affected all who witnessed them.
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It would seem that the words of those victims whwa shrough the “overt stage sets” had
an impact on the guilty consciences of some ohtbet destructive Nazis. This was not,

for Hoess, an isolated event:

On one occasion two small children were so absorbedme game that they quite
refused to let their mother tear them away frongtven the Jews of the Special
Detachment were reluctant to pick the children Tipe imploring look in the eyes
of the mother, who certainly knew what was happgnsmsomething | shall never
forget. The people were already in the gas-chambehbecoming restive, and |
had to act. Everyone was looking at me. | nodddtie junior non-commissioned
officer on duty and he picked up the screamingiggfling children in his arms and
carried them into the gas-chamber, accompanietdy mother who was weeping
in the most heart-rendering fashion. My pity wagygeat that | longed to vanish
from the scene: yet | might not show the slightesste of emotion (Hoess, 2001, p.
154).

Bureaucrats like Hoess convey a tone of officiogsrand stoicism, just as Milgram’s
subjects did, like the pseudonymous Morris Braverméien communicating with the
learner: “ ‘Mr. Wallace, your silence has to be sidered as a wrong answer’ ” (Milgram,
1974, p. 53). But behind the facade of the buneduand as Hoess noted, the situation
confronting them “affected all who witnessed therBehind the scenes the subject would
frequently drop their facade enquiring, as Bravermid: “ ‘Do | have to follow these
instructions literally?’ ” (Milgram, 1974, p. 53But the bureaucratic momentum at least
implicitly, often explicitly, urges all functionags to continue fulfilling their role. Hoess
(2001) added: “If | was deeply affected by somedeant, | found it impossible to go back
to my home and my family. | would mount my horsel aide, until | had chased the

terrible picture away” (p. 155).

When the commandant of Sobibor and Treblinka, F&tangl, was asked several
decades after World War Two where the worst pladbe extermination camps were for
him, his response suggests he went to great let@ihsulate his conscience from the

realities around him:

‘The undressing barracks,” he said at once. ‘idaa it from my innermost being;
| couldn’t confront them; | couldn’t lie to themaloided at any price talking to
thosezz\ivho were about to diecouldn’t stand iffitalics added]’ (Sereny, 1974, p.
203):

221 stangl’s (and Hoess') choice of words are sintitethose of Mrs. Rosenblum in the Milgram
experiments, who later pleaded: “You don’t know whaent through here” (Milgram, 1974, p. 82). 8ih
glosses over the victims’ experience, arguing edtihathe could not stand it.
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Yet, it was this continual avoidance of personalcemters with his approximately one
million victims that ensured that until Stangl wateased of his duties, he was indeed able
to “stand it"??> Such distance allowed him to later argue: “ ‘Ofise, | wasn'’t ‘involved’

in that sense,” he said quickly. ‘Not in the opienaal sense’ ” (Sereny, 1974, p. 57). As
far as Stangl was concerned, not having persohiig anyone, he was not responsible
for the massive death toll that took place underchmmand. This explains why, when he
was accused of being more directly involved andrigashot into a crowd of prisoners, he:

appeared to be more indignant about this accusttamabout anything else, and to
find irrelevant the fact that, whether he shot ithte group or not, these very same
people died anyway, less than two hours laterujinactions ultimately under his
control (Sereny, 1974, p. 124).

A similar response might have been expected froigristin’s Peer Administers Shocks
experiment (subject just asked questions: actticiefl shocks—92.5 percent completion
rate) if, say, obedient subjects were later accbyetie learner of having been the person

who inflicted the shocks.

It would seem that for Stangl and most of his Gerstaff, if they never received
any cues, they could simply avoid thinking abowt itihplications of their actions. It was
as if the mass killing of human beings was not éwaopening. The option of perceptual
avoidance seemed to perpetuate Stangl’'s and hiedkesubordinates’ “intentional
ignorance” (Seibel, 2005, p. 351). Or as the Dirabtestant theologian, Willem A.
Visser't Hooft, put it, they could very convenigntl‘live in a twilight between knowing

and not knowing’ ” (as cited in Sereny, 1995, p533

11.6  Conclusion

There are many major differences between the patpet of the Holocaust and
Milgram’s OTA experiments. But the implementatminOperations Barbarossa and
Reinhard shows that there are certain similarties link them closer together—thus the
M-H linkage. Like Milgram’s, Nebe’s experimentscaselection of a means of inflicting
harm also drew on his past experiences and anivgdeel for what he suspected might

222 gimilarly, Hoess (2001) conceded: “My inner scagphbout remaining in the concentration camp, teespi
my unsuitability for such work, receded into thekground now that | no longer came into such direct
contact with the prisoners as | had done in Dacljpu82).
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“work”. To make it all a reality, again like Milgm, Nebe drew on the expertise of
others—Heess and Widmann—and the more speciatsiisew in, inadvertently, the more
bureaucratic the process became. Globocnik anth\tfien took up the baton and with the
help of the T4 personnel in conjunction with thehad trial and error exploratory method
of discovery, a seemingly monolithic bureaucratiaad industrialised factory of death
emerged (see Bartov, 1996, pp. 3-4). As the maatyew and others were implicated,
overall responsibility for the end result was eadikplaced and eventually dissipated.

This general pattern of incremental “advances” ifilements continued with
further time and experience. Those managing trecAwitz-Birkenau work and
extermination camp learnt from this ad hoc triad @nror, which led to Operation
Reinhard’s most “perfect” systeff The use of the faster-acting Zyclon-B (crystals
which turned into gas when exposed to oxygen atrgérature of at least 25.7 degrees
Celsius) was the bureaucratic “zenith—but moradin’—of the Nazis’ system of

industrialised killing (see below):

5. Bodies
transferred to the
crematoriums by
the Jewish
Sonderkommando

4. Crystals of
Zyclon B were
poured through
ceiling vents
with the victims

v then dying below

Victims - C S| enter the
line up ! \ el gas
outside N chamber
gassing =
facility

i .
AN OO MBS

CONSTRLCTRAL DRANER: F G5

Figure 24:Model of the most advanced industrialised gas dsarat Auschwitz-

Birkenau—Crematorium Il (see Berenbaum, 2006, gp-141).

23 For example, seBootnote 196. It is interesting to note that befdfirth was killed in an ambush in Italy
near the end of the war, he spoke of Rudolf Hoeb® had no T4 Euthanasia experiencefias
“‘untalented pupil’ ” (Hilberg, 1961, p. 572).

259



The last link in this humanly destructive bureaticrprocess required “merely” the

pouring of Zyclon-B crystals into the ceiling ventghich then only required sealing (see

below):

PENING N THE AOOF OF TR EELHEE
men " EVELONE " ENVETALL S

Figure 25:The opening in the roof through which Zyclon-Bsials were poured into the
gas chamber below (this photo is actually of thgddiaek concentration camp, which used
the same technology and technique).

It would seem the so-called success of the morarambd gassing enterprises lay in
their ability to render the highly destructive outee a “purely theoretical notion”
(Bauman, 1989, p. 25)—that is, killing which is alsh devoid of any perceptual reality.
And it was the gas chamber, as the most powerfall @RMs that made this possible.
Like the shock generator, as set up in Milgraiir'sly Remote Pilotondition—it, not the
perpetrators—inflicted the forceful blow artgnot them, did so remotely. For the
Germans in the camps it became possible to engalgely Remotdike total perceptual
avoidance, to the point that their lethal contridwa$ closely resembled the seemingly
benign contributions of all the paper-shuffling $&éemurderers” further up the

bureaucratic chaiff*

The majority of moderately anti-Semitic Germanstpdgo this most “advanced” of
camps were unlikely to demur from participatinghe Nazi regime’s exterminatory goals.

After searching long and hard, the Nazi regime fiveadly found a method of killing that,

224 3ee Schwan (2001, pp. 68-71) for a variety of dance-type behaviours relied upon by perpetratoa$ a
levels of the Nazi hierarchy.
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as far as possible, removed the necessity for #ren@ns involved to feel, see, and hear

the impact of their actions on their fellow humamngs.

The push to continue killing would come from abdwet the most powerful
innovations—which were introduced with the egodenfitention of easing the more
front-line perpetrators’ stressful experiences—cémmn those belovf®> What those
further down the ranks failed to realise was thatrhore bottom-up innovation they
engaged in (their invention and use of new SRM more bearable for them became the
destructive desires of their masters in Berline €hasier it all became, the more likely
those at the front-line would—and could—continudipgpating (and the longer they
participated, the greater the numbers of peopleddil However, the bigger the death toll,
the more grandiose the desires of their leaderarbe@nd the more undesirables they

found (like, for example, ugly people) for whom tlewas deemed necessafy.

For a variety of reasons, all involved wanted st link in the destructive
bureaucratic chain to feel completely benign. his tvay, evil—as Arendt (1963) would

later argue—had indeed been rendered banal.

25 Thad Allen (2005, p. 266)as argued: “The primary question concerning thinéfust as a crime based
on the division of labour” is “What interrelatioripfexisted between centralized authority and spwuas
initiative at the local level?” It is believed hais thesis may shed some light on answeringahéstion.

226 By 1944 even those considered to be ugly weregbensidered for extermination. According to Hitipe
(1961): “In consequence of an agreement betweenrtémand Justice Minister Thierack, so-called aalsci
were transferred from prisons to concentration can@n November 16, 1944, after the transfer of the
‘asocials’ had largely been completed, the judiciaet to discuss a weird subject: ugliness. Thaggon
the agenda was ‘gallery of outwardly asocial pressrfMuseum ausserlich asozialer Gerfangdriethe
summary of that conference states: ‘During variiggs to the penitentiaries, prisoners have alwagesn
observed who — because of their bodily charactesist hardly deserve the designation humdarisch

they look like miscarriages of heMjssgeburten der Holle Such prisoners should be photographed. Itis
planned that they too shall be eliminatadgzuschaltgn Crime and sentence are irrelevant. Only such
photographs should be submitted which clearly stimndeformity” (pp. 642-643).
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Chapter Twelve: Overview and Conclusion

... when I first heard of the Milgram experiments . | knew | could do such a thing . . .. The
impetus lay within me, like a little hot spot .. How often had I, hawpou, heard a racial slur and
said nothing in order to keep the peace? How dfi@re |, haveou, seen something wrong at
work, maybe a mistreated colleague, and done ngthinyour own job stays steady? The little hot
spot travels inside us. Certain situations may enidlglow brighter, and others dimmer . . . [it is]

. . . the moral failing that lies at the heart of many humans . . Slater (2004, p. 63).

Thisthesisbegan with an overview of the literature that ledauer’s (2001) “real
guestion” (p. 103)howdid a mostly moderately anti-Semitic society l{Bermany in the
1930s become, by the early 1940s, “a reservoirilihggmurderers of Jews?” A
commonality that Milgram shares with the Nazi regiim that both rapidly transformed
large proportions of “ordinary” people into willingflictors of harm. A central aim of this
thesis has been to delineate Milgram’s (reseamithpy of discovery with the intention
that it might shed some insights into Bauer’s goestf how the Nazi regime so rapidly
converted ordinary onlookers into willing execueos. Also, since Milgram’s own
explanation for his results was ultimately unsatsbry, another central aim of the thesis

was to provide a new theoretical interpretatiothef OTA experiments.

To achieve these aims the thesis addressed fistigns. First, how did Milgram
transform a large proportion of ordinary peopl®inilling torturers of other human
beings? As outlined in Chapters Four and Fiveghiin’s results can be traced back to
the cumulative inclusion within his experimentabgedure of a variety of what he termed
Binding Factors (BFs) and Strain Resolving MechasigSRMs). BFs are coercive bonds
that aid in the entrapment of individuals into mapating in otherwise distasteful
behaviour. SRMs are mechanisms that help redecte#iings of tension a person
normally experiences when engaging in distasteftblviour. For Milgram there were
three main sources of BFs and SRMs. In the firstiaince, he drew grast experiences
like the inclusion of the BF of group forces—peesgsure. Having previously worked
under Solomon Asch, Milgram knew before the pitage that such pressure would
probably result in some subjects (ostensibly) tortuthe learner. Secondly, Milgram
relied upon higntuition, drawing upon ideas that he thought might encausadpjects to
complete the experiment: for example, his inverselection of a means of inflicting
harm—the shock generator (SRM)—that he suspectgdcs might use on another
person. The third factor promoting high completiates was Milgram’s use of the ad hoc
trial and error exploratory method of discoveryheTapplication of this method of
discovery throughout the pilot studies led to & experimental procedure along with
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the addition of even more BFs and SRMs. One exampk increasing the coercive
power of Milgram’s intuitive idea to incrementakgcalate the shock intensity—tloet-
in-the-doortechnique (BF)—by increasing the number of shadkches from 12 in the

first pilot to 30 in the official experiments.

It has been argued in this thesis that Milgram&ults were largely (but not
exclusively) due to the cumulative inclusion of thbowing BFs and SRMs:

» the provision of a plausible rationale/ideologydlexing the potential of
punishment on learning) that, vigoral inversion encouraged subjects to at

least initially condone the infliction of harm (SRM

» the ability of the shock generator to enable subjexravoid having to
experience most of the perceptual consequencesusigting their decision
to inflict harm (SRM),

* the shock generator’s pieceméadt-in-the-doorlike escalation in shock
intensity (BF),

» the experimenter’s response that the shocks appaocansed no permanent
injury (SRM) and his implied but especially explioffer to accept all
responsibility for the subjects’ actions (SRM),

» the shock generator's ambiguously labelled lastchwi-XXX—adding
uncertainty to the shocks likely effect (SRM),

* aproximate and coercive experimenter who obvioostydoned the
infliction of harm (BF), and a seemingly harmlegsl @efenceless learner
(SRM).

From the inception of Milgram’s first inchoate idgg#hrough to the last pilot study, the
gradual accumulation, refinement and incorporatibthese and other BFs/SRMs
progressively increased the probability of any sualeject completing the experiment. In
fact, by the time of his last test run—theuly Remote Pilet-Milgram had introduced so
many patently powerful BFs and SRMs that he wenféo, ensuring “virtually all”
completed the experiment.
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The second question the thesis addressed was: iddviilgram explain his
results? As discussed in Chapter Six, Milgram edgihhat, due to the survival value of
organisation over disorganisation, humans haveasingly come to rely upon
hierarchical structures, resulting in them devealggignificant advantages over their
competitors in the natural environment. He wagftéto argue that obedience to those
higher in the chain of command is not innate bat ffeople are born with a potential for
obedience which interacts with wider situationatés to promote potentially destructive
obedience. These potentially destructive impudsesept in check by the consciences of
autonomously acting individuals. The problem erasrgghen a person is introduced into a
hierarchical chain of command, where apparentlgradostatic-type change can occur
which supplants local conscience-driven contrdawour of the demands of a malevolent
authority. The individual then enters into tingentic statea condition where “the
individual no longer views himself as responsildetis own actions but defines himself
as an instrument for carrying out the wishes oérgh(Milgram, 1974, p. 134).
Accelerating entry into thagentic statare potentially numerous BFs. However, Milgram
believed that submergence into the authority syssenarely total and, upon inflicting
harm, subjects often experienced stiiike sweating or trembling). Numerous SRMs are
capable of mitigating this strain. In sum, Milgraxplained obedience as the outcome
when BFs exceeded the ability of the SRMs to redtiazen. And disobedience was the

outcome when the BFs failed to exceed the capatiiye SRMs to reduce strain.

Chapter Seven addressed the third question: witicpkar regard to the Holocaust,
what was the scholarly reaction to the Obedienceutbority (OTA) research and
Milgram’s explanation of it? Although most schaldrelieved the experiments to be
methodologically sound, the initial reaction ceateon what most regarded as the highly
unethical nature of the study. With respect togkéim’s findings and their purported
connection to the Holocaust, scholars have langahained unconvinced by the
centerpiece of his theory—tlagjentic state Across the many experimental conditions,
this explanation failed to explain the varianceampletion rates, or why some
subjects/Germans who completed the experiment®ipated in the Holocaust,
respectively, later held themselves to be primaglponsible for their own actions. The
agentic statalso tended to exonerate obedient subjects anddlueaust perpetrators, by
suggesting that they believed themselves to be msteiments of higher authority and
were being honest when later arguing, as so mahtht they were “just following
orders”.
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In light of the failure of Milgram’s own theory, éifourth question of the thesis
was: does a more convincing explanation of hisltesxist? It was argued that the main
(although not exclusive) reason subjects compléteBaselineexperiment was that most
assessed it to have been easier for themselvesitimee inflicting the shocks than to help
the learner, which would have necessitated theyldkeothe burden of engaging in an
uncomfortable confrontation with the experiment€onfronted by a moral dilemma to do
what independent audiences assessed to be the awarge of action, those who
completed chose to prioritise their desire to awabnfrontation over the learner’s
obviously more important need to escape what appdarbe potentially lethal shocks.
The reason so many subjects were willing to repataake the choice they did was that
they were led to believe that they could probaldysd with impunity. The experimental
procedure therefore encouraged subjects to susdchlthough the learner would suffer,
they could probably get away with it—actions witheansequences. The claim of
OTA—“l had to do it. You said so"—was just oneméany strain-resolving
rationalisations that allowed many subjects to thatthey were tempted to do: avoid a
confrontatior??’ Over and above Milgram’s Holocaust-inspired obEeswith the power
of “obedience”, his research is much more about binary people resolve moral
dilemmas, and about the influence of situationeldes—BFsand SRMs—on their
decision-making processes. This alternative im&tgbion fits well within some of the
broader literature, bolstering the argument that@TA experiments were actually about
the resolution of a moral dilemma. Itis, for exde) concordant with Bandura’s (1999, p.
194) concept ofmoral disengagemeim the perpetration of inhumanities where, mugh li
Milgram’s BFs and SRMs: “there are many social pagchological maneuvers by which
moral self-sanctions can be disengaged from inhencanduct.” The experiments were
really about the top-down provision and/or bottopnhwvention of opportunities that
provided subjects with an easy, albeit immoral, mseaf resolving a moral dilemma (with
the likelihood of evading responsibility for havidgne so). To reiterate, the OTA
experiments paradoxically have less to do with théece” to authority per se, and much
more to do with the availability of opportunitidgat enabled subjects to evade

responsibility for the harmful actions they in fabibseto undertake.

227C P Snow (1961, p. 258) captured it well: . ant saying that loyalty can easily turn into confity,
and that conformity can often be a cloak for theidiand self-seeking. So can obedience, carri¢ldeto
limit.”
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In Milgram’s agentic statesubjects were mere instruments who did not believ
themselves to be responsible for their own actiofise alternative explanation presented
in this thesis suggests, however, that most ofethdso completed the experiments were
probably in much greater control of their actiomart they were willing to concede.
Consequently, this thesis has positedStete of Autonomous Deni@AD in place of
Milgram’s agentic state TheSADis where subjects were aware that they were raggen
for their own actions. However, due to their fehhaving to pay some personal cost in
order to help the learner (that is, engage in droatation with the experimenter) they
attempted to conceal this awareness of respongilniternally (via self-deception) and/or
externally (via the deception of others). Havimgied to themselves that they were
responsible for their own actions, they could tparsue what for them was the easiest
available option in resolving the moral dilemmantioue inflicting the shocks on the
learner. A variety of factors promoted accesh&StAD, thus reducing the subjects’
feelings of responsibility. Among these were Bfe®{-in-the-doorphenomena, financial
remuneration) and supplied and/or self-invented SRdirain-resolving rationalisations,
avoidance behaviour, positive self-image). Howgthas thesis has argued that the most
powerful mechanism, in conjunction with an ideolsgtionale that legitimised the
infliction of harm, was the SRM of the shock generaised by Milgram as a vital

component of his methodology.

The central importance of the shock generator eanadzed back to two key
characteristics that, when used simultaneouslyerd this device the single most
powerful mechanism in the entire research programnme first characteristic was that
theshock generatonot the subje¢tinflicted blows seemingly strong enough to render
another human being at least unconscious (engewgdeioss of agency). The second one
was the shock generator’s capacity to inflict thesemingly) intense blows in a situation
in which the subject was physically separated ftbenrecipient of the shocks. The shock
generator made possible the “physical separatidgheoéct [flick switches] and its effects
[seemingly rendering the victim unconscious]” (Mdg, 1974, p. 39). Therefore, the
maximum utility of these two characteristics enslutee victim’s apparent suffering came
to possess “an abstract, remote quality for thgestibHe is aware, but only in a
conceptual sense, that his actions cause pairotberperson; the fact is apprehended but
not felt” (Milgram, 1974, p. 36). Because subjeatits not have to feel, see, and hardly
hear the seemingly destructive implications stengnfiiom their actions they were only
ambiguously responsible: there was ambiguity aghto—the subject, experimenter, or

even the learner—was most responsible for therlatieeatment. The fact that thet was
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separated from itsffectmeant that subjects did not personédlgland/or sensed they
might notappearas responsible as they were for the seeminglyfydaantcome.

Ambiguous responsibility gave subjects the oppotyuo deceive themselves and/or
others in the concealment of their actual awareakpsrsonal responsibility for their own
actions. And, if they did not feel and/or appeasshresponsible for the implications
stemming from their actions then, very conveniembrhaps they believed they were not?
The shock generator was a necessary but not &isuffcause of the experimental effect—
“Obviously some acceptable rationale [for infliggishocks] must be provided.”
Nonetheless, without the shock generator a 65 peowmanpletion rate in thBaseline

experiment would have been extremely unlikely.

However, there are limitations with this or anyetBubject-centric explanation of
the results of the OTA experiments. That is, stigjéater often pointed out that they
would not have completed such an experiment of then accord, and added that their
decision to do so was strongly influenced by tlet filaat other, clearly more prominent
figures—such as the experimenter and Yale Uniwerditad been instrumental in
developing and running this experiment. Chaptgh&s subject-centric explanation may
therefore shift attention away from the intra-grdagces that also played a significant role
in the subjects’ individual decision-making proassThis point is bolstered when the
experiments are interpreted as a Weberian-like-goahtated bureaucratic process.

To illustrate the validity of this interpretatioihwas shown that Milgram’s
conversion of his experimental idea into a ready him draw upon the help and
expertise of a wide variety of specialist groupdifrduals, including, for example, the
National Science Foundation (NSF), Yale Universighn Williams, James McDonough,
and even himself. Since harm in the form of inéesisess was to be inflicted on the
subject, it was shown how Milgram overcame any eomg they may have expressed
regarding the experiments’ unethical nature. As tha case with subjects, it was argued
that Milgram provided each individual/group witts@fficiently convincing
rationale/ideology that also legitimated the irtfba of harm (highlighting the probable
significance of the research). It appears thatrdgionalisation was greatly bolstered by
Milgram anticipating, then appealing to each indual’s/group’s often different needs
and/or desires. Thus, to get all on board andredbeir eventually harmful contributions,
Milgram applied to each individual/group what hepected would be the most successful

motivational formula. In one case, an employeestigped reservations and refused to
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perform his role. He was simply replaced with soneelse who woultf® Milgram’s
anticipation of the most likely successful motieatal formula also applied to the subjects.
They were given a rationale/ideology that condahednfliction of harm—that is, the
exploration of the effects of punishment on leagnihen Milgram appealed to their
needs and/or desires (in the form of opportunitiech would enable them to avoid a
confrontation with the experimenter). But as laéide people, in their various roles,
contributed to the infliction of intense stresstba subjects (and to the subject’s infliction
of apparently intense shocks on the learner), aepoMforce was brought into effect, one
essential to the production of the requisite expental results. That is, as each party
agreed to participate and make their necessaryilootibns, Milgram had unwittingly
constructed a coercive and strain-resolving strattool of organisation—a goal-

orientated bureaucratic process.

Inherent in the bureaucratic process are a vaoieBFs and SRMs. There is the
top-down chain of commardOTA—whereby less powerful links in the chain avalb as
they are told by more powerful links. Less obvigisureaucratic momentutBF),
whereby individuals feel pressured by other membgtse bureaucratic chain into
performing their specialist tasks (the “in-tray’ntimues to fill, and upon completion of the
work other functionaries further down the chain aree transfer of this work to their own
“‘in-tray”). Finally, thedisplacement/diffusion of responsibil{$RM), where
responsibility for the malign outcomes is passedooother, or spread across, all links in
the chain so that no one single person feels amghoears to be fully responsible for what
occurs (Arendt’s (1970, p. 38) “rule by Nobody™hetop-down chain of command
appears most relevant to the OTA experimentsdispiacement/diffusion of
responsibility—that others were involved—was much more imporitagenerating the
high completion rates. All participants—from théogect through to the NSF and perhaps
even Milgram—appear to have sensed that evennid®laere later apportioned, it could
easily be diverted elsewhere. For example, subatbably suspected they could blame
clearly more prominent links in the chain, like tiam and Yale University, for
undertaking such unethical experiments. Similatlig likely that Williams the
experimenter thought that Milgram was actually cesible for the former’s infliction of
intense stress on the subject. Finally, with saymaibjects having chosen to continue to
inflict the shocks, Milgram could (and arguably )didame them for their own stressful
experiences. Because there were so many linkeinrganisational chain, each

participant’s feeling of responsibility for the desctive end result eventually dissipated as

228 See Chapter Nine, Footnote 143.
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all came to sense blame could be shifted elsewht#mes-eccurred thdisplacemenand

eventuadiffusion of responsibility

Although not addressed in the academic literaseshown in Chapter Nine,
Milgram’s construction and use of the bureaucnataress played a central coercive and
strain-resolving role in the generation of his expental results. The presence of a
bureaucratic process ensures that otagrsnvolved, which then makes the diffusion of
ultimate responsibility possible. Any explanatibat does not consider this structural
(and sociological) feature—as do more subject-c@mtdividual explanations—will fail to

achieve a more nuanced and comprehensive undergasfdhe OTA experiments.

Milgram’s development of his theoretical model wbseem to have been impeded
by the fact that, as was also the case with hitodalcresearch, he originally founded the
OTA idea on what soon after World War Two was a eumly held stereotype. As he
said: * ‘'l came across many statements which indptiat Germans tended to obey orders
more conscientious[ly] than Americans’ ” (as cited~ermaglich, 2006, p. 88)The
results he obtained in the rudimentary pilot stedgmed to reinforce part of this
stereotype: there indeed appeared to be an indimat ordinary people to obey authority
figures. Although there were some counterfactgap$” that detracted from the so-called
“compelling tendency to obey”, with the conceptabedience” firmly in his mind,

Milgram failed to contemplate that an explanationthe experiments might, as this thesis

has argued, have much less to do with OTA, patha®, he was inclined to believe.

What does the above information reveal about fitfe &nd final question of the
thesis? That is, how during the Holocaust a mdstiyderately anti-Jewish” society like
Germany in the 1930s become, by the early 1940gs@rvoir of willing murderers of
Jews?” (Bauer, 2001, p. 103). The first nine chiepof this thesis suggested that a fruitful
starting place in understanding how ordinary moéyaanti-Semitic people could so
quickly be converted into willing executioners efnl might be to first explore the
construction of the ideological/rationale that tesaiin a moral inversion that legitimated
the deliberate infliction of harm on some peopleothers. Secondly, the thesis suggested
that taking a close look at the potential influen€etuition, previous experiencend the
ad hoc trial and erroiprocess in the evolution of the most powerful SRiMIb—the
means of inflicting harm—in conjunction with sonietioe other powerful SRMs and BFs.

Milgram’s OTA experiments illustrated that when theans of inflicting harm was
269



extremely low in perceptual stimulation, it was gibte for clearly trivial/self-centered
concerns to dominate a subject’'s emotional univetd@ fear of a confrontation, peer-
pressure, and even the prospect of being depri#d.60. Can it be at all possible that
similar trivial/self-centered concerns were at wdtking the extermination of the Jews

and others?

Chapter Ten argued that upon coming to power ir81B8 Nazi regime worked
assiduously to promulgate an ideology/rationaleriting the need to remove or eliminate
the Jews and some other groups (Dawidowicz, 19919%). Most ordinaryGermans
came to accept this ideology, or at least feltffedently towards its malevolent pursuit
and implications, especially after the regime cedasthe expression of any dissenting
views. The end result was that many people in @ayncame to condone, or feel
indifference towards, the infliction of harm agdise-called enemies of the state. Using a
variety of methods, by 1941 many ordinary Germaaesvalready demonstrating an ability
to kill fairly large numbers of civilians. As tlg@erman empire (and its corollary of the
putative Jewish problem) expanded, on the eveeoirtasion of the Soviet Union the idea

of killing the “inferior” populations was being csidered within influential Nazi circles.

The thesis then explored how leading Nazi bureasidiie Himmler and
Heydrich, used a combination of Milgram-like intait and past experience in coming to
the view that arming local Eastern Europeans arattinary Germans with firearms (as a
means of inflicting harm) might prove effectivedaohieving their goal of killing the Soviet
Jews and others. Because so many of the Germansathined these shooting squads
initially experienced what they termed “burdenirfighe soul”, Himmler attempted, from
the top-down, to ensure his men’s continuing peudition in the shootings by supplying
them with a variety of BFs (such as the gradoat-in-the-dooflike expansion of enemy
targets) and SRMs (such as his accepting respbtystbr their actions). The shooters
came to realise that tiiReichflihrer’sstrain-resolving ideas were largely ineffective in
easing their psychologically stressful tasks. Heytfelt that they were stuck with this
work, from the bottom-up they began inventing tloeiun, far more effective, SRMs.
There was, for example, the wide use and abuskeatial, as well as a tendency to avoid
the types of victim most difficult to shoot, suchthe mentally ill. Particularly popular
among the shooters was the movement over time t®naatess disturbing (perceptually
benign) shooting technique. That is, the campaigrted out with the distressful military-
style execution which then moved on to the evehtumabst relied upon clean, quick,
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lethal, and relatively less stress@iginickschussr “neck shot” technique. The increasing
bureaucratisation of the shooting process (incngespecialisation and division of labour)
was also observable during this process. Thisllgmcorporated the least stressful
shooting techniques, in conjunction with the mdtient means of implementation
(Jeckeln’s “Sardinenpackung” technique). The pesgive incorporation of most of these
BFs and SRMs were arguably all present three mantbperation Barbarossa, at the
time of the Babi Yar massacre. However, in the &melonly SRM capable of enabling

the ordinary Germans to totally avoid the otherwisavoidable repugnant visual spectacle
generated by firearms was the increasingly pogitategy of inserting Eastern
Europeans—*“special end units"—as SRMs at the imatedilling end of the

exterminatory bureaucratic process.

After Himmler had observed an execution near the sf the campaign, he asked
Artur Nebe to devise a more “humane” method ofrkgjl Chapter Eleven examined how
Nebe and his colleagues’ search and discoveryneframethod of extermination involved
(again) a combination of Milgram-likatuition, past experienceand thead hoc trial-and-
error method of discoveryFollowing a number of pilot studies they invahtbe visually
more benign exhaust-fume gas chamber techniquen déme more ad hoc trial and error
experimentation by other bureaucrats, until a mefieaed and efficient killing process
emerged—from the mobile gas vans using carbon mdad¥mes, to the semi-permanent
extermination camp at Chetmno, to the hugely destret Operation Reinhard and its
increasingly more refined industrialised factoiésleath at Belzec, Sobibor and then
Treblinka)?*° Eastern Europeans were frequently given the jqushing the victims into
the gas chambers, and then the Sonderkommandoisifdeark groups) were required to
remove and burn the victims’ bodies. The more dmbed” gassing processes ensured
that, if they so desired, most ordinary Germangiwithe camps had only to perform the

less stressful tasks (devoid of most, or any, ptuzd reality).

This pattern of ad hoc developments, revolving iga@sbund the means of
inflicting harm, continued at what became the latd@ling centre the Nazi regime had
time to devise—Auschwitz-Birkenau (with its fasteiting gas, greater efficiency, and
even more industrialised killing/body disposal msses).

229 Milgram did not notice that his path of experima@ntiscovery had similarly been traversed 20 years
earlier by the most “successful” Nazi bureaucrats.
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In the end, most of the key bureaucrats—"desk nrerdélike Himmler, Heydrich,
Eichmann, Stangl and Hoess—probably didfeetresponsible for the colossal death toll.
They could convince themselves that they had metty, themselves, actually killed
anyone®*® Eichmann repeatedly argued: “ ‘I never killedragte one . . . | never killed
anyone and | never gave the order to kill anyon@ddorov, 1999, p. 152, as cited in
Wistrich, 2001, p. 236). Irrespective of suchsiteption—knowing without knowing—
Eichmannknewthe truth: “I created a situation for myself iniafn | could find a spark of
inner calm. The main medicament was: | have ngttordo with it all personally. They
are not my people. But my nervousness got woliselcéar, Kulcsar & Szondi, 1966, p.
39, as cited in Rhodes, 2002, p. 247). For thodmary Germans most directly
involved—shooting squad members and those opertitengas chambers—the majority
knew they would never have engaged in such behessaditheir own accord—that others
of higher rank, status or expertise desired ordmoved guaranteed that those lower
down the hierarchical chain could act with impunifijhey knew that should anyone later
ask, they could always argue that they were “jakbwing orders”. As de Mildt (1996, p.
311)wrote of those involved in the Euthanasia progranancein Operation Reinhard:

Instead of . . . the paranoiac ideological warrswften invoked when describing
the fieldworkers of Nazi genocide, their backgronafile far more closely matches
that of rather ordinary citizens with a well-devatal calculating instinct for their
private interests . . . . The key word which spsitgmind . . . is not ‘idealism’ but
‘opportunism’.

The bureaucratic process, with its division of lahdelped reduce the
perpetrators’ feeling of personal responsibilifyst as in Milgram’s OTA experiments,
each link in the chain could blame someone elséhfodestructive outcome. Whether or
not they agreed with what they were doing, theway that nobodfelt ultimately
responsible. And the bureaucratic chain, embodgipgrceptually benign method of
killing at its final link, helped all involved toiffuse their feelings of personal
responsibility. They could then prioritise theasser needs and/or desires (mild anti-
Semitism, peer pressure, desire for world dominatiareerism, financial reward, fear of a

confrontation and probably many other relativeiyiél motivations)?** Insulated from

%0 However, in 1923 Hoess had been convicted andismped for his involvement in a politically-related
murder.

%1 concordant with this conclusion, Mann’s (2000; 206tudy of Nazi perpetrators has yielded a similar
typology of motivations for participating in thellkigs. More specifically: “The entire group of jpetrators
is driven by the many motives that are normallynim@mong ordinary people participating in more naurel
social movements. Ordinary people are brought iynabsocial processes behind the ethnic barricadds
then into committing murderous ethnic cleansing Radicals at all levels are helped to kill bgitrsense of
righteousness. But even you or | could do it, &asons of career, comradeship, patriotism, workines,
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the perceptual realities of their seemingly beragtions enabled such trivial motivations
to more forcefully dominate their emotional and alamiverse. Thus, in the overall
development of this process one is able to findraswer to Bauer’s (2001, p. 108al
guestion” of how it was that so many moderately-8emitic Germans could be converted

into willing executioners.

It is important to point out, of course, that thare huge differences between
Milgram’s laboratory experiments, on the one hamdi the Holocaust, on the other
(Waller, 2002, pp. 111-112). Perhaps the most mapois that most of Milgram’s
subjects who refused to complete the experimentsalion ethical grounds: “I don’t think
it's right” (SMP, Box 153, Audiotape #2305However, as Browning (1992, pp. 74-75)

said of the ordinary men in Reserve Police Battelifl:

Even twenty or twenty-five years later those wha @liit shooting along the way
overwhelmingly cited sheer physical revulsion agawhat they were doing as the
prime motive but did not express any ethical ortall principles behind this
revulsion.
These ordinary Germans did not feel that they fasgdsort of moral dilemma, as such.
Rather, they were upset by the physical repulsis®é having to kill. Most of Milgram’s
subjects at various stages of the procedures @iedgrith what was being asked of them,
whereas the ordinary Germans seemed to have agréeadr at least felt indifferently
about, the extermination of “inferior” human beirfgs The implication that these
Germans faced a dilemma of revulsion was that tipemiscovery of, what for the
perpetrators was a less disturbing means of infadbarm, there would be no dilemma (a

conclusion borne out by subsequent events).

By way of some concluding reflections, it seemswvaht to think of the present
and future, as well as the past. The moral dilenmtlhe OTA experiments may not sit
easily with the historical event that stimulatedrth but it may be applicable to many other
situations beyond Milgram’s laboratory. Consider,example, the moral dilemma
surrounding global warming. Increased greenhoasesgissions are indispensable for
continued economic growth. But so much scientfita indicates that the effect of

increasing average global temperatures will gepaaatorld-wide environmental

and other mundane human motives. We are humarableapf evil.” (Mann, 2005, p. 504). In relatian t
another point, see Katz’'s (1993, pp. 78-79) viewsloess.

232 perhaps Milgram could have achieved this if he i more than one hour with the subjects and had
gone through with his plans to dehumanise (SRM)eheer as an arrogant petty-thug.
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catastrophe. Independent audiences (much likertae Milgram approached), presented
with this moral dilemma, would probably concludattto increase instead of decrease
greenhouse gas emissions would be the morally weongse of action. So is it possible
that if world-wide greenhouse gas emissions in&gasople may find themselves caught
in an insidiously regressive and seemingly ineselepislilgram-like trap? Despite much
talk about the need to take effective action, #adity may more likely be few will actually
be prepared to do so, because of what they perteive their more pressing, immediate,
interests—ever higher standards of living, contthaeonomic growth, and the
prioritisation of convenience over sustainabili#s we enter and pass through what many
scientists believe to be this critical “irrevergliiarm” phase, perhaps we will soon reach
that point on the metaphorical shock board wheaeing resolved the conflict, no one ever

breaks off?

The moral dilemma inherent in the OTA experimengs/mesemble the moral
dilemma embedded in global warming more closely ihdid the Nazis’ implementation
of their “Final Solution”. Nonetheless, the MilgnaHolocaust linkage is more apparent
than many scholars would presently allow. For eanlutsky (1995, p. 63) has argued
that the lens Milgram viewed his experimental ressahd their purported relationship with

the Holocaust was severely limited:

What an emphasis on obedience slights, howeveraduatary individual and
group contributions to Nazi ideology, policy, buneeacy, technology, and
ultimately, inhumanity. Historical scholarship ogmizes this problem in the
controversy between intentionalists, who view tlwddaust as the product of
Hitler's plans and orders, and functionalists, vglee the Holocaust as evolving
from bureaucratic developments and rivalries, im@ation, individual and group
initiatives, and other external conditions and ésr¢see Marrus, 1987, chap. 3. for
a review). The top-down orientation of the intentlist perspective melds well
with social psychology’s emphasis on obedienceautbaity; the functionalist
perspective, which is prominent in historical setship, does not.

However, as this thesis has demonstrated, the G{pAranents have much to say about
“individual” and “group” contributions to the dewment of a rationale or ideology that
condones the deliberate infliction of harm on peoprhey also have plenty to say about
top-downand bottom-up “improvisation” and “initiatives” withia destructive
“bureaucracy”, as well as shedding further insights the relationship between

“technology” and “inhumanity”.

Finally, in regard to the potentially destructivipartite nexus between

bureaucracy, technology, and inhumanity, it is Waorbting that just before the Cuban
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missile crisis of October 19632 Hilberg (1961, p. 760) ominously observed:

Before the emergence of the twentieth century eagbchnology, a destructive mind
could not play in fantasy with the thoughts tha Mazis were to translate into
action. The administrator of earlier centuries mad have the tools. He did not
possess the network of communications; he did ispiode over rapid small arms fire
and quick-working poison gases. The bureaucragrabrrow would not have these
problems; already, he is better equipped than #men@n Nazis were. Killing is not
as difficult as it used to be. The modern admiatste apparatus has facilities for
rapid, concerted movements and for efficient maskilings. These devices not
only trap a larger number of victims; they alsouieg a greater degree of
specialization, and with that division of labor tineral burden too is fragmented
among the participants. The perpetrator can nowvhislvictims without touching
them, without hearing them, without seeing them.

It is certain that at the height of the Cuban nessiisis, neither the American nor the
Soviet leadership would have had any difficultyfinding bureaucratic compliance with
commands to push the buttons that would have mteasiuclear Armageddon.

Therefore, it is not difficult to understand Milgnés (1974, p. 188) concern over
the phenomenon he demonstrated in his laboratorstreag propensity for people to
prioritise relatively trivial personal interestseswthe need to act in response to their sense

of more urgent moral propriety. His words of waighimay prove to be prophetic:

The behavior revealed in the experiments reporéed s normal human behavior
but revealed under conditions that show with palgicclarity the danger to human
survival inherent in our makeup . . . . This istaf flaw nature has designed into
us, and which in the long run gives our specieg anhodest chance of survival.

23 5ee Allison and Zelikow (1999).
275



References

Abse, D. (1973)The dogs of Pavlo\x.ondon: Vallentine, Mitchell.

Adams, G. B., & Balfour, D. L. (1998)Unmasking bureaucratic eviThousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D.& Sanford, R. N. (1950 he
Authoritarian PersonalityNew York: Harper.

Allison, G. T., & Zelikow, P. (1999)ssence of decision: explaining the Cuban Missile
Crisis (2" Ed.). New York: Longman.

Aly, G. (1999).Final solution: Nazi population policy and the mardf the
European Jewd.ondon: Arnold.

Aly, G., & Heim, S. (2002)Architects of annihilation: Auschwitz and the logic
destruction London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.

Anderson, T. B. (2007Amazing alphabetical adventuresuckland, New Zealand:
Random House.

Ancona, L., & Pareyson, R. (1968). Contributo aflodio della aggressione: La
dinamica della obbedienza distruttiva [Contributiorthe study of aggression:
The dynamics of destructive obediendsichivio di Psicologiu. Neurologia. e
Psichiatria, 294), 340-372.

Arad, Y. B. (1987)Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka: the Operation Reinhdeadth camps
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Arad, Y. B. (1993). Operation Reinhard: gas chamlieEastern Poland. In E.
Kogon, H. Langbein, & A. Rickerl (EdsNazi mass murder: a documentary
history ofthe use of poison gg¢pp. 102-138)New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Arad, Y., Gutman, |., & Margaliot, A. (1999pocuments on the Holocaust: selected
sources on the destruction of the Jews of GermadyAaustria, Poland, and the
Soviet Unior(8" Ed.). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Arad, Y., Krakowski, S., & Spector, S. (198%he Einsatzgruppen Reports:
selections from the dispatches of the Nazi deatads| campaign against the Jews
in occupied territories of the Soviet Union July19-January 1943\ew York:
Holocaust Library.

Arendt, H. (1963)Eichmann in Jerusalem: a report on the banalitgwaf. London:
Faber and Faber.

Arendt, H. (1970)On violencelLondon: Allen Lane the Penguin Press.

276



Asch, S. E. (1958). Effects of group pressure upodification and distortion of

judgments. In E. E. Maccoby, T. M. Newcomb, & EHartley (Eds.)Readings
in social psycholog{3™ Ed.) (pp. 174-183New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.

Aschheim, S. E. (1996). Reconceiving the Holocauigtkun 11(4), 62-65.

Askenasy, H. (1978Are we all NazisBecaucus, NJ: Lyle Stuart Inc.

Bandura, A. (1973)Aggression: a social learning analysinglewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall INC.

Bandura, A. (1999). Moral disengagement in the gtegbion of inhumanities.
Personality and Social Psychology Revi&(8), 193-209.

Bankier, D. (1992)The Germans and the final solution: public opintorder
Nazism Oxford, United Kingdom: Blackwell.

Barnard, C. I. (1968)l'he functions of the executi@ambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Bartov, O. (1996)Murder in our midst: the Holocaust, industrial kily, and
representationNew York: Oxford University Press.

Bartov, O. (1996b). Ordinary monsteitie New Republj214(18), 32-38.

Bartov, O. (2001)The Eastern Front, 1941-45, German troops and #rédrisation
of warfare(2" Ed.). New York: Palgrave.

Bartov, O. (2003)Germany’s war and the Holocaust: disputed historidgaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Bauer, Y. (1991). Who was responsible and when?eSeetl-known documents revisited
Holocaust and Genocide Studié§?), 129-149.

Bauer, Y. (2001)Rethinking the Holocaushew Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Bauman, Z. (1989Modernity and the Holocausithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Baumeister, R. F. (1997&vil: inside human cruelty and violendgew York: W. H.
Freeman and Company.

Baumrind, D. (1964). Some thoughts on ethics cdaesh: after reading Milgram’s
‘behavioral study of obediencéAmerican Psychologisi9(6), 421-423.

Benz, W. (1999)The Holocaust: a German historian examines thegigle New
York: Columbia University Press.

Berenbaum, M. (Ed.). (199A)Vitness to the Holocaustiew York: Harper Collins
Publishers.

277



Berenbaum, M. (2006Y.he world must know: the history of the Holocausstad in
the United States Holocaust Memorial Muse@ Ed.). Washington, DC: Johns
HopkinsUniversity Press.

Berger, R. J. (2002Fathoming the Holocaust: a social problems approddaw
York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Berkowitz, L. (1999). Evil is more than banal: sitionism and the concept of evil.
Personality and Social Psychology Revi8(8), 246-253.

Birn, R. B. (1997). Historiographical review, reiwig the HolocaustThe Historical
Journal 40(1), 193-215.

Blass, T. (1991). Understanding behavior in thegkdim obedience experiment: the
role of personality, situations, and their intei@cs$. Journal of Personality and
SocialPsychology60(3), 398-413.

Blass, T. (1993). Psychological perspectives orptrpetrators of the Holocaust: the
role of situational pressures, personal disposstiand their interactionblolocaust
andGenocide Studie§(1), 30-50.

Blass, T. (1998). The roots of Stanley Milgram’®dignce experiments and their
relevance to the Holocaugtnalyse & Kritik 20(1), 46-53.

Blass, T. (2002). The man who shocked the wdétky.chology TodaB5(2), 68-75.

Blass, T. (2004)The man who shocked the World: the life and legaStanley
Milgram. New York: Basic Books.

Bloxham, D., & Kushner, T. (2005Jhe Holocaust: critical historical approaches.
Manchester, United Kingdom: Manchester Universityss.

Bourke, J. (199P An intimate history of killing: face-to-face liilg in twentieth-
century warfareLondon: Basic Books.

Brandt, L. W. (1978). Don’t sweep the ethical peobs under the rug! Totalitarian
versus equalitarian ethicSanadian Psychological Reviedd(1), 63-
66.

Breitman, R. (1991)The architect of genocide: Himmler and the finduson. New
York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Breitman, R. (2000)Official secrets: what the Nazis planned, whatBnigsh and
Americans knew.ondon: Penguin Books.

Breton, A., & Wintrobe, R. (1986). The bureaucratynurder revisitedThe Journal
of Political Economy94(5), 905-926.

Brief, A. P., Buttram, R. T., Elliott, J. D., Rerz&tein, R. M., & McCline, R. L.
(1995). Releasing the beast: a study of compliavitteorders to use race as a
selection criterionJournal of Social Issue51(3), 177-193.

Browning, C. R. (1978)The final solution and the German Foreign OfficestAdy of
Referat D Il of Abteilung Deutschland 1940-48w York: Holmes and Meier.

278



Browning, C. R. (1985)-ateful months: essays on the emergence of the fina
solution New York: Holmes and Meier.

Browning, C. R. (1992)0rdinary men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 andfthal
solution in PolandNew York:Harper Collins.

Browning, C. R. (1994). Hitler and the euphoriaviztory: the path to the final
solution. In D. Cesarani (EdJhe final solution: origins and implementatiop.
137-147). New York: Routledge.

Browning, C. R. (1995)The path to genocide: essays on launching the §iakition
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Browning, C. R. (1998)0rdinary men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 andfthal
solution in PolandNew York:Harper Perennial.

Browning, C. R. (2000Nazi policy, Jewish workers, German killelkew York:
Cambridge University Press.

Browning, C. R. (2004)The origins of the final solution: the evolutionNéizi Jewish
policy, September 1939 — March 194ihcoln, NE: University of Nebraska
Press.

Buchheim, H. (1968). Command and compliance. IKitdusnick, H. Buchheim, M.
Broszat, & H. A. Jacobsen (Edsinatomy of the SS stajgp. 303-396)London:
Collins.

Blchler, Y. (1986). Kommandostab Reichsfuhrer-Sigrler’s personal murder
brigades in 1941Holocaust and Genocide Studidgl), 11-25.

Burley, P. M., & McGuinness, J. (1977). Effectssotial intelligence on the Milgram
paradigmPsychological Reportgl0, 767-770.

Cesarani, D. (2004Eichmann: his life and crimesondon: William Heinemann.

Charny, I. W. (1982)How can we commit the unthinkable? Genocide, tmeamu
cancer Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Chrostowski, W. (2004 Extermination camp Treblinkd.ondon: Vallentine
Mitchell.

Clendinnen, I. (1999Reading the Holocausiew York: Cambridge University
Press.

Collins, B. E., & Brief, D. E. (1995). Using persperception vignette methodologies to
uncover the symbolic meanings of teacher behainaitse Milgram paradigm.
Journal of Social Issue51(3), 89-106.

Corni, G. (2002)Hitler’s ghettos: voices from a beleaguered soci389-1944
London: Arnold.

279



Costanzo, E. M. (1976].he effect of probable retaliation and sex relatadables
obedienceUnpublished doctoral dissertation, UniversitfW@gyoming (UM 77-
3253), Laramie, WY.

Damico, A. J. (1982). The sociology of justice: Kwdrg and MilgramPolitical
Theory 10(3), 409-433.

Darley, J. M. (1992). Social organization for threguction of evil.Psychological
Inquiry, 3(2), 199-218.

Darley, J. M. (1995). Constructive and destructbedience: a taxonomy of
principal-agent relationshipdournal of Social Issue§1(3), 125-154.

Dawidowicz, L. S. (1990)The war against the Jews 1933-1946" Ed.).
Harmondsworth, United Kingdom: Penguin.

Dean, M. (2008)Robbing the Jews: the confiscation of Jewish priyperthe Holocaust,
1933-1945Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge Universitgg$3.

De Mildt, D. (1996).In the name of the people: perpetrators of genomidée reflection
of their post-war prosecution in West Germany—thghanasia’ and ‘Aktion
Reinhard’ trial casesLondon, United Kingdom: Martinus Nijhoff Publisise

Dicks, H. V. (1950). Personality traits and Natib8acialist ideology: a war-time
study of German prisoners of watuman Relations3(2), 111-154.

Dicks, H. V. (1972)Licensed mass murder: a socio-psychological stiicdpme SS
killers. London: Heinemman Educational for Sussex Uniwgrsi

Dwork, D., & van Pelt, R. J. (1996)uschwitz: 1270 to the preseitew York: W.
W. Norton & Company.

Eckman, B. K. (1977). Stanley Milgram’s ‘obediensg&idiesEt cetera 34(1), 88-
99.

Elias, N. (1987). The retreat of sociologist irtte presentTheory, Culture &
Society4(2), 223-247.

Elias, N. (1991)The symbol theory.ondon: Sage Publications.

Elms, A. C. (1995). Obedience in retrospdournal of Social Issue§1(3), 21-31.

Elms, A. C., & Milgram, S. (1966). Personality cheteristics associated with
obedience and defiance towards authoritative condndaurnal of Experimental

Research iPersonality 1(4), 282-289.

Etzioni, A. (1968). A model of significant researatternational Journal of
Psychiatry 6(4), 279-280.

Evans, R. I. (1980)The making of social psychology: discussions wigative
contributors New York: Gardener Press.

280



Fenigstein, A. (1998a). Reconceptualizing the obreck of the perpetrators. In D. G.
Shilling (Ed.),Lessons and legacies, volume II: teaching the Halstin a
changing world(pp. 55-84). Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press.

Fenigstein, A. (1998b). Were obedience pressufastar in the Holocaust®nalyse
& Kritik , 20(1), 54-73.

Fermaglich, K. (2006)American dreams and Nazi nightmares: early Holotaus
consciousness and liberal America, 1957-196%ltham, MA: Brandeis
University Press.

Festinger, L. (1957A theory of Cognitive Dissonanddew York: Harper &
Row.

Finkelstein, N. G. (1997Paniel Goldhagen’s crazy thesis, a critique of étid
Willing ExecutionersNew Left Review, 224), 39-88

Finkelstein, N.G., & Birn, R.B. (1998A nation on trial: the Goldhagen thesis and
historical truth New York: Henry Holt and Co.

Fleming, G. (1984)Hitler and the final solutionBerkeley, CA: University of
California Press.

Foddy, W. H. (1971)Compliance to rational-legal authoriffMonograph Series of
Experimental Sociology Laboratory No. 3). Vancay¥&anada: University of
British Columbia, Department of Anthropology ancciedogy.

Freedman, J. L., & Fraser, C. C. (1966). Compliamiteout pressure: the foot-in-the-
door techniqueJournal of Personality and Social Psycholpg§2), 195-202.

Friedlander, H. (1994). Euthanasia and the finkltem. In D. Cesarani (Ed.J;he
final solution: origins and implementatidpp. 51-61). New YorkRoutledge.

Friedlander, H. (1995) he origins of Nazi genocide: from euthanasia ®fthal
solution Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina RBse

Friedrich, C. J. (1946 onstitutional government and democracy: theory and
practice in Europe and Americ8oston: Ginn and Company.

Fromm, E. (1973)The anatomy of human destructivenéssdon: Jonathan Cape.

Fussell, P. (1989)Vartime: understanding and behavior in the SecomddWVar.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Gerth, H. H., & Mills, C. W. (1974From Max Weber: essays in sociolofjew
York: Oxford University Press.

Gilbert, S. J. (1981). Another look at the Milgratmedience studies: the role of the

gradated series of shocl&ersonality and Social Psychology Bullefri4), 690-
695.

281



Gitelman, Z. (1997). Eyewitness accounts. In Zelgan (Ed.)Bitter legacy:
confronting the Holocaust in the US§#. 275-285). Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press.

Glass, J. M. (1997).ife unworthy of life: racial phobia and mass murdeHitler's
GermanyNew York: Basic Books.

Glover, J. (1999)Humanity: A moral history of the twentieth centurgndon:
Pimlico.

Goldhagen, D. J. (1996}litler’s willing executioners: ordinary Germans atite
Holocaust London: Alfred A. Knopf.

Goldhagen, D. J. (1996b). Motives, causes, andsakreply to my criticsThe New
Republi¢ 21526), 37-45.

Gonen, J. Y. (2000)he roots of Nazi psychology: Hitler's utopian barism
Lexington, KY: The University of Kentucky.

Gregory, R. J. (1995). Bureaucratic ‘psychopathglegd technocratic governance:
whither responsibilityMHong Kong Public Administratior(1), 17-36.

Grossman, D. (1995Dn killing: the psychological cost of learning tdl kn war and
society Boston: Little Brown.

Hamilton, V. L., & Sanders, J. (1995). Crimes oédlence and conformity in the
workplace: surveys of Americans, Russians, andniggalournal of Social
Issues51(3), 67-88.

Hamilton, V. L., & Sanders, J. (1999). The secaacEfof evil: wrongdoing in and by
the corporationPersonality and Social Psychology Revi8(8), 222-233.

Harré, R. (1979)Social being: a theory for social psycholo@xford, United
Kingdom: Basil Blackwell.

Harré, R., & Second, P. F. (197Zhe explanation of social behavio@xford,
United Kingdom: Basil Blackwell.

Headland, R. (1992Messages of murder: a study of the reports of the
Einsatzgruppen of the Security Police and the Sgc8ervice, 1941-1943.
London: AssociatetUniversity Press.

Heaton, J. (2004Reworking qualitative datd_.ondon: Sage Publications.

Heim, S. (2000). The German-Jewish relationshifhvédiaries of Victor Klemperer.
In D. Bankier (Ed.)Probing the depths of German Antisemitism: Gernwaiesy
and the persecution of the Jews, 1933-1@fl 312-325). New York: Berghahn
Books.

Helm, C., & Morelli, M. (1979). Stanley Milgram artde obedience experiment:
authority, legitimacy, and human actidtolitical Theory 7(3), 321-345.

Helm, C., & Morelli, M. (1985). Obedience to authyiin a laboratory setting:
generalizability and context dependeneglitical Studies33(4), 610-627.

282



Hilberg, R. (1961)The destruction of the European JgWsls. 1-3).New York:
Holmes & Meier.

Hilberg, R. (1980). The anatomy of the HolocaustHl Friedlander, & S. Milton
(Eds.), The Holocaust: ideology, bureaucracy, and geno¢ide San Joseé
Papers)(pp. 85-94) Millwood, NY: Kraus International Publications.

Hilberg, R. (1997). The Goldhagen phenomer@nitical Inquiry, 23(4), 721-728.

Hilberg, R. (2003)The destruction of the European Je@/4 Ed.) (Vols. 1-3).
London: Yale University Press.

Hitler, A. (1943).Mein kampfBoston, Houghton Mifflin Company.

Hoess, R. (2001 ommandant of Auschwitz: the autobiography of Rudoéss
London: Phoenix Press.

Hofling, C. K., Brotzman, E., Dalrymple, S., Graybk, & Pierce, C. (1966). An
experimental study of nurse-physician relatialwairnal of Nervous and Mental
Disease1432), 171-180.

Holmes, R. (1985)Acts of war: the behaviour of men in batiNew York: The Free
Press.

Horwitz, G. J. (1990)In the shadow of death: living outside the gateMauthausen
New York: The Free Press.

Humphreys, L. (1970)learoom trade: impersonal sex in public plaggkicago:
Aldine Publishing Co.

Johnson, E. A., & Reuband, K. H. (2008Jhat we knew: terror, mass murder and
everyday life in Nazi Germany, an oral histotpndon: John Murray.

Jung, J. (2001Psychology of alcohol and other drugs: a researelspective
London: Sage Publications.

Katz, F. E. (1993)Ordinary people and extraordinary evil: a report thre beguilings of
evil. New York: State University of New York Press.

Kaufmann, H. (1967). The price of obedience andotiee of knowledgeAmerican
Psychologist22(4), 321-322.

Kelman, H. C. (1972). Human use of human subj¢ktsproblem of deception in

social psychological experiments. In A. G. Mill&d(), The social psychology of
psychological researclpp. 163-178). New York: Free Press.

Kelman, H. C., & Hamilton, V. L. (1989 rimes of obedience: toward a social
psychology of authority and responsibilifew Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Kershaw, I. (1983)Popular opinion and political dissent in the ThiReich: Bavaria
1933-1945 Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Press.

283



Klee, E., Dressen, W., & Riess, V. (Ed.). (1988he good old days”: the Holocaust
as seen by its perpetrators and bystandsiesv York: Free Press.

Koenigsberg, R. A. (2009Nations have the right to kill: Hitler, the Holocst,1 and
war. New York: Library of Social Science.

Krakowski, S. (1993). The stationary gas vans dtifef. In E. Kogon, H.
Langbein, & A. Ruckerl (Eds.Nazi mass murder: a documentary history of the
use of poison gagp. 73-101). New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Krausnick, H. (1968). The persecution of the Jdws$i. Krausnick, H. Buchheim,
M. Broszat, & H. A. Jacobsen (EdsAnatomy of the SS staigp. 1-124)London:
Collins.

Kahl, S. (2005). Ganz normale organisationen: osgdionssoziologische
interpretationen simulierter brutalitaten/ordinarganizations: Sociological
reinterpretations of simulated brutaliti@eitschrift fir Soziologie34(2), 90-111.

Kulka, O. D. (2000). The German population andXbes: state of research and new
perspectives. In D. Bankier (EdBrobing the depths of German Antisemitism:
German society and the persecution of the Jews3-1931(pp. 271-281). New
York: Berghahn Books.

Lanzmann, C. (1995f5hoah: the complete text of the acclaimed Holocilust New
York: Da Capo Press.

Lee, S. J. (1996)Weimar and Nazi German@xford, United Kingdom: Heinemann
Educational.

Lerner, M. J. (1980)The belief in a just world: a fundamental delusiblew York:
Plenum.

Levin, J., & Fox, J. A. (1985Mass murder: America’s growing menadéew York:
Plenum Press.

Lifton, R. J. (1986)The Nazi doctors: medical killing and the psychglof
genocide New York: Basic Books.

Lindblom, C. E. (1959). The science of “muddlingaingh”. Public Administration Review
19(2), 79-88.

Longerich, P. (2005). From mass murder to the ffamdution”: the shooting of
Jewish civilians during the first months of the t&as campaign within the
context of the Nazi Jewish genocide. In S. Giglié&tB. Lang (Eds.),

The Holocaust: a readdpp. 198-219)Oxford, United Kingdom: Blackwell
Publishing.

Lower, W. (2002). “Anticipatory obedience” and tRazi implementation of the

Holocaust in the Ukraine: a case study of the eéatnd peripheral forces in the
Generalbezirk Zhytomyr, 1941-19440locaust and Genocide Studié$§(1), 1-22.

284



Lower, W. (2005). The “Reibungslose” Holocaust? German military and civilian
implementation of the “final solution” in Ukrain@941-1944. In G. D. Feldman, &
W. Seibel (Eds.)Networks of Nazi persecution: bureaucracy, businasd the
organization of the Holocaugpp. 340-360). Newr ork: Berghahn Books.

Luban, D., Strudler, A., & Wasserman, D. (1992).rMaesponsibility in the age of
bureaucracyMichigan Law Reviep9((8), 2348-2392.

Lutsky, N. (1995). When is ‘obedience’ obedienceP¢&ptual and historical
commentaryJournal of Social Issue$1(3), 55-65.

MacQueen, M. (1997). Nazi policy towards the JawReichskommissariat Ostland,
June-December 1941: from white terror to Holocawsithuania. In Z. Gitelman
(Ed.),Bitter legacy: confronting the Holocaust in the BRg$p. 91-103)
Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press.

Mandel, D. R. (1998). The obedience alibi: Milgramccount of the Holocaust
reconsideredAnalyse & Kritik 20(1), 74-94.

Mann, M. (2000). Were the perpetrators of genotiddinary men” or “real Nazis"?
Results from fifteen hundred biographieklocaustand Genocide Studied.4(3),
331-366.

Mann, M. (2005)The dark side of democracy: explaining ethnic céeag New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Mantell, D. M. (1971). The potential for violenaeGermanyJournal of Social
Issues27(4), 101-112.

Mantell, D. M., & Panzarella, R. (1976). Obediemacel responsibilityBritish
Journal of Social and Clinical Psycholagh5(3), 239-245.

Marcus, S. (1974). Book review of ‘Obedience tolfarity’ by Stanley MilgramThe
New York Times Book Revierg(2), 1-3.

Marcuse, H. (2001).egacies of Dachau: the uses and abuses of a ctratien
Camp, 1933-200INew York: Cambridge University Press.

Marrus, M. R. (1988)The Holocaust in historytondon: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.

Marrus, M. R. (1997)The Nuremberg war crimes trial 1945-4%ew York:
Bedford/St. Martin’s.

Marshall, S. L. A. (2000Men against fire: the problem of battle commalRdrman,
OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

Matrtin, J., Lobb, B., Chapman, G. C., & Spillane (F976). Obedience under conditions
demanding self-immolatiotduman Relations, Z8), 345-356.

Mastroianni, G. R. (2002). Milgram and the Holodaasreexaminationlournal of
Theoretical and Philosophical Psycholo@g(2), 158-173.

285



Matthaus, J. (2004). Operation Barbarossa andrtbet@f the Holocaust, June-
December 1941. In C. R. Browning (Ede origins of the final solution: the
evolution of Nazi Jewish policy, September 1939add042(pp. 248-308).
Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

McGranahan, D. V. (1946). A comparison of sociitides among American and
German youthJournal of Abnormal and Social Psycholod$(3), 245-257.

McGranahan, D. V., & Janowitz, M. (1946). Studié¢$serman youthJournal of
Abnormal and Social Psycholagdl(1), 3-14.

Meeus, W. H. J., & Raaijmakers, Q. A. W. (1986) nAdistrative obedience:
carrying out orders to use psychological-administeaviolence European Journal
of Social Psychologyl6, 311-324.

Meeus, W. H. J., & Raaijmakers, Q. A. W. (1995) e@ience in modern society: the
Utrecht studiesJournal of Social Issue81(3), 155-175.

Meyer, P. (1970, February). If Hitler asked yotelectrocute a stranger, would you?
Probably Esquire 73, 128, 130, 132.

Miale, F. R., & Selzer, M. (1975)he Nuremberg mind: the psychology of the Nazi
leaders New York: Quadrangle.

Milgram, S. (1961). Nationality and conformit§cientific Americay2056), 45-51.

Milgram, S. (1963). Behavioral study of obedient@urnal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology67(4), 371-378.

Milgram, S. (1964a). Issues in the study of obeckem reply to Baumrinddmerican
Psychologist19(11), 848-852.

Milgram, S. (1964b). Group pressure and actionregga persanJournal of
Abnormal and Social Psycholodg9(2), 137-143.

Milgram, S. (1964c). Technique and first findindsadaboratory study of obedience
to authority.Yale Science Magazing9,9-11, 14.

Milgram, S. (1965a). Some conditions of obedienu# disobedience to authority.
Human Relationsl8(1), 57-76.

Milgram, S. (1965b). Liberating effects of grouggsureJournal of Personality and
Social Psychology(2), 127-134.

Milgram, S. (1965c)Obedience (a filmed experimerDistributed by New York
University Film Library.

Milgram, S. (1972). Interpreting obedience: ernod &vidence. A reply to Orne and
Holland. In A. G. Miller (Ed.);The social psychology of psychological research
(pp. 138-154). New York: Free Press.

Milgram, S. (1973, December). The perils of obedeehlarper’s, 62-66, 75-77.

286



Milgram, S. (1974)Obedience to authority: an experimental vié&ew York: Harper
and Row.

Milgram, S. (1977)The individual in a social worldReading, MA: Addison-Wesley
Publishing Company.

Miller, A. G. (1986).The obedience experiments: a case study of comgpue
social scienceNew York: Praeger.

Miller, A. G. (1995). Constructions of the obedierexperiments: a focus upon
domains of relevancdournal of Social Issue81(3), 33-53.

Miller, A. G. (2004). What can the Milgram obedienexperiments tell us about the
Holocaust? Generalizing from the social psycholagppratory. In A. G. Miller
(Ed.), The social psychology of good and €pjh. 193-237). New York: Guilford
Press.

Miller, A. G., Collins, B. E., & Brief, D. E. (1995 Perspectives on obedience to
authority: the legacy of the Milgram experimerdtsurnal of Social Issue51(3),
1-19.

Mixon, D. (1972). Instead of deceptiarournal of the Theory of Social Behavior
2(2), 145-177.

Mixon, D. (1976). Studying feignable behaviBepresentative Research in Social
Psychology7, 89-104.

Mixon, D. (1989).0Obedience and civilization: authorized crime and ttormality of
evil. London: Pluto Press.

Mommsen, H. (1997). There was no Fuhrer order..Ilh.Niewyk (Ed.),The
Holocaust: problems and perspectives of interpietapp. 27-38) (¥ Ed.).
Houghton Mifflin Company: New York.

Mooks, D. G. (1983). In defense of external inv@idAmerican PsychologisB8(4),
379-387.

Mooks, D. G. (2004)Classic experiments in psycholodyestport, CN: Greenwood
Press.

Morelli, M. F. (1983). Milgram’s dilemma of obedie®. Metaphilosophyl14(3-4),
183-189.

Muller-Hill, B. (1988).Murderous science: elimination by scientific sal@ttof Jews,
Gypsies, and others, Germany 1933-1948w York: Oxford University Press.

Musmanno, M. A. (1961)l'he Eichmann Kommanddsondon: Peter Davies.
Naumann, B. (1966 Auschwitz New York: Praeger.

Nissani, M. (1990). A cognitive reinterpretationStanley Milgram'’s observations to
obedience to authoritAmerican Psychologisd5(12), 1384-1385.

287



Nussbaum, M. (2007, October 17). Texts for torsirérom Stanford to Abu Ghraib
—what turns ordinary people into oppressars@ Times Literary Supplement
Retrieved November 17, 2008, from
http://entertainment.timesonline.co.uk/tol/arts_aemtertainment/the_tls/article267
7344.ece

Orne, M. T. (1962). On the social psychology of psgchology experiment: with
particular reference to demand characteristicstlagid implications American
Psychologist17(11), 776-783.

Orne, M. T., & Holland, C. C. (1968). On the ecotag validity of laboratory
deceptionslnternational Journal of Psychiatry(4), 282-293.

Padfield, P. (1990Himmler: Reichsfuhrer-S&ondon: Macmillan.
Parker, 1. (2000). Obediend8ranta: The Magazine of New Writingl, 99-125.

Patten, S. C. (1977a). Milgram’s shocking experitadPhilosophy52(202), 425-440.

Patten, S. C. (1977b). The case that Milgram makKes.Philosophical Review
86(3), 350-364.

Penner, L. A., Hawkins, H. L., Dertke, M. C., SmecP., & Stone, A. (1973). Obedience
as a function of experimenter competeddemory and Cognition,(B), 241-245.

Pigden, C. R., & Gillet, G. R. (1996). Milgram, rhetl and moralityJournal of
Applied Philosophyl13(3), 233-250.

Pingel, F. (1993). Gassing in other concentratems. In E. Kogon, H. Langbein,
& A. Ruckerl (Eds.)Nazi mass murder: a documentary history of theafigmison
gas(pp. 174-204). New Haven, CT: Yale University Bres

Raven, B. H., & Rubin, J. Z. (198Focial psychology(2™ Ed.). New York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Rees, L. (2005)Auschwitz: a new historfNew York: BBC Books.

Rhodes, R. (2002Masters of death: the SS-Einsatzgruppen and theniron of the
Holocaust New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Rochat, F., & Modigliani, A. (1997). Authority: obeence, defiance, and
identification in experimental and historical coxtte In M. Gold (Ed.)A new
outline of sociapsychology(pp. 235-246). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Roseman, M. (2002Y.he villa, the lake, the meeting: Wannsee anditta $olution
London: Penguin Press.

Rosenbaum, M. (1983). Compliance. In M. Rosenbdtih) (Compliant behavior:
beyond obedience to author{iyp. 25-49). New York: Human Sciences Press, Inc.

288



Rosenhan, D. (1969). Some origins of concern foerst In P. Mussen, J. Langer, &
M. Covington (Eds.)Trends and issues in developmental psychalpgyl134-
153). New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Rossino, A. (2003 Hitler strikes Poland: blitzkrieg, ideology, andatity.
Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

Rubenstein, R. (1978Jhe cunning of history: the Holocaust and the Aoaari
future New York: Harper Collins.

Rubenstein, R. L., & Roth, J. K. (198 Approaches to Auschwitz: The Holocaust and
its legacy Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press.

Russell, N. J. C. (2000irearms and homicide: the influence of the weapon
substitution hypothesis on the American gun corttetdate.Unpublished masters
dissertation, University of Victoria University @ellington, Wellington, New
Zealand.

Russell, N. J. C., & Gregory, R. (2005). Making thmeloable doable: Milgram, the
Holocaust and modern governmehmerican Review of Public Administration
35(4), 327-349.

Sabini, J., Siepmann, M., & Stein, J. (2001a). fidedly fundamental attribution error
in social psychological researdPsychological Inquiry12(1), 1-15.

Sabini, J., Siepmann, M., & Stein, J. (2001b). Aushresponse to commentaries.
Psychological Inquiry12(1), 41-48.

Sabini, J., & Silver, M. (1982Moralities of everyday lifeNew York: Oxford
University Press.

Saltzman, A. L. (2000). The role of the obedienggegiments in Holocaust studies:
the case of renewed visibilitin T. Blass (Ed.)Obedience to authority: current
perspectives on the Milgram paradigpp. 125-143)Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Schachter, S. (1959)he psychology of affiliation: experimental studi¢she
sources of gregariousnedsondon: Tavistock.

Schlenker, B. R., & Forsyth, D. R. (1977). On thieies of psychological research.
Journal of Experimental Social Psycholo@®(4), 369-396.

Schleunes, K. A. (1970The twisted road to Auschwitz: Nazi policy towarel@an
Jews, 1933-193%hicago: University of lllinois Press.

Schwan, G. (2001Rolitics and guilt: the destructive power of silentondon: University
of Nebraska Press.

Scott, D. S. (1980). Pain endurance induced byb#essocial variable (demand) and the
‘reverse Milgram effect’British Journal of Social and Clinical Psycholody®(2),
137-139.

Scott, J. (1990). A matter of record: documentayrses in social research.
Cambridge, United Kingdom: Polity Press.

289



Shuler, H. (1982)Ethical problems in psychological researdfiew York: Academic
Press.

Seibel, W. (2005). Restraining or radicalizing? iBien of labor and persecution
effectiveness. In G. D. Feldman, & W. Seibel (Edsetworks of Nazi persecution:
bureaucracy, business, and the organization oHb®caust(pp. 340-360). New
York: Berghahn Books.

Sereny, G. (1974)nto that darkness: from mercy killing to mass nasrd.ondon:
Pimlico.

Sereny, G. (1995Albert Speer: his battle with trutiNew York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Sereny, G. (2000he German trauma: experiences and reflections ZIER.
London: Allen Lane.

Shalit, B. (1988)The psychology of conflict and combidew York: Praeger.

Shanab, M. E., & Yahya, K. A. (1977). A behaviowtldy of obedience in children.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholp8%(7), 530-536.

Shandler, J. (2001). The man in the glass box:irgcahe Eichmann trial on
American television. In B. Zelizer (EdYjsual culture and the Holocaugip. 91-
110). New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Sheridan, C. L., & King, R. G. (1972). Obediencatmhority with an authentic
victim. Proceedings of the American Psychological Assamia80” Annual
Convention)7, 165-166.

Slater, L. (2004)Opening Skinner’s box: great psychological expenta®f the
Twentieth CenturyNew York: W. W. Norton & Company.

Snow, C. P. (1961). The moral un-neutrality of sceeScience1333448), 255-262.
Specktor, S. (1993). Killing in the gas vans behimelfront. In E. Kogon, H.
Langbein, & A. Ruckerl (Eds.Nazi mass murder: a documentary history of the

use of poison ga@p. 52-72) New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Staub, E. (1989)The roots of evil: the origins of genocide and ot®up violence
Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University$3re

Steinbeck, J. (1993T.he grapes of wrath.ondon: Everyman’s Library.
Steiner, J. M. (1980). The SS yesterday and taaagciopsychological view. In J. E.
Dimsdale (Ed.)Survivors, victims, and perpetrators: essays onNhei Holocaust

New York: Hemisphere Publications.

Stern, F. (1996). The Goldhagen controversy: otiemaone people, one theory.
Foreign Affairs 75(6), 128-138.

290



Streit, C. (1994). Wehrmacht, Einsatzgruppen, Sd¥@Ws and anti-Bolshevism in
the emergence of the final solution. In D. Cesagdi), The final solution: origins
and implementatiopp. 103-118). New York: Routledge.

Strudler, A., & Warren, D. E. (2001). Authority, Urestics, and the structure of
excuses. In J. M. Darley, D. M. Messick, & T. Rlan(Ed.),Social influences on
ethical behavior in organization®p. 155-173). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates Publishers.

Takooshian, H. (2000). How Stanley Milgram taugbdat obedience and social
influence. In T. Blass (Ed.p)bedience to authority: current perspectives on the
Milgram paradigm(pp. 9-24). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Tarnow, E. (2000). Self-destructive obedience eahiplane cockpit and the
concept of obedience optimization. In T. Blass JEdbedience to authority:
current perspectives on the Milgram paradi¢pp. 111-123). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Tavris, C. (1974a). The frozen world of the famiksérangerPsychology Today(1),
71-73, 76-79, 80.

Tavris, C. (1974b). A sketch of Stanley Milgranman of 1,000 idea$sychology
Today 8(1), 74-75.

Tavris, C. (1974c). The force of authoriBsychology Today(1), 76-77.

Tedeschi, J. T., Lindskold, S., & Rosenfeld, P.88)0Introduction to social
psychologySt. Paul, MN: West Publishing Company.

Thad Allen, M. (2005). Introduction: a bureaucratiglocaust — toward a new
consensus. In G. D. Feldman, & W. Seibel (Ed$eXworks of Nazi persecution:
bureaucracy, business, and the organization oHb®caust(pp. 259-268). New
York: Berghahn Books.

Thorne, S. E. (1998). Ethical and representatimsales in qualitative secondary
analysisQualitative Health Resear¢B(4), 547-555.

Tilker, H. A. (1970). Socially responsible behavaésr a function of observer
responsibility and victim feedbackournal of Personality and Social Psycholpgy
14(2), 95-100.

Traverso, E. (1999nderstanding the Nazi genocide: Marxism after Auwdtz
London: Pluto Press.

van Krieken, R. (1998Norbert Elias London: Routledge.

Waller, J. (2002)Becoming evil: how ordinary people commit genoeidd mass
killing (2" Ed.). New York: Oxford University Press.

Watson, P. (1978)Var on the mind: the military uses and abuses péipsiogy New
York: Basic Books.

201



Wellers, G. (1993). The two poison gases. In E.dfpdd. Langbein, & A. Rickerl
(Eds.),Nazi mass murder: a documentary history of theaiigmison gagpp. 205-
209). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Westermann, E. B. (2003jlitler’s police battalions: enforcing racial war ithe east.
Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

Wheler, H. (1998). Like a thorn in the flesh.R. R. Shandley (Ed.)nwilling
Germans? The Goldhagen debgte. 93-104). Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.

Wilhelm, H. (1997). “Inventing” the Holocaust foatvia. In Z. Gitelman (Ed.),
Bitter legacy: confronting the Holocaust in the B§Bp. 104-122). Bloomington,
IN: Indiana University Press.

Wilson, J. Q. (1993)The moral senséNew York: The Free Press.

Wistrich, R. S. (2001 Hitler and the Holocaust: how and why the Holocaust
happenedLondon: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Zangwill, N. (2003). Perpetrator motivation: someélections on the
Browning/Goldhagen debate. In E. Garrard, & G. BcéEds.) Moral philosophy
and the Holocaudfpp. 89-102). Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishingr@pany.

Zimbardo, P., Haney, C., Banks, W.C., & Jaffe, 2713, April 8). The mind is a
formidable jailer: a pirandellian prisomhe New York Times Magazjme
38.

Zimbardo, P.G. (1974). On ‘obedience to authoréyherican Psychologis2X7), 566-
567.

292



