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autoplay unless you click the PAUSE button.)
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“Several years ago, a young woman was
stabbed to death in the middle of a
street in a residential section of New
York City. Although such murders are
not entirely routine, the incident
received little public attention until
several weeks later when the New York
Times disclosed another side to the
case:

at least 38 witnesses had observed the
attack — and none had even attempted
to intervene. Although the attacker took
more than half an hour to kill Kitty
Genovese, not one of the 38 people who
watched from the safety of their own
apartments came out to assist her. Not
one even lifted the telephone to call the

police.”

- Rosenthal, A. M. Thirty-eight witnesses. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1964.

Apathy at Stabbing|
of Queens Woman.

~ Shocks Inspector

By MARTIN GANSBERG

‘For more than half an' hour
38 .respectable, law-abiding cit-
izens in Queens watched 2 killer
stalk and stab 2 woman in three
separate attacks in Kew

iGardens.

Twice the sound of their voices



The Bystander Effect, as described by
Darley and Latane, is present in many
hazing deaths that we see today.

With drinking deaths in particular,
victims are often surrounded by entire
crowds of people who walk by them,
step over them, even take pictures
and pose with them. Even after it's
recognized that the person is
seriously intoxicated, critical minutes
and sometimes hours pass by before
someone makes the decision to call
911. Why does each individual choose
to ignore the distress of their fellow
partygoer?
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BYSTANDER INTERVE ON IN EMERGENCIE

DIFFUSION OF RESPONSIBILITY !

JOHN M. DARLE BIBB LATANE

New York University

Bystander Intervention

Columbia University

Ss overheard an epileptic seizure. They believed cither that they alone heard
the emergency, or that 1 or 4 unseen others were also present. As predicted
the presence of other bystanders reduced the individual’s feelings of personal
responsibility and lowered his speed of reporting (p < 01). In groups of
size 3, males reported no faster than females, and females reported no slower
when the 1 other bystander was a male rather than a female. In general,
personality and background measures were not predictive of helping. Bystander
inaction in real-life emergencies is often explained by “apathy,” “alienation,”
and “anomie.” This experiment suggests that the explanation may lie more
in the bystander’s response to other observers than in his indifference to
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the victim.

Several years ago, a young woman was
stabbed to death in the middle of a street in
a residential section of New York City. Al-
though such murders are not entirely routine,
the incident received little public attention
until several weeks later when the New
Times disclosed another side to the cas
least 38 witn
and none had even attempted to intervene.
Although the attacker took more than half
an hour to kill Kitty Genovese, not one of
the 38 people who watched from the safety
of their own apartments came out to as:
her. Not one even lifted the telephone to
call the police (Rosenthal, 1964).

Preachers, professors, and news commenta-
tors sought the reasons for such apparently

enceless and inhumane lack of interven-

Their conclusions ranged from “moral
decay,” to ‘“dehumanization produced by
the urban environment,” to “alienation,”
“anomie,” and stential despair.” An anal-
ysis of the situation, however, suggests that
factors other than apathy and indifference
were involved.

A person witnessing an emergency situa-
tion, particularly such a frightening and

1 This research was supported in part by National
Science Foundation Grants GS1238 and GS1239.
Susan Darley contributed materially to the design
of the experiment and ran the subjects, and she and
Thomas Moriarty analyzed the data. Richard
Nisbett, Susan Millman, Andrew Gordon, and
Norma Neiman helped in  preparing the tape
recordings.
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dangerous one as a stabbing, is in conflict.
There are obvious humanitarian norms about
helping the victim, but there are also rational
and irrational fears about what might happen
to a person who does intervene (Milgram &
Hollander, 1964). “I didn’t want to get
involved,” is a familiar comment, and behind
it lies fears of physical harm, public embar-
rassment, involvement with police procedures,
lost work days and jobs, and other unknown
dangers.

In certain circumstances, the norms favor-
ing intervention may be weakened, leading
bystanders to resolve the conflict in the direc-
tion of nonintervention. One of these circum-
stances may be the presence of other on-
lookers. For example, in the case above, each
observer, by seeing lights and figures in other
apartment house windows, knew that others
were also watching. However, there was no
way to tell how the other observers were
reacting. These two facts provide several
reasons why any individual may have delayed
or failed to help. The responsibility for help-
ing was diffused among the observers; there
was also diffusion of any potential blame for
not taking action; and finally, it was possible
that somebody, unperceived, had already
initiated helping action.

When only one bystander is present in an
emergency, if help is to come, it must come
from him. Although he may choose to ignore
it (out of concern for his personal safety,
or desires “not to get involved”), any pres-

“Bystander inaction in real-life
emergencies is often explained by
“apathy’” “alienation,” and “anomie.”
This experiment suggests that the
explanation may lie more in the
bystander's response to other
observers than in his indifference to

the victim.”

- Darley, J. M., & Latane, B. (1968).
Bystander intervention in emergencies:
Diffusion of responsibility. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 8(4p1),
377. =



