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The Stanford Prison Experiment
Question 1
The Stanford experiment was designed to observe and understand the psychological experience in a prison in order to influence changes in correctional facilities. To achieve this, the experiment aimed to answer the questions:
· What are the mental and physical behaviours of prisoners and guards?
· How does the prison environment influence these behaviours? 
Question 2.
The experiment was led by Philip Zimbardo who was the principal psychologist of the experiment. Additionally, the experiment was also influenced by a former convict named Carlo Prescott who played an instrumental role in sharing his experience in prison. Other instrumental participants included researchers such as Craig Haney, Curtis Banks, and David Jaffe, and representatives from the police department. 
Question 3.
 The experiment gathered participants by first posing a paying ad to interview potential male prisoners and guards. These results were later, and the final 24 people who qualified the physical and mental expectations for the experiment were identified. These individuals were then gathered through a surprise house arrest. Their eyes were covered, and they were reported to the location of the experiment. 



Question 4.
The researchers created the prison below the ground floor of the Stanford Psychology Department. The existing doors of each room of the new prison were replaced to resemble those of the cell in a real prison. The yard of the building was also reconstructed to create an enclosed corridor where the prisoners were allowed to move around. A corner closet was also redesigned to act as special confinement for prisoners who committed serious offenses in the prison (Haney & Zimbardo, 1998).
Question 5.
When the prisoners arrived at the facility, they were welcomed in the prison by the head of the facility. This was then followed by a humiliating health examination to prevent the spread of contaminated diseases in the facility. 
Question 6.
The orientation process was then followed by the provision of uniforms. This attire had a design of a female dress and contained a special identification number attached on the dress. The purpose of the dress was to humble the male prisoners by robbing them of their masculinity (Haney & Zimbardo, 1998). Additionally, a heavy ankle cuff made of metal was also part of the uniform. This was to remind them of their bondage at all time.
Question 7
Each prisoner had a unique identification number. The purpose of this identification number was to separate the real identity of the participants and their role as prisoners in the experiment. This would allow total submission into the experiment. 
Question 8
 The correctional officers in the experiment were not subjected to formal training. They were only informed of their duty to ensure that the prisoners followed the set rules in the facility. The lack of training was to allow the officers to act based on their own psychological control. This would later aid the researcher to answer the question of how the prison environment affects the behaviours of the officers. 
Question 9.
All the correctional officers were supposed to wear a khaki uniform (Zimbardo, 2017). Additionally, each of them contained a whistle and put on dark and reflecting sunglasses.
Question 10.
 The correctional officers had to use a different technique to assert their authority. They used a disturbing alarm to wake up the prisoners two hours after midnight and made them memorize their identification numbers. They also assigned the prisoners tough exercises as a form of punishment when they broke the set guidelines. 
Question 11.
Arguably, the prisoners asserted their independence by breaking the set rules (Haney & Zimbardo, 1998). They detached their identification numbers and uncovered their heads. 
Question 12.
In order to retaliate against the prisoners, the correctional officers deployed the use of special privileges. They designated one of the cells in the prison to provide privileges to prisoners who did not rebel. The well-behaved prisoner was given a special meal, a bed, and even dental hygiene products. They also provided the same privileges to leaders who led the alliance in order to cause confusion and break rebellious alliances among the prisoners. 

Question 13.
Some of the conditions exposed to the prisoners jeopardized their mental states. This was experienced by prisoner #8162. The prisoner could no longer bear with the set conditions.  He even went to the extent of crying due to the psychological pressure he felt. This forced the administrator to release the prisoner. In order to calm the situation, the prison administration, with caution set a visiting day in the prison. The prisoners were allowed to interact with their friends and family who visited for a few minutes. 
Question 14.
When the visitors interacted with the prisoners, most of them made their reactions to the administration. They demanded that the administration should provide better conditions to allow their prisoners more sleep and less work (Zimbardo et al., 1971).
Question 15.
Gordon Bower was a former college student, and a psychologist and Zimbardo came to visit him in the prison with the intention of snooping around the experiment. He directly asked him what the independent variable of the experiment was (Zimbardo et al., 1971). Zimbardo took this comment as a waste of time, and he was frustrated. The prison was undergoing a lot of crisis, and Zimbardo felt like he could not deal with lame chitchat. However, after rethinking the question, Zimbardo realized that he had extended the experiment too far without considering the impacts. 
Question 16.
Three types of correctional officers emerged from the experiment. They include the good, the bad, and the tough correctional officers (Zimbardo et al., 1971). The good correctional officers helped to ensure that there was order in the prison. They also showed concern for the prisoners and rarely punished them. The bad officers used their character to create fear among prisoners to enforce the rules. They also humiliated the prisoners by beating them and denying them their rights. The tough correctional officers were strict in their job and made complex decisions to ensure the security in the prison. 
Question 17.
Zimbardo decided to hold an encounter session before he finally concluded the project. He invited all those who were involved in the experiment. The aim of doing this was to get an in-depth analysis of the project. He gained the opinions of all the participants to further the impact of the project. Additionally, the session was used to provide moral support to all the prisoners. This was kind of a control procedure to enable the participants to cope with the real world after their release (Zimbardo et al., 1971).
Question 18.
After analyzing the Stanford Prison Experiment, it can be identified that the experiment was unethical. The experiment exposed the prisoners to harsh psychological torture. The case of prisoner #8162 is evidence of this notion. He expressed mental disturbance as a result of the experiment. Nevertheless, the experiment progressed without caution of the damage it imposed on the prisoners. The prisoners were also denied their right to a clean environment. The fact that they lived among their own waste as a punishment is unethical as it subjected the victims to health problems. The bad correctional officers enforced this humiliating behaviour. However other correctional officers that were termed as good did nothing to evoke this behaviour. Instead, they just watched with pity for the prisoners. This also portrays unethical behaviour from the authority of the prison (Haney & Zimbardo, 1998). 
The experiment brings out some lessons. To begin, the relationship between the behaviour of the guards influences the psychology of the patients. They have a choice to create an environment that allows the correction of the prisoners without causing a psychological disturbance among the prisoners. This can be very helpful in reforming the real prisons to influence change in the behaviour of correctional officers. Nevertheless, this was not the negative effects it imposed on the participants. Such a lesson could have been achieved even by observing the existing prisons since it's already an existing problem. 
The Stanford Prison Experiment would have been more ethical if it was conducted in one of the existing prisons. The psychological torture imposed on the innocent students who were innocent subjected them to a negative change in behaviour. In a real prison, the project would have effectively analyzed the existing conditions without necessarily causing any damage. Additionally, the experiment ought to have ended when the prisoner #8162 expressed a mental breakdown caused by the stress he was exposed to during the experiment.
The writers use the term "correctional officers" instead of "guards" to express the role these individuals play in prisons. By using the word ‘correctional,' the role of these professionals becomes more of helping with the rehabilitation of the prisoners. On the other hand, the word ‘guard' is more casual and delivers the message of workers who only offer protection to the prisoners. This means they can choose to be brutal or soft when exercising this power. This is not the message the writers want to express. 
The prisoners in the experiment had to conform to their roles. They did this by following the set of rules that were designed. They wore the uniforms assigned to them and followed the program set. Their act of rebellion like actual prisoners also portrays their submission to the role. On the other hand, correctional officers also conform to their role by enforcing the rules of the facility by punishing those who do not comply. In fact, the behaviour of these guards was influenced by the movie Cool Hand Luke (Haney & Zimbardo, 1998). The correctional officers borrow the idea of wearing dark sunglasses in order to appear more authoritative.
Dr. Zimbardo played the role of the superintendent in the prison. This means he was in charge of the operation of the prison. He conforms to this role throughout the process by supervising the operations of the prison (Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973). He controlled the process of the visitation process in the prison to ensure that the experiment was not compromised. He also offered administrative services to concerned visitors who demanded better conditions for their prisoners. During the crisis that occurred in the prison, Zimbardo also coordinated the guards to ensure security is maintained in the prison. However, his role as a superintendent caused negative impacts on the study. He was too fascinated by the role that he seemed to be neglecting the reality. He did not consider the psychological damage that affected the participants. He ought to have stopped the experiment after the incident with prisoner #8162, but he instead proceeded to maintain his role. This affected the behaviour of other participants who started retaliating to be free from the conditions imposed. 
Zimbardo's conclusions about human behaviour based on this experiment are that when people are given authority, their individual characters or personalities tend to be overwhelmed. He also concluded that social factors are vital factors that determined the behaviour of the participants because they behaved how they thought they were required other than allowing their judgment to dictate how they behaved. Another conclusion he made was how the participants showed a reaction to needs in specific situations instead of applying their personal principles (Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973). 
To conclude, it can be determined the Stanford Prison Experiment influence the understanding of criminal behaviour. The laws and rules subjected to prisoners affect their psychological behaviour. Although the project was mostly unethical, the lessons from this experiment can be applied when studying criminal justice. Finally, the results of the experiments are also applicable in correctional facilities to ensure the effectiveness of re-entry programs.  
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