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tfve years ago today, I attended my first psychology convention.
.

It was the 44th meeting of the Midwestern Psychological As>ibciation, and

thit year it was held. ii Cleveland. My reason for going was to hear an

. address by Professor Zajonc on the then current status of social facil-

10 itarion 1(Zajonc, 1972). At the time I was conducting my dissertation

which was designed to examine the influence of an audience on aggressive .-

behavior. I can still clearly recall the introductory remarks in that

presentation. Professor-124pm began by asserting that there are two

kinds of social psychologists,. There are those who look for ele_simple

. yet pervasive principles of social behavior. They seem to be able to
.

look thro Iugha-jungle of error variance and detect an undlying funds-

mental statement. And then, there are social psychologists who see tit(

world as endtmously complex and who seemingl- is'strive to preserve thins

Complexity,in much tf hat they do and eay. At the time, I vas a tittla

disturbed by this dichotomy because I felt that I was.probably closer

to the former type, yet possessed at least same of ;the latter tendencies

as Well. I have always appreciated the esthetic mathematical simplicity

of the laws of gravity, planetary motion,. and relativity. Yet; I have

also.boenflutinated by the exceptions to every "law". I'm not sure-if

-.this is a carry over from my grade school days when I enjoye4aUnoying
a

my science teachers, ora result of pry personality research training,

/ *
where we would..search for the variable thatirfiterlfcted with whatever

.

someone thought vas'the rule. In any event, today I would like to present
44 ,

. \
...Fs brief overview of some"laws" of group influen, and.what may be a

few important exceptions to these lswe...

. .

0 't Presented as part of symposium oh Other Presence: lour Different Perspective

tal ?WA, 19/7.
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Group Size:Theories and GeneraTizOtions

Notions. regarding the influence of group size tend to fan into
. ----:.---

.

.
. , . .

rWo broad categories,' Tie first-of these are -concerned primarily with

group meaqures of.gr'oup processes or performaucp. The 'remainder are
4/

more dfrected toward the influe/nce of group size on the

I

.

One. of the fix-St of the former typed is an empirical generaliiation
.-

.

.
ip ,P plam a creatiity'itudy reported,by Gib951). Gibb found that both

( ,- .-

feelings of threat and idea production were negatively acdtlerating
.

%

functions of the size of the task group. A little mote precision was

added to this notion by Tannenbaum (1062) who observed that memBership

activity, interest level, and feelings of influence were also nonlinearly

related togroup size. Tannenbaum viewed thiras an analog of the Weber- .

echner law ind suggested that members' reactions were a logarithmic

frinction of the size-of the group. In 1963 Thomas and Finkreviewed

the literature on group ize,pointed oat a'n umber of important method-
,

4 plogfcal issues, and concluded that "the variable _of group size should

be included in theories of group behavior ". (p. 383) Finally, in 1972,

Steiner provided such an organization and made important distinctions

. ' between disjunctive, conjunctive, additive, and divisible tasks. This

0
* included testable theoretical modeli for these various situaiions, ,. ad

.
. -.. .0

.
.

,..-. /weir as providing for the possible determination of threshold and critical
. .

.

group size effects. TWs approach has generated a considerable body of
-

:

research' which is far beyond the scope of this' presentation.

/
,

-

ii, tIrri'nOw to the second type of group size theory -Z those that.
., . .

. ..

are concerned-with the influence of group size an the individual. Here
.,- . .

.

, .
. . *

We find broad ,range 'of dependent vartables, including emotional reactions,

fearning and performance neafturea, as well as social response s of imitation,

aggresliton,' #peech behavior, and even perambulation.
4.1
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research las commonly cdlled Social facilitation. Of particular importance,
44 ;

-... ,
.

-1/ /),

Jof coutisOs the extension of Hull-Spence leaving theory (gpence, 1958)
.

lit
.

by Zajpmf. (1965).-,Aithnegh social facilitation theorists have generally

:.;

beenowle concgrned with the extent to which the influeocez associated
ri.; i

. .
-.

% with:ike presence of others is-a learned drive, Weiss and Miller (1971) ;,4,. ..--
. . ,.

Hist0#4ally, an impoitat pprt ofthis approach finds roots.in

/

do 4pggest that instrumental avoidance responses_ hould-bean increasing .',.
ich .

, 7

furled:7n. of an audience's size and/or its evaluative potency: While the

.6
eileature'seems to support this cdntention regarding the audience's

ro'

,...-.

: C
evapative role, the effects of audience sizpare_leSs clear. 'It is of.....:/.

.

. . (

sot ' 4 .4

77. interest fn the former instance to note the results of a recent'
o

f

poll conducted by a-masketing research group (Bruskin, 1973). They asked
-s.

0601e to indicate their common fears: Speaking before a group was

. -

At most prevalent fear that people admitted experiencing, ranking above

fearotheights, dogs, darkness,loneliness, inse cts,- sicknehs and even

V -

death. Thug; Weiss and.Mdller's contention' that audience observation es

t .
.

,usually an adversive dri4e seems especially tenable.seem
4

Additional-precision was applied'io Weiss and Miller's drive
.

: 1

summation sOnclusion by one of Professor Zajonc's,stUdents, Mslcolm

Brenner. Brenner (1974) Saw a parallel betweet) S.S..Stevens' (1957, 1266)

IC
i

'work op perception and performer's reactions to ahlangoience. In a, k

cleverly executed study he unobtrusiVelimeasured the vocal stress of
.

. ,

. - .

subject performers as they. -read tdgar.Allen,Pde'p poem ."the Belli"
. , .

.

..
.

beforeindiences of 0, 2,,8, or"22 members. Comperiinn of-the'independent-
..

4 ............

-

Figure 1

#ff
_dependent variable relationship showed's striking resemblance 0-11 piker

I

tfunction: &

J.
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Similar, though mote elabbrate utilization of-Stevkils' notions
1 ,

. Ahas been presented'in Latanel (1913) Theory of Social Impact. According,
.

.,, to Lai:tine's formulation, the social impactexperienced by an indi dual
,,

-
,

.

g acceleratingis ilircried as either increasing negatively acceleratin o Otively
. ...

/1
a . ' .

. -

.. decelerating powerfumrtion of the number of others. Of partirulet

importance in La7./.'s formulation is the distinction between whether
J

.

otters stand source of impact (asp in-the audience fituation) or. /
. . 1 .

' .
.7

i

Stand with t individual.Snd share some source of impact (as in ehe 4
,;',

. . .

, .

Si

4

4

/ t
A

Figures .2a 6 2b

. .(

diffusion' of responsibility, or shared stress situations). In the former

instance, negatively,accelerating positive fnnctions of the mumber.of

-others are.expected, whireas in the l:p'r case decelerating negative

- vfunctiohs should be evidenced. Thii tRodel has several, important features:
. .

4

First, it can offer some explanation why others' presence can sometimes

be a source of arousal, while at other times have a calming effect.

Second, it has the possibility of-describing reactions to complex social-

aituitiorCi yherefii the indivifuel may, see soma of he peopll in a situation

as "with" him and others "against" him. Finally, the the suggests-

that in addition. to .the number of others,, the immediacY of others in. a',

.situatiOn also importantly detIrmines-the individual's feelings and

' behavior. .

, .

The last model of group size effects that 2 will mention is.the

social physics formulation developed by my cp-panelist Eric Knowlei.

Rather than steal his thunder, I shall.carry on with my-own presentation,
.

uo that you can hear his ideas'from t erne best, qualified to present

. then (Knowles & Matter, 1977).

4
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F or the.mosc,part, the notions that F have,so far outlined rety

fairly heavkly on-some vari.aV.an of what I catl a "apcial energy" .

assumption: "hat is, they tend to view the organism as recipient
.

.
;

' ex6rnal influeices which produce reactions. In the cake of audience'
. e'

1
size, they portray the individual as a-target of.social attention and

thisstpention afibines in some mathematical fashion which results
. . .

in generally-increasing, butseldo: lines ,fashion. Before I discuss
. .

these.necbanistiemodels further, however, 'I would like to "review some

Evidence from the audiend'e situation that is'not directly related to

4
' the size'of the audience:

. .

The Audience

Ito

In social psychology; I especially likeltheories that help me

predict my own behavior and social facilitation has long been one of

-my favorites. Most useful,, was the conclusion,that dominant responses

are facilitated in the presence of an audience. This as been an excuse

.

for me, for countless hours of musical practice, and rehearsal of lectures

and, presentattons. Nonetheless, it -is easy to observe in myself, that

who I am performing for is also of considerable importance i2 determining
.

my.executinn,of learned materials. It is also easy-to observe that a

wide,range of social behaifors that dont have elaborate schedules
r

assoc*ated with them are also importantly influenced by the presence
,

,andor.characteristics4of others.,

It was cliththfa interest that I arrived at graduate School in 1968.

began working with,Stuart Taylor on aggression, and shortly after

reading Zajonc's (1965) piper, 'I set out toAmonstratp the social
.

s
A

'
'
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facilitation of aggression. I placed subjects in a situation where they
/ *.

. ,

-could shock another person, I attacked some of ahem and not others, and
. 0

I had sdme oftheim watche by an audience and.others were alone. At the

Itsame time I was doing th s, Robert Baron was doing thesame thing(Baton, 1971):: As',

7

,

late would havl it (or so it seemed to me at the time), I,found that an. .

° ..

,
, auddenece facilitated aggression, but Bailin found that an audfence

-. ,

.inhibited.aggreasfon. After sole despair and rumination,1arrived

\..- rat the conclusion that aggreihive behavior, ancOossibly many other
.

1

socially reledhnt responseaa are determ4ped by who is watching as much
-*

as, if nitx pore than, whgther dr not anyone. is watch(dg. ^)

To test this zognitive-axpect. ey.lormulation of audience'effects,
1.....,/

t- .

\I again looked at aggressive behavior. ,I gave collage men an opportunity
.

. .
.

to shock another student while they were observed' by.either a male-or`

female silent onlooker. The resulta- were clear, my subjects set)

significantly higher shocks for thcir opponent in the presence of a

male, but shoved a slight inhibition of aggression in the presence of a

Figure 3-

fesile.
,

As soon as the observer left e situation, the differences

It
. '

disappeared. I 6mnd-similar results en the observer (male or female)"
... - 1 .,

was believed to be a karate instructor'osia pacifist. -At this porht, I'

.

conolbded that aggression, aeleast, was more a function of the individuate '-
.

7.11a-, tz
.

.. .

expectations for approval or'disapproval for such behavior, based on the, k

inferred or explicit values of an observer, than it was a funFtion of the

individual's level of drive or arousal. This was when fiist I cask to
r

'''

1 -.
. -..--

. ... 0the, MidWestern Psychological Asdociation. I came bicause I hid-several
.

-

hundhes about the audience situation. These hunches vete more or less thit:
4.

P.. J
..

t ,
:t , .

-t, 7 A .."'v ..
I 4,

ft
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(1). audiences have both drive-like and value- directive properties;
, .

(2) responses range along i continuum of social relevance, and as the

response approximates the high social, relevance end of the dimension,,

it was more gpverned by Other's expectancies. And finally, (3) I had

a feeling tkat in most instances, people who,are the focus of public°

11
attention want to appear *ppear consisteni..-.I had ,served this kind or:

notrmatiVe perseyeratiom among my aggression subjects in the presence.

bf an 'audience. Similar leveling phenomena had been noted in the

Figure 4

early studies of Ad:art (1924).

Thya
'

at the time I felt that any comprehedsive. theoretical

account of audience influence must incorporate both driveLlike and

cognitive components. I was already familiar with Cottrell's (1968)

"anticipations of positive or negative*outcomes" explanation for audience's

drive properties. But I was especially happy to hear ProfessorLajonc

conclude that a major difference between social and non- social sources
A.

of stimulation was that social sources ere more unpredictable. This

was the pidce'that my puzzleteeded, the concept of-predictability. If

7

we borrow from Hendrick and Joi#I' (1972) goals,of science (i.e., prediction,'

understandingand dbntrol), it is possible to view the human being not

so mu& as a passive reactor Vik audience situations, but as an active
.

constructor Of possible outcomes, as a scientist. Wus, in-thes6

situations it appears that the person attempts td predict and control.

both his awn, and if poissible other s' reactions,

4
*a.

.4
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Support for this on cokes from akariety of audience studies,

many of which.weie designed tb examine issues other than social facilita-

.

4

tion Fouts (1970), for example, varied the number of exposures e
. -

a model orthogonally with whether imitation was measured in the presence r

or absence of in audience. Contrary to what might be expected, he found

. . . .

less imitation in the presence of an
/

audience, even in the reee ted exposure

OF
conditions, where imitative responses should have been dominant. %

.4;

In a study of reference groups and social perceptions, Grace (1951)

examided the effects of degree of foreknowledge about an audience op

"recall.. He shoVed subjects a large array oP objects rangiu( from intimate

feminine to intimate maTiline apparel, Thellects were instructed
.

to try to remember as many of the articles as,theY could becauie they

would have to recall what they had seen.later in the experiment. Half
,

of the subjects were told that the recall test,would he administered

by a female. No mention of the tester's sex was mentioned to the other

subjects. Ali subjects were tested in the presence of a female. No '

difference. was found between the grouts in terms of/the total number

of items recalled. however, subjects who had foreknowledge that they

-p 'would 6e tested in the presence of a female reported more female articles

than subjects .in the control gro611.

A number of-studies.of attitude change have also manipulated

t.. ... . .?

audience ch racteristics. 'Among these, the influence of the anticipated

....-J

. ...

audience'at itudes on long term recall is of particular interest. In

these studies we find that pre argument(statementi that the subjects

ex 'acted the audience to agree withrwere recalled. better than argudents

that were contrary to the anticipated audience's attitude (Schramm &

Danielson, 1958; Zimmerman & Beer, 1956).
,

..,
. .

Tiked together,- these findings and the previously noted audience



T

influence on aggression suggest an alternate interpretation. They
.

,.._

indicate ihat an individual's, response,. in the pre enceof an audience,

)8

1 ,

s modified in a'cqrdance with the .charactiristic 0:4 thelielikvers
r 6

(e.g., their sex, status; values, err...). Or as
.

Bandura, (1971) in his
.

. . .

social learniqg model hat. emphasized:: , "As a resultb-of prior experience,

-

people come to expect,ihet certain actions will gain them outcomes they

value . actions Aie therefore regulated toa large extent by

. anticipated consequences ". .(p. 3)

This approach also shares the essential feature of Cottrell'N,

(1968) contention that an audience's drive-like influence results from

"anticipation of positive sr negative outcomes". In many social.

facilitation learning-performance studies, anticipations of evaluation

have been shown to produce drive linked phenbmena (Cottrell,' ;Jack,.

Sekarak and tittle, 19681 Henchy and Cass, 1968; Paulus and Murdoch, 1971 ).

In other Situations, such as the imitation, aggression, and selective.

recal studies that I have discusded, the individual's behavior seems

4'itto be re directly tied tothe anticipated audience reactions. Conse-

quently,

11.

it appears that the tndividualo is being watched quickly Makes

an.asseasment of the known or inferred characteristics of the observers.

That is,:he -tries to predict their values, expectancies, and/or probable

reactions. The individual ten modifies his behavior in accordance with

this inference process so as to maximize the likelihood Of favorable

evaluatronq, or, whet we might call "to look good" (Gdffman, 1959; Brown,-.

1970)

To review then, we find that for drive sensitift tasks an audienct;s

svafilatiNieness has strong arousing properties which energize responses..

In situations that involve Ass drive sensitive but more culturally value-_

relevant behaviors, an audience's level of expertise i also important
.

10

9

, ,

4



but has dir tional asfwell as energizing properties. In these situations

who the audiencels (on the ehavior relevgnt dimensions)'is ofteh more

ia-fortant than whether or not an audience is present. Tbls distincti9ne

between drive motivated'versus approVal motivated reskTisesand' the

4

10,

notions of predictability and Control can be seen as.the essential feature

b.

.

6
.

's of'aUdience situations. It is with these thoughts that we now tiamine
,.-x. . . . 'e-

. the issue of audience size.
.

a

.Audience Size: When It Has Matteimd
.

In this section several studies will be reviewed that have :mined

the infljence ofaudience size one variety of `behaviors. In the joint

interest ofbrevity and gOteralfry, I shall restrict this review to

studies that have utilized physically-present "live" audiences rather .

than roe-pla, paper and eit-il, or other i4amgiantivelmanipulaiions of

audiences.,

Estimation of Audience Size. -One .question that must first be
.

addressed is: To what exten?'can people accurately estimate the number

of others in gp audience? In the pievious ly discussed study by Brenner

(1974)1,subjects were asked to recall the number of audience members

following their performance. While a slight tendency" to overestimate.

*larger size ,audiences as doted, subjects were, °Aran, quite capable

of discriminating different numbers of observers. Similarly:in a recent

study of NY own (BOrden, 197,7) subjects sang aloud to audiences of 1, 2,

4, or 8 umbers after which they were asked lo recall the number of

observeits. Like BreOnerls findings there was a slight tendency to aver-

--estimate larger_ audiences, but the overall linear correlation between
.

,
actual and estimated audience size was still above .95. Extending this to

.
.



'far

1.1*. , ilk
Ar. ` still larger estimates, Andy Schettino and 10bad students in classelhat

-\ -

varied in eviz.e from 13 to 279 quickly estimate the number of others in the .

1
. ... f .

room: Again,- estimates were eitremelraccurate with an Toof .9,(SCKettiNIL
-, . .

and Borden, 1976). In sum then, individusli(whether as performers er as

.. , .1
audience members) do'llOprately perCeive ehe number of 'o in audience.

.
to

Audente Size_ and Behavior. Next, if look at studies, that have
.4

found increasing audIence siz phenomena, we note that the Digest difference

is tyilially between .he -alone and the.single observer condi6Ons. Thus,
.

whether subjects are walking around a seated group (Know/es,Kreuser,'Haas,..
I

'Hyde & Schuchart; 1976) or reading prose '(Porter, 1439) the act-of being

. .
.

_ FigUres'5a, 6 5b

, 41
.

J .
. J

'

_
%I

,hatched by a single-person has larger consequences that those arising from
.. .

J r

the additi on of dubstentiallY more members to the audience. These findings,
-. , ,r

inconjunction with the fairly consistent Asults in ).earlpg and perfOrm-
.

lop

...

. .,
:.

'ands stuSi es Showing large differences due to the-presetce of a single
.

evaluatOr, Indicate that the!act of being watched by even a single other

.41

person has strong motivational properties. We will return to the question

of why further increases in:subject's reactions
49
sometimes occur with additions

of more observers. But first, let's examine seeral st4dies .4/here no further
*. .

changes jn feelings or behavior,wert found with the addition of more than-

one observer.

Audience,Size: When It Haan t Mattered
JR

. In a replication and.extensionof miprevidusly mentioned aggression

study, Taylor (1977) attempted to determine whether the addition of-a second

male observer would further increase subjects' aggressiveness. yhfle closely
4

observer, there was
.

with the addition of

replicating the increased aggression found with a single

no indic ion of further increased aggression associated

a second sale observer. .

N,
4

e
12
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.

In another recent study, I measured willingness to sing along

individ,a1 subjectperformers in as audience situation (Borden; 1977).6.-

Figure 6

.4

I

Independent manipulations of audience. size. (i, 2, 4, 8) and au
a

immediacy (live versus vidibilt,sped) were examined and compared wit

perkormaice in solitude. The presence of a single evaluator And '4he

immediacy of the evaluator(s) significantly influenced duratioh of

sidging."However, increasing the size of the audience did not result

in any further reluctance to perfoim:''Finally: a few years ago, Young

(1965) varied audience size from 1 to 4 and, found Iteffect on either

Figure 7

1

speech disfluencies'nr ratings of difficulty.among stutterers.

s.

Determinants of Audience Arousal: Who versus-How Many?

Av.clopet-ekamination of these studies reveali-a\common facitor which

may explain why in some instances reactions increase with increased audience
tr

size and in other-instances they do not. In both the Knowles' et al. (1976)ir
4

pedestrian-avoidance study and-Brenner's (1974)vocal stress study, subjeets

were unaware of audience Compolition(i.e., the charicterisrics of the

- I
observersNeete unspecified). Similarly, in Porter's study (1939) which

found increased stpttering associated with increased audience Bile, a

varying arrangement of unspecified experts and strangers were used.' Thus,

it seems that the -lack of specification of the characteristics of increasing

sized audiences may be involved. Since we know that ad'observer's level of

f-
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. . .

expertise markedly increases evaluation apprehension, this factor may be

consired as A primary determinant of a performer's reaction. If, for

example, a performer is being observed by, say, three non - experts and one

expert should arrive, this perso4 will have a unique and powerful impact on

the performer. In other words, the performer's reactions may be considered

(

--'Nzto be primarily%a function of the most eval tivel potentobservet in the
. -

...* . .-

9dience -- oas an y oneogho.has had his ear er teaching abilities directly
i

evaluated is undoubtedly aware.
4-.

In smther,words, when the performer does not know the relevant tharacter-.

4 istics of the audieice members, evaluation apprehension wouad be expected'is
increase as

.
a function of audience size. Such expected increases follow

from the fact that, as the size of the audience increases, so does the .

m

s"."

).

"likelihood of the presepce of ap expert from wham important anticipated

consequences may risujx. To review then, -in the,d1specified audience

Situation 'the verformdr makes inferences about anticipated outcomes. As

the size-of the unspecified audience increases, so does the probability

of an expert' which results in increased evaluation apprehension for the

performer..

A '

If we loOk now at the studies that have failed to find increasing

'rea ctions to growing audiences, :We-mote that in tbese cases subjects were

aware of the relevant Audience members' Characteristics. For example, in

Taylor's (1977) recent aggression study; subjects were aware of thefobserver's

4116

sex. Since the heightened aggression associated with a male observer is

baked on a generalized expectancy for assertiveness asslAsted with being

/

a male (Borden, 1975), the addition of another male obsever should provide

identical 'anticipated consequences, Therefore; no instease,in aggressiveness

*cold be expected, and none was obeerveljelpy fiat manipulated-

'audience size and audience immediacy in an e:41riassmftt-einging sittation

I

'1
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(Borden, 1977), la4e increases in reluctance to sing were found between1,,

the alone and the single member audienCe condition s. Further, whether or

' not the subje1ct could anticipate important consequences'(;..e., "live" audience

, reactions) also stroaly influenced singing. However, increasing the size
*1,

of the audience from one t o eight members h44 virtually. no effect. fc all

the cOnditions of this, study the audience members were described as "graduate
4

students in the psychology of music". Considering that the experimental

task late singing)this was an audience with a fairly high but consistent

. level of expertise.' Finally, in the experiment reported by Young (1965)

we note that ache single-member audience consisied,of the exper'3enter who

was a speech clinic director and, presumably, an expert on speech behavior.

The audience size manipulation from'two members to four members included

adding one, ,twoor three 'wale secretaries Lo'the audience.. Thus, .111 this
-f p

sitliation we find that while the audience size may be increased,'level of .

expertise remained constant.

Conclusions and Implications

It this paper I have portrayed thi individual who is a focus of public,

attention'as an active constructor of,outcomes. As such l lave suggested that

11
'the individual atfempt2 to anticipate or predict important characteristics' of

bisobservers and modifies his reactions in order to control likely consequences

-from the observers.' I have further inditated that the nature of the .task is
-

also of central importance. For socially'releyant responses the individual's
"-A.

behavior is closely linked with these predict consequences. Consequently
0

there are many situations, especially those'that involve socially inhibiting

or embarrassing qualities, where the presence of one other peredn will coolie '

the individuAl to adopt socially desirable responding aid the presence of more

others should have little or no additional effect. For.' le, it requires
..



a

only one other perged to be present in ordelr to.redtce nose-picking
1 ,

Ar
behavior, mumbling to yourself, aid so on. Similarly, it requires the

r
presence ofionly ansefficetNof the law to produce sellifriving habits.and

.
0 .

.
. , , /115

one minister. to curtail irtevereiit speech.- .

. .

15'

filior'drive senpitive behaviors an individual's responses should reflect
,

. 0

the driVe inducing charaCtertstics of the situation. As we have setn'in

the social facilitation literature, perhaps the most,impprtant factor is

.

other's evaluative capabilities. In the audience situation it is this factor'

L. that is of primary importance,
:

and it,isvthis factor to which the performer

act likely attends. Audience size, by itself, prOvides only information

_about the possibility that, an expertmay be present. Thus, a performer's
,

reactions are seen' as primarily a function of the most expert or consequential
( .

observer. Accordingly, existing theoretical models which attempt to describe
--.._,...

.1.

.

. these types of group sizephenomena must be modified to incorporate such an

inferentii/ process.

9
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Figure 3. 'Aggressiveness as a function of the presence a male or
, femsae observer and subsequent alone behavi . (Ftlim Borden,

1975).
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