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Five y‘ear's ago today, I attended my first psychology convention. ' /

' N * . ', 4 .
It was the ‘;hth meeting of the Midwestern Psychological'As}ociat(ion, and o

that year it was held,: in Cleveland. My reason for going was to hear an
- . -

,address by Professor .Zajonc on the then current ‘stgtus of social facil-
. . ' . .
~"V itafion"(lajonc, 1972). -At the time I w;s conducting my dissertation

- .

! “which was designed to examine the influence of an audience on aggressive °
behavior. 1 cam still ciearly recall the introductory remarks in that

presentation. Professor ®ajonc began by asserting that there are two
. .

¢+ kinds o/f social psychologists. There are those who look for ﬂ(e,si:,nplg '

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

looit tb{ough a -jungle of error variance and detect an undfrlying funda-

rd

] -

" mental statement. And then, there are sociak ps}ch'ologists who see t_h{

.

werld as enotmoysly complex and who seemingly strive to preserve this 3
complexity. in much ©f what they do and say. At the time, I was a 13tele
disturbed by this dichotomy because I felt that I was  probably closer

to the former type, yet possessed at least some of the latter«tendencies
. \ . . . :

as well. I have alvay's appreciated the esthetic mathematical simplicity

- - S

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

also-been fhacinated by the éxceptions to every‘ "law''. I'm not sure-if '

. * -

© ~this is a .carty over from my grade school day;vhen 1 enjoyedpannoying .
. . . Y . -
wmy science teachers, or & result of my personality research tratning,

B . o
.whege we would-search for the variable that Qhter¥cted with vhatever .

» »
someone thought was’the rule. In any event, Otod\ay I would 1ike to present

J %2 L] - . N -
. =m@ brief overview of some. "laws" of group influet?. and what may be a

" few important exceptions ‘te these imgs.‘a‘ . ¢
. , ’ o, 1

-* ‘M Presented as part of & symposium on Other. Presence: Four Different Perséectrives
MPA, 1977. . ~.t 2

.

I

-

Vi




\y

. . ‘n
. Group Size, Theories amnd Generarizbtions

¢ ‘!bm a creativity *Study reported by Gibq\4L9Sl)

.

.
) ' . A .

.
]

Notiona regarding the influence of.érbup size tend to f;rl into ‘
r@é broad ;:tegorieg,/‘jhe'firet:of these are-cohcerned primarily with
group measures of.g{ouo‘orocesses or performance. '
more directed'toward the influénce of group size'on the in’iﬁidual

}he remainder are

Ones of the first of the former types is an empirxcal generalxzatlon

Gibb found that both

PR
¢ N
feelings ofvthreAt and idea production were negatively ace®lerating

.

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

added to this notion‘by Tannenbaum (1962) who observed that memBership

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

Tannenbaum viewed thig*as an analog of the weber-

-

reactions were a logarithm1c
/

In 1963 Thomas and Fink reviewed

related ‘to’ group size.
‘Fechner law and 8uggested that members’

finction of the size’of the group.

. the'literature on group size, pointed omt a'number of ihportant method-

!

plogical issues, and concluded that "the variable‘Df grouy 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
* - [

« inciuded testable theggetical»modele far these verious situafions:'aé

group size effects.

. —~—

+ -

. . »

This approach has generated a'cénsigerable body of

research'which is far beyond the scope of this'presentltion. >

. L ‘ 3 . [ . .
. / . . ’ .

VQ tgrﬁ'now to the second type of group size theory -3 those that.

are coucerned.with the influence of group size on the individual Here

-' L Y . ’ $

we find -a broad range of dependent varfables,

o

..~ well as providing for the possible determination of threshold and critical

including enotional reactions,

learning and perfornance measures, as well as social respoqses of imitation,

[4

aggres,dop, speech behavior and even perambulation.

{
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Histd#ifally, an importaft part of]this approach finds roots.in tj:e

research ga commonly cdlled social facilitation. Of particular importance
k. '. *. /)
.of coutsg,‘ i's the extensgion of Hull-Spence 1eatnin.g theory (Spence., 1958)

by Zajoup (1965) - Altho&gh social facilitation theorists have generally

been‘un;.t;é concqrned with the extent to which the influence‘s associated ’
£ %)

with; tke presence of others is.a learned drive, Weiss and Miller (1971\

”,

do suggést that instrumental avoidance responses should bean increasing
> A

func:lon of an audience's size and/or its evaluative potency Hhile the
. 7
‘ife’ature seems to support this cdntention regarding the audience 8 e

eva’sative role,, the effects of audience size are less clear. ‘It is of ../.
Doe

sm‘ interest "tn the former instance to note the results of a recent’
4

; .

poll conducted by amketing research group (Bruskin, 1973). They asked

L/ péople to indicate their common fears. Speaking befo’re a grou;:»“ was

-
)

51’_ Bost grevalent fear that people admitted experiencing, ranking above

fear of heights dogs, darkness,-loneliness, insects,~ sicknels and even

. . ’ ’» - ’
dEath.. Thug, Weiss and.Miller's contentionzthAt audience observation f3
,usually an advetsive drive seems especially tenable L
Additional ‘precision was lpplied to Heiss and Miller's drive

kY

o su-inti‘on :onclusion by one of Professor Zajonc s«students, Ma_lco-lm
B‘rennet:.. Brenner (19762 gaw a para—liel betweet) $.3. .Stevens' (1é57, 1966)
work- op perception and perfomer's reactions to an augienc'e In a, - "' \
cleverly executed atudy he unobtrusi\rel}‘meawmd the vacal stress' of .
Subject performers as’ they .read Edgar Alllm Poe's poeln "'[he Bells" :
before waudiences of 0, 2,.8, or 22 members. Comparisbn of the’ independent- ’

-
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N Sinilar, though more elabOrate utilization of Stevhns notions

.

. . thas been presented'in Latane } (19]3) Theory of Social Impact. According

v -4 to Latane 8 for-ulation the social impact. experienced by an indi:idual

gatively

Y 4"cribed as either ;r increasfng negativer accelerating o

. decelerating powef‘fuaétion of the nimber of others of particulat

importance in Laé;ée 8 formulation is the distinction getween vhether

4
otpers stand agfﬁ source of impact (as in.the audience ituation) or

. R}
stand with th{ individual ‘and sharé some source of impact (as in fhe'4<:\

M4 ' r;, N . v * .
.
. 4 . . ] * N
.

~

. 7 < < . Pt Mt , o .-
; ! ' Figures .2a & 2b - :

N s L. v . PR ---------:-------:\_ ‘ [ : .
diffusioﬁ of responsibility, or shared ;;ress situations) ln the former

3

instance, negatively accelerating positive fUnc;ions of the zumber. of (

.'others are ‘expected, whereas in the laz(ér case decelerating negative<

-

- ¥ functions sh0qld be evidénced, Thfs qodel has several important fedtures.’
Firse, it can offet some explanation why sthera"presence can sometimes
- " be & source of arousal while at other times have a calming effect.
. : " Second it has the possibility of- describing reactions to complex social

- o

situations yherein the individb&l may see some oﬁ/(he peopﬂ! in a situaticn
as "with'" him and others "againsx" him. Finally, the the suggests
) hab in addition to the number of others, the immediacy oz;Zthers in &

situatibn also iaporRantly détermines'tbe individual's feelings and .

'{ behavior.

: ’ - . .
.

The last model of group size effects that T will nention is the

o social physics fornulation developed by my cp-panelist Eric Knovles

\

+*  Rather than steal his thunder I shall carry on with" oy own'presentation,

Ao that you can hear his ideas from the ‘one best qualified to present

", . them (Rnowles & Matter, 1977).

. . . .
.~ . - - y , 5 ] * :
. R . ' . / !
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for the mosg part, the notions that ¥ have so far outlined rely

fairly hesvily'on"some‘vartaq}on of what I call a "apcial eneréy" .

o

assuomption. }hst 13, Ehey tend to view the orgsnism as recinieng\rdz\

external influerces which produce‘resst;ons. In the case of audience’

Y size, they portrsy the individual as s'tsrget of .social atfention and

¢

this.st;ention cUIbines in some mathematical fashion which results

1n generslly increasing, bu{ seldon lffesr,/fashxon Before I discuss

these. nechanistic aodels further, hovever \I would 1ike to" review sone

-

ividence fron the audience situation that is not directly related to
F . A\ .
. \
the s;ze'of the audienge.‘ K ‘

The Andience
In socisl psychology, I esnecislly lika €heories that help ne

p:ediet my own behavior and social £acilitation has long been one of

‘my favorites. Most useful,‘was the conclusion,‘hat dominant responses
e. ' \
. — )
are facklitated in the presence of ay audience. Ihis \fs'been an excuse

¢ :
for me_for countless hours of nusicsl prsctice, and rehesrsal of lectures

and presentatjons. Nonetheless, it,is easy to observe in nysélf, that

gﬁg'! am performing for is also of considerable importance ia determining
ny;exocution,of learned materfals. {1t is also easy- to observe thnt a

vide range of social behaviors that don't hsve elaborate schedsles

.

associated with them lre aiso inportantly influenced by the presence
,-.and* or chsrscteristicsuof others.c ,‘; )

& -

It wae with, this iﬂterest thst I arrived at graduate #chool in 1968.
1 beg!n working vith Stulrt Taylor on sggression and shortly after |

réading Zsjonc s (1935) psper, I set out to de-‘nstraqe the social

’




-~

facilitation of lggression 1 placed subjects in a situation vhere they
g . ,
could shock another person, I attacked stme of Bhem and not others, pnd

’ . N _ .

L I had some of- them watched by an audience and others were alone. At the

same time I vas‘doing 'tb 8, Robert Baron was doing the, same thing (Baton, 1971)

'fate would havé it (or so it seeaed to me at the time), I, found that an

L J
v, . R

. *  audfenge fa'cililtated- aggression, but Bakén found that an audience
4 .inhibited. dggrwton After some despair and rmination 't "arrived .
e at the conclusion that aggrestive behavior, an({ possibly many other f

. social}y rele\fant responseg are detemf.ped by who #s watching as much
-, . N ~®

as, if ngt _pore than, mther or not anyone.is watch(ng \ '

r '\'/. To test this .cognitive-expectaécy fornulation of audience’ effects
/ ’ .
.. 1 . r

\ again looked at aggressive beha:vior. I gave colIsge men an opportunity

N

to skock another student while tbey vefe observed by:either a male or’

=~

female silent- onlooker. The results were clear, my subjécts set’ .

. . -

significantly higher bhocks for their opponent ir~ the presence of a
gr oppon i !

male, but showed a slight inhibitiom of aégression in the 'presence of a

.o ‘ -. - ' - /
fe-h}e.' As soon as the observer hft{e sitpstion, the diiferences

disappeared. 1 found'sinilar results vhen the observer‘(nale or fenale)"

-

v was ‘believed to be a karlte instructor ‘ow a pacifist At this pofﬁt I

.conol‘uded that lggreuion, at) least was more a function of the individuts

expectations for lpprovcl or disapproval for such behlv’lor based on the

inferred or explicit values of an obseyver, than it was a func.tion of the

. d

individuai's level of drive or arousal. This was when first 1 came, to -

-

thé Midwestern Psychological Aséociation. I came because I had -several "‘

-

\ . hun¢hes about the aydience situatidn. These hunches were more or less fthft:
- . - ~ X ,. ¢ ’ €r..1i'
. . ’ ) ‘ Tr et B

' T

’
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’ was the piéce that my px;zzle Qeeded, the c0ncepé of pred{ctability. 1If e

P b . .
A3 s -

. L]
(1) . audiences have boqth drive-like and -value-directive properties;

(2) responses range along a continuum §f social relevance, and s the
response "approximates the high social. ;el'evange end of the dimgnsion, ,

-

15 was more gﬁveme‘d by other's expectancies. And fin\ally," (3) T had

a feeling that in most instances: people \'qho\,are the focus of public'
y ) . iy
attention want to appear consistent.”- I had Q:serv‘ed this kind of ».
. ’ o .. .
. - -

-

nqImative perseveration gmong my aggression subjects in the presegce C "\

v

of an gudjence. Similar leveling phenomena had been noted in the
4

. eeecevicccaccveccsee

. . |

early studies of Alf{ort (1924). - .
’ . .

Thys, at the time I felt that any conpre!';eﬁsive ,théqregica].

, i .
account of audience influence must incorporate both drive-like and

‘ cotgn';tiv'e.»comi’;:rnents. I vas alr:ea'dy familiar with Cottrell's (1968)

"anticipations of positive or negative outcomes" explanation for audience's
drive properties. But I was especiially happy .to hear Professor .Zajonc .

¢onclude that a major difference between social and non-social sources - ,
. Y

of stimulation was that s-oqial sources were more unpredictable. This

]

-

we borrow from Hendric,k. and Jongé' (1972) goals of science (i.e., prediction,’
. - b Y - .

anderstanding, and cbntrol), it is possible to view the human being not

so mudk as a pas'sive reactor f% audience sitt‘xai:ions, but as an active

-

. . .
constructor 6f possible outcomes, as a scientist. Thus, in these

situations I\iapp'elrs that the person attempts td predict and control

. . -

D

both his own, and if possible others' reaction¥. -
- . ’
" ! ~
i ) > < . «oD
, - - .« P
~o — ’ [ - \ .
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Support for this ‘on comes from a.Variety of audienc\e‘ studies,

many of which weie designed tb examine i‘ssues other than social facilita-

tion Fouts (l970), for example, varied the number of exposures ﬁo

a model orthogonally vith wvhether imitatton was neasured in the presence (’ 7

R

" or absence of an audi_ence. Contrary to what might be expected, he found
. less imitation im the pre_se'nce of an audience, even in the reg.e\aﬁed exposure
conditions, 'where imitative re;ponses should have b:en do-:lna.nt. )

‘4In a study of reference groups and social perceptions, Grace (1951)

emined the effects of degree of foreknowledge about an audience on

‘recall. He shawed subjects a large array of objects rangin! from intimate

feminine to intimate mae\ culine apparel The*‘ects were instructed ,&-

W~ -

to try to reuenber 4§ many of the articles as.they could because they

-

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

of the aubjects were told that the recall test would be administered

] , - .
by a female. No mention of the tester's sex was mentioned % the other -
subjects. All subjects were tested in the presence of a female. No ' 3
difference. was found between the groups in terms of/ the total nuymber

. of itens recalled. !oweVer, subjects who had foreknowledge that they o

'would be tested in the presence of a female reported more female articles

]

than subjects 'in the control gro&p.' ' o s

/ R .
/ - 1

A number of-studies.of attitude change 'hav'e also manipulated \
<

.. .

audéence chgracteristics. - lnon\é t}nese,'the influence of the anticipated
‘addience' atgitudes on long term recall i8 of patticular interest " In
these atudiea we find that pra arguments: (stat;enta that the subjects ‘
xgected the audience to agree with) 'were recalled better than arguments

Tha_t were contrary to the anticipated audience’ :attitude (Schramm & ; 7,
Danfelson, 1958; zimmerman & Bguer, 1956). ' ' S

Taked togethat," these findings and the previously note“d audience

, . : .
9 -
. .

»e
s .
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. * . 4

. o D
influenc.e on aggreaaion suggest an alternate interpretation The‘y :

indicate that an individ'uail. 8, response, in the pre ence:\;f‘ an audience,

is modified in _a/cqrdance with the .{:haracte‘ristic’jof\t‘he 'ﬂ;fem

(/g., their gex, status, values, et‘c..) Ot as Bandura (1971) in his e .

'social learniqg madel had emphasized "As a reault'b of prior experience,

pe.nple come to expect- thet certain actions will gain them outcomes they
‘ t

value . . . actions are therefore re‘gulated to.a large extent by ’ a

. anticipated consequences'. (p. 3) Lt : o -

’ ’ 4 .
. This approach algo shared the essential feature of Cottrell's,

(1968) contention that an audience's drivej-like influence tesults from
. L 2 . - . - .
"anticipation of positive @r negative outcomes". 1In many social.

‘facilitation learning-performance studies, anticipa‘t‘iqna of evaluation

L S - . 4

have been shown to produge drive linked phenomena (Cottrell,'wack,'

. . .
Sekarak and Rittle, 19684 Henchy and Glass, 1968; Paulus and Murdoch, 197}).

g i * . . . V]
In other gituations, such as the imitation, aggressiom, and selective -

N L]

“« &

recal .atudies that I have discusa.ed the individual's behavior seems -
to be'%re directly tied to’ _the anticipated audience reactions Conae-
quently, it appears that the ;.udividual fo is being watched fuickly makes
an_ assegsment of the known or inferred chara‘ctegisttcs of the qbserve'ra. .-
That 13,: he ‘tries to predict their valqes, expectancies, ard/or probable

.
reactions, - The individual then modifies his behavior in accordance with

Pthis in’erence process “8o as to maximize the likelihood of favor(ﬂe

evaluationq, or what we might call L "to look good" (Goffman, 1959; Brownm,-

1‘970).. ” © . ’ -

. 1Y
s Ld

To, review then, we find that fdr drive senaitive tasks an audienca 8

. evaluativeness has strong arousing propcrtiea whicb energize reSponses. -

L4

In aituationa that involve I‘éu drive seneitive but more culturally value-
relevant bdlaviora, an audience's level of expertise is aho inportant ..

™~

- . »

-

oy — L]




but haa dir tional as well as enexgizing properties. In these situations '

who the audience ‘4s (on the thavior relevant dinensions) is ofteh more

important than + whether or mot an audience is present. This distinctign< - *
) - o ; - - -

, between drive motivated 'versus approval motivated reahgn'aes and the' ° -

notions of predictability and control can be seen as the essential feaf.are
L

. . of audience situations. It is with these thoughts that we now axanine Ce
—/ < \
‘the issue of audience size. :

*

<+

‘Audience Size: When It Has Mattewed 4 . CL

(Y

- In this séction several studies will be r,ev‘.l.ewed that have exanined
the infl&'ence of - audience size on a variety of 'behavioré. In the joint
interest of-brevity and ge)eralfty, I shall restrict this review to

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

than role-play, paper and pen 1, or other inaginativeaanipulations of ‘.
/ .

audiences . ‘ )
— '

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

addressed 1s: To what extenf can peodple .accurately: eétingte the nuaber
‘of others' in gp audience? 1In the p}eviouhsly diac.u.ssed. etudy by i!renner

'. (1976)‘eubjeeto were asked tc; recall the number of audience members
following their perfomhce. While a slight t.eixdency'to overestimate.
larger size audieacea vas hoted, subjects wvere, ovira-il, quite capable
of diteri-ineting different mmbers of observere. . Sinilarly, in a recent )
study of my own (Borden, 197,7) subjects sang aloud to audiences of 1, 2,

: 4, or 8 members a.fter which they were asked ‘to recall the number of

obeervere. Like Brenner's findings there was a slight tendency to over- -~

*etinate lergcr mdiencee, but the overall linear correlation betveen

actuel and estinsted sudience sizé was still above .95. Extending this to

-t
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R
varied in sd.qe fl'on l3 to 279 quickly estimat'e the number of others in the’
e, > : - ’
room. Again, est'imates were extremely' accurate with an p of 99 (Scﬂettiho .

.
\

. and Borden, 1976). In sum then, individuals (whether as pe‘!‘formers or as .

E
3

RS "'.audience. nemners) do’ ‘arately gert!eive t!{'ae number g.f ofhprs 1o an audience.

F ’

I

- .. 1s typigally betvteen }he alone and the. single obaerver condié‘bps Thus, .
. . :
'. ', whether .subjects are walking a'ound a seated .group (Knowles, Kreuser, ‘Haas,«
‘ 1 rl . ‘ a
' Hyde & Scbuchart, 1976) or reading prose (Porter, 1939) the act- of being
v R . . 1 . - ’ R
- , : Pigures S5a, & 5b : .
Y s : o
. - < . - .

“w - . ~ e . .
- Jiatched by a single’person has larger consequences than those arising from

-

the addition of éub’stantially more menbers to the audience. These findings',
- in, conjunction with t'he fairly consistent r%sults in }ear’g and perform- , .

ance stud,ies showing large differences due to the presence of a single B

3

N evaluator:, indicate that ‘the ‘act of being watched by even a single other
- ’ . . [ 4 ) . - ) .
) person has strong motivational properties. We will return to the questien

) M v L .
«_ of why further increases in. subject's reactions sometimes occur with additions

of more’observere'. But first, let 8 sxamine segeral stt)dies where no_ further

changes J.n feelings or behavior were f.pund with the addition of more than-

-

. 7 one obeerver: Lt N - b N
lAudience Size: When It Hasn't Mattered ' L. .
S - . v ’ . .
~ . . In a replication and -extension of my previously menti'oned aggression
L )

study, Taylor (1977) atteupted to detemine whether the addition of a second

-

ul-e observer would further increase aubje,c'ts aggressiveness, yhﬂe c‘losel'y :

* replicating the increased aggression found yith a single ol:sewer, there was
[ ’ [

no indicttion ‘of f:rther increased aggressign associated with the addition of

~.
N

. . . &a second male observer. S : .
‘ . T .. L]
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€ - atill larger estimates, Andy Schetbino and & had s.tudents in classes, Rhat ¢

R Audienée Size. a‘nd Behavior. -Next, if we look at stadies that have , ,.’

found increasing audéence sin phenonena 'we note thdt the l!l'gest differenc.e 2
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; were unavare of audience compoéition (i e, the chsrscterist'lcs of the

-

individyal subject-perforgers in an audienc’e situation (Borden, 1977):'~'

T§

‘. ’ . 5 W . »” ) o )
In another recent study, I measured willingness to sing anfong

v
K . - . N #

Figure 6 : . .

- r -
2

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

‘ " .
immediacy (live versus vid’auQ?ed) were examined and compared with

.per'formaice in solitude.’ ‘The pregence of a single evaluator &nd ‘fhe .
immediacy of the evaluator(s) signif:cantly infTuenced duratic’n’ of -
singing. "However, increasing the size of tne audience did not result ~_a
in any further reluctance to perform. ' *Finally, a few years ago Young

(1965) varied audience size from l tod and found geffect on etther

S \

- : s

Figure 7 —_—

Y
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speech disfluencies or ratings of difficulty among stutterers. . .

~ "J) ’

‘

Deteminants of Audience Arousal: Who versus.How Hany"

-

A-clopet exsmination of these studies reveal's\\comon f#or which

nay explain why 4n some instances reactions inctease with increased audience
.« -

’size and in otber instances they do not. 'En both the Knowles et al. (1976)

”»
pedestrian-svoida.nce _study and -Brenner's (1974) vocal stress study, subjeets

obsetvetl’\ve’re unspecified) Sinilarly, in Porter's study (1939) which -

C

found increased stpttering associated wd.th increased audience size, a
—l,

varying arranguent of unspecified experts and strangers were used Thus,

it see-s tht tbe lack of specification of the characteristics of dncreasing -

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

® - —

é‘
»
-
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expertise markedly incréases evaluation apprehension', Ehiq factor mey be

COnsi‘red as a primary determinant of a performer 8 reactiom, If for

- - -

exanple a performer is bei.ng observed by, say, three non-exper.ts and one

expert sh0u1d arrive,- this -persot! will have a unique and powerful inpact on’

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

~ \\to be primarily a function of the uost eval;/atively potent observer in the

N .

]

.u.to increase as a function of aud'ience g8ize,

a)dience --ias anyone who has had his or Zr teaching abilities directly '
1 . o

evaluated is undoubtedly swvare. ‘ ‘ o %y

L

- In ather words, when the performer does not know the relevant character-
,istics of the audience manbers, evaluatiorn apprehension wodld be expected

Such expected increases follow

)
" from the fact that, as the gize of the audience increases, so does the . ¢

~

4ikelihood of the presepce of ap Expert from whom inportant anticipated

*

consequences may résult. To review then, in the, mL_gecified audience

7

situation the performér makes inferences about anticipated outcomes. As

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

N .

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

perfomer.. . ,' . T ‘ N
y - — 5 !
If we look now at the studies that have failed to find increasing

-

‘reactions to growing audiences, we note that fn these cases subjects were
)
tharacteristics.

-

Taylor's (1977) recent aggressioxi study, subjects were aware of thefobserver's

\

aware of the relevant audience members' Por example, in

su'

-

ba*d on a generalized expectancy for assertiveness assaated with being

Since the heightened aggression associated with a male observer is

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

identical anticipated consequances. Therefore, no imcrfease_ in aggreasiveness

would be expected anfl none was observed#uy Qudz /hnt nanipulated
'sudience size and audience imediacy in an em rragsméht-singing situation:
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% . , .

(Borden, 1977) .lar\e increases in reluctance to sing were found betweet\

: the alone and the single nember audience conditions. Further, whether or

- not the subje7ct could ant icipate inportant consequences (} e., "live" audience —_—

e reactions) also strongly influenced singing However, increasing the size

' ® \‘ ’

" of the audience from ome "to eight members had virtually no effect, In all - \

e .the cbnditions of this study the audience nenbers were described as ''graduate

'st:udents in the psychology of music". Considering that the experimental

L]

task was singing,this was an audience with a fairly Lg:g__ but consistent ’

. level of expertise. Finally, in the experiment reported by Young (1965)
>
) we note that tbe single- menber auddience consisted of the exper;lhenter who

was a speech clinic director and, presumably, an expert on s‘beech behavior.
’ ' . o ‘ U .
7 The audience size manipylation from two members to four members included
. adding onme, two,.or three fgmale secretaries‘ to'the audience. Thus, .in this
7

—~
- .

. : ¢ ‘
gitugtion we find that while the audience size may be increased, 'level of .

expertise remsined constant, ‘ E \ .
f - N -
Conclusions and Implications -
. . 3 » .
In this paper I have portrayed the individual who 1s a focus of publiec,
N .
l attention as an active cofstructor of .outcomes. As such ‘I hawe suggested that
. ! . . . M -

R . ~ : . .
sthe individual attempts to anticipate or predict inportant charactaristics of
)

his, observers and modifies his reactions in or~der to control likely consequences
A

- from the observers. -1 bave further indicated' that the nature of the task 18 *
also of central inportance. For socially releyant responses the individual 8

> / [ TN

behavior is closely linked with these predictad cousequences. Consequently
¢ there are many situatim, espe:islly those’ tha,t involve socially’ inhibiting
or eabarrusing qualities, whére the Presence of one other persdn vill cause v
the individuil to adopt socially desirable responding snd the presence of more

others sbould have little or no additional effect. For)nnple, it requires

Qo ’ - o 15 ' > )

o
.

LA




I L —
only one other ‘per;_oh to be present in order fo -reduce nose-picking

I3

behavior, nxﬁnt;ling to yourself, agd so onm. Siuilarly, it requires the

ptesence of *only Mﬁicer\of the law to produce saf%:iving habits and
one minister. to curtaiI 1rfevet\t speech.. o : .
ﬁr drive senpitive behavidrs an individual’s regponses should reflect

the drive inducing character;stix:s of the situation. As we have sebn'in

the soc:l.al facilitation literature, perhaps the nosg, important factor is

N
. . . ¢

‘ . . ’ -
other's evalgative capabilitids. In the audience situation it is this factor’
. L4 "
that is of primary importance, and it. 1B this factor to which the performer

adst likely attends. Audietce "size, by itself, provides 'only information
. about t-he possibility that, An mmy be present. Thus, a péfomer';
reactions are see.n as priaariiy a function of the most expe:rt or consequential
observer. Aeg:rdingly, existi?g theoretical models which attenpt to describe
th%ae types of ?rcup size‘pb_ez.li;mena aust be modified to incc;rpqi'ate such an

inferentidI process. - -

-~
1

.
.
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Pigure 4.
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Aggressiveness as a funetion of the presencof(a male or
female observer and subsequent alone behavi (

Prpm Borden,
1975). .
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Pcrseveration of initial shock oetting by subjects in the
_presence of an audience. (Prm Borden and Taylor, 1973)
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