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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Social facilitation (SF) is a phenomenon in which a subject's 

performance in the presence of others is either facilitated or in

hibited depending on the degree to which the task has been learned. 

If the task is well learned, i.e., the dominant response is incor

rect, the·.presence of others inhibits performance. These effects have 

been found in both coaction and audience situations (Cottrell, Rittle, 

& Wack, 1967; Geen, 1971, 1974; Hunt & Hullery, 1973). 

The construct upon which SF theories are based is that of drive. 

That is, increased drive affects performance either adversely or 

beneficially depending on the nature of the task. The particular con

ditions necessary for the occurrence of increased drive via SF have 

been disputed. Zajonc (1965) interpreted SF to be a result of in

creased drive from unlearned autonomic arousal. That is, the '~ere 

presence" of others is sufficient to produce SF effects. Cottrell 

(1968) modified Zajonc's hypothesis by proposing that the presence of 

others is a learned source of arousal whereby subjects perceive others 

as sources of ~otential reward or punishment. Accordingly, the neces

sary condition for SF effects is the subjects' regard of a coactor or 

audience as potentially evaluative. Both theories have received 

experimental support (Cottrell, Wack, Sekerak, & Rittle, 1968; Geen, 
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1971, 1974; Henchy & Glass, 1968; Hunt & Hillery, 1973; Klinger, 

1969; Martens & Landers, 1972; Paulus & Murdoch, 1971). 
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The fact that both the "mere presence" and the "evaluation ap

prehension" hypotheses have been experimentally validated is confusing 

in that the essences of the proposals are mutually exclusive. How

ever, if one views the mere presence versus the potentially evaluative 

experimental manipulations as a contihuum reflecting the degree of 

arousal .allegedly experienced by the subject, one may resolve this 

conflict. Coactor/audience manipulations may range from extreme tests of 

mere presence (blindfolded spectators) to a moderately evaluative 

condition where the experimenter is present and observing performance 

with no specific evaluative statements made, to an extremely stressful 

situation in which subjects are told they·are working on an intel

ligence test (Cottrell, Wack, Sekerak, & Rittle, 1968; Geen, 1974, 

1977). Viewing the research in this manner one may tentatively con

clude that as the perceived threat of evaluation increases, the 

facilitation or inhibition of performance becomes more pronounced. 

The most recent theory in SF research contends that an audience 

or coactor causes the subject to be distracted from task performance 

(Baron, Moore, & Sanders, 1978; Sanders, Baron, & Moore, 1978). 

Whether the distraction has a facilitative· or detrimental effect on 

performance depends on the nature of the task, i.e., whether the 

dominantresponse·is~correct or incorrect. Sanders and Baron (1975) 
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demonstrated that a distracting stimulus affects performance as in

creased drive or arousal hypotheses predict. Baron, Moore, and Sanders 

(1978) demonstrated the distracting effect of an audience by examining 

subject self-reports of felt distraction and their ability to recall 

aspects of the task. Although the authors concluded that the self-report 

was too "noisy" due to low correlations with performance, the analysis 

of task recall errors revealed that those subjects in the audience 

condition indeed recalled less about the task than those performing 

alone. 

Sanders, Baron, and Moore (1978) modified this "Distraction

Conflict Theory" as it applied to coacting situations. They proposed 

that in a coaction setting one's coactor would be distracting only if 

subjects were motivated and able to "socially compare" performance. 

In their first study, motivation for social comparison was manipu

lated via task instructions such that coacting subjects either were or 

were not motivated to monitor their coactor's performance. Again, self 

reports and task recall errors were analyzed as measures of task dis

traction. The modified Distraction-Conflict Theory was supported for 

the simple task, i.e., coaction-comparison subjects performed signifi

cantly better than coaction-no comparison and alone subjects. There 

was no performance difference between the latter two groups. Due to 

the low intercorrelations between the self-reports and task recall 

errors the authors again concluded that these distraction measures 



were too "noisy." Furthermore, the lack of SF effects for the 

complex task was attributed to the inability of coacting-comparison 

subjects to actually "assess" their coactor's performance. To 

control for this, the second study contained three groups: coaction

same task (ability to compare), coaction-qualitatively different task 

(comparison not possible), and alone. Instructions designed for 

social comparison motivation were delivered to the two coacting groups 

by informing them that their performance would be evaluated relative 

to each other and to established norms. Results indicated that SF 

effects occurred only when the subjects possessed the ability to en

gage in social comparison (coaction-same as opposed to coaction

different). The authors concluded that strong support was provided 

for the Distraction-Conflict-Social Comparison Theory. 

4 

Gender differences in social facilitation research have rarely 

been examined. Most coaction studies employ either all male or all 

female subjects (Bergum & Lehr, 1962; Klinger, 1969; Martens & Landers, 

1969, 1972; Van Tuienen & McNeel, 1975). In those studies where gender 

differences in coaction were analyzed the results have been incon

sistent. For example, Hunt and Hillery (1973) observed the per

formance of males and females on a simple maze (dominant response cor

rect) and a complex maze (dominant response incorrect) either alone 

or with a same-sexed coactor. They found that "coaction effects were 

extremely pronounced in females but almost nonexistent in males" 



(pp. 563). Superior female performance was found in the coaction

simple maze condition relative to the alone-simple maze condition and 

in the alone-complex maze relative to the coaction-complex maze 

conditions. The observation of performance changes across learning 

trials revealed that in the coaction groups female performance in

creased significantly while males showed no performance changes. Gar

ment (1970), using a simple, repetitive motor task found a significant 

main effect for gender in which males responded more often than fe

males and a significant main effect for coaction in which coacting 

subjects responded significantly more often than alone subjects. In 

addition, a significant gender by coaction interaction was obtained 

in which the performance of alone males was slightly inferior to co

acting males while alone females performed much worse than their same 

sexed coactors. 

Garment's results are inconsistent with those of Hunt and Hillery 

in that the task used in the former's study--a simple, repetitive 

motor task--is one in which the dominant response is correct. This 

motor task is similar to the simple maze used by the latter investi

gators, yet the performance of females on these two tasks is contra

dictory. To further complicate the problem other studies designed 

to explore sex and coaction effects found no differences (Garment & 

Latchford, 1970). 

Two studies have revealed congruent gender differences in coac-

tion. McGlynn and Gibbs (1978) studied verbal creativity as a 

5 
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function of three variables: instructional set (cooperative versus 

competitive), coaction (coaction versus alone), and gender of subject. 

A marginal gender by coaction interaction was obtained in which the 

performance of males was superior to that of females in the alone 

conditions while females performed better than males in the coaction 

conditions. Unger, Copeland, Roth, and Halcomb (1980) obtained similar 

results using a visual vigilance task. Performance was assessed as 

a function of condition (coaction versus alone), gender of subject, 

and time on task. A significant interaction between the three vari

ables was obtained and attributed to the inferior performance of 

males across time in the coaction relative to the alone conditions 

and the superior performance of males compared to females in the alone 

condition. The fact that two cognitively dissimilar tasks (one an 

assessment of verbal creativity, the other of sustained attention) 

yielded similar effects of gender on coaction indicates that gender 

may determine whether coaction will facilitate or inhibit performance. 

Since gender of the subject may be an important variable in 

social facilitation through coaction it is likely that it also has an 

effect in social facilitation through audience presence. However, 

the investigation of gender differences and audience effects has 

virtually been ignored. As with coaction studies, researchers in

vestigating audience effects in social facilitation have used either 

all male or all female subjects (Cottrell, Rittle, & Wack, 1967; 



Cottrell, Wack, Sekerak, & Rittle, 1968; Geen, 1971, 1973,1974, 

1977; Henchy & Glass, 1968; Paulus & Murdoch, 1971; Wankel, 1972). 

Therefore, it is reasonable to question the validity of these studies 

considering that gender differences in coaction have been found. If 

gender of the subject does affect performance in the presence of an 

audience then the nature of the effect must be determined. That is, 

one must determine whether gender influences performance in the 

presence of an audience in the same manner as it influences the per

formance of coactors. The present study was proposed to determine the 

presence and nature of gender effects in subjects working in front of 

an audience. A "simple," well learned vigilance task was used to 

measure performance of coacting males, coacting females, males per

forming alone, females performing alone, and alone males performing 

before an audience of one male and alone females performing before an 

audience of one female. 

Hypotheses for the study were as follows: 

(a) Performance of coactors will be superior to subjects working 

alone. 

(b) Performance of subjects with an audience will be superior to 

subjects working alone. 
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(c) Performance of coactors will be no different from performance 

of subjects in front of an audience. 

(d) Performance of coacting males and males in the audience con-

clition will be superior to the performance of females in 

these same conditions. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

A total of 64 male and female Texas Tech University undergraduate 

psychology students were used in the study. Of this 64, 16 served as 

the "audience" in that experimental condition, leaving 48 subjects 

for which actual vigilance task scores were obtained. Each Condition X 

Gender cell contained 8 subjects performing the task. There were no 

mixed-sex pairs in either the coaction or audience conditions. 

For those experimental sessions where two subjects arrived to 

participate, the pair was randomly assigned to the Coaction or Audience 

condition. In the latter case the assignment of a S to serve as 

either the audience or as the vigilance performer was done randomly. 

Assignment of the right/left seating positions for all conditions 

alternated within each Condition X Gender cell to preclude any seat

ing bias effects. 

All subjects received 1/2 point of extra credit for every 1/2 

hour of participation. 

Design 

The basic design was a split-plot factorial 3, 2.4 Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) with two between-block treatments (Condition and 
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Gender) and one within-block treatment (Time on Task), (Kirk, 1969). 

The Condition treatment had three levels: Alone (A), Coaction (C), 

and Audience (AD). The Gender treatment had two levels (male and 

female) and Time on Task consisted of four 15 minute periods. Three 

performance measures were recorded--correct detections (CD), false 

alarms (FA), and reaction time (RT). Each performance measure was 

subjected to an ANOVA. Postexperimental questionnaires were ad

ministered and correlated with task performance. 

Procedures 

The vigilance task consisted of the number 8 flashing on and off 

the display shown in Figure 1. A signal was defined as the number 3 

appearing instead of the number 8. Stimulus duration was .1 second 

with an event rate of 1 per second. The task was 60 minutes with 15 

signals for every 15 minute response period, yielding a signal den

sity of .0167. Signals occurred randomly throughout each quarter of 

the task with the-stipulation that at least one nonsignal precede 

each signal. 
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All subjects were given a 5 minute practice period to familiarize 

them with the task. Since the task was simple in that little cogni

tive demands were made of the subject, no practice criterion was set. 

Of the six signals present in the practice session, no subject made 

more than 1 miss and/or false alarm. 
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DIGITAL STIMULUS DISPLAY 
\ 
\ 

HANDGRIPS 

Figure 1. Schematic of the Task Environment 
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Upon arriving for the experimental session the Ss were asked to 

sign a consent form which briefly described the nature of the task. Ss 

were then assigned to an experimental condition and seated according 

to the procedures described earlier. Once seated, Ss put on the 

headphones and listened to the taped instructions. 

In all conditions the instructions relating to the nature of the 

task were the same. To paraphrase, the subjects were told that the . 
number 8 would flash briefly and repeatedly on the display before 

them. Occasionally, the number 3 would appear instead of an 8. When 

they noted this, they were to press, as quickly as possible, the but-

ton on the end of the hand grip they held in their preferred hand. 

In.addition to the above instructions, subjects in the Coaction 

and Audience conditions were instructed, via the tape, not to com-

municate with one ano~her in any way. In the Audience condition, the 

experimenter told the audience, in the presence of the .§_, to "observe 

the behavior of the subject. Here is a pad of paper and a pencil for 

you to make notes if you wish. After the experiment, I will ques-

tion you on your observations." These instructions were designed 

to install a moderate- amount of evaluation apprehension or increased 

"drive" in the ~ performing the task. It was hoped that amount would 

be roughly equivalent to the evaluation apprehension in the Coaction 

condition. 

Instructions to coacting subjects were purposefully designed 

not to mention the potentially competitive or cooperative nature of 
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the "team-like" situation. It was felt that not mentioning attitu

dinal set would better preclude the appearance of this variable than 

would explicit instructions to the subjects not to compete or cooperate 

with their coactor. 

After hearing the instructions and watching a brief sample of the 

task, the Ss performed the practice task. After this, the experimenter 

asked the Ss if they had any questions or would like to take a break 

since the lengthy main session was about to begin. Ss were not told 

the exact length of time of this session. Once any questions were 

answered and breaks taken (which rarely occurred) the main session 

began. 

From time to time throughout the main session the experimenter 

clandestinely checked on the subjects to insure that they were wearing 

the headphones, appeared to be performing the task, and were not com

municating or interfering with their coactor or audience in those 

respective conditions. 

Once the main session ended, all Ss were asked to complete a 

questionnaire. Essentially, the Ss rated their amount of nonconcentra

tion to the task in terms of restlessness, boredom, distraction, and 

time spent daydreaming. Copies of the questionnaires are contained in 

the Appendix. 

Following this, the s·s were debriefed as to the nature of the 

task and their performance scores were discussed. Finally, they were 
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given the appropriate amount of extra credit and asked not to mention 

the experiment to other students to preclude any bias effects. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Three separate ANOVAs were conducted for CD, FA, and RT. The 

untransformed data for these analyses are summarized in Tables 1, 2, 

and 3. The F test indicated a significant departure from homo-max 

geneity of variance for the CD and FA analyses (E < .OS) so these 

data were transformed using the arcsin method. The RT data were 

homogeneous at the E < .OS level and therefore were not transformed. 

A summary of the F data is presented in Table 4. From this point 
max 

on, any reference to CD and FA analyses refers to transformed data, 

and RT analyses refer to untransformed, unless explicitly stated 

otherwise. 

The analyses of variance for transformed CD and FA data are sum-

marized in Tables S and 6. Significant main effects were found for 

TIME on task for CD, FA, and RT (refer to Table 3 for RT data) (F = 

10.37, E < .001; F = 4.08, E < .008S; F = 31.67, E < .0001, respec-

tively). These effects are graphed in Figures 2, 3, and 4. Note 

that the graphs are of untransformed data to make the effects more 

meaningful to the reader. One significant interaction was found--

COND X GENDER for CD (F = 6.14,E < .0046). This effect is graphed in 

Figure S, again using untransformed data. 

Tukey's HSD was performed on the main effect of TIME for CD, 

FA, and RT. Significant differences are summarized in Table 7. The 

14 
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Table 1. ANOVA Summary Table for Untransformed CD 

Source ss df MS F 

CONDITION 14.28125 2 7.1406 2.65 .0826 

GENDER 3.52083 1 3.5208 1.31 .2596 

CONDITION X GENDER 33.44791 2 16.7240 6.20 .0044 
I 

CONDITION X GENDER 113.25000 42 2.6964 -----
X SUBJECTS 
(error) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

TIME 25.87500 3 8.6250 10.71 .0001 

CONDITION X TIME 3.21875 6 .5365 .67 .6773 

GENDER X TIME 1.4375 3 .4792 .59 .6236 

CONDITION X GENDER 8.46875 6 1.4115 1.75 .1143 
X TIME 

CONDITION X GENDER 101.50000 126 .8056 ---- -----
X SUBJECTS X 
TIME (error) 
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Table 2. ANOVA Summary Table for Untransfor.med FA 

Source ss df MS F 

CONDITION 13.76041 2 6.8802 1.45 .2472 

GENDER 1.68750 1 1.6875 .35 .5548 

CONDITION X GENDER .59375 2 .2969 .06 .9396 I 

CONDITION X GENDER 199.9375 42 4.7604 ---- ----
X SUBJECTS 
(error) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

TIME 20.22916 3 6.7431 2.35 .0748 

CONDITION X TIME 22.23958 6 3.7066 1.29 .2670 

GENDER X TIME 6.5625 3 2.1875 .76 .5213 

CONDITION X GENDER X 16.65625 6 2.7760 .97 .4515 
TIME 

CONDITION X GENDER X 362.3125 126 2.8775 ---- -----
SUBJECTS X TIME 
(error) 
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Table 3. ANOVA Summary Table for Untransformed RT 

Source ss df MS F 

CONDITION .00500 2 .0025 .022 .8006 

GENDER .02367 1 .02367 2.120 .1533 

CONDITION X GENDER .00691 2 .00350 .31 .7360 

CONDITION X GENDER .4700 42 .0112 ----- -----
X SUBJECTS 
(error) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
TIME .06097 3 .0203 31.67 .0001 

CONDITION X TIME .00397 6 .0007 1.03 .4074 

GENDER X TIME .00350 3 .0012 1.82 .1452 

CONDITION X GENDER .00689 6 .0011 1.79 .1059 
X TIME 

CONDITION X GENDER X .0808 126 .0006 -----
SUBJECTS X TIME 
(error) 



CD 

FA 

RT 

Table 4. Summary of F Test for CD, FA, and RT max 

Largest 
Variance 

5.929 

63.929 

k = 23 
df = 7 

.0135 

Smallest 
Variance 

.125 

.125 

.0008 

Observed 
Value 

47.43* 

511.4* 

16.88 

*Significant departure from homogeneity 

Table 
Value, 
.E_<.05 

=24.7 

=24.7 

=24.7 

18 
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Table 5. ANOVA Summary Table for Transformed CD 

Source ss df MS F .E. 

CONDITION .02324 2 .0116 2.58 .0878 

GENDER .00584 1 .00584 1.30 .2614 

CONDITION X GENDER .05535 2 .0277 6.14 .0046 

CONDITION X GENDER .18929 42 .0045 ---- -----
X SUBJECTS 
(error) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
TIME .0426 3 .0142 10.37 .0001 

CONDITION X TIME .0056 6 .0009 .68 .6628 

GENDER X TIME .0024 3 .0008 .60 .6232 

CONDITION X GENDER X .1435 6 .0024 1.75 .1157 
TIME 

CONDTION X GENDER X .1726 126 .00137 ----- -----
SUBJECTS X TIME 
(error) 
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Table 6. ANOVA Summary Table for Transformed FA 

Source ss df MS F 

CONDITION 1.10821 2 .5541 1.89 .1634 

GENDER .02392 1 .0239 .08 .7764 

CONDITION X GENDER .03489 2 .0174 .06 .9422 

CONDITION X GENDER 12.29879 42 .2928 ---- -----
X SUBJECTS 
(error) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
TIME 1.29389 3 .4313 4.08 .0085 

CONDITION X TIME • 8437 6 .1406 1.33 .2481 

GENDER X TIME .17726 3 .0591 .56 .6469 

CONDITION X GENDER .69947 6 .1166 1.10 .3640 
X TIME 

CONDITION X GENDER 13.3107 126 .1056 ---- -----
X SUBJECTS X 
TIME (error) 
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Table 7. Summarized Tukey's HSD for CD, FA, and RT TIME 
Main Effect 

Response T!!s.._ 
Measure ~.,. 

1 
2 

CD 3 
4 

1 
2 FA 3 
4 

__1 

2 RT 3 
4 

q.95 (4, 126)df=3.69 

* = Significant 

NA = Not Applicable 

1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2 3 4 
.. ;. 

* * 
_NA * 

_NA 

NA 
--

* NA .. 
NA 

NA 

* * 
~ ~ 

NA * -
_N_A * 

NA 
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FA measure yielded the weakest TIME on task performance with only one 

significant performance decrement found, i.e., performance was worse 

in the last 15 minute period compared to the first (E < .05). The CD 

measure yielded the next strongest results with significant decre

ments between time periods 3 and 1, 4 and 1, and 4 and 2 (E < .05). 

RT was the most sensitive measure of performance decrement with sig

nificant differences found between all time periods (E < .05). 

The significant COND X GENDER interaction for CD was analyzed 

for simple interaction effects. The data are summarized in Table 8. 

Significant effects were found for COND X Females (F = 8.3, (242) df, 

£ < .01) and Coaction X GENDER (F = 6.06 (2,42) df, E < .01). These 

effects are graphed across time in Figures 6 and 7, respectively, 
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using untransformed data. Regarding the Coaction X GENDER interaction, 

females performed significantly worse than males. The COND X Female 

simple interaction was further analyzed using Tukey's HSD. The data 

are summarized in Table 9. It was found that females performing alone 

and females in the audience condition did significantly better than 

coacting females (E < .05). 

Although the COND X GENDER X TIME interaction was not signifi

cant for any of the response measures, selected portions of the CD 

interaction were analyzed in hopes of shedding light on the CD COND x 

GENDER interaction discussed above. Summarizations of these selected 

analyses are shown in Table 10. From these results it appears that 



Table 8. Summarized Simple Interaction Effects for COND X 
GENDER, CD 

COND 
A 

SEX 
c 

F=.39 

Alone A1 

F=.067 

c2 
Females 

F=8.3 (2, 42)df 

p<.Ol 

Coaction A2 Audience A3 

F=6.06 (2, 42)df F=.66 

p<.Ol 
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Table 9. Summarized Tukey's HSD for COND X Female 
Simple Interaction 

Alone A1 Coaction A, ... Audience A3 

Al 

A2 

A3 

q.95 (3, 42)df = 3.44 

* = Significant 

NA = Not Applicable 

NA * 

NA * 

NA 
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Table 10. Summarized Selected Analysis of COND X GENDER X TIME 
Interaction for Correct Detections 
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ANALYSIS F VALUE SIGNIFICANCE P< 

Coaction at TIME 1 .04 

2 .82 

3 1.3 

4 1.6 

Females at TIME 1 .11 

2 . 92 

3 1.6 

4 1.8 

TIME and GENDER at Coaction 2.7 .05 

CONDITION and TIME at Females 2.019 .05 



the performance of females, particularly coacting females, de

teriorates significantly across time(£< .05). 

The questionnaires used in each condition are presented in the 

Appendix. The data were analyzed separately for each condition for 
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each of the three response measures, resulting in a total of nine sets 

of data. In the Audience condition the ~ performing the task was 

given a questionnaire for which data were analyzed. The ~ serving as 

the audience received a questionnaire tailored specifically to that 

function, however, these data were not included in the analysis. There

fore any reference to Audience questionnaire data refers to the S of 

the audience. 

The data were analyzed using Fisher's Exact Probability Test on 

each applicable question. Some questions were not answered by all of 

the subjects, so these were excluded from the analysis. The median 

value for the response measure being tested was used to dichotomize 

the subjects. Median values are shown in Table 11. Exact probabili

ties for CD, FA, and RT are given in Tables 12, 13, and 14, respec

tively. 

Only one question approached significance--that of subject 

boredom in the Audience condition using RT as the response measure 

(£ < .056). Significantly more subjects scoring below the median RT 

(i.e., have faster RT scores) stated that they were "moderately bored" 

while subjects scoring above the median (i.e., subjects with slower 

RT scores) indicated "very bored." 



Table 11. Response Measures Median Values Used in Fisher's 
Exact Probability Test 

Alone 

Coaction 

Audience 

N=16 

CD 
Percent 

55.5 

53.0 

54.0 

FA 
Number of 

Occurences 

6.5 

12.5 

1.5 

RT 
Seconds 

.404 

.384 

.360 
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Alone 

Coaction 

Audience 
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Table 12. Exact Probabilities for Questionnaire Responses 
Using Correct Detection Performance as Median Values 

Question Summary 

Boredom Fidgety Concentration Presentation Distraction 
Rate 

.337 .268 NA .629 NA 

.483 .264 .362 .734 .22 

.5 .4 NA .855 .938 

* = Exact Probability 



Alone 

Coaction 

Aud 
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Table 13. Exact Probabilities for Questionnaire Responses Using 
Fales Alarm Performance as Median Value 

Question Summary 

Boredom Fidgety Concentration 
Pr esen tat iotl Distraction 

Rate 

.438* .438 NA .267 NA 

.25 • 333 .812 .938 .626 

.247 .369 NA .551 .751 

* = Exact Probability 



Alone 

Coaction 

Audience 

Table 14. Exact Probabilities for Questionnaire Responses 
Using Reaction Time Performance as Median Value 

Question Summary 

Presentation 
Boredom Fidgety Concentration Rate Distraction 

• 416* .416 NA .484 NA 

.272 .440 .394 .751 .110 

.056** .378 NA .375 .626 

* = Exact Probability 

** Approaches Significance at a = .05 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

Significant main effects for TIME indicate that the task was 

indeed one of vigilance. All three response measures support this 

conclusion--percentage of CD decreased across time periods while per

centage of FA and mean RT increased (see Figures 2, 3, and 4). 

None of the questionnaire data was significant except for the 

question on subject boredom in the Audience condition, using RT as the 

response measure. Subjects having faster reaction times were less 

bored than subjects with slower reaction times. It may be that those 

faster responding subjects became motivated to perform well by viewing 

the task as a "game." Or, since these subjects performed in front of 

an audience, they may have felt evaluation apprehension and therefore 

were motivated to perform well. 

The only other significant result was the CD performance of fe

males. Across conditions, they performed worse than males and within 

their own gender performed significantly worse in coacting pairs than 

alone or in front of an audience. 

The degree to which the hypotheses were supported varied. The 

first two, that coactor performance and performance of subjects with 

an audience would be better than subjects working alone, were not 

supported. The third hypothesis was partially supported, i.e., 
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performance of coacting males was not significantly different from 

males performing in front of an audience. This was not the case with 

females, where coacting subjects performed significantly worse than 

their same sexed alone or audience counterparts. The fourth hypothesis, 

that coacting males and males with an audience would perform better 

than females in these same conditions, was based on research findings 

on competitive and cooperative task performance. Since the vigilance 

task was well learned and required no complex cognitive operations, 

the males were expected to compete-with one another, while females 

were not. 

The most important· finding· of this study concerned the performance 

of females. As stated previously, they· perform·ed· worse than males and 

significantly worse in· coacting pairs than alone or in front of an 

audience. None·of·the SF theories-adequately explain this. 

According to the Distraction-Conflict· Theory, distraction should 

improve performance on tasks where the dominant response is correct 

and degrade performance where the dominant response is incorrect. 

Therefore, distraction should improve performance on the present 

vigilance task since it is simple and·well-learned. But due to the 

nature of the stimulus events (i.e., stimulus duration of .1 second, 

1 per second) distraction would most likely degrade performance since 

a stimulus could easily be missed (i.e., not attended to) by the 

subject. The Distraction-Conflict-Social Comparison-Theory cannot be 
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evaluated since the experimental apparatus prohibited the ability 

of subjects to compare ongoing performance, and the experimenter made 

no mention of postsession performance comparisons. 

The research on gender differences in coaction also contributes 

nothing to the explanation of the performance of the females. Based 

on the studies by McGlynn and Gibbs (1978) and Unger, et al. (1980) 

coacting females should have performed better than coacting males 

(the reverse was true) and males working alone should have performed 

better than females working alone (no differences were found). 

One explanation for poor female performance may lie in the in

trinsic motivation of the task. Research has shown that extrinsic 

motivators in the form of money and verbal feedback have an effect 

on intrinsic motivation (Shanab, Paterson, Dargahi & Deroian, 1981; 

Eagle & Ross, 1978; Deci, 1971, 1972). That is, monetary rewards based 

on the performing of a task decrease intrinsic motivation while this 

same reward contingent upon the quality of the performance increases 

intrinsic motivation (Engle & Ross, 1978; Deci, 1972). These con

tingency effects are attributed to subjects receiving "positive in

formation about their own feelings of competence • . . thus leading 

to an increased interest in the activity involved" (Shanab, et al., 

1981). Similarly, the informational aspects of intrinsic rewards may 

be manipulated by positive and negative verbal feedback. 

The application of this research to the present study lies in 

the gender differences obtained under varying states of intrinsic 



motivation. Deci (1972) reported that positive verbal feedback in

creased intrinsic motivation in males and decreased it in females. 

This same effect was found by Deci, Cascio, and Krusell in 1973, as 

reported by Shanab, et al. (1982). The Shanab et al. study of 1981 

showed that both positive and negative feedback increased intrinsic 

motivation for both males and females. 
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Given the conflicting nature of the above research one can only 

conclude that intrinsic motivation affects task performance, and this 

effect may be different as a function of subject gender. Clearly, the 

vigilance task used in the present study is intrinsically unmotivating, 

and no extrinsic motivators were apparent. The poor performance of 

females compared to males across time in coaction may then be a re

sult of a more pronounced lack of interest in the task for females 

than males. 

It may be that females are less interested in certain types of 

tasks than are males; numbers tasks are a likely example. Females 

typically do poorly on number and spatial tasks compared to males. 

In Asch's (1965) studies on conformity it was noted that females 

were more likely to conform than males in judging the relative lengths 

of lines. At the time,this finding was attributed to a more pas-

sive nature of females as a result of socialization pressures of the 

day. It may be that females were less interested in the task, since 

it was spatial and viewed as ambiguous by females. The results may 



have been different if the task had been as motivating for females 

as for males. Unfortunately, due to the widely publicized results 

of Asch's work the studies could not be replicated today. 

Motivation (or lack of) may also explain why coacting females 

performed worse than alone females or females in the Audience condi

tion. A minimal amount of evaluation apprehension was present in the 

Audience condition in that the subjects knew that the audience would 

be questioned about their behavior. This may have been sufficient 

to motivate the females to perform better. Neither the alone nor co

acting females had this motivation, however, coacting females may 

have been distracted by their partner which would explain their poor 

performance. 

Suggestions for Future Research 
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The results of the present study suggest that future efforts 

further explore gender differences in audience situations, and gender 

differences in SF using nonvigilance tasks and tasks of equal interest 

to both genders. 

Regarding the first suggestion, audiences should be composed of 

at least two and preferably four or more members. The audience of one 

in the present study was too weak of a manipulation to adequately test 

for the presence of audience effects. 



• 

Since task motivation is a critical variable in SF research, 

it is suggested that vigilance tasks not be used in studies designed 

to control for motivation across subjects-and conditions. Where 

gender differences are sought, the intrinsically unmotivating nature 

of vigilance tasks may act as a confounding variable distorting any 

gender differences due to the SF manipulation. 

To control or test for task interest between genders, tasks 

should be used which are more interesting for females, e.g., using 

letters rather than numbers vigilance tasks. A nonvigilance color 

discrimination task would be appropriate to test female task interest 

and SF without the confounding effects of vigilance performance. 
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APPENDIX 

The following questionnaires were used in the Alone, Coaction, 

and Audience Conditions, as noted. 
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PLEASE DO NOT MARK ON THIS PAPER. Read the following questions and 
choose the answer which best describes your evaluation of this exper
imental situation. Enter the number which corresponds to the answer you 
select on the seperate answer sheet. On the question about sleeping, 
please enter the estimated time in minutes. 
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POST-EXPERIMENT BEHAVIORAL QUESTIONNAIRE (Form SA) (Alone Condi
tion) 

1. How bored were you? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

2. To what extent were you restless or "fidgety"? 
0 - Not restless at all 
1 - Moderately restless 
2 - Very restless 

3. How would you rate your concentration on the task? 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

4. Estimate your accuracy in detecting signals. 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

5. Did the rate of presentation seem to change? 

0 - No 
1 - Sometimes speeded up, sometimes slowed down 

2 - Got faster 
3 - Got slower 
4 - Did not notice 



6. Did you daydream? 

0 - No 
1 - About one-fourth of the time 
2 - About one-half of the time 
3 - About three-fourths of the time 
4 - All the time 
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PLEASE DO NOT MARK ON THIS PAPER. Read the following questions and 
choose the answer which best describes your evaluation of this exper
imental situation. Enter the number which corresponds to the answer you 
select on the separate answer sheet. On the question about· sleeping. 
please enter the estimated time in minutes. 

POST-EXPERIMENT BEHAVIORAL QUESTIONNAIRE (Form SC) (Coaction 
Condition) 

1. How bored were you? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

2. How bored did the person with whom you worked seem to be? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

3. To what extent were you restless or "fidgety"? 
0 - Not restless at all 
1 - Moderately restless 
2 - Very restless 

4. How would you rate your concentration on the task? 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

5. Estimate your accuracy in detecting signals. 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

6. Did the rate of presentation seem to change? 

0 - No 
1 - Sometimes speeded up, sometimes slowed down 

2 - Got faster 
3 - Got slower 
4 - Did not notice 
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7. Did you daydream? 

0 - No 
1 - About one-fourth of the time 
2 - About one-half of the time 
3 - About three-fourths of the time 
4 - A 11 the time 

8. To what extent were you distracted by the presence of the other 
person in the room? 
0 - Not distracted at all 
1 - Moderately distracted 
2 - Very distracted 
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PLEASE DO NOT MARK ON THIS PAPER. Read the following questions and 
choose the answer which best describes your evaluation of this exper
imental situation. Enter the number which corresponds to the answer 
you select on the separate answer sheet. On the question about sleeping, 
please enter the estimated time in minutes. 
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POST-EXPERIMENT BEHAVIORAL QUESTIONNAIRE (Form SAA) (Subject in the 
Audience Condition) 

1. How bored were you? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

2. To what extent were you restless or "fidgety~'? 
0 - Not restless at all 
1 - Moderately restless 
2 - Very restless 

3. How would you rate your concentration on the task? 
0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

4. Estimate your accuracy in detecting signals. 
0 - Hight 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

5. Did the rate of presentation seem to change? 

0 - No 
1 - Sometimes speeded up, sometimes slowed down 

2 - Got faster 
3 - Got slower 
4 - Did not notice 



6. Did you daydream? 
0 - No 
1 - About one-fourth of the time 
2 - About one-half of the time 
3 - About three-fourths of the time 
4 - All the time 

7. To what extent were you distracted by the presence of the other 
person in the room? 
0 - Not distracted at all 
1 - Moderately distracted 
2 - Very distracted 
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PLEASE DO NOT MARK ON THIS PAPER. Read the following questions and 
thoose the answer which best describes your evaluation of this exper
imental situation. Enter the number which corresponds to the answer 
you select on the separate answer sheet. On the question about sleeping, 
please enter the estimated time in minutes. 

POST-EXPERIMENT BEHAVIORAL QUESTIONNAIRE (Fornr.Audience) 
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(Audience in the Audience 
Condition) 

1. How bored were you? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

2. How bored did the person you observed seem to be? 
0 - Not bored at all 
1 - Moderately bored 
2 - Very bored 

3. To what extent was he/she restless or "fidgety"? 
0 - Not restless at all 
1 - Moderately restless 
2 - Very restless 

4. How would you rate his/her concentration on the task? 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 
2 - Low 

5. Estimate his/her accuracy in detecting signals. 

0 - High 
1 - Moderate 

6. Did the rate of presentation seem to change? 

0 - No 
1 - Sometimes speeded up, sometimes slowed down 

2 - Got faster 
3 - Got slower 
4 - Did not notice 



7. Did you daydream? 
0 - No 
1 - Abouth one-fourth of the time 
2 - About one-half of the time 
3 - About three-fourths of the time 
4 - All the time 

8. Did you go to sleep? 
0 - No 

_- Yes, for about __ minutes 

9. Did you and the other person communicate with each other in any way? 
o - No 
1 - Verbally 
2 - Nonverbally 
3 - Both verbally and nonverbally 
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