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( ‘ . Quality of- performance feedback provided an
individual may have pronounced impact on his motivation level and be
at least partly responsible for social facilitation results. Male
students (§y=118) performed a dart-throwing task in the presence or
absence of a three-persdn evaluative audience. After each of seven

. trials they received consistently positive, average, or negative »

~performance feedback. Results showed a sbcial facilitation effect of "’ -
audience presence and initially facilitated performance under ‘average , T

. feedback, but no intedactions. Post-performance mopd guestionnaires

" . Suggest ‘that separate mechazisms could mediate performance under each
of the three feedback conditions. (Author) '
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' Introduction . s S

Early resedrch designed to delineate the conditiona under which . -

"the performance of individuals is enhanced or inhihited when others
'are‘preEent has advanced contradictory results. Zajonc (1365)

oé;ered a ré;oihtion of these inconaistent ‘results by»stating-that R

B the‘mere‘presence o£ others - increascs an individual's general. drive '
" - | level and facilitatee dominant responding at the expenee of suhordinp
; . ate responses. However, suhsequent stuég hds found fault with the

- ¢ e -

4

conception that the mere_ presence of spectators or coactors is suffi-
cient to cause a social'facilitation effect. That the presence of .
others is+a learned»source of drive was proposed by Eottrell,ﬁWack, - X
Sekerak, and Rittle (1968) who enployed a pseudsrecognition»task sen~
eitiVe to dsminant and Subordinate responding. Cottrell,maintained |
~ that the prerequisite for facilitation of an individual's perfqrmance‘
is his learned antitipation ef positive orrnegative outcomes. As’ﬂ
:ithis anticipation is possihle only'when the potentiality for evalua-v ‘
'//}//1(; ‘ tion is present, other researchers (Henchy and Glass, 1968; and Paulus
+and dyrdoch 1971) studied the effects of Withholding evaluation of an
T individualis performance. Findings generally supportedfthe position
. ///that apprehension of evaluation is-a necessary condition for social a
| facilitation. ‘ A . !
Every performance situation plauSibly containe ‘some element of
/ ) evaluation, more important to the scurce of‘tmm social facilitation
phenomenon is explication of the exact nature of the evaluation.
Manipulating direct evaluation, indirect evaluation (coactors separu
" ated but provided‘with own and coactor'’ 's acores). and mere presence o

e | ‘ of coactors With no potential for: evaluation, Martens“and Landers
, S - » \
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(1972) found that greatest enhancement of domipant responses occur-
red under direct evaluation, and to a lesser extent under indirect
i

evaluation. . Wake, Vukelich and Raplan (1973) contended that pro-

v1ding 3 coattor's &core may be aufficient to obtain the same be-

;the present study contains three ievels of feedback-- positive,

havior increase that occurs 1n the presence of coactorsav,However,

the feedback provided subjects in these studies was accurate'know&
ledge of results, essentially uncontrollg’pwith regard to its cog-

nitive effect. Lucas (1952) and § ‘araeon (1956) provided ev1dence

"from 8 non-s social manipulation of anxiety, motivation, and failure

oY

that extreme negetive feedback leads to performance decrements as
the .individual becomes aware of his failure with respect to othera..
"In terms of the conception of an optimal facilitative drive level
according to Sarason; "the failure reports can be viewed as in- o
creasing the general drive level of all failed groups beyond %he
optimal point p. 259 S o ‘ v , /
If Sarason is correct, there exist differential effects for
the exact type of evaluation present in a situation where one in="°

dividual is compared w1th ‘'others. In order to quantify the effecte

of different types of feedback relative to an ind1v1dual's peers, -
v
Y

negative,vand‘neutral or 6verage feedback. Since an evaluative
ébmponent is constant throughout conditione, no differences in
performance would be predicted if s;mplx apprehension of evalua—

tion causes a social facilitation effeet.h However, if the presence

~

: 3 - y k4 -
of an audience contains a component which contributes to the

effect, or the effect is ‘dependent on the exact nature of the feed~

back prov;ded \we anticipate ev1dence of differential performance._

<
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o : - ‘/a Method 'a" ) e
Subjects were 118 male Introduetory dnd Genera.‘l. Psychology .t
- ‘ 4
a students at the University of'Notre Dame, participating for 1 extra

course’ credit.._On a randon b351s they were assigned’apﬁrkximately

CTTT 2 P

egually into each of six eondxtlons. The between-subjects portion

of the design was a2x 3 féctorlal consisting of 3 levels of feed-
backs- 5051t1ve. negative, and average, and pregenee VvS. abséhce
of a B-person'evaluat;ng audlence of students.. These spectators.
wére described as.3331stants to'thevexper1menter who_were‘engaged

in tabulating scores as well as quittly observing the subject's

v » <

,performance.
A dart-throw;ng task provided deﬁendent measure of motor per-
formange subjects threw afﬁets (the whth;n factor, trlals) of:lO
darts at a standard dart board from‘a dastanee of 10 feet. Con-.
centrlc rings’ speced at 3.5 cm{ on the hoard were‘labeled from
10 through 0 to -10 in increments of 1. . In all condltions, the
experimenter recorded the scores for the subgect s 10 throws but\
was absent from the room whlle the subject was perfqrm:ng.
.Levels of feedbadkjwere manlpulated in the follow1ng manners

after each trial block, the experiménter recorded 'and reported

e v , .
audibly the sybject's score based on a maximum of 180 points.

Then he consolted a table-of values and reported an alleged mean

score for all prior 'subjects on that particular trial. In the

average feedback conditions,.this reported mean score>differedL§¢ Y

from the subject's true score only by a random variance factor '
of between *.9 and 2.4, In the negative feedback conditions;
. . - ® . . B
- a K
the experimenter reported a mean score which was higher than the -

.
> »
-
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. score. These computed values were altered similarly by the vari-

-“‘b- >

subject's true score by approximately 50% of the- difference he-‘ S

tween his score and 100. The reported mean in the positive feed-

back conditions was the same amount lower that -the subject's true
' - 1

d;\'}‘

' thelr feellngs of - frustratxon, arousal. complacency, happiness, and =

- nervousness. In addltlon, subjects indicated the extent to which

¢

4 . .
trial (before the first feedbackfwas given) suggested an uneven \\(

on the last (llnear F-18 27 1/111 )<} 001) and most of the change

ance factors im all conditions.
Af%er the performagnce task, subjects were asREd for a subjec~

tive ‘comparison of fheir performance to that of others as a manipus

lation chéck. Subgects then answered a questionnaire which assessed

they felt affected by sgectators, comparison of their scores w1thy

Voo

others“, the experlmenter 8 evaluatlon, and how mdb? they liked ‘

feedback on their performance.
A N S

. -Results : ) \\_’// | )

Covariance: Differences in feedback conditions on the first

disrribution oﬁ.dartrghrowing.akill,across’conditions.\'?hérefore
the last 6 of th 7§%rials and their transformations'mere covaried
by the fiyxst. Over triale, the‘regreséion of the mean mes signi- !
ficant (F=60.23, l/'l{iJ p -001) as was' the linedr trend (F=15. 73
111, , B, -00D).

erformance As one m;ght expect, overal¢ performance 1ncreased

wlth’practlce over trlals %rqm 66 points on the first to 72 points’

occurred from the fztst'tc the seco d trial (70 p01nts)




Dart throwers performing in the presence of an aud;ence aver-. s

aged 73 pointe while those alone in the testing room averaged only
70 (F=t.u9, 1/111 p -04). o ' , Lo o
Feedback also haqslnfluence on performance, but in a surprisingu

Poeitive and negatlve feedback produced pre-

way (see f;gure/})

cisely the same effects on performance (F1).

In contrast _neu=

tral (or average) fledback enhanced performa/pe~an/the first block
of 3 trials (F=4.73, 1/111, 2_'ou) but dropped to the level of

positive and negative feedback groups in the second block (conver-.
‘gence interaction F=$.Cu, 1/111, p..oza‘where'the 3 conditions did
" not differ (F 1). | -
Post performance,assessments:.The‘nanipulation check for the \

-

feedback conditions Wae very effectire. When comparing themselves : =
to others’ past performance (#1, table l) p051t1ve ﬁeedback sub- .
jects saw themselves throw1hg congiderably better than the others;
the reverse held for the negativelfeedback groups (F=160.3t, 1/112,
P -001). This feedback effect was considerabiy lese pronounced
for subjects with an‘ahdience:than for'tnose performing aloné

(F= CO 2/112 p. -002). ',Perhaps the audience presence expands
the\subject's self-judgement reference scale, or s;mply makes him

Qe

more reluctant to accept the

o

In contrast to negatlve feedb::fjfmoups, pos;tlve feedback sub-

erlmenter\e unexpected evaluatzons.

- jects liked the_compar;sons ard felt that feedback and,spectators

enhanced\perfcrmance'(see'table 1). The average feedback group

-

always fell‘intermediate to the other two.

e C
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_ ) Discussion
Significéntiy higher penformancc in conditionc where apecta-‘ -
tors were present, éemonstrated'by c main effcct'for audience.
7 pceséncc, lends support to Zajone's contention that the presence
of others increases duminant rcsponding. Bacause all suh&ccts
- . anticipatcd evaluation of thcir‘pcrformance, the facilitation-
‘. . experienced in the audience conditions narallcls résclts of Mar-
, | tens and Landers (1972) and suggests that the presence of others”
' provides tues that supplement the effects of evaluatlon appre-
hension. O . 4, ~

Surprisinglyiieffects_of ncgative‘feedback'wcre not signifi-

% cantly different from those of positive feedback.‘yhile subjects }vqf"
~ in average feedbackiconditions exhibited somevhat gregtcr initial )
| increments in performance.: This facilitation was no longcr evi—
. _dent after the third trial-- performance returned to the level of
V positive and negative feedbaqk conditions and thereafter &aé\éiml-
flarly changg:zrized by only. uniform gradual increm;ntationf
8 ' | Although it seems plausible that one 1nterven1ng variable was
J operatlng in both the posltlve and negative fecdback cond;tlons,
questlonnaf;e data 1nd1cate the llkelihgod that moré than one fac- v
tor was affecting perférmance.v While performance was smmllar in ' ’
. these two conditions, assessments of the affe%t}ve states of the
performers were often widely disparate (see tah{c 1). And in«cll
= ..ouch cases, subjects in the neutral feedback condition provided -
o responses intermediate to those of the.nositiVe and negative
groups while, at 1cost in this first half of the trials, neUtral‘

feedback was superior to both. Perhaps the labeling of "average"




.}) » ! . " ~ .. - . . / . .
' is aversive to an individual and a need for uniqueness operates to -

increase motivation level and EQnseQuentgzigerformance.' As sub-

—

jects' scores continued to be reported as . qnite average, it is

poSSlble that emotlonal complacency set in and led to@the drop in

performance seen in flgure 1. :r’f/ .

Alternatlvely, the 90551bllity exlsfg that hoth positlve and

*y

negative feedback were/lnh;bitlng to performance but through dif-

-

ferent‘mechanlsms. Subjects given pésitive feedback-may have §9 ®

-
-

lacked the incentive of.those given neutral feedback and may have .

been watisfied to abproach the task casually. Those in the nega—

‘tive feedback condltlons probhbly perceived llttle chance’ of attain-

.

ifg the reported mean scores -because of their conelatent inferior—

.

ity. Performance by these subjects may also have been character-

"

ized by low motivation and despair. This form of negative feed- *

v

back clearly did not grovide the “optimal facilitative drive level"
to which Sarason referred. As %th Sarason's failure reports, the

" magnitude of the negative -evaluatiop-way have beén too- extreme--
’ in

serving only to depress performance. Conceivably, a breakdown of

negative feedback into several smaller magnitudes would identify

a facilitative level equal or superior in effect to the provision N ;;//

of'averaée feq@back. Indeed, variabﬁ§~effects of different levels .
of positive feedback are equally possiBie, as %s discovery of a
similarxly optimal-leVelv

A problem with accurate interpretation of the effects of feed-

- B
R

back is the lack of a baseline for comparison with positive, neg-

ative, and neurrai feedback. The introduction of a no-feedback -

cell that nonetheles$ maintains an apprehensionﬁjf evaluation

a
4

. ~
d

[}
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. . ) ,
might serve as such a baseline. The effect of an audience within

a no-feedblck evaluation condition pight explicate thé possible
interaction of feedback and audience influence and clarify the
Function of feedback in the phenomenon of social facilitation.
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b Pigure 1t Dart-throwing performance-as—a—function-of feed

back and trials. ;

Feedback: .
5 - T T
) ~Ayeragektg7ﬁ 4 . ‘ avérage\
Points ) '
73 -1
Per . |
72 - Sy go
Trial - -
(maxdmum 7 4-
=100) 70 = e—e / e \ (,
g%__ ‘?egative '.4 ) | . A
r \‘
- . B T T T T
.. u .
2 3 4.5 6 7.
Triais ' .

Noté; The points graphed are the means adjusted by the covar4iance
of each trialyseparately by the initial trial. . Regfession for

each covaried trial was gignificant but as might be expected the

strength of the regression decreased over trials.
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Post Performancé Response
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iPelt-pérformance better:

in comparison with past

Ss. (5 point scale)

E's’scoring of trials .

-

. helpad performénce

(IS point scale)

‘Comparison with others'

scores helped perfor-

) f o

-
Liked feédbaék‘on per-
f&r%anée (lS)v. ‘
Feel frustyated (5)
Presence of ofhers en-

hances performance (15)

2.2 3.0~ 3.7 [ 160,31 .001’
; , , .
7.5 8.0 9.2 1572 . .00L .
3 I’/
9.3 10.6  11.0 5.82 .02
' ' L
9.8  11.0 11,6 6,06 .02
\ |
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7.8

o

a

9.0 9.8

Feedback ‘Conditions -

- -

+ F

(af=1/112)

6.79

N

B

.01




