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ABSTRACT

Evidence of éocialifacilitétion effects has been nétably
inconsistent in investigatioﬁs using laboratory rats as suﬁjects. The
'presenf study was_designedyéo'provide a éystematic test of Zajonc's
arousal hypothesis and tbvinvestigaﬁe the effects of séciéllstimula4
tion on runnfng and eating behaviors of the white rat.- The_résults
indicated that social stimuli resultéd.in response inhibition, rather
than facilitation. It is suggésted that the social facilitation:
paradigm should be expanded to include additional parameters and

. responses.
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INTRODUCTION

Secial facilitation has been defineé as "any inerement'of
individual_activity ﬁhiéh results from~the7preéenee of another
;.individual" (Crawford 1939, PP 410—411),Vand the term has beeniapplied
“to a wide vafiety of research involﬁing subjects rengieg from humanse

to cockroaches (Simmel, Hoppe, and Milton 1968). Evidence of social
facilitation effects has been notablyvinconsistent in'investigations‘
using laboratory rats as subjects. | ' |

Social'facilitaﬁion effects were ieportee by Morrisoﬁ and Hill

(1967) in two seperate studies. In both studies, fats run in groups
approached a goal in which they had prev1euslyfbeen shocked more than
did rats run individually. At least one study (Lepley 1937a) found that
paired rats ran faster in a straight alley for a food reward than rats
run individually; On.the other hand, a number of investigations have
failed to find evidence of social facilifation of maze running in rats
(e,{.g,,,A'Lepley 1937b, ‘1939; Watérs 1937). Winslow (1940), using a
straight elley, reported evidence of social inhibition in a compe#i—
tive situation; the "loser" of a pair ran slower than rats ruﬁ
individually. McDaniel and Clayson (1966) investigated the relation-
ship between blood glucose level and the social behavior of rate in a
't maze. They concluded that the relationship emong drive,.metabolism
~and social arousal is complex and may be medlated by motlvatlonal
dlfferences related to the type of relnforcement used.
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Integrating theée results is difficult, since a variety of
tasks, précedures, and apﬁaratus were uéed. Eyidently social
- facilitation occurs only rafely in the mazé.situation, and the relevant
yariables are‘not at ail obvious. At this time, as Tolmaﬁ (1968) has
pointed out, further systematic experimentation seems called forf.
Zajonc's analysis of sociél facilitation provides one con-
Ceptual-framework capable of spoﬁéoring such systematic research.
Zajonc (1965, 1968) hypothesized that the mére,presence of other
organisms results in_anvingreése in the individual's arousal or,driv;'
blevél; This in turﬁ facilitates -the résponse.that is dominant at the’
: : - '
time of increased drive. While distinguishing'between'audienée effects,

involving observers only, and coaction effects, which involve other

Qrganisms engaging simultaneously in identical behavior; Zajonc main-— -
taing that both situatibns‘résult in arousal and facilitatién of
dominant responses (Zajonc 1965, pp. 273—274).

The present stuay was designed to provide a sysﬁematic test of
Zajonc's theory'ahd to investigaté the effects of social stimulation on
running and eating behavidrs of the white rat. Four social conditions,
designed to allow foi bofhraudienée and coaction effeéts, were included.’
All subjects were ﬁirst trained and then run iﬁ a sequénce of five non-
social trials, ten social triais; five non-social trials, and a tefminal._
social.trial.

If Zajonc's theory is correct, then the subjects Wguld be

expected to arrive at the food sooner and eat sooner during the social

trials than during the non-social trials.  Furthermore, no differences



o

should be obgerved among the four social conditions. Food consumption
should also be greater during the social. trials, and no differences in

food consumption among the social conditions should obtain.



METHOD

Subjects

rFourteen weeks prior to the experiment, twenty male ﬁister rats
were transferred from the rodent colony room and two grouprcagés to a
smaller room and housed individually in small cages. Eight weeks before
the experiment was begun, fhé subjects were introduced to a schedule of
.rédﬁced fodd.intake; Alirsﬁbjécts.reached 80%Z body weight at least
four days before the béginning of the experiment and were. maintained
at fhis weight th?oughout the experiment,' From £he 20 rats, 16 were
randomly assigned to one of the four experimental conditioné and to
receive foodtrgward'in either the left or"righé arm of thé'ﬁaze, The

subjects were approximately 420 days old when the experiment was begun.

Apparatus
‘The apparatus consisted of é t maze with a white plexiglas

floor and 1 1/4 cm wire mesh WallsorrA 3/10 cm (thickness) sheet of
clear piexiglas divided into three pieces served as the ceiling; The
maze was approximately 19.0 cm wide and 14.0 cm,high. rThe start box
waé 15.3 cm long and-Wés diﬁided'bﬁ wooden blocks into two compartﬁents;
Galvanized iron guiliotine gates were operated from the rear'of fhe
maze by dréw strings. Tﬁermaze measured 1.14 m from the guillotine
gates to Fhe cﬁoice point and 0.89 m from the choice point té the end
6f_each arm. The entiré maze was eievated 5.7 cm from the floor of

the room.by-woo&en blocks.



The cages which housed the audience animals were 18.4 cm high,
18.l'cm-wide, and 14.7 cm deepl They had aiwife mesh floor éﬁd‘froﬁt'
énd a solid steel ﬁack and sides. Dufing_the experiment, these cages
héd'cardboard’ceilings and were raised to fhe same height as thé maze;
A total of 12 audience cages Werelused;,and Figure 1 illustrates their
placement around the maze. The audience cages were placed_appréximafély
—S.O cm from the sides of the maze. The apparétus was situated in~a'
laboratory room in Wﬁich no animals were housed. Throughout the
experiment, the maze floor was sprayed with a weak vinegar solﬁtioﬁ
and wiped dry prior to each snimal's trial in order to reduce olfactory
cués in the runway.

Time to food and time to eat were;recorded manually,witﬁ
Standard eleéEric.timeré';alibré;eavéorO.bl gsecond. - Food consumption,
ﬁhen measured,-was assessed with a Bosch electric scale calibrated to

0.1 gram.

Experimental Conditions

:Table 1 presénts'anvexplanation bf,the.four social conditions..
»The four animals that‘remained from the original subject pool of 20 were
‘.raﬁdomly assigned to the four subjects in the cbaction—deprived condi-
tion and served as- their companions duriné the social trials° Two
other aﬁimalss chosen onvthe basis of'weight, served as companions in
the coaption—nondeprivéd condition.

Twelve naive ﬁale Wister rats approximately 210 days old served

as the audience animals-.



Figure 1. Placement of the audience cages around the maze.



Table 1. Characteristics of the social conditions.
Social Conditions
Characteristic Coaction- Coaction- Audience- | Audience-
Deprived | Nondeprived | Visual Nonvisual

Audience rats in place X X X X
Food-deprived experi-
mental rat in maze X X X X
Food-deprived companion
rat in maze X
Nondeprived companion
rat in maze X
Audience cages covered -
with opaque cloth X
Time to food and
time to eat recorded X X X X
Food consumption
recorded X X




Training
" During training,'cémpanions and subjects were treated“alike.
Aléé,:the empty audience cages were kebt,in.place'throughout the .
training period. . |
After two 10 minute maze—familiérization trials, the aniﬁals
were placed in.the apparatus for 5 minutes per day with food (Purina
'Rét;Cth pellets) available at the appropriate goal. When all
animéls had reached a criferion of eatiﬁg within 90:seconds of being
released from.the start bo%.on two consecutive days, the pre-
expéfimental>(non—Social} trials ﬁere begun. Training lasted for.

19 days.

Pre—Experimgntaerrials

The sﬁbjects wefé run alone in the maze for fiv; consecutive -
days at- the rateiéf one'S minute trial per day. Coaction~deprived
condition subjects were run first, followed by coaction—nondeprived
condition subjects; audience-visual condition subjects, and audience~
nonvisual condition subjects, respectively. Subjects within each
conditéon were ruﬁ in a constant‘randomlymdétermined order throughbpt
all trials. | |

The companion rats were also run alone each day, so that they
Would'maintain fémiliarity with the maze. After the fifth‘trial, the-
companions for the coactién—nondeprived‘condition Were'fed in their
cages ad 1ib. ‘All other.animéls were taken to their‘céges immediétely
after each trial and fed the amount necessary té maintain them'at‘SO%

body weight.
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-On days four and five, the audience animals were placed in the
audience cages for 15 minuteé each day, in order to familiarize them

with the apparatus.

Expérimental.Trials

Ten dailyfexpérimenfal trials were run5'with the audience rafs
in place for all conditions. ZEach subject in the coation-deprived
condition was run with a deprived companion rat, and each subject in
| the coaction-nondeprived condition was run with a nondeprived cgm.panion°
In the latter condition, only two'companiqn animals were used,,onévv
with the two experimental suﬁjects that received food at the fighﬁ goél
box, and one with tﬁe'two experimental subjects thaf received food at
‘the left goal~box. in the audience—visuai con&ition, the~sﬁbject§ were
run alone. In the audience-nonvisual condition, sﬁbjects were runr
alone, and the audience cages-wére covered individually with opaque
cloth. Béginning with-the second experimental trial, the ofder in which

the conditions were run was determined randomly for each trial.

Post-Experimental Trials
Following the expérimental trials, all subjects received one
trial per day for five days, with the empty audience cages left in

place. All subjects ran the maze alone.

Final Ex‘periment'a‘l Trial -
An additional social trial was run the day following the final

post-experimental trial in a manner identical to that of the other ten

.experimental trials.



RESULTS

Statistical Analysis

Time to food ana latency of eating after arriving at food.
measures were subjected to a 4 (treatments) X 21 (trials) analysis of
variance; Aléo, difference scores of the first social trial (6) minus
the fiﬁal pré—ex@erimental trial (5), the first post—experimeﬁtal_'
trial (16) minus the preceeding social trial (15), and the:final social
trial (Zl)vminﬁs the finalrpost;exﬁerimental trial-(ZO) were examined
as a function of treatments with a 4 X 3 analysis of variance. Social
condition and adaptation éffects were assessed with post hoc comparisons
of the treatments and of the pre-experimental trials (1-5), the ipitial
social trial (6), the first fivé social trials (6~10), the second five
soecial trials (11-15), the firéﬁ ten social trials (6-15), all sccial
triéls except the first and last one (7;15), the post—experiﬁental
trials (16—20), and the final social trial (21), in various combina-
tions. Amouﬁt-of food consumed déta were analyzed with a 2 (treatments)
X 21 (trials) analysis of variance, and post hoc comparisoné identical
to tﬁose used on the time to food and latency of eating éfter arriving
at féad data were used to assess social condition(and adaptatioﬁ

effects.
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'.Time to Food

Table 2 and Figure 2 present the treatment meané of time (in »
‘seconds) to food for each trial. The subjects did not reach the food
sooner on the eleven social trials than they did on the non-social
trials.

'.'A Treatment X Trials analysis of variance revealed a significant
trialéieffect (F=2.79, df=20/240, p<.005) and a significant treatments
éffectv(Ef3.56, df=3/12, p<.05). The first social trial resulted in
‘reéponse inhibition, with the combined mean for trials 1 through 5
(12.3) differing significantly (p<.10) from the mean of tfial 6 (_38.1).l
Howéver, adaptation.to tﬁe social conditions occurred, since the mean
of‘triél-6 (38.1) differed significantly from the combined meaﬁ of
trials 7 through 15 (10.0) (23.10). This adaptation effect was very
rapid, siﬁée the combined mean of trials 6 through 10 (17.0) did not
.differ significantly from the combined mean of trials ll'thrdugh 15
'(8.6). This adaptation effect éarried'over to the final sociél trial,
since the mean of trial 6 (38.1) differed significantly-(p<.01) from
the mean of trial 21 (12.4){- Evidently the social conditions did not
result in a ﬁersistent inhibitory effect, since the combined mean of
trials 1 through 5 (12.3) did not differ significantly.from the
combined mean of trials 6 thréugh 10 (17.0) or from the combined mean of

trials 6 through 15 (12.8). The termination of the social trials had -

1. All individual comparisons are based upon. the Tukey technique
with a criterion of significance of p<.05. All multiple comparisons are
based upon the Scheffé technique with a criterion of significance set at
p<.10. Due to the conservative nature of the Scheffé procedure, the use '
of the .10 level of significance is judged to be warranted (Myers 1966, .
P. 334). :



Table 2.

Time to food means in seconds.

Trials

Condition

1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Coaction- 19.00 | 15,45 19,10 13.20 | 61.98 | 52.48 | 14.28 }13.30 | 30.60| 19.78] 12.65| 14.45 | 12,10 13,43 | 9.18( 9.75} 29.15 |11.68 | 30.78 | 9.60| 25,48
deprived
Coaction~- 7.60| 7.28{ 9.60| 8.73| 13.68 {59.38 |24.25 |10.88 [11.75| 7.28( 9.25| 10.00 | 8.15 ] B8.45 [11.25] 12.30 | 11.35 | 9.93 | 35.93 {19.63] 11.95
nondeprived
Audience- 8.13| 7.45| 6.20){ 7.98| 5.55(21.13| 6.80 | 5.70 | 7.40] 11.93} 6.03( 7.38} 5.30 | 6.88 | 5.65 6.98( 4.53| 5.63 [10.13| 6.15| 4.85
visual
Audience- 5.88] 9.63| 6.20| 7.60{ 5.75 |19.25 | 6.53 | 6.95 | 4.78| 5.23} 9.08]| 9.63 | 6.20 | 7.60 | 5.75{ 19.25} 6.53 | 5.38 | 4.68 | 5.00| 7.23
nonvisual

Al
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Figure 2. Time to food for each trial for the coaction-deprived, coaction-nondeprived,

audience-visual, and audience-nonvisual conditioms.
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no effect, since neither the combined mean of trials 6_throﬁgh 15
(12;8)'nor the éonbined mean of trials 11 through 15 (8.6) differed
significantly from the combined mean of trials 16 throﬁgh 20 (18.2).
Finally, the'initial block of ﬁonfsocial trials (¥=12.8) did nof
differ sigﬁificantly from;the'post—experimental non—sociél trial block
(2;12,0),

| Further analysis of the treatment means did not reveal the
exact locﬁs éf treatment differences. None of the pairedrcomparisons
among the means of the coaétion—deprived condition-(20.8), the céaction—.
nondeprived condition (14.7); the audience~visual condition (7.5), and
the audience—noﬁvisﬁal condition (6.9) was significant. The difference
betweén the combined mean of the non-coaction audience conditicns (7.2)
ana the‘combined mean of the coaction conditions (17.8) was also not
sigﬁificant° However, a trend for suﬁjects iﬁ’the audience-only
conditions to reach the food sooner than did subjects in the coaction
conditions was présehi.
| The 4 X 3.anal§sis of wvariance pefformed on the difference

scores of trial 6‘minus trial 5; t£ial 16 minﬁs trial 15, and trial 21
. minus trial 20, for the time to food data, resulted in non-significant

F-ratios (all ps>.05).

‘Latengy of Eating after Arriving at Fcod
Table 3 and Figure 3 presént-the treatment means of laténcy of
eating after arriving at food (in seconds) for each trial. The
subjects did not begin eating sooner on the social trials than they

did on the non-social trials.



Table 3.

Latency of eating after arriving at food means in seconds.

Trials

Condition

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Coaction- 27.85 124.13|27.55[20.95 | 48.70 {114.08 | 59.10 |17.63 | 24.50 {13.60 [58.40 [ 41.13 | 8.25 | 38.68 | 54.15 }26.13 | 42,33 ) 27.68 {19.68 |21.10 |19.85
deprived
Coaction=~ 19.45 [ 11.20 | 15.30 | 37.13 [ 25.53 } 117.43 | 33.63 {29.83 {45.40 | 29.63 | 88.83 | 37.48 | 48.00 | 27.45 [ 13.40 | 12,30 | 30.70 | 29.38 | 14.30 |18.78 | 59.50
nondeprived
Audience~- 9.08 129.73}18.08]24.2512.05| 33,63}22.90 21,80 | 22.60 | 38.03 }13.58 | 52.05 | 17.23 | 31.35 } 47.55 28,20 [ 18.23 | 5.88 [24.55 |14.73 | 24.13
visual
Audience- 18.80 | 25.05 | 12.53| 6.88{ 7.35{ 50.98]20.90| 5.63| 5.70| 7.93|13.53| 4.90 (14,05 5.18{ 4.90| 5.65{ 7.35| 7.70 | 6.63 | 5.68 |14.55
noanvisual

ST
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Figure 3. Latency of eating after arriving at food for each trial for the coaction-deprived,
coaction-nondeprived, audience-visual, and audience-nonvisual conditions.
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Tﬁe Treatments X Trials analysis of variance revealed a
significant ‘trials effect only (F=4.04, df=20/240, p<.005). The first~
social trial again resulted in response inhibition, with the combined :
mean for trials 1 through 5 (Zl.i)'differing significantly (g<;10) froﬁ
the mean for trial 6 (79.0). Adaptation across social trials (trial 6,
X=79.0; trials 7 through 15, X=28.3) was net significant, although a
trend tewards adaptation was apparent. Similarly, the difference
between the combined mean of trials 6 through 10 (35.7) and the combined ,
mean of trials 11 through 15 (31.0) was not significant. The reintro-
duction of the social conditibnsvdid not produce as greatraﬁ inhibition
effect as resulted from their original iﬁtroduction, since the differ—
ence between the mean of trial 6 (79.0) and the mean of trial 21 (29;5)
was significant (p<.01). Other compafisens indicated further that a
persistent inhibition effect failed to obtain. The combined mean of
trialsel through 5 (21.1) did not differ significantly>fromefhe combined
,ﬁeen of_either'triais 6 through 15 (33.4) or triais 6 through 10 (35.7).
TheAtermination of the social conditions had no effect,isince.ﬁeithef
the combined mean for trials 6 through 15 (33.45 nor fheAeombined mean
for triale 11 through 15 (31.0) differed significantly from the combined
mean of trials 16 through 20 (lé.3). Fiﬁally; the effects of the social
conditioﬁs'did not carry over. to thebnon—social trials, since the
dlfference between the combined mean of trlals 1 through 5 (21.1) and
the combined mean of trlals 16 through 20 (18.3) was not 31gn1f1cant.
The 4 X3 analysis of variance revealed a significent trials

differences effect (F=7.09, df=2/24, p<.005). The difference between
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the mean of trial 6 minus trial 5 (55.6) and the mean of tfial 16
minus trial 15 (11.0) was significant (p<.01). However, no adaptation
effects were evident, because the difference between the mean of trial
6 minus trial 5 (55.6) and the mean of trial 21 minus trial 20 (14.4)
was ﬁ&t significant. A signifiéant difference between the mean of trial
16 minus trial 15 (11.9) and the combined mean of trial 6 minué trial 5

and trial 21 minus trial 20 (35.0) obtained (35.105.

- Food Consumed

Food consumptién was recorded in the audiencé—visual and
audience—nonvisuai conditioﬁs only. - Table 4 and'Figuref& present the
tfeatment means of food coﬁsuméd (iﬁ grams)'for each trial.

The Treafments X Trials analyéis qf variance revealed a-
significant triﬁls effect (¥F=1.97, df=20/120, p<.025). Thevappropriéte
post hoc comparisons Weré made.amoné the combined mean of triélé 1
through 5 (2.2), the mean of trial 6‘(1.8), the combined mean off
trials 6 fhrough~10 (2.0), the combinea mean of trials 11 through 15
(2,1),~the'combined mean of trials 6 through 15 (2.1)3 thercdmbined
mean of trials 7 through 15 (2.1), the combined mean of ﬁrials 16
through 20 (2.2), and the mean of trial 21 (2.2). All post hoc

.comparisonébfailed to reach significance, disallowing the discovery of
the locus of.the significant trials effect. A non~sighificént trend
for subjects to consume more food -during the first five trials,(§=2,2)

than they did on the first social trial (¥=1.8) should be noted.



Table 4. Focd consumed means in grams.
Trials
Condition
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 | 12 | 13 | 14 | 15 | 16 17 (18 |19 {20 | 21

Audience- 2.3( 2.1] 2.3| 2.3§ 2.3 2.1| 2.4| 2.3] 2.4} 2.0y 2.4| 1.9} 2.3] 2.3] 2.0 2.1 2.3} 2.3} 2.3 2.4{ 2.3
visual

Audience- 1.9 2.0} 2.2} 2.2} 2.1| 1.6}/ 1.7] 1.9f 2.1] 1.9} 2.0} 2.0} 2.0} 1.9} 2.0} 2.2| 2.0} 2.0 2.0} 2.1{ 2.1
nonvisual

6T
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Figure 4. Food consumed for each trial for the audience-visual and audience-nonvisual conditions. Y
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"Behaviér-During the Social Conditions .

The coaction conditiOQS'made direct interaction betweeﬁ pairs
of animals possible. This could havé taken any of a number of forms,
éuch as simultaneous running in the maze, mutual sniffing, and fighting.
Informal notes taken during the experiment indicate that while
occasional brief fights did occur, the predominant behaviors, in
addition to eating, were solitary grooming and sniffing of the maze.
As the social tfials continued, the behévior of the animals, vis a vis
'eaCﬁ @thér, seemed fo stabilize in the direction of decreased igter~
actionq

Although direct interaction was impossible in the non-coaction
audience conditions, nose-to-nose sniffing be tween the experimental
and audience animéls Wés possibie, However, the audience animals
spent almost all of the time sleeﬁing in the rear of their cages.
Meanwhile, the experimental animals spent more time éniffing the maze

‘during the social trials than they did during the non-social trials.



DISCUSSION

The results seem to cast doubt on the generality of Zajoncfs
theory. The.complete la;k of any facilitation of performance on‘any
of the three dependént variables as a function of social conditions
is not consistent with the predictions that were derived from Zajonc's
arousal hypothesis. Where significant differenceg in the data wére
found, these differences indicated that the effeét of the social con-—
ditions was inhibitory. Both time to food and latency ofveating after
afriving at food measures rgvealed that this inhibitory effect was
greatest on the initial social trial. The time to food déta further
‘indicated that subjects adapted rather rapidly to the presence of
other animals. Since -the subsequent reintroduction ofvsocial condi~-
tions did not result in response inhibition, this adaptation was
evideﬁtly a robust phenomenon. This effect could be further
explicated by changing thé companion animal on every trial. A more
basic question is along what dimensions do the responses to novel -
social and non-social stimuli differ?

The lack of agreement in results acfoss differentldependent
variables eﬁphasizes the importance of the choice of dependent measures.
.That social conditions do-not effect all responses equally is
- illustrated by the fact that a clearcut:édaptation effect across social
tfials wés evident only on the time to food measure. Tolman (1968, p. 51)
has asserted that 'whether an increment or decrement is obsérved depends
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less .on the faciliéative mechanism.thén on the observer's choice of
dependent’variable." Zéjonc (1968, p. 79) has written that ”responses are
considered dominant if in a given situation they are méde with greater
frequenéy,'with‘greater probability and With,gfeater intensity."
Acéording'to thé learning criterion uséd and observations made while
the experiment was in progress, the dependent variables that Were-
ﬁsed in the present study do qualify as having indexed dominant
responsesa‘ These results imply that theorists in the field (e.g.,
Zajonc 1968; Cottrell 1968) will have to be more precise than they
have been regarding the classes of behaviors tha£ will be facilitated
under spgcific conditions.

While the results reported here are not éonsistent with Zajonc's
hypothesis, they do not imply that a more general arousal hypothesis
ié iﬁcorrect,‘.lt may be that the introduction of social stimuli
‘resulted in a Chanée in the re;ponse dominaﬁce'hiérarchy, s0 that—ﬁéw‘
responses (e,gf, those that were facilitated) became dominant. Arousal

could have contributed to the_intensity of those new dominant responses
without affecting eatiné or running behavior. However, ﬁhe present
~design did not provide a test for that possibility.

In his review of therrole of the companion, Tolman (1968, p. 51)
concluded that decrements in behavior occur when the class of ﬁeﬁévior
of the companion is different from that of the experimental animal.

In the preseﬁt study, both of the animals in the coaction~deprived
condition ﬁére running to the;foéd aﬁd eating, yet several anaiyses

revealed a decremental effect on certain behaviors. Since the animals
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were not'always behaving alike simultaneously, the interpretatidn of
these results is not clearcut.

- There appears to be no theory that ﬁould have predicted the
facilitation of thelbehaviors that were facilitated, ﬁamely solitar§
grooming and sniffing of thé maze. However, the present experiment
did not contain the controls that would be necessary to exclude a

i
‘theory such as Cottrell's, which maintains that the presence of other
organisms results in increased drive if their'presence creates
anticipations of.poéitive or negative outcomés in the animals of -
intefest (Cottrell 1968, p. 103). Future research using the present.
design,could examine this possibility by conﬁrolling for early social
experience.

. An important aspect of the facilifétion paradigm is the fact
that ;dditional responses beéome available to the sﬁbject when énothef
organism:is present. A social situation may result in the facilitation
of some of these new responses, while at the same time inhibitiﬂg'thé»
freqﬁency and/or strength of some of the non-social responses,A Other
authors have alluded to this fact (e.g., Tolman 1968), but it has
farely been discuééed in research reports, especially if the dependenf
variables-werg facilitated. The new responses that obtain .as a result
of social conditions, and the responses thatrdecrease in frequeﬁcy as
a result of social conditions, should both be specified. Although in
the present study new social responses were not prepotent, reseafdh
tﬁat'investigates thesé aspects of the social facilitation paradigm

should prove to be profitablé.



| SUMMARY

White rats were run in a t maze. under one of four sociél con-—
ditions that were structured to provide differentially salient social
cues. In all social conditions, an audience of cages rats was present.
In a coaction-deprived condition, subjects were run with a trained food-
deprived rat. Subjects in a coaction-nondeprived condition were run
with a trained nondeprived raﬁn In an audience-visual conditioh,
subjects were run alone. Subjects in an audience-nonvisual condition
were run alone with the audience cages covered with opaque cloth.
Subjects were trained alone in the maze to criterion, then run alone .
for five pre-experimental trials, run in the social conditions for ten
trials, run élone again for fivé post—expefimental trials, andAfun féri
: a‘final triallin the social conditions. Dependen£ meésures were time

to food, latency of eating after arriving atffoodg and, in the
: éudiencevonly conditions, foéd consuﬁed. Social facilitafion of the
“dependent measures did not obtain. With respect to time to.food; the
~initial social trial resulted in responge inhibitign. However? adapta~
tioﬁ to the‘social conditions occurred. The first sécial,trial>‘
resulted in response inhibition with respeét to latency of eating, also.
Informal notes taken>during the experiment indicate that the most
ftéqﬁent behaviors during the social trials, in addition to ééting;
‘were solitafy grooming and sniffing of thé_maze. Implicatioﬁé-fdr
Zajdné's arousal hypothesis are discussed; Also, the importance of
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‘the fact that new responses become available to the subject when another

organism is present is emphasized. _ :
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