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The effect of the self-perception of inattention on feeling bored was investigated. Ss in a listening
situation were simultaneously distracted (a) not at all, (b) moderately, or (c) loudly. As hypothesized,
Ss who were distracted by extraneous noise at levels too tow to be recognized as a distraction reported

that they felt more bored and that the task was less pleasant. That is, they attributed their inattention
to the material as opposed to the distraction. Extraverts required louder distractions than introverts
to produce boredom. These findings extend self-perception theory in an important direction. This
is the first demonstration of a self-perception being based on a cognitive, rather than a physical,

action.

Boredom. Everyone has experienced it. It overcomes people,

sometimes unexpectedly: at a lecture, when involved in house-

cleaning or some other mundane activity, or perhaps even when

reading a journal article. Clearly, boredom occurs in a wide va-

riety of circumstances and, given its relationship with poor per-

formance, is of considerable practical and theoretical interest

(Geiwitz, 1966; Robinson, 1975). However, it is unclear what

processes lead us to feel bored. The existing research on bore-

dom is limited (O'Hanlon, 1981) and has focused primarily on

the conditions under which boredom arises (i.e., Cox, 1970;

Drory, 1982; O'Hanlon, 1981;Thackray, 1981). However, little

is known about the experience itself and how it is generated.

The purpose of this study was to explore the processes by which

the feeling of boredom arises.

The nature of boredom is itself a subject of some disagree-

ment. However, boredom and its converse, interest, have often

been considered emotions (Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980;

Scherer, 1984; Tomkins, 1962). If boredom is an emotion, then

it is reasonable to expect that the same processes which give rise

to other emotional feelings will also apply to boredom. Much

recent research has suggested that this process involves the per-

ception of one's own bodily responses and actions (Laird,

1984). For example, we feel happy because we are smiling, an-

gry because we are scowling and clenching our fists, and so

forth.

Self-perception theory maintains that we know all of our own

feeling states in essentially the same way that we understand the

feeling states of others (Bern, 1972; Ryle, 1949). That is, we infer

our own feeling states by observing and, in effect, interpreting

our behavior and the context in which it occurs. This interpre-

tive process is assumed to be like depth perception in being au-

tomatic and in occurring outside a person's awareness. In per-

ceiving our feeling states, as in depth perception, we are un-

aware of the cues that lead to the experience or the process that
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combines these cues to generate the experience. All we are

aware of is the final product, be it the perception of depth or a

feeling of emotion. (Laird, 1984, in press).

In this self-perception view, emotional feelings are presumed

to arise from emotional actions, rather than the reverse. Conse-

quently, the essential empirical difference between self-percep-

tion (and other peripheral theories of emotion) and more con-

ventional views is the prediction that if people can be induced

to act as if they held particular emotions, attitudes, motives, or

beliefs, they will report feeling these states. Much research has

demonstrated that this effect does in fact occur (Bern, 1972;

Laird, 1984).

For example, people who were induced to adopt facial expres-

sions of emotions reported feeling those emotions (Laird,

1984). Similarly, people induced to adopt emotional body pos-

tures reported feeling the corresponding emotions (Duclos et

al., in press; Riskind, 1984). When induced to share the mutual

gaze characteristic of love, opposite sex strangers reported feel-

ing more romantically attracted to each other. (Kellerman,

Lewis, & Laird, in press). People induced to act as if they be-

lieved some proposition, by, for example, making a speech or

writing an essay in favor of it, later declared that they believed

what they had said (Bern, 1967, 1972). In sum, a number of

studies have demonstrated that a wide variety of feeling states

can be induced by manipulating their associated behaviors. Pre-

sumably, then, boredom could be induced by manipulating the

appropriate behaviors, or the way in which those behaviors were

interpreted.

Two previous studies are consistent with the self-perception

view of boredom, although neither manipulated behavioral

cues. Instead, both explored situational variations that would

affect the interpretation of behavioral cues. One of these was

inspired by Fenichel's (1951) observation that boredom "arises

when we must not do what we want to do, or must do what

we do not want to do" (p. 359). Troutwine and O'Neal (1981)

induced all of their subjects to agree to continue listening to

audiotape recordings. Some subjects were assured that they

were free to leave at any time, whereas another group were told

they had no choice in whether or not to continue their participa-
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tion. The group who felt compelled to participate rated a listen-

ing task as less interesting than those who believed they freely

chose to continue. This was true regardless of whether the tape

was considered boring or interesting beforehand (as rated by the

experimenters). Presumably, then, it was the sense of coercion,

rather than the activity, that gave rise to boredom.

Another study, by London and Monell (1974), was specifi-

cally inspired by a self-perception analysis. The authors rea-

soned that the apparent speed with which time passed was an

important part of the experience of boredom. All of their sub-

jects actually spent 20 min on an experimental task. For some

subjects, apparent time was accelerated by an altered clock, so

that only 10 min seemed to have passed. For a second group of

subjects, apparent time was slowed down to look like 30 min

instead of the actual 20. Subjects in the apparent 10-min session

rated the activity as much more boring than those in the appar-

ent 30-min session. Evidently the former subjects felt that they

had worked on the task for a long time, but that because only

10 min had passed, the task must be especially boring. Sim-

ilarly, the latter subjects felt that although 30 min had passed,

it had seemed like much less, so the task must be especially in-

teresting.

In these two studies, boredom was increased by the feeling

that one was not free to do as one wished or that time was pass-

ing more slowly than it should. However, although these results

support the self-perception conception of boredom and are in-

tuitively reasonable, neither of these factors seems central to the

experience of boredom. We are still left with the question, Are

there behavioral cues that lead to the feeling state of boredom?

Self-perception theory holds that feelings are based on the

same cues outside observers might use. Hence, many self-per-

ception analyses begin by asking how an observer might know

someone was happy, sad, in love, and so on. Unfortunately, un-

like other feeling states such as happiness, surprise, or anger, the

overt actions related to boredom are not immediately obvious.

Certainly yawning, closing one's eyes, or holding one's head up

would be a part of the boredom pattern on many occasions, but

by themselves they probably would lead to the experience of

sleepiness rather than boredom.

Another set of potential cues for boredom are suggested by

two otherwise antithetical theories of the role of arousal in bore-

dom. In the first approach, boredom is conceived as a state in

which the level of external stimulation is unsatisfactorily low,

causing low internal arousal (i.e., Barmark, 1937; Fiske &

Maddi, 1961; Geiwitz, 1966; Hebb, 1966). Low internal arousal

is assumed to cause inattention, daydreaming, performance er-

rors, irritation, and sleepiness for people who are bored.

The opposite approach argues that low external stimulation

leads to high internal arousal. Berlyne (1960) suggested that

people label themselves as bored as a result of high internal

arousal, defined as divertive exploration, or the struggle to at-

tend when attention is lost. When the pattern of external stimu-

lation is very low, high internal arousal develops to compensate

for the external environment and to aid the individual in focus-

ing attention. If the individual has to continue the focal activity,

the struggle to attend will continue and boredom will result.

These two positions make opposite predictions about the re-

lationship between boredom and arousal, but they both agree

that the essential behavioral component of boredom is the

struggle to maintain attention. Attention, then, seems to be an

excellent candidate for a major cue for the self-perception of

boredom. Perhaps the reason people know they are bored is,

at least in part, that they find they cannot keep their attention

focused where it should be.

To test this hypothesis, we had to do more than merely mea-

sure attention and boredom. Although these variables would be

expected to be highly related, the relationship itself would not

show any causal links. We had to, instead, find a way to manipu-

late attentional cues. If loss of attention is an important self-

perception cue for boredom, and if attention can be manipu-

lated without the subject's recognition, the reported experience

of boredom should change.

The problem we had was to manipulate attention without

the subject's awareness. Attention can be easily manipulated by

distraction, but subjects are likely to recognize the effects of the

distraction and not attribute any changes in attention to their

own states.

Zillmann's (1971, 1978) research on arousal and emotion

suggested a general model and experimental technique that

could be applied to this problem of manipulating distraction

without the subject's awareness. The essential feature of Zill-

mann's (1978) method is to use three arousal conditions. At the

lowest level, the arousal is so low that it has no effect and goes

unnoticed. At the highest level, the manipulation produces in-

tense arousal, but the effect is noticed and correctly attributed

to its source. In the middle level, however, the arousal manipula-

tion has an effect, but the effect is small enough so that its true

source is not recognized. In that case, the arousal and its effects

may be misattributed.

For example, in some of Zillman's (1978) studies, arousal was

induced by exercise, and its effect on aggression was observed.

One group of subjects exercised and then immediately were

given the opportunity to behave aggressively. They did not differ

from controls, presumably because, although they were strongly

aroused, they knew the source of the arousal was the exercise.

A second group was given an extensive recovery period. They

also did not behave more aggressively than controls, because for

them, excitation from exercise had returned to base levels. The

group that received a brief recovery period did act more aggres-

sively than any other group. In this group the obvious excitatory

reactions were lowered, and obtrusive cues, such as panting and

sweating, were not present. However, considerable arousal re-

mained and was misattributed, anger was heightened, and the

subject acted more aggressively. Using this general technique,

residues of excitation from physical exertion have been shown

to intensify feelings of anger and aggressive behavior (Zillmann

& Bryant, 1974; Zillmann, Katcher, & Milalsky, 1972; Zill-

mann, Johnson, & Day, 1974) and sexual excitement (Cantor,

Zillmann, & Bryant, 1975).

In the same way that Zillmann (1978) manipulated arousal

by having his subjects exercise, then giving them either no re-

covery period, a short one, or a long one, we manipulated atten-

tion by varying the level of distraction. The subjects in the no-

distraction group were expected to have little difficulty focusing

their attention and hence to experience little or no feeling of

boredom. The loud-distraction group were also expected to ex-

perience little or no boredom, because they would be keenly

aware of the outside distraction and would correctly attribute

their inattention to it. The moderate distraction group, on the

other hand, was expected to be most bored with the focal task.
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They were expected to experience difficulty in attending to the

focal task but not to recognize the distraction as a cause of their

inattention. Consequently, they were expected to attribute their

inattention to the focal task and perceive themselves as more

bored and the material as less interesting.

Much research indicates that individuals differ in their sus-

ceptibility to distraction and boredom and hence might differ

in their reactions to the experimental manipulations (Drory,

1982; Hill, 1975;P.C. Smith, ]955;Stagner, 1975). One person-

ality variable that has most frequently been found to relate to

boredom is extraversion-introversion (Eysenck & Eysenck,

1968).

Extraverts are commonly found to be more easily bored than

introverts on monotonous tasks (Davies & Hockey, 1966;

Drory, 1982; R. Smith, 1981; Stagner, 1975), probably because

they require and thrive on high levels of stimulation. In con-

trast, introverts are more easily distracted than extraverts and,

hence, prefer relatively unstimulating environments (Kagan &

Rosman, 1964). Since introverts are more distractible, we

would expect that introverts would be more affected by the dis-

traction conditions employed in this study. To produce similar

effects, higher levels of distraction would be required for extra-

verts than for introverts.

In sum, we expected that subjects in the low- and high-dis-

traction conditions would not report being bored, but that sub-

jects in the moderate distraction condition would. These levels

of distraction might, however, have different effects on subjects

who differed on the Extraversion-introversion scale.

Method

Subjects

Ninety-one volunteer undergraduate subjects (27 men and 64
women) participated in this research. There were no sex differences in

any of the analyses, so this variable is not discussed further.

Procedure

Subjects were tested in groups of no more than 5 in one of three

experimental conditions. Subjects were randomly assigned to groups,
and groups were randomly assigned to conditions. After signing a con-
sent form, subjects were told they were going to listen to a tape of some-
one reading an article from Psychology Today on a self-efficacy therapy.
Following the tape they would be asked to rate their interest in the mate-
rial and report what they remembered. This particular article was cho-
sen because pilot data indicated it was moderately interesting.

During this listening period, which lasted 15 min, one of three dis-
traction manipulations occurred: (a) A loud, clearly noticeable tape-
recorded television soap opera was played in the adjoining room, (b) the
same television sound track was played at a moderate, or just noticeable,
level, or (c) no sound was audible from the next room. The moderate,
or just noticeable, distraction was clearly noticeable if subjects were in-

formed of its presence, but was not usually remarked on by uninformed
listeners. The volume levels were determined by pilot testing. After lis-
tening to the tape, subjects were given a questionnaire containing the
measures of boredom and interest. Finally, they were administered the
Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968) to as-
sess introversion-extraversion.

Boredom and other related aspects of the subject's experience were
assessed by a two-part questionnaire. The first part was a group of rating
scales, some of which were included only to disguise the purpose of
the ratings. The checklist was composed of adjectives: talkative, elated,

Table 1
Responses to the Question "Did Anything Interfere With Your

Performance During the Testing Procedure?"

Condition Nothing Soundtrack Other'

No distraction
Moderate

distraction
Loud distraction

22

18
8

0

4
17

9

8
5

* Cold, fatigue, and so on.

bored, jittery, fed up, angry, refreshed, interested, tired, and annoyed.
Subjects also rated how enjoyable and interesting the task was. These
ratings were performed by making a slash on a 14-cm line, labeled at
one end not a all and at the opposite end very much so. These ratings
were scored by counting the number of centimeters the slash was from
the not at all end.

The second part contained a group of items that assessed the subjects'
awareness of the distraction and its sources. Another group of items
consisted of questions designed to tap subjects' feelings about factors
that might have affected their feelings of boredom, annoyance, and so
on, independent of the experimental manipulations. For example, one
pair of items asked the subjects to rate how interesting and valuable the
content of the tape itself was, independent of how they felt about it at
the moment. Two other items asked the subjects how distractible they

felt they were.
Finally, a group of questions were included to test subjects' awareness

of the experimental design. No subjects revealed complete awareness of
the experimental hypotheses, so no subjects were excluded from the

analyses on those grounds.

Results

Subject scores on the EPI were divided at the median of 13,

with the t2 subjects who scored exactly on the median not in-

cluded in the analyses. By this criterion, there were 37 extra-

verts, with scores of 14 or higher, and 42 introverts, with scores

of 12 or lower. Every subject's score fell within the normal range

for the lie dimension of the test. The distribution of subjects

classified as extraverted or introverted was just about even

among the three conditions.

The question "Did anything interfere with your performance

during the testing procedure?" was intended to assess whether

the subjects had recognized the effects of the distraction manip-

ulations. Subjects wrote a few sentences, which were later as-

signed to one of three categories: (a) no interference was re-

ported, (b) interference due to the experimental sound track

was reported, or (c) other interference was reported. In this last

category, the interference was attributed to factors such as cold,

fatigue, and other people in the room. All subjects' responses

were readily assigned to one of these categories. A chi-square

analysis shows that interference ratings were different in differ-

ent conditions, as expected, *2(4, N = 91) = 30.25, p < .001.

Table 1 shows the distribution of responses. Extraverts and in-

troverts showed the same patterns of responses.

Few subjects in the no-distraction group and the moderate

distraction group reported being distracted by the sound track

from the next room, whereas those in the loud-distraction

group frequently noted the noises in the adjacent room. Subject

responses in the loud-distraction group ranged from "I heard
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Table 2

Distribution of Subject Responses to the Question

"Why Did or Didn't Your Mind Wander?"

It didn't wander, or it
wandered in relation The tape Outside factors

Condition to the tape was boring distracted me

No distraction
Moderate

distraction
Loud

distraction

14

9

5

7

16

7

10

5

18

the TV. and it sounded more interesting" to "I heard the TV.

and it bothered me at first but after a while I blocked it out."

This was the pattern of responses we hoped to create. Because

the moderate-distraction group did not report being distracted

by the experimental manipulation, any effects of the distraction

might potentially have been misattributed to their feelings

about the material.

In response to the question "Why did or didn't your mind

wander?" subjects showed marked differences in their re-

sponses. Responses were classified as follows: (a) My mind did

not wander, or it wandered in relation to the material (i.e., some-

thing said on the tape inspired them to think about its content);

(b) my mind wandered because I was bored with the material

(i.e., they found the speaker monotonous, the subject matter

repetitive, the subject matter boring, etc.); or (c) outside factors

interfered with my performance (this most commonly included

the noise from the tape playing in the adjoining room, but it

also included such responses as I have a cold, my watch ticking,

other people in the room, and problems on my mind). A chi-

square analysis shows that subjects in the various conditions

responded significantly differently, x2(4) = 17.64, p < .002.

Again, there were no differences between extraverts and intro-

verts. See Table 2 for the distribution of responses.

As predicted, subjects in the no-distraction group most com-

monly responded that their minds did not wander or that some-

thing relating to the material distracted them. Subjects in the

moderate-distraction group attributed their mind wandering

much more to the material, and often remarked that they found

it boring. And finally, subjects in the loud-distraction group at-

tributed their mind wandering to outside distractions. This pat-

tern of results is exactly consistent with the hypothesis. In one

sense, it confirms that the moderate-distraction condition was

at the right level to permit the misattribution of inattention.

In addition, because the subjects in the moderate-distraction

condition frequently said their minds wandered because the

material was boring, these results also demonstrate the pre-

dicted misattribution effect.

A series of 3 x 2 (Condition x EPI) analyses of variance (AN-

OVAS) were computed to examine the rating-scale variables.

(See Table 3 for means and summaries of these analyses.) For

boredom, the central comparison, the EPI X Condition interac-

tion was marginally significant, F(2,73) = 2.54, p < .086. How-

ever, planned comparisons within each EPI group revealed the

expected results. The introverts in the moderate-distraction

group rated themselves as significantly more bored (M = 8.8)

than introverts in either of the other two conditions (M = 6.3,

6.1), F(2,73) = 4.90, .p < .01. For extraverts, a different pattern

emerged. Here, little difference was found between the no-dis-

traction group (M - 5.2) and the moderate-distraction group

(M =6.1). However, those in the loud-distraction group rated

themselves as significantly more bored (M = 7.9) than either of

the other two groups, F(2, 73) = 3.80, p < .031. This pattern is

consistent with the fact that extraverts are less distractible than

introverts and, therefore, were unaffected by the moderate level

of distraction. Instead, extraverts in the loud condition were

comparable to introverts in the moderate condition. That is,

they were distracted, but not so obviously as to prevent their

attributing their inattention to their feelings. As a consequence,

they reported that they were bored.

The subjects' ratings of how much they enjoyed the task re-

vealed a comparable pattern. The interaction between EPI

group and distraction condition was significant, F(2,73) = 4.97,

p < .009. Here, introverts in the moderate-distraction group

rated the listening task as significantly less enjoyable, whereas

no difference was present between the other two groups, F(2,

73) = 4.19, p < .02. Similarly, for extraverts, no differences were

found between the no-distraction and moderate-distraction

groups. For those in the loud-distraction group, however, a sig-

nificant drop in enjoyment was found, f\2, 73) = 10.17, p <

.001. This pattern fits precisely with the pattern for boredom.

In the moderate-distraction condition, the introverts were more

bored, and they reported that the task was less enjoyable. For

the extraverts, the loud-distraction condition produced more

boredom and less enjoyment.

EPI and distraction condition also interacted in affecting sub-

jects' judgments of how interested they were in the material,

f\2, 73) = 3.54, p < .034. A difference similar to the boredom

and enjoyment pattern was present for introverts. However, in

the planned comparison, this difference was not significant by

itself. For extraverts, a significant negative linear trend was pres-

ent for overall interest in the material, f\ 1,73) = 9.09, p < .006.

Extraverts in the no-distraction group were the most interested

in the material, whereas those in the loud-distraction group

were the least interested in the material.

There were no differences for any of the other mood variables

(i.e., refreshed, tired, jittery, elated, annoyed, angry, or talk-

ative) except for the mood adjective fed up, for which a signifi-

cant main effect for condition was found, F(2, 78) = 3.17,

p < .048. Here, as would be expected, all subjects in the loud-

distraction condition rated themselves as the most fed up. Over-

all, however, subjects' fed-up ratings were very low given that

the highest possible rating was 14.

Subjects had been asked to rate their own attention span and

distractibility, as possible covariates to remove error variance.

Instead, these measures seem to have served as slightly indirect

dependant variables. For attention span, F(2, 78) = 4.66, p <

.012, and for distractibility, f\2,78) = 5.67,p < .005, significant

main effects of condition were present. Generally, those in the

no-distraction group rated themselves as having the longest at-

tention spans and as the least distractible. Contained within this

main effect were nonsignificant versions of the same pattern

seen for boredom: Introverts rated themselves as having the

worst attention span and as being most distractible in the mod-

erate-distraction condition, whereas extraverts rated them-

selves as most distractible and as having the poorest attention

span in the loud-distraction condition. Apparently, at least
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TableS
Ratings of Task and Self, by Extroverts and Introverts, in the Distraction Condition

Introvert Extravert F ratio

Variable

Boring
Enjoyable
Interesting
Fed up
Attention span
Distractible
Material valuable
Material interesting

No
distraction

6.3
8.6
9.1
2.8
8.4
7.1

10.4
8.6

Moderate
distraction

8.8
6.5
8.3
3.8
7.1
9.4

10.7
9.0

Loud
distraction

6.1
8.2
9.6
4.8
7.4
8.7

11.0
9.8

No
distraction

5.2
8.6

11.0
1.8
9.5
5.1

11.9
11.1

Moderate
distraction

6.1
8.7
9.5
3.0
8.5
7.3
9.5
8.8

Loud
distraction

7.9
5.7
7.7
4.1
6.5
8.6
7.9
7.4

Distraction

1.39
2.52
1.55
3.17'
4.66 **
5.67"
1.81
0.66

EPI

1.89
0.06
0.25
1.43
0.90
4.53*
2.44
0.02

EPIX
distraction

2.54
4.97**
3.54'
0.01
1.76
0.97
4.35*
4.14*

Note. Introvert and Extravert denned by Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968).
*p<.05. **p<.01.

some subjects generalized their judgments about their distracti-
bility in the experiment to their distractibility in general.

In addition, a significant main effect of EPI was found for
distractibility ratings, F(2,78) = 4.53, p < .037. Introverts rated
themselves as generally more distractible than extraverts, as one
would expect on the basis of previous research.

The results for boredom, enjoyment, and interest discussed
thus far all involve subjects' ratings of their own feelings. In
the second group of measures, subjects were asked to judge the
perceived value of the material and its intrinsic interest, inde-
pendent of their immediate reaction. Here, slightly different
patterns were found.

Significant interactions were present for Condition X EPI for
value ratings, F(2, 73) = 4.35, p < .016, and intrinsic interest
ratings, F(2, 73) = 4.14, p < .02. However, no differences were
found in the responses of introverts in any of the conditions. In
contrast, the extraverts thought the material significantly less
valuable, F(l,31)= I3.72,p<.00l, and less intrinsically inter-
esting, f[l, 73) = 9.78, p < .005, in the high-distraction condi-
tion. Presumably, the extraverts attributed some of their bore-
dom in this condition to the material.

In sum, the extraverts' ratings of the tasks were entirely con-
sistent with their reports of their own feelings of boredom and
enjoyment. The introverts, however, did not generalize their
own feelings to the ratings of the tasks. Because derogating the
task might be seen as insulting to the experimenter, the intro-
verts may have been characteristically reluctant to express
strong, socially salient opinions.

Discussion

The results fit the predictions well, especially among the in-
troverts. Compared with introverts in the no-distraction and
loud-distraction conditions, introverts in the moderate-distrac-
tion condition rated themselves as significantly more bored and
as enjoying the task the least. Furthermore, subjects in the mod-
erate-distraction group attributed their mind wandering to bor-
ing subject material twice as much as subjects in either of the
other conditions. Subjects in the moderate-distraction condi-
tion made strong statements, such as "I was bored with the
tape," "The speaker was boring and undynamic," "The wom-
an's voice was extremely monotone and uninteresting," and

"Some of it was boring." These strong statements were not pres-
ent in the other two groups. Instead, some of those in the no-
distraction group were very interested in the tape, claiming that
either their mind did not wander and they were not bored or
that it wandered in relation to the tape. Furthermore, many sub-
jects in the no-distraction group made comments such as "I
thought of personal experiences related to self-efficacy (the sub-
ject matter of the tape)" or "I found myself applying the mate-
rial to my life." Some subjects stayed after the experiment to
talk about the material they had listened to, but, notably, none
of these were from the moderate-distraction group.

The differences in the patterns of responses among the extra-
verts and introverts seem to reflect the extraverts' greater resis-
tance to distraction. The same moderate volume distraction
that the introverts could not entirely ignore was unnoticeable
to the extraverts. The loud noise that was obvious to the intro-
verts was the same sort of background distraction for the extra-
verts that the moderate distraction was for the introverts. Con-
sistent with this assumption, some of the extraverts in the loud
condition reported that although they were aware of the inter-
ference, it bothered them very little, or "I noticed the T.V. but
it didn't bother me because my attention was focused on the
tape." One subject claimed, "I would have been more distracted
had the T.V. been off. It filled the empty space." Probably an
even louder distraction would be required to produce the kind
of drop in boredom and increase in enjoyment for extraverts
that was observed in the introverts in the loud condition.

Although the patterns are different in the introvert and extra-
vert groups, in both groups the same basic phenomenon was
observed. When subjects were distracted by an outside noise
but did not recognize the role of that noise, they reported feel-
ing bored and did not enjoy the task. Apparently then, their
feeling of boredom came from the recognition that they were
not attending to what they should have been. Lacking any other
explanation for their inattention, they had no alternative except
to believe that they were bored with the material.

It appears, then, that the processes that generate feelings of
boredom are similar to those that generate other feelings. That
is, feelings of boredom are based on self-perception of actions.
In this case, the actions that served as cues for boredom were
negative in two ways. First, they were a failure to do something,
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namely, to pay attention to the Psychology Today article. The

other important negative aspect of this self-perception process

was that boredom required the absence of an alternative expla-

nation of the inattention.

Is unaccounted-for inattention the only cue for boredom? Al-

most certainly not. Interest and boredom are complex feeling

states of which inattention may be only one part. Certainly in

other feeling states a number of different kinds of cues have been

identified. For example, for the experience of emotions, at least

four different kinds of cues contribute: facial expressions

(Laird, 1984), autonomic arousal (Ross & Olson, 1981), pos-

ture (Duclos et al., in press; Riskind, 1984), and situational in-

formation (Laird, 1984). All of these classes, especially arousal,

might contribute to the experience of boredom. However, we

suspect that the self-awareness of attention may be the most

important.

These observations extend self-perception theory in an im-

portant direction. As far as we know, this study is the first dem-

onstration of a self-perception that is based on something other

than a physical action. Here, it was shown that self-perceptions

also can be derived from observations of one's cognitive action.

In a sense, then, boredom seems to represent a metacognitive

judgement about one's attentional activity.
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