








ABSTRACT

MANAGEYGNT OF HOSTILITY AND VERBAL FUNCTIONING
IN COLLEGE MALES

by Richard A. Westmaas

The purpose of this study was to investigate relationships

between individual differences in the management of hostility and

verbal functioning in a situation designed to arouse hostility,

Psychoana}ytic formulations of the processes involved in impulse
inhibition suggest that individuals characterized by a relatively
inhibitory method of managing hostility experience difficulty

in producing wonls assoclated with the expression of hostility.
That such individuals may also be at a disadvantage in producing
words not inherently associated with aggression was inferred from
the possible generalization of inhibitory processes. The hypotheses
formulated to test the proposed relﬁtionships predicted a positive
relationship between the expression of hostility and the produc-
tion of (1) hostile words and (2) neutral words in a frustrating
situation,

| In testing these hypotheses, 30 male college students were
randomly assigned to either a high arousal (HA) or low arousal
(1A) condition. Prior to verbal production tasks, the 4O HA
subjects were frustrated by contriving their failure on a test
said to predict creative potential, and by the experimenter's
insulting remarks, The LO LA subjects were allowed to pass this
test. Oral production of words in restricted categories provided

the dependent measures, The hostile word category included
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words used to describe someone whom one hates or dislikes. The
neutral word category consisted of words ending in a=t-i-o-n.
Measures of hostility were obtained near the end of the experiment,
immediately following a procedure for inducing aggression in all
subjects. These measures consisted of ratings on & post-experi=
mental questionaire which provided for the expression of hostility
toward the experimenter, the experiment, or the testing situationj
and extrapunitive responses on a modified version 01: the Rosen-
zweig Picture Frustration Test.

That HA subjects were considerably more hostile than LA
subjects on questionaire ratings was taken as evidence of the
effectiveness of the arousal procedure and as support for the
validity of the questionaire, Failure of the PF Test to reliably
discriminate between the groups was interpreted as further
questioning the validity of a technique that has shown serious
weaknesses in other studies,

The hypotheses to be tested concerned only the results in
the HA group. Results regarding the hypotheses were:

Hypothesis 1: Total hostility scores derived from questionaire
ratings failed to relate positively to production of hostile words,
A separate analysis of the questionaire items revealed that ratings
of unfriendliness to the experimenter were highly associated with
the production of hostile words (p ¢.0l), whereas ratings providing
more indirect expressions of hostility tended to relate negatively
to hostile word production, It was suggested that it is not the
indiscriminate expression of hostility, but the ability to aggress
directly against the instigator which is predictive of fluency
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with hostile words when frustrated. These results were seen as
consistent with psychoanalytic theory, and with a variation of
Miller's approach-avoidance paradigm which assumes individual
differences in avoidance tendencies. Attention was called to the
possible significance of proficiency with hostile verbalization

as affecting patterns of managing hostility. The non-significant
relation of PF measures to hostile word production was taken as

a reflection of the relatively low validity of this instrument.

It was pointed out that the sample chosen represents a group in
which hostility is largely confined to verbal aggression, and that
generalizations to other groups should be avoided. Suggestions
for further research were made.

Hypothesis 2z None of the measures of hostility were significantly
related to production of neutral words, suggesting that individu-
als who inhibit hostility are not characterized by lack of fluency
with words unrelated to aggression,

Other findings were that, among LA subjects, non-significant
trends of the same relationships exhibited in the HA group were
obtained. Comparison of HA and IA groups showed that frustrated
subjects produced more words of both categories than non-frustrated
subjects, That the motivating effect of frustration was more
transient for neutral words was seen as consistent with the
assumption that greater inhibition accompanies production of

hostile words in the presence of the instigator.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The tonics of hostility and of verbal functioning have
both become the objects of increasing interest among investiga-
tors in the last few years., Interest in the area of hostility
is indicated by the appearance of several instruments for assessing
hostility (Siegel, 1956; Buss and Durkee, 1957; Zaks and Walters,
1959), and by an increasing number of studies with various in-
terests and orientations, Interest in verbal functioning has
received impetus from experimental sources in the operant con-
ditioning studies, now being designed to simulate the clinical
interview situation (Buss and Durkee, 1958; Sarason, 1961
Babladelis, 1961). From the clinical side, increasing interest
centers around both content and style of verbal communication
in the therapy hour as well as in personality correlates of
verbal behavior in the interview,

The present study is concerned with relationships between
the arousal of hostility and a specific aspect of verbal func-
* tioning, the continuous production of words in two categoriesg
one related to the expression of hostility, the other neutral
with regard to hostility. Major emphasis will be placed on individ-
ual differences in the management of hostility as related to verbal

functioning in a situation in which hostility has been aroused.

Concepts and Definitions

The terms hostility and aggression are not generally given

1
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precise definition, and are frequently used synonymously.

Both terms serve at times to describe either motivational states
or overt behavior. In what is probably the most systematic

and influential treatment of the subject, Dollard, et al. (1939)
define aggression as ", . . an act whose goal-response is in-
Jury to an organism (or organism surrogate)". While this
definition appears to describe overt behavior, it is clear that

in other portions of their work aggression is seen as covert

or attitudinal, For example, "Aggression 1is not always mani-
fested in overt movements but may exist as the content of a
fantasy or dream or even a well thought out plan of revenge"

(pe 10)s The expression of aggression may be inhibited through
fear of punishment, and changes in form or object of aggression may
occur (p. L4 ff). Implicit here is the assumption that aggression
is a relatively enduring state of the organism which, once

established may be the antecedent of a variety of consequents,
In general usage, the term hostility is frequently applied to
the relatively enduring mtivational—moti‘ond complex inferred
from overt behavior or antecedent events. The terms aggression
or hostile behavior refer to overt behavior which is injurious
to the interests or well being of others (English and English,
1958).

The term hostility is preferred in the present research,
since attention will be focused on responses to situations which
are assumed to arouse hostility, but in which overt responses
vary in the extent to which they represent hostile behavior.

Variations in response to frustration are assumed to reflect
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(among other things) characteristic differences between individ-
uals in their control or expression of hostile motivation,

The term management of hostility is employed here to refer

to the use of devices which control or regulate the expression
of hostile impulses. Such devices are exemplified in the defense
mechanisms of denial, repression, projection, and turning against
the self, No attempt is made to claim that all differences

iﬁ the overt display of hostile behavior in the face of frus-

tration are a function of variations in the management.of hostility. |

Individuals may differ in their wvulnerability to frustration

as a function of constitutional differences and their previous
history. Thus Dollard et al. (1939) speak of the number of
frustrated response sequences, and Rosenzweig (19L5) proposes
the concept of frustration tolerance as a significant variable,
The notion of ego etrengfh, and the related concept of capaciti
to delay gratification also imply relatively enduriﬁg character-
istics of the organism which relate to the outcome of frustration,
Rosenzweig also suggests that individuals may have specific

areas of wvulnerability or low frustration tolerance corresponding
to psychoanalytic "complexes,"

From the foregoing, it is apparent that a variety of var-
iables may conceivably operate to determine individual differences
in hostile behavior. It is here proposed that a central and
significant variable in determining reactions to frustration
lies in the area of what has been called the management of hostil=-
ity. The concept of management of hostility is a broad one

which includes all the regulatory mechanisms and habitual strategems



L

relevant to the expression or inhibition of hostile impulses.
Also included are the various socially acquired skills of modu-
lating the expression of hostility so as to avoid the censure

of the superego and the disapproval and retaliation of others,

The Modification of Hostile Impulses

The development of control mechanisms to regulate hostile
tendencies is a prerequisite for social living. Unrestrained
expression of hostility is discouraged at an early age within
the family, and punished by law in the broader society. In the
frustration-aggression theorists' treatment of the expression of
hostility, fear of punishment is made one of the primary variables
affecting the appearance of aggression. With the intermalization
of societal standards, and the institution within the personality
of a censoring agent, the individual also comes to experience
guilt and discomfort from within when his aggression exceeds

the bounds of pi al standards. B of the opprobrium
with which hostile behavior is regarded, particularly in the
middle and upper social classes, various adjustments are made
by the individual in his expression of hostility.

One result of society's attempts to discourage open hostility
is to make the expression of hostility less direct and more
diversified. Open rebellion may give way to a more subtle passive
resistancey fantasied revenge may replace direct retaliation, and
verbal denunciation may substitute for physical violence. Thus,
Siegel (1956, 1957) proposes that people may differ not so much
in the amount of hostility they possess, but in the way in which

they express it.
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A widely recognized contribution to the literature on the
management of hostility is that of Rosenazweig (19LL). He calls
attention to differences in the direction of hostile expressions.
The arousal of hostility may eventuate in the expression of
aggression outwardly toward the frustrating agent (extrapunitive),
inwardly toward the self (intropunitive ), or the frustration
and hostility may be denied or minimized (impunitive response).
‘The work of Punkenstein and King (195L) and King and Henry (1955)
suggests that the concept of t:he direction of hostility has mean-
ing on the physiological as well as the psychological level,

They found that subjects who respond to a stress situation with
self-blame or anxiety tend to have an epinephrin-like response
on the physiological level, whereas subjects responding with
outwardly directed anger have a norepinephrin-like reaction,

In addition to the varlety of forms in which overt ‘aggres-
sion appears, the presence of social. censure or superego Ppro-
hibitions may effect a displacement of aggression, i.e., & change
in the object of hostility. The hostility aroused by a frustrating
agent in one situation is not necessarily specific but may be
expressed toward individuals in other situations who had nothing
to do with the frustration.

The preceding paragraphs indicate that hostile impulses
may undergo & variety of modifications both in form and object,
These modifications are assumed to result from factors inhibiting

the direct expression of hostility.

The Management of Hostility

Whether the individual responds to frustration in an openly







hostile or an inhibited fashion depends on a number of factors

both intermal and external to the individual. The impulse to
aggressively attack the frustrator is countered by fears of his
retaliation or withdrawal of love. Situational factors, such as
the status and power of the frustrator are potent factors in
determining the level of hostile response (Berkowitz, 1959).
Miller's approach-avoidance conflict theory (19LL) offers
a framework for discussing the expression and inhibition of
hostility. The principles of approach-avoidance theory may be
briefly s’ta\‘.ed as follows: Miller posits that the tendency to
approach or to avoid a goal is stronger the nearer the subject
is to the goal. The strength of avoidance tendencies increases
more rapidly with neamess to the goal than that of approach.
That is, the slope of the avoidance gradient is steeper than
that of approach, so that the two may cross. Purther, the
strength of tendencies tc approach or avoid varies with the
strength of the drive on which the tendencies are based. In-
creased drive raises the height of the entire gradient. In the
context of hostility, approach tendencies are based on the
st.m;:gth of hostile drives, and avoidance tendencies are based
on fears of retaliation. In the situation where hostile drive
and fears of retaliation are of approximately equal strength so
that the two gradients cross, a certain amount of hostility may
be expressed at some distance from the goal. However, as the
goal is approached, the expression of hostility becomes more and more
conflictual until the avoidance tendencies become stronger than
those of approach, and the subject withdraws. If the level of

hostile drive is increased while retaliation remains constant,
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the gradient of approach no longer intersects the avoidance
gradient, and the hostile behavior is culminated.

In contrast to the psychoanalytic model, Miller's theory,
and the experimental evidence he presents to support it, refers
almost entirely to external variables in dealing with the
expression of hostility. Little attention is given to individual
differences in response to the same hostility provoking situation,.
The present research stresses the fact that individuals vary
widely in their responses to frustrating situations. While
admi tting the effects of the ax&mal situation on the expression
and inhibition of hostility, we posit that the individual's
pattern of responses to frustration are to some extent character-
istic of that individual from one situation to another.

In order to account for individual differences in the
expression of hostility within Miller's framework, one might
posit differences between individuals in their level of hostile
drive, or in fears of retaliation, or both. Thus the relative
absence of a hostile response to frustration could be determined
by either a low level of hostile drive or by a high level of
fear of retaliation. The concept of management of hostility
assumes the presence of hostility, and places the emphasis on
individual differences in fears of retaliation, or aggression
anxiety, as determining individual differences in the amount of
hostility that is expressed in a frustrating situation.

From a dynamic viewpoint, methods of managing hostility
may be divided into two classes: those which permit impulse

expression, and those which block the expression of the impulse.






The paracdigm of impulse inhibition would be the complete repression
of hostility and denial of frustration. Other methods of managing
hostility, whether the manifestation is verbal or physical,
subtle or obvious, direct or displaced, allow for some degree
of impulse expression. A consideration of certain methods of
dealing with hostility reveals some difficulties in the assigne
ment of behavior to one of the two classes if these classes are
thought of as discrete and mutually exclusive. Theorists disagree
a8 to the drive reducing dualities of fantasied aggression
(Feshbeck, 1955; Berkowitz, 1960), and Dollard et al. (1939)
assert that self directed aggression is less drive reducing than
outwardly directed because injury to the self constitutes additional
frustration.

The position taken here is that expression and inhibition
of hostility are relative terms which describe th; extremes of
& continuum. Thus it is possible to speak of a given manifesta-
tion of aggression as containing greater or lesser amounts of
inhibition. The outcome of exposure to frustration can be
placed on the inhibition-expression continuum, with massive
repression and denial of frustration at one end, and physical
assault on the frustrating agent at the other. Nommally, a
response to frustration represents a compromise between inhibi-
tion and complete expression. This viewpoint is in agreement with
dynamic theory, which sees behavior as the outcome of a synthesis
between opposing forces.

The behavior of the individual whose typical response to

frustration approaches either the inhibition or expression
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extreme is ccnsidered pathological. The person who fails to
exercise some inhibition of aggression comes into conflict with
the mores and laws of society and soon attracts the attention of
the authorities. Behavior approaching the extreme of inhibition
of hostility may be less dramatic, but the consequences to the
individual may be just as far reaching. Such a person is handi-
capped in social relations by his inability to meet his frustra-
tions constructively, to compete effectively, or even to recognize

the sources of his frustration.

The basic mechanism invoi;ed in the extreme inhibition of
hostility is known in psychoanalytic theory as repression.
Repression occurs when pain becomes associated with the expression
" of an impulse, and the motive of avoiding pain becomes stronger
than the pleasure of gratification. The essence of repression,
- according to Freud, "lies simply in the function of rejecting
and keeping something out of consciousness" (1959, p. 865. Two
phases of repression are distinguished. The inhibition of the
ideational presentation of the instinct itself is termed primal
repression. The second phase of repression, termed repression
proper, has to do with derivatives of the repressed instinct-
presentation, such as trains of thought originating elsewhefe,
which have come into associative connection with the instincte
presentation. The radiation of repression is one of the patho-
genic features of this defense. Whole tracts of mental func-
tioning may be withdrawn from effective interaction with the
environment, producing a sterile or "pollyannish" personality.
Further, the inhibition of aggression is itself frustrating.

Thus there develops a vicious circle of increasing hostility
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which demands still more energy to prevent its expression and

its intrusion upon awareness.

Effects of Inhibition of Hostility on Verbal Functions

The existence of a relationship between inhibiting processes
and verbal functions has been postulated by many observers,
notably those with a psychoanalytic orientation. In psycho-
analytic therapy, a blocking of the flow of free associations
is assumed to result from the activation of repressive forces,
signaling the approach to highly conflictual material., The
effects of repression on the flow of speech in normal conversa-
tion have been described by Freud in his Psychopathology of
Everyday Life (193.8). Disturbances in verbal functioning are
held to be particularly related to conflicts over hostility.

The stutterer is seen as a hostile person whose speech has an

anal sadistic significance. The stuttering reflects the conflict be-
tween the expression and inhibition of obscene and hostile

impulses (Fenichel, 1945).

Some insight into the nature of the proposed relationship
between disturbances in verbal functioning and inhibitory processes
may be gained from a consideration of repression as elaborated
by Freud., Freud (1959) speaks of repression proper as an "after
expulsion" of ideas which were once conscious, but which have
been given the connotation of danger either by association with
the forbidden instinct or by virtue of an irradiation of the
repressed instinct-presentation. Because of the intimate con-
nection of ideation and language, verbal functioning must also

be affected by repression. For if ideational elements are eliminated
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from awareness through repression, the verbal symbols which serve as
vehicles for that ideation must also be involved in the process.

The phenomenon of blocking, the temporary disappearance of
a word or name from memory, is cited as a prime example of the
manifestation of repressive processes in speech. The speaker is
about to recite an incident or mention a name, when he is
suddenly stymied by his inability to recall a key word or name.
Freud's (1938) analysis of these blockages suggests that language
is intricately involved in the course of repression. For in
tracing the connection of the blocked (derivative) words to
their sources, it 1-[ similarities and contrasts in sound and
meaning that form the connecting links. Thus it becomes apparent
that there is an interaction between repression and language.

Not only does repression affect speech, but the peculiarities
of language play a part in the formation of the derivatives
which are repressed.

l’n‘ the case of hostile impulses which have undergone the
fate of repression, the influence of repression upon speech
may be especially pronounced. Social expectations place a strong em=
phasis on verbal means of expressing hostility in contemporary
middle class society. Thus the inhibition and rejection of
hostile mpulseg and ideas becomes, to a great extent, the
inhibition and rejection of verbal communication with hostile
connotations.

Attempts to investigate these relationships in an experi-
mental setting have been notably lacking. The foregoing analysis
however, suggests several hypotheses which are capable of experi-
mental investigation: the individual with excessive repression
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centering around hostile impulses may be expected to have at his
command relatively few words which are related to the expression
of hostility. Should such an individual be placed in a situation
demanding the use of hostile words, he would speak less fluently
than an ordinary individual. The stimulation of hostile impulses
by frustration would presumably have a similar effect, since
with the increased cathexis of hostile impulses, greater inhibi-
tory forces must be brought to bear, producing blockages in the
flow of speech. It is conceivable that the inhibition of
hostility may also have a more general retarding effect on verbal
fluency. The necessity for constantly guarding against the
expression of hostile tendencies may lead to a continuous verbal
screening process, with a resulting drop in the spontaneity and
rate of speech.

The present experiment is designed to provide evidence by

which some of the above hypotheses may be supported or rejected.



CHAPTER II

MANAGEMENT OF HOSTILITYs RESEARCH FINDINGS

The formulations of Dollard et al. (1939) serve as a reference
point for much of the research done on the inhibition and expres-
sion of hostility. In their view, frustration provides the
necessary and sufficient stimulus for aggression. However,
aggression may be inhibited by anticipation of punishment for
the aggressive act, the strength of inhibition varying positively
with the amount of anticipated punishment. Anticipation of
punishment as used in frustration-aggression theory closely
approximates the dsrini_bion of anxiety as a warning signal in
psychoanalytic theory (Fenichel, 1545), Predictions of the
expression of hostility are complicated by the additional assump-
tion in fmtntimﬂgémuim theory that interference with
aggressive responses is itself frustrating and provides further

instigation to aggression.

Effects of Punishment on the Expression of Hostility

The inhibition of selected responses f.hrouéh punishment is
amply illustrated in avoidance conditioning studies. In an
attempt to simulate the process of repression, Ericksen and
Keuthe (1956) demonstrated that it is possible to eliminate
pre-selected responses in a word association test by the use of
shock, and that the Subject (E) is not necessarily aware of his

suppressing responses. An experiment done with pre-school

13
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Children illustrates the inhibition of aggressive responses through
punishment (Chasdi and Lawrence, 1955)., These investigators
employed 23 children, placing 12 in an experimentally punished
group and the remainder in a control group. Both groups had

four doll play sessions, with the experimental group receiving
punishment for the expression of aggression in session II. The
frequency and intensity of aggression in session III was signifi-

cantly lower for the experimental group than for the controls.

This difference persisted in session IV, but was no longer sig-
nificant.

A variety of studies with adults consistently find that
less hostility is expressed when the frustrator is vested with
power and authority than toward lower status frustrators (Cohen,
1955; Graham et al., 1951; Thibaut and Reichen, 1955). Roberts
and Jessor (1958) confirm these results, and in addition find
that the status of the frustrator has a greater effect on the
responses of those receiving high authoritarian scores on the
F-Scale than on low authoritarians. Also relevant here is the
finding in verbal conditioning studies that the learning rate
for hostile verbs is slower when the experimentor is punitive
than when he or she is neutral (Binder et al., 1957; Ferguson
and Buss, 1960).

The expectation of relationships between parental treatment
of hostility and individual differences in the management of
hostility has guided several investigators. The findings in this
area are illustrative of the complexity of the problem of

predicting the inhibition or expression of hostility. McCord and
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his colleagues (1961), drawing on extensive materials on 174

non-delinquent lower class boys and their families collected

in the Cambridge-Somerville youth project, attempt to identify
familial correlates of aggression. Their results indicate that
boys classified as aggressive were most likely to have emerged
from an environment that simultaneously instilled a high level
of apgressive urges and failed to provide conditions for con-
trolling aggression. As compared withnonaggressive boys, the
aggressive boys were treated in a more punitive, rejecting
fashion, had fewer demands placed on them, and were disciplined
in a more inconsistent fashion. Both "over-control" and "under-
control" was found in the behavior of the aggressive boys'
mothers, whereas the nonaggressive boys were likely to be normally
controlled or "overcontrolled."

Sears and his colleagues (1953) argué that frequent punish-
ment for hostile behavior produces aggression anxiety which
interferes with the expression of aggression. But inhibition
of the aggression is itself frustrating, and results in a still
higher level of hostile drive. Thus, severity of punishment may
be positively related to the amount of expressed aggression.

In confirmation of this line of reasoning, Sears and his colleagues
(1953) found that mothers' statements of how punitive they were
regarding the expression of aggression correlated +.50 with
teachers' ratings of aggressivenmess in 21 nursery schocl boys,

and +.60 with the observed frequency of aggression. For the

19 girls in this study, however, there was a negative relation-

ship between strength of maternal punishment and observed aggression
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in the nursery school. Their data also suggest that severity
of punishment for aggression has a curvilinear relation with the
amount of aggression displayed in the nursery school. A moderate
amount of punishment is associated with a high level of aggressive
behavior, while both greater and lesser amounts produce less
overt aggression. In a more extensive study (Sears et al., 1957),
including 379 boys and girls, measures of parental punishment !
and children's aggression in the home were derived from inter-
views with the mothers. In this study, the amount of reported
aggression in the home was found to be related positively to both
the amount of punishment received and the amount o! permissive-
ness by the parents. This relationship held for both sexes.
A report of a recent follow-up study of 160 of these younsters
at age 12 (Sears, 1961) presents further complications. Data
collected by means of a self report rating scale yielded negative
correlations with reported severity of parental punishment for
both sexes, Sears sumarizes the various relationships as
follows: "For both sexes, high punishment for aggression in the
first 5 years of life was associated with a high level of reported
aggression in the home, but at age 12 it was associated with a
low level of anti-social aggression. In boys, at both ages,
high permissiveness was associated with high aggression; in girls
this effect was clearly evident only at the earlier age, with a
mere suspicion of it at the later" (1961, p. 478).

While all of these studies demonstrate relationships between
parental punishment of aggression and the management of hos-

tility, the obtained correlations are by no means consistent,
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Punishment by itself is not predictive of the inhibition or
expression of hostility. Other factors, such as the amount of
frustration present in the home, the consistency of punishment
for aggression, permissive or restrictive attitudes toward the
child, the setting in which aggression is measured, the objects
of aggression, and the method by which aggression is measured
must also be taken into account in predicting the management of
hostility. The results also indicate that relationships between
punishment and the management of hostility may be quite different
for boys than for girls. Sears and his colleagues (Sears et al.,
1953, Sears, 1961) offer explanations for these sex differences,
but it will not .be necessary to detail them here, The studies of
parental punishment and children's aggression may be said to
agree with the proposition that punishment may serve the dual
function of interfering with aggressive acts and providing further
instigation to aggression. The difficulty is that the studies
provide little information as to when and why one or the other
outcome occurs.

The variable of parental attitudes toward aggression has been
applied with some success to the perennial problem of predicting
overt aggression from performance on projective tests. Lesser
(1957) found a significantly positive correlation between fantasy
aggression on a modified TAT and overt aggression as indicated
by peer ratings for 23 elementary school boys whose mothers,
on a questionaire, indicated that they were relatively supportive
of aggression. For the 21 boys whose mothers were relatively

discouraging of aggression there was a significant negative
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relationship between fantasy and overt aggression. Similarly,
contending that controls on overt aggression are more lax in
lower class families, Mussen and Naylor (195L) find a signifi-
cantly positive relationship between overt aggression and number
of aggressive TAT themes for a sample of 2l lower-class juvenile
delinquents, as predicted. These authors also found some support
for the hypothesis that fear of punishment as reflected in the
TAT is associated with less overt aggression. The above findings
are in contrast to the studies which fail to find a predicted
positive relationship between fantasy and overt aggression
(Gluck, 1955; Kagah, 1956). Both Gluck and Kagan suggest that
the variable of aggression anxiety, which went largely uncontrolled
in their studies, may account for discrepancies between amount

of fantasy and overt aggression.

Anxiety and the Management of Hostility
It is generally accepted that the frequent association of

punishment with the expression of hostility leads to the antici-
pation of punishment or "aggression anxiety" when hostility is
arouseds Most theorists also agree that aggression anxiety may
inhibit acts of aggression, although there is some disagreement
as to the role of anxiety as the principle factor in the
reduction of aggression (Berkowitz, 1958; Feshback, 1955). There
are several lines of evidence to indicate that the inhibition of
aggression is associated with anxiety.

In a study employing physiological procedures. (Funkenstein and

King, 195L), 69 male college students were subjected to frustration
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and their reactions were studied by means of ballistocardiograph
and blcod pressure measures. Tape recordings taken of a sub=-
sequent interview served as the basis for classifying the _S_s'
psychological reactions to frustration as; "anger out," "anger in,"
"anxiety," or miscellaneous. The various psychological responses
were found to be related to the type of physiological response.
Most of the "anger out" Ss responded in a manner similar to the
reaction to noradrenalin, whereas the reaction of the "anger in"
and "anxiety" Ss were similar and resembled the physiclogical
response to the injection of adrenalin (p <.00l). These findings
are replicated in a rather inadequately reported study by King

and Henry (1955) with 111 male college Ss. Vander Linde's (1955)
finding of increased physiological tension among migraine patients,
who inhibited aggression when subjected to frustration, also
confirms that the inhibition of aggression is accompanied by
anxiety indicators.

In the follow-up study of 160 12 year old childr'en mentioned
earlier, Sears (1961) also concerned himself with the antecedents
of aggression anxiety and with its relation to antisocial aggres-
sion., His self-report questionaire was constructed to yield
separate scores for aggression anxiety and antisocial aggression.
Correlations with child rearing variables at age five confirmed
the predictable effect of punishment as a determiner of aggression
anxiety in girls, who also scored higher on aggression anxiety
than the boys. Nonpermissiveness of aggression toward the parents
was associated with aggression anxiety in both sexes. In boys,

withdrawal of love by the parents was associated with aggression
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anxiety, but punishment for aggression was not. Sears sugrests
that the development of aggression anxiety proceeds along quite
different lines in the two sexes. His interpretations of the
obtained sex differences anpear to be carried far beyond his
data, however, and there is no recognition of the possibility
of obtaining the significant correlations of aggression anxiety
with some of the 22 measures of child rearing antecedents merely
by chance. The intercorrelation of antisocial aggression with
aggression anxiety on the questionaire at age 12 is more substan-
tial, however (-.33 for boys, -.L8 for girls), and offers confirma-
tion of the association of anxiety with the inhibition of aggression.
In a correlational study which pertains to the association
of anxiety with the inhibition of aggression, Goodstein (195L)
hypothesized a negative relationship between anxiety measures on
the group Rorschach, Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS), and Iowa
Multiple Choice Picture Interpretation Test (IPIT) and hostility
measures of the group Rorschach and IPIT for 57 college students.
The predicted relationship was found between anxiety scores on
the MAS and Rorschach hostility. However, no significant rela-
tionship existed between anxiety and hostility as measured by the
IPIT, nor were the Rorschach measures on anxiety and hostility
inversely related. The low intercorrelations among the anxiety
measures suggests that in a study of this kind, an attempt should
be made to confine measurement specifically to aggression anxiety.
A few studies directly incorporate the variable of aggression

anxiety in relating fantasy productions to overt aggressive

behavior. The results of the study by Mussen and Naylor (195kL)
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on the TAT performance of delinquents, cited earlier, are pertinent
here. Among their juvenile delinquents, those ranking lowest

in ratings of overt aggression showed greatest fear of punishment
on the TAT. Prediction of overt aggression from the TAT was
enhanced when both fantasy aggression and fear of punishment

were taken into account. Purcell (1956), comparing 57 soldiers
with high, middle and low ratings of behavioral aggression, found
that the antisocial Ss produced a significantly larger number of
undisguised fantasy aggressions on the TAT, and also significantly
fewer themes of anticipated internal and external punishment.

He emphasized that the same attention must be given to repressive,
inhibitory forces manifested in the data as to the impulse or
drive system.

In an attempt to establish that frustration is followed by
increased punishment expectancy, Crandall (1951) randomly assigned
30 male college Ss to frustrated and control groups. The increase
in punishment expectancy as reflected in the TAT was significantly
greater for frustrated than for control Ss. These findings are
in agreement with the generally accepted notion that in the
socialized adult, the internalization of societal standards
(superego formation) results in internal controls which make
for the inhibition of tabu impulses even in the absence of ex-
ternal controls, Accordingly, we should expect that, with the
instigation to aggression held constant, individuals characterized
by strong internal controls on hostility should express less overt

hostility than those with more lenient controls.
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Individual Differences in the Management of Hostility

Vander Linde's (1955) study of the management of hostility
in migraine headache patients is an example of successful pre-
diction of differential response to frustration based on a know-
ledge of characteristic internal controls. On the basis of the
literature on the psychosomatics of migraine postulating that
migraine-prone individuals characteristically suppress their
hostility, Vander Linde predicted that his 26 migraine patients
would exhibit greater physiological stress and less verbal
expression of hostility in response to frustration when compared .
to a control group similar except for the absence of a history
of migraine headache. In confirmation of his hypotheses, the
experimental group exhibited significently greater muscular tension
and a faster heart rate following frustration. The experimental
group also gave significantly fewer aggressive responses on the
Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Study and on a post-experimental
questionaire than did the controls. A feature lacking in most
studies, but of real interest here, is that aggression was
assessed both before and after frustration by means of equated
halves of the P-F Study. The differences in response to aggres-
sion highlighted by this technique were striking. Out of 26
control Ss, 22 gave an increased number of extrapunitive responses
following frustration, whereas only L of the 26 migraine patients
gave more extrapunitive responses after frustration than before
(p<.0l). Interestingly enough, the experimental group produced
slightly more extrapunitive responses than the controls before they

were subjected to frustration. Assuming that migraine-prone
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individuals are characterized by a high level of aggression anxiety,
the results of this study are in agreement with the concept of
aggression anxiety as a significant inhibiting variable for the
expression of hostility. This assumption is given credence here

by the finding of relatively greater physiological signs of

tension in the migraine group during frustration.

A recent study by Veldman and Worchel (1961), employing 80
male college Ss, also attempted to predict individual differences
in the management of hostility in a f;'ustrating situation.
Drawing on Rogers' self-concept theory, the authors describe four
types of personalities and predict different responses to frus-
tration accordingly. Measures of self and ideal self discrepancy
(SI), and of defensiveness as indicated by performance on the
K scale of the M{PI, served as a basis for categorizing the Ss
in one of the four perscnality types. Four groups of 20 Ss were thus
obtained: low defensive, low SI (adjustive); high defensive,
low SI (repressive); low defensive, high SI (anxious); and
high defensive, high SI (distorters). The Ss were subjected to
a frustrating "intelligence test," involving failure, distraction,
and insult. Dependent measures of aggression and aggression
anxiety, assessed by self report rating scales and sentence
completion items, were obtained immediately for half of the
§s‘ and after a 20-minute interpolated neutral task for the others.

Predictions of differential response to frustration were in
general, supported by the results. The adjustive Ss expressed

the strongest feelings of anger and the repressive group the least,
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In the delay condition, the repressive group received the highest
aggression anxiety scores, and was the only group that increased
in aggression anxiety after delay, suggesting that in time these
Ss became somewhat aware of their hostile impulses. The High

SI group displaced more hostility than the low SI Ss, as predicted.
These results, together with those of Vander Linde offer support
for the notion that different methods of managing hostility

exist, and that they are measureable and predictable,

© "Test Hostility" and Response to Frustration

The studies reported thus far testify to the importance of
both suppressive and impulse or drive factors in predicting
hostile behavior. The level of hostility displayed presumably
varies from one situation to another as a function of the balance
between these forces. ?here is some evidence to indicate that
results obtained from tests of hostility in a neutral situation
offer little clue to the level of hostility displayed subsequently
in a frustrating situation, and that individuals displaying little
"test hostility" may actually react with greater than average
aggression when frustrated. The results of a study by Hokanson
and Gordon (1958), utilizing Miller's approach-avoidance conflict
framework are illustrative. In this study, half of a group of
L0 male college Ss representing extreme scores on Siegel's
Manifest Hostility Scale (MHS) were placed in a high hostility
arousal situation and half in a low arousal situation. Ss were then
permitted to express hostility in fantasy (TAT) and overtly
(shocking the E for wrong predictions about S on a personality

test). The situations for expressing hostility also varied in
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their stimulus value for evoking hostile responses. Predictions

were that low test hostility (on MHS) Ss would manifest a net
decrease in hostile expression both in fantasy and overtly as
arousal conditions for hostility increased, and that high test
hostility Ss would increase their expression of hostility with
greater arousal. Results showed significant differences in the
direction opposite of that predicted for fantasy aggression, with
no significant differences for overt aggression. Thus the low
test hostility Ss showed a significantly increased amount of*
fantasy aggression when aroused, while high test hostility Ss
showed a significant decrease, These results are comparable to
those obtained by Thibaut and Coules (1952), who found tk;at initially
hostile Ss, after receiving an insulting note, communicated a
significantly smaller amount of aggression to the supposed
insulter than the initially friendly Ss who were insulted.
The findings of Vander Linde (1955) cited earlier are similar,
His migraine patients gave slightly more extrapunitive responses than
the controls prior to frustration, but following frustration most
of the controls became more extrapunitive while the migraine
patients did not.

Berkowitz (1960) succeeded in replicating the results of Thibaut
and Coules and Hokanson and Gordon, utilizing male college Ss
in pairs, ostensibly with the purpose of investigating first
impressions. The degree of instigation to aggression was varied
by means of a standard set of false notes substituted for those
written by the Ss. The results showed that Ss scoring high on

Siegel's MHS initially displayed significantly more hostility in
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their communications, but that after insult, the low test hos-
tility Ss increased their hostility more than the high test
hostility Ss.

The consistency of these results prompted Rosenbaum and
Stanners (1961) to attempt a replication with the difference that
the S was subjected to personal attack in contrast to the in-
direct arousal procedures of the other studies, The results
failed to confirm the previous findings, as Ss high in manifest
hostility also expressed more aggression on the TAT when aroused,
and in the low arousal situation, no differences were found be- ‘
tween high and low test hostility Ss. The authors suggest that
the discrepancies between their results and those of the earlier
studies reflect procedural differences, particularly, the use
of direct insult which aroused stronger hostility than the
indirect methods of arousal,

Berkowitz (1958, 1960) and Hokanson (1961) have attempted
to provide a theoretical rationale for the results they obtained,
Following Sears (1953), Hokanson assumes that frequent or intense
punishment for aggression produces aggression anxiety which in-
hibits aggressive acts, but that this inhibition constitutes
additional frustration. Thus the person characterized by a high
level of anxiety over aggression may actually have a higher level
of hostility than those with less aggression anxiety, and may
score higher on tests of hostility taken in a non-threatening
situation. When faced with a situation where hostility is aroused,
however, aggressionanxiety is also aroused and little overt

aggression appears. In a test of this interpretation, Hokanson
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(1961) subjected high and low test hostility Ss to insult and

failure, and found that high test hostility Ss showed signifi-
cantly greater physiological signs of anxiety (systolic blood
pressure and GSR increases) than low test hostility Ss, thus

confirming his hypothesis that high test hostility Ss manifest

greater aggression anxiety when aroused, Since the arousal

procedures used in this study appear no less direct and intense
than those employed by Rosenbaum and Stanners, little support
is found for the explanation of their discrepant results as due
to procedural differences.

While the findings are not completely consistent and no
fully satisfactory explanation has been advanced for all the
results obtained, the discrepancies between "test hostility"
and response to frustration revealed in these stndies have sig-
nificant implications. We may conclude that performance on
tests of hostility in a conventional setting is not necessarily
representative of performance in situations where hostility is
aroused. The traditional expectation of a vositive correlation
between test hostility and aggressive response to frustration
appears to be unfounded.  In some cases there may even be a negative
correlation,

A1l of this suggests that certain precautions should be
observed when attempting to identify individual differences in
the managenent of hostility. In order to separate those who
inhibit hostility from those who express hostility when frustra-

ted, it 1s not sufficient to rely on measures of hostility taken

in a neutral situation. The individual's test performance when
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frustrated would seem to couform riore closely to other indications
of his management of hostility in a frustrating situation than
test performance in a conventional testing situation. The ideal
means of detecting the individual's method of managing hostility
would be to secure measures of hostility before and after frus-
tration. The pre-frustration measures provide a means of con-
trolling for individual differences in level of hostile drive,
Increases and decreases in the level of hostility displayed
after frustration as compared with pre-frustration measures would
then reflect the use of expressive or suppressive methods of
managing hostility respectively. Experimental support for the
validity of this approach is found in Vander lLindet's study
(1955), in which migraine patients did not differ appreciably
from controls in the amount of extrapunitive aggression prior

to frustration. When pre- and post-frustration tests were com-
pared, however, significantly fewer of the migraine group in-
creased in extrapunitiveness, as demanded by the hypothesis, In
addition, the pre- to post-frustrétion changes also agreed with
other indications of differences in the management of hostility
in the two groups; the migraine group was significantly less
hostile on a post-experimental questionaire, and exhibited sig-
nificantly more physiological tension (aggression anxiety?)

during and after frustration.



CHAFTER III

MANAGEMENT OF HOSTILITY AND VERBAL FUNCTICNS: RESEARCH FINDINGS

The research areas included in this section of the review
are scattered and varied., There is little research bearing
directly on the topic of management of hostility as it relates
to verbal functioning. However, each of the studies reviewed

below has some contribution to make,

Management of Hostility and Performance of Intellectual Tasks

Under the assumption that aggression anxiety produces re-
sponses which interfere with the expression of aggression, we
should expect the effects of frustration fo very with the strength
of interfering responses, That such interfering responses can
have inhibitory effects on behavior other than aggression is
suggested in a study by Child and Waterhouse (1953). In their
study, the effect of frustration for college students whose
response to a rating scale indicated the presence of interfering
responses following frustratipn, was to produce a slight de-
crement in performance on an intelligencs. Among "low inter-
ference" §§; the frustration produced a significant increase
in performance. Comparable findings are reported by Sarason
(1961), also among college students. Sarason was concerned with
relationships between various measures of anxiety and performance
on difficult ansgram tasks under conditions of threat and no
threat, He found that high anxious subjects as classified by
scores on the Test Anxiety Scale and Lack of Protection Scale,

29
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when threatened, performed at a significantly lower level than
low or middle anxious Ss. Under conditions of no threat, these
relationships were reversed, These studies suggest the presence
of relatively enduring individual differences in patterns of
response to frustration, and further, that these differences

may be linked to the operation of anxiety. Of significance for
our purposes is the finding that patterns of response to frustra-
tion have implications for broad areas of intellectual function-
ing. _

The findings of Lantz (1945), who tested nine year old children
under conditions of frustration and no frustration, suggest that
the general effect of frustration is an inhibition of verbal
associations., In this study, the task of "naming &l1 the words
you can think of" was more disturbed by frustration than any of
the other subtests gn the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test.
Unfortunately for our purposes, this study did not attempt to dis~
cover whether the disruptive effect varied with the individual's
pattern of reaction to frustration, as in the studies by Child

and Waterhouse, and by Sarason,

Depression and Verbal Productivity

The verbal behavior of individuals in states of depression
is relevant to our topic if we accept the interpretation of
depression as indicating the presence of guilt or internalized
hostility, That depressed states are frequently assocliated with
diminished verbal activity or even muteness is indicated in
clinical and textbook descriptions of depression. Also, reduced

responsiveness and increased reaction time on the Rorschach 1is
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taken as one of the signs of depression (Beck, 1949; Klopfer

et al., 195L). Welch and his colleagues (15L46) compared elated
and depressed patients of all classifications on the number of
associations given to nonsense syllables. The depressed patients
were significantly less productive than the elated patients,
with almost no overlap between the groups. Compared with the
association scores of normals obtained from previous data, de-
pressed patients were below the mean for normals in verbal pro-
ductivity. Thus, there is scme evidence that extreme inhibition
and internalization of aggression, as exemplified by depression,

is associated with lowered verbal output,

Management of Hostility and Verbal Behavior of Psychotherapists

The expanding literature on verbal behavior in psychotherapy
provides further data on the management of hostility and verbal
functioning. Bandura kl956) reports a significant negative
relhtionship between ratings of the therapist's anxiety over
hostility and psychotherapeutic competance. In & second study
(Bandure et al., 1960), this relationship is made more explicit,
Twelve therapists in training were rated by their supervisors as
to their characteristic way of managing hostility., More than
one hundred taped interviews from 17 patients were then analyzed,
and the therapists! responses to hostile statements made by
patients were scored as approach or avoidance responses., In
support of the hypotheses, it was found that therapists who
typically expressed hostility directly and had low needs for
approval were more likely to recognize and encourage the communi-

cation of hostility than therapists who did not express direct
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hostility and who had high needs for approval. Therapists who
were rated as characteristically inhibiting hostility and
sensitive to social disapproval tended to avoid hostility ex-
pressed by the patient by remaining silent, by ignoring or
mislabeling the hostility, or by changing the topic. The effect
of this avoidance by the therapist was a stifling of further
communication of hostility or a change in the object of hostility.
These findings suggest that anxiety over the expression of
hostility is associated with avoldance of verbal materials assoc=-
iated with hostility, |

Anxiety and Verbal Functioning

Somewhat further removed, but still relevant to the purposes
of this review are several recent studies which deal with relations
between anxiety level in psychotherapy and verbal functioning,

Mahl (1956) reports the development of a measure of speech dis=
turbance which includes sentence incompletions, corrections,
repetitions, stuttering, omission of words, and repetition of
"gh,* He found this measure of speech disturbance to vary pos-
iti;ely with anxious-conflictual phases of the therapy hour as
judged by the author for two of his patients. Boomer and'Goodrich
(1961) attempted to replicate Mahl's findings with different
judges, and found a satisfactory inter-rater reliability for the
speech disturbance measure. However, a significant relationship
between anxiety and speech disturbance was obtained for only one
of the two therapist-judges. When five experienced clinicians other
than the patients'! therapists were used to judge the patient's

anxiety level during the interview, no significant relationships
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between anxiety and speech disturbance were obtained,

In a slightly different approach, Panek and Barclay (1959)
related speech disturbances in therapy patients to emotional
arousal as indicated by GSR deflection, They used tape record-
ings and synchronized GSR recordings on four clients with four
interviews each, Dividing the interview into intervals of 30
seconds, they found a significantly positive association between
speech disturbance and emotional arousal., Dibner (1956, 1958),
working with & similar measure of speech disruption, provides
some evidence for regarding speech disruption as indicative of
transient andety, but failed to find a significantly positive
relation between speech disruption and skin conductance measures,
This discrepancy from Panek and Barclay's results may be due to
differences in units of measurement. Dibner's GSR measures were
based on mean changes during the interview, whereas in the Panek
study, momentary changes were recorded, The more gross comparisons
of five minutes reported by Panek and Barclay also failed to show
a significant association between skin conductance and speech
disturbance, While the evidence is far from conclusive, these
studies lend some support to the hypothesis that transient anxiety
is accompanied by disturbances in verbal functioning. This cone
clusion is of importance to our interests if we assume, from our
discussion in the previous chapter, that the inhibition of
aggression is associated with aggression anxiety. On this basis, the
individual who inhibits aggression may be expected to show dis=-

turbances or non-fluencies in speech when frustrated.
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The studies reported up to this point agree to some extent
in showing that the presence of anxiety is associated with lowered
verbal productivity and inefficiencies in verbal functioning,
There is some evidence, however, to show that anxiety may some-
times facilitate rather than inhibit verbal productivity.

Davids and Eriksen (1955), operating from a Hullian framework,

test the hypothesis that high anxiety Ss produce a greater number

of associations to stimulus words than low anxiety Ss. In support
of this hypothesis, they found a significantly positive correla=-
tion between scores on the Manifest Anxiety Scale and productivity
of associations for LO male college students, The authors also
show that the relationship was not due to mutual correlations
of their measures with intelligence,

| In a recent series of studies, Kanfer (1958, 1959, 1960)
has attempted to show that momentary anxiety increases the rate
of verbal responding. In his first study, Kanfer found that the
effect of a warning signal preceding a noxious shock was to
increase the rate of continuous verbal responding, suggesting that
anxdiety (of a certain type) and verbal production are compatible
and not competing responses. In a second study (1759), 20
college students were asked to talk for four minutes on each of
five topics which were assumed to vary in amount of anxiety
aroused, No group differences were found between topics, nor
were there any significant differences in verbal rate for groups
of Ss rated well-adjusted or poorly adjusted. However, on two
of the topics (farily relations and sex), poor adjustment ratings

correlated positively and significantly with verbal rate, in
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Support of predictions, The third study (Kanfer, 1760) employed
36 recently hospitalized female psychiatric patients. The design
called for an investigation of relationships between verbal rate,
content (topics), and eyeblink rate in experimental interviews.
In addition, MMPI scores were obtained, and each S was rated by

a psychiatrist on the degree of conflict in each of the four

HE S
topic areas. Contrary to findings in the previous study, verbal ; ;
rate was ?ound to differ significantly across topics. The highest '
rate was found on the topic "reasons for hospitalization," the '
topic chosen & priori as most anxiety provoking. Eyeblink rate ’

did not differ significantly from topic to topic, contrary to

the hypothesis, although the predicted positive correlation

between psychiatric ratings of conflict and blink rate was ob-

tained, The author considers his findings as supportive of his major
hypothesis, although the evidence is far from convincing. No
evidence is presented to support the selection of "reasons for
hospitalization"™ as the most conflictual topic, nor do the psychiatric
ratings and eyeblink data suggest that this is the case. Furthermore,
no-attempt is made to equate the topics on the supply of words ap-
propriate to each topic, a variable of considerable importance

in determining rate of verbal response (Bousfield, 19LL). The
negative correlations obtained in this study between the clinical
scales of the MYPI (including the anxiety scale) and verbal rate

are contrary to the findings of Davids and Eriksen (1955), and

offer some support for the position that general anxiety is

assoclated with a lowered rate of verbal responding in an inter-

view situation.
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The studies relating anxiety to verbal functioning offer
somaewhat contradictory results., It appears that anxiety is
sometimes associated with increased verbal productivity (Davids
and Eriksen, Kanfer), and sonetimes with non-fluencies and
disturbances in speech (Mahl, Dibner, Panek and Barclay)., These
findings would not be discrepant if it could be shown that in-
creased verbal productivity is compatible with an increase in
speech disturbances., chevef, an inspection of data presented
by Wagner and Williams (1961), who employ both output and speech
disturbance measures, suggests that these measures are indeed
inversely related. One way of reconciling these findings, if
we accept their reliability for the moment, is to assume that at
lower levels, anxiety has a facilitating effect, but that as
anxiety is increased it comes to have an inhibiting effect on
verbal functions. It is not immediately apparent, however, that

the Mahl, Dibner, and Panek studies employed higher levels of

anxiety than those of Kanfer and Davids and Eriksen, The evidence

is far from complete, and more conclusive formulations of the
relationship of anxiety and verbal functioning will have to be

deferred, pending a more systematic investigation of this area.

Newcomb's Hypothesis of Autistic Hostility

As we have seen, few studies in the research literature deal
directly with relationships between the management of hostility
and verbal functioning, Newcomb's (1947) concept of autistic
hostility bears on our problem, but has thus far received only
incidental experimental investigation. Newcomb posits that the

arousal of hostility frequently creates barriers to further

0N
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communication (autistic hostility). As a result, the hostile
attitude becomes persistent because the blocking of cormmunication
(either totally by withdrawal, or partially by avoiding the
sensitive topic) prevents alterations in the relationship. This
withdrawal from communication can also function as a means of
expressing hostility, as in the case of snubbing.

Thibaut and Coules (1952) present findings partially support-
ing Newcomb'!s hypothesis. On the basis of their initial descrip-
"tion of their assigned co-workers, Ll college students-who served !
as Ss were categorized as initially friendly or initially hostile.

The initially hostile Ss produced & significantly smaller volume
of written communication to their partners prior to insult as
well as after receiving an insulting note. Also in line with
expectations from Newcomb!s hypothesia,ithe novice therapists
studied in the previousiy cited study (Bandura et al., 1960)
tended to avoid responding to their patients! hostile remarks
when these attacks were directed against the therapist himself,
When the patients!'! attacks were less direct, the therapists with high
aggression anxiety continued to avoid the patients' hostility,
while those with less anxiety tended to encourage further com=-
munication of hostility. These findings suggest the presence of
relatively stable individual differences in the degree to which

individuals respond to hostility by the avoidance of communication,

Measuremnent 3£ Verbal Functions

The settings and samples employed in the studies reported

in this section of the review are varied, Considerable variation
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also exists in the measures of verbal functioning. Severai studies

utilize naturalistic observation of change in verbal behavior as

it relates to indices of emoticnal arousal in the therapy hour

(Mahl, 1956; Boomer and Goodrich, 1961; Libner, 1956, 1958).

Somewhat more control is offered in the studies which create an

experimental interview situation and attempt to vary the arousal »
value of the topics (Kanfer, 1959, 1960), However, the measures !
of verbal rate obtained in such studies offer no indication of |
the relative efficiency of verbal functioning, as the S may be
avoiding the issue or repeating himself, Only one study (Lantz,
1945), done with children, investigates the effects of experimental
frustration on verbal p;oductivity. Cther studies which employ
experimental frustration along with individual difference measures
of intellectual functioning (Child and Waterhouse, 1953; Sarason,
1961) offer suggestive evidence that the effects of frustration
varies significantly among individuals. However, these studies

did not use verbal functions as the dependent variables,

In investigating the effects of frustration on verbal function=-
ing, there are obviously many aspects of verbal functioning which
could serve as dependent variables. The study of samples of
verbal behavior obtained from interviews offers some advantages
in being similar to real life situations. The use of psycho-
linguistic measures (Dollard and Mowrer, 194,7) also involves
& more or less spontaneous verbal sample such as the interview

provides., However, the interview, by its very nature, involves
SOome loss of experimental control. Even in the "experimental

interview" in which the S is asked to talk for a period of time



39

on specified topics, there is no way of insuring that he confines
himself to the area of interest to the experimenter. Thus the
S who produces words in great quantity may merely be adept at
"beating around the bush." Such behavior is a defensive maneuver
commonly seen in therapy clients and is a skill not unknown in
other settings,

A form of verbal behavior which offers somewhat greater

experimental control, while still allowing the retention of an

interpersonal situation, is that of continuous production of words

within a restricted category. Tais is a readily quantifiable
form of verbal behavior, and one which has received the attention
of previous investigators (Bousfield, 19LL; Bousfield and
Sedgewick, 19LL). By specifying the category of words to bé
produced (e.g., words used to convey hostility or dislike), the
experinenter can study verbal productions in areas of specific
interest, with some assurance that the S confines himself to the
selected area, The total number of appropriate words produced
in a standard unit of time thus offers a measure of effective
verbal functioning within a given area. The use of individual
experimental sessions, and oral rather than written production
of words, provides the essential elements of an interpersonal
Situation, a necessary feature if there is any intention to

interpret the findings in terms of interpersonal dynamics,

Manacement of Hostility and Verbal Productivity: a Pilot Study

Data bearing directly on the relation of the inhibition of
hos tility and verbal fluency was gathered by the author in a

Pllot study. In this study, 1L college males were asked to




procuce words in neutral catepories (U3 cities and words onding

in a-t-i-0-n) and in a category related to hostility {wocr<s
which might be used to descritie someone whom cne hates or dis-
likes)e Following these tasks, the experimenter related in an
insulting and disparaging manner so as to provice instigation
to hostility. The S was then asked once again te produce words
in a neutral category ( a-t-i-o-n wcrds) and in a hostile categcry.
At the conclusion of these tasks, further insulting remarks were
made and the S was then asked to complete the Rosenzweig Picture-
Frustration Test according to standard instructions., The total
number of extrapunitive responses (TES) on the P-F Test served as a
measure of the degree of inhibition and expression cf hostility,
The general hypothesis was that the level of inhibition of
hostility is related to verbal fluency. Cpecifically, it was
predicted that the TES would be positively related to verbal
'fluency measures both in a conflict-related area and in areas
unrelated to conflict, Another hypothesis was that stimulation
of hostility would differentially affect Ss who inhibit and Ss
who express hostility. Specifically, low TES Ss were predicted
to show smaller gains from Pre- to Post-Insult than Hirh TES Ss.
In analyzing the data, the Ss were ranked according to their
perfcrménce on the verbal fluency tasks and con their TES. The
rank order correlations of extrapunitive scores with the various
measures cf verbal productivity are presented in Table 1. This

table also shows the order in which the verbal tasks were

presented.
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Table 1

Rank Order Correlations of TES with Measures
of Verbal Productivity (N = 1i)

Pre-Insult Post=Tnsult
U.S. Hostile a-t-i-o-n Hostile a-t-i-o-n
Cities Vords Vords Words Words
-ou 016 .52* OSB* 055*

*Significant at the 05 level,

An additional analysis was carried out concerming the gain in
verbal productivity from pre- to post-insult., The Ss were divided
on the basis of the TES into high-inhibition and low-inhibition
groups, with seven Ss in each group. The gain in number of words
produced in each category was combined to yleld a "total gain
score," and these scores were ranked, (Gain scores for the separate
categories could not be used because of too many tied ranks.,) The
Mann<Whitney U test was applied to the rankings and the results
permit the rejection of the null hypothesis at the ,036 level,
These findings provide support for the hypothesis that stimulation
of hostility has a predictable differential effect on verbal
productivity. The verbal production of hostile inhibitors is
diminished relative to hostile expressors.

The results bearing on the effects of inhibition of hostility
on verbal productivity in areas unrelated to the area of conflict
are equivocal, The TES measures are unrelated to the production of
names of US cities, as indicated by the non=-significant cor-

relation of -.11, However, significant correlations were obtained
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with the production of a-t-i-o-n words both before and after
insult. The suggested interpretation is that an activation of
cenflict and anxiety was produced in the inhibited Ss first by
the task of reciting hostile words, and secondly by the stimula-
tion of hostility in the insult situation. The stronger anxiety
in the inhibited Ss resulted in diminished productivity. Thus,
verbal fluency in neutral areas may bte affected only when cone-
flicts are activated. This activation may occur by directly
stimulating hostility through frustration and insult, or less
directly by the production of words with hostile connotations,
It is obviously necessary to vary the order of hostile and neutral
words systematically, and to vary conditions of frustration
independently in order to test this interpretation.

A similar interpretation would seem applicable regarding the
correlations obtained between hostile words and the TES, Prior
to the experimental stimulation of hostility there appears to be
little relation between inhitition of hostility and production
of hostilé words, as indicated by the correlation of .16. At
this point the Ss task may be viewed somewhat dispassionately
by him, since it does not inveclve his current emotional state,

It is after the stimulation of hostility that the effects of
inhibition on production of hostile words becomes evident. Here
the task of producing hostile words becomes emotionally congruent
for those who express hostility relatively freely, but increasing-
ly conflictual for those whose defenses inhibit the expression

of hostility. When challenged to produce more hostile words

after the insult, the expressors seemed to respond with some
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enthusiasm, while the inhibitors appeared to cringe from the
task. The findings here are not unlike those of Hokanson and

Gordon (1958), Berkowitz (1960), and Vander Linde (1955) reported

earlier., In the initial or test taking situation (here the pre-insult

situation), the §§ who later cemcnstrate the ability to agrress
when frustrated are not distinguished by high scores on indices
of aggression, and may even receive low scores, With the intro-
duction of genuine motives for aggression, those who were able to
express their hostility received high scores on the P-F Test and
also produced more hostile words than those whoge scores on the
P-F Test indicated an inhibition of bostility.

The difficulty in the preceding interpretations is that it
is assumed that while conflicts in the production of hostile
words prior to frustration are not strong enough toproduce dif-
ferential effects on hostile word production, the resulting
anxiety did procduce differential effects in inhibitors and ex-
pressors on the subsequent neutral task. In order to avoid a
contradiction, an additional assumption must be mace, that of a
guilt reaction which occurs during and after the production of
hostile words. This guilt becomes stronéer among inhibitors and
interferes with the succeeding task of producing a-t-i-o-n words,
but has not cdevelped sufficient strength during the production
of hostile words to inhibit hostile word production. This inter=-
pretation finds some support in the study by Veldman and Worschel
(1961) who found that repressive subjects increased in anxiety
during a waiting period following frustration and insult,

The data of this pilot study certainly do not permit the

assertion of the above conclusions and interpretations with any

]
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degree of confidence, More questions are raised than answered

by the data. Still, the correlations o»tained between individual
differences in the management of hostility and verbal fluency
offer encouraging support for the line of thinking developed

in this review. The introduction of frustration was found to be

a means of producing predictable differences in verbal functioning.
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CHAPTER IV

THE PROBLE!, HYPOTHISSES, AND !METICD

THE PROELEM

It is the purpose of this research to investigate relation- ?ﬂ
ships between the variables of frustration, individual differ- g 1
ences in the management of hostility, and verbal productivity 1
in neutral and hostile word categories, Underlying the plan of ‘i )

this research are several general assumptiqns:

l. Individuals react quite differently to objectively
similar frustrating situationse.

2o The patterning of responses to a frustrating situation
are to some extent characteristic for the individual,

3. These response patterns may be orcered on the dimension
of expression vs. inhibition of hostility.

The general thesis of this investigation is that the effects
of frustration on verbal productivity are variable, depending
on the individual's characteristic mode of managing the hostility

engendered by frustration.

EYPOTHESES

Psychoanalytic formulations of the processes involved in
the inhibition of forbidden impulses have suggested that the
inhibition of hostility is accompanied by a relative inability

to produce words associated with the expression of hostility.
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This same prediction can be made from a learning theory view-
point. Assuming that frequent punishment for aggression has
produced the response pattern of inhibiting aggression in frustra-
ting situations, it is to be expected that verbal responses
related to the expression of aggression should also he inhibited
either as a result of having been punished directly, or by
response generalization, or both.

The results of the pilot study indicated that differences
in verbal output of groups designaged as high and low inhibitors
of hostility weremaximized following frustration, These results
were predicted from psychoanalytic theory on the basis of Freud's
assertion that a heightened_cathexis of the repressed instinct
presentation elicits anxiety and greater counter-cathectic forces
which normally reduce'the likelihood of a derivative gaining
coﬁsciousness. Another way of viewing the problem is in terms
of Miller's approach-avoidance conflict theory as applied to
individual differences in the management of hostility. In this
framework, the avoldance gradient of the S who responds to the experi-
nental frustration with relatively little aggression is more
elevated than that of the S whb responds aggressively, Upon the
arousal of hostility, he soon reaches the point where avoidance
tendencies based on fears of retaliation become stronger than
aggressive approach tendencies., Aggression anxiety, and the
resulting avoidance tendencies, may be assumed to interfere with
verbal production, particularly when the words are those which
connote aggression., Thus it is to be expected that upon the

arousal of hostility, the individual inhibiting hostility will

s
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be at a disadvantage in producing hostile words.

On the basis of theoretical considerations, and from the
results of the preliminary investigation, therefore, the first
hypothesis can be stated as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Upon exposure to an hostility-arousing situation,
individuals identified as inhibiting hostility produce

fewer hostile words in a standard unit of time than

individuals who tend to express hostility.

The results of the pilot study indicated that, following
frustration, the production of neutral words was inhibited as
well as that 6f hostile words in the subjects who inhibited
hostility. These results are predicted from the assumption that-
the interfering effects of aggression anxiety generalize to neutral
as well as hostile areas of verbal production, A& second hypothe-
sis, based on the assumed effects of aggression anxiety and on

results obtained in the pilot study may therefore be stated:

Hypothesis g: Upon exposure to an hostility-arousing situation,

individuals identified as inhibiting hostility produce fewer
neutral words in & standard unit of time than individuals
who tend to express hostility.

Other Relationships Explored in this Study

- The design of this experiment permits the exploration of
other relitionships in addition to those predicted in the major
hypotheses. These relationships concerns (1) the general effect
of the frustration manipulation on verbal productivity, exclusive
of individual differences, and (2) the management of hostility
and verbal productivity in & non-frustrating situation, Neither
existing theory nor available evidence permit definite predictions

to be made for these relationships. To some extent, opposite
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Predictions are possible on the basis of present information.
Therefore, statements will be in the form of questions rather

than predictions of outcome,

1. General effects of frustration on verbal productivitys:

What is the general effect of frustration (ignoring individ-
ual differences) on the production of:

a. hostile words?
be neutral words?
2. Relationships between individual differences in the manage-
ment of hostility and verbtal productivity in a non-frustrating

situation.

Are incdividual differences in the management of hostility
significantly related to the production of:

a. hostile words in a non-frustrating situation?
b neutral words in a non-frustrating situation?

METHOD

Summary cf the Experimental Design

The desirn called for £O Ss to be randomly assigned to
high arcusal and low arcusal groups, with LO Ss in each group. Each
§ was required to produce words of a hostile nature and words
not inherently related to the expression of hostility. The order
of presentation of these verbal categories was counter-talanced in
both the high and low arcusal groups, with 20 Ss in each group
producing hostile words first, the other 20 neutral words first,
Within both groups, the Ss were categerized, on the basis of
procedures described below, as to their method of managing

hostility. Twenty Ss in each group ware cesignated as having a
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Predominantly expressive method of managing hostility, and the

other 20 as having a predeminantly inhibitcry method of managing

hostility.

The essential features of this design can be readily vis-

vnalized by referring to Figure 1.

Figure 1

Representation of the Design Employed in the Investigation

- High Arousal Group

(N = LO)
Management
of Hostile Neutral
Hostility Yiords Words

Low Arousal Group

(8 = Lo)
Management

of Hostile Neutral
Hostility VWords Words

Inhibitors . e
(N = 20)

Expressors 3% 33
(N = 20)

|
i
]
i

Inhibitors ]
(N = 20)

Expressors it 38+
(N = 20)

**Dependent measures = number of words produced,

Subjects

Eighty subjects were drawn from the population of students

enrolled in introductory psychology classes at Michigan State

University by means of a volunteer sign-up sheet. The sample

was confined to male S5 between the ages of 18 and 25 who were

native born. Ss were seen in individual sessicns of approximately

LS minutes duration over a period of five weeks. Assignment of

the S to either the High Arousal or Low Arousal Group was made

prior to his appearance for testing by means of a table of

random numbers, In this way, LO Ss were placed in each groupe
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Table 2 shows that the Ss in the High Arousal and Low
Arousal groups were Guite similar with regard to age, verbal
intelligence (as assessed by the verbal scale of the College
Qualification Test), and a rough measure of social class origin
consisting of the combined number of years of education received

by both parentse.

Table 2

Comparison of Low Arousal and High Arousal Groups
on Age, Verbal Intelligence, and Parents! Education

Verbal Parents!
Group Age Intell, Educ.
High Arousal Mean 20,20 L7.u7 25,88
(N = 40) Sdle 1.67 10.L6 Lo79
Low Arousal Mean 19.55 L7.35 26,05
t 1.87 05 o16
p .10 90 W90

Procedures and Measuring Instruments

~ In order to provice an overview of the sequence of events
in the experimental session, an outline of the experimental pro-

cedure is shown below,

Outline of Experimental Procedure

l. S 1s seated across the table from the experimenter, near
the microphone of a tape recorder, Obtain Ss name, birthdate,
etc,

2. Administer Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Test (first half).
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Instructions: "Each of the pictures I will show you contains
two or more persons. Cne person is always shown saying
certain words to another, For each picture, I want you
to tell me the number of the sentence that is most like
what you would actually say or really reply if you were
in these situations., Work as quickly as you can and avoid
being humorous., When you have answered a card, go right
on to the next one.,"

Administer Arthur Stencil Design Test.

Instructions: "This next test has been used for some
time as an intelligence test, Recently there have been
some indications that the test also relates to creative
ability. You can make all of these designs with these
cards. The important thing about this test is to look
for the pattern. Put the cards back after finishing each
design."

a. High Arousal Ss: Adnminister designs 1-3 and 16-20,

(During last five designs) "30 seconds left . . « 5
seconds left . . . time's upi"

(Repeatedly and with increasing exasperation, while S
is working on the designs) "watch for the pattern.,"

(Before last design) "Maybe if you would try a little
harder for once."

(At conclusion,vwhile pushing the test materials impatient-
ly aside) "If you would have listened to me and looked
for the pattern you wouldn't have done such a lousy job."

b, Low Arousal Ss: Administer designs 1-3 and L-8. Allow
ample time to complete each design, Mild commendation at
conclusione

Verbal productivity tasks. Odd numbered Ss say neutral words
first, then hostile words. Even numbered Ss say hostile words,
then neutral words,

Task is introduced as requiring "the ability to produce words
and ldeas at will; an essential ingredient in any form of
creativity involving verbal communication," See instructions
for hostile and neutral word production below,

Arousal procedure administered to all Ss (both high and
low arousal). Task is introduced as one which requires
both mental agility and controle
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"T want you to count backwards from one hundred to one
by three's as quickly as possible., One hundred, ninety-
seven, and so forth."

(At first hesitation) "Not so slow, hurryl Faster now."
(When S makes an error) "You goafed on __. It should be "

(At about 20 to 30 seconds) "You're already over the time
limite You'll have to go back to the beginning. MNow faster
this time,"

Repeat same procedure on second trial, making corrections or
saying the numbers for S when he hesitates, in a sarcastic
tone of voice,

On third trial, harassment continues, but S is allowed to
count all the way down to one., Errors and time are noted,
and the experimenter says, "The practice didn't help much,
Is that all the faster you can count?

6. Administer P-F test (second half) "Now do these.,"

7. Post-Experimental Questionaire., %I'11l read the instructions
to you to be sure you uncerstand." The instructions are then-*
read to S in a sarcastic tone of voice.

8, S is told of the real purpose of the experiment and assured
as to the adequacy of his performance, S is invited to
describe his feelings and reaction to the experiment.
Further catharsis is provided in an interview in which S
is asked to describe his responses to a variety of other
frustrating situationse.

A. Independent Variables,

The design of this experiment calls for the manipulation of
two independent variables, O(ne of these is an experimental or
treatment variable--the arousal of hostility, The other is an
individual difference or subject variable--the management of
of hostility. The procedures involved in the manipulation of
these two variables are of considerable importance, for the

interpretation of the data as related to the hypotheses depend
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Yo a large extent on the assumption that these variables have been

ef fectively manipulated,

Situation designed to arouse hostility.

A variety of techniques designed to elicit hostility have been
described in the literature. An assumption cormon to each of
these techniques and supported by considerable evidence is that
the frustration of significant needs leads to hostility and Eh_;
tendencies toward aggression. This assumption is also made in |

the present study. The essential feature of, frustration is the

blocking of a goal-oriented activity., The strength of the bj‘-
instigation to aggression is assumed to vary directly with the
strength of the motive that is thwarted, ’

In studies employing college students, a common procedure
is to thwart the subject in a task laheled as an intellisence
test, under the assumption that college students are hiphly
motivated to obtain a high rating on intelligence, and failure
to do so is an injury to self-esteem. The success of any such
procedure depends upon the degree to which the task is perceived
as relevant to the needs of self-enhancément. In order to promote
ero involvement, the credibility of the task as related to the
ability it purports to measure must be established, Also, the
individual should ex~erience some success at the outset so as
to insure his ccoperation and raise expectations (later thwarted)
of a successful and self-enhancing performance., Another re-
quirement, often neglected, is of special importance in this
study; the frustration must be of such & nature that the scurce

of frustration may be legitimately perceived as external, so as
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NOt to bias the respense toward an intropunitive reaction based
on apparent limitations in ability.

A procedure which meets the above specifications has been

described by Weiss and Fine (1956) and has also been used suc-
cessfully by Resenbaum and Stanners (1761). The procedure in-
volves the use of the Arthur Stencil Design, Test I, one of the
subtests of the Arthur Point Scale of Performance Tests, Revised
Form IT (19L7). The test ccnsists of a series of 20 colored
designs of increasing complexity, which the S is to reprocduce
by assembling the stencils of various colors and patterns. The
norpal administration allows for a time limit of four minutes
for each design, In the modification of this test for the
arousal of hostility, all Ss were asxked to complete three easy
designs (1-3), with appropriate praise for their successful
performance. Subjects in the hostility arousal condition were
then given five difficult designs (15-27) with a time limit of
one minute for each design. (Mone of Rosenbaum and Stanners' §§ were
able to complete these designs in this time lindit.) The E
meanwhile, ccntributed distractions, calling out the number of
seconds renaining, and urging the S on with useless advice.
This was followed by criticism for not heeding his advice.
In the low-arousal condition, the three easy designs were followed
by five relatively easy designs (4-8), with no time limit.
Mild commendation was given these Ss at the conclusion of the test,
An important consideration in the experimental arousal of
hostility 1s that the S should not be aware that the frustration
is part of the experimental treatment. In order to minimize this

possibility, and to distract the S from guessing at the real
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purposes of the experiment, the following deception was employed.
In recruiting students to serve as Ss in this study, the experi-
ment was labeled as an investigation of creativity. The Stencil
Design Test was introduced as a test known to be useful in
detecting creative potential, an illusion that is enhanced by the
colorful stencils and the requirement of analyzing and constructing
the designs. None of the Ss appeared to question the alleged

purpose of this test,

Measurement of the management of hostility

Our review of the literature has shown that discrepancies

are frequently found between "test hostility" and hostility
expressed in response to frustration. From these results we
concluded that performance on tests of hostility is not necessarily
rapresmtativé of performance in situations where hostility is
aroused, Accordingly, it was suggested that the proper identifi-
cation of individual differences in the management of hostility
requires that measures be secured at the time the individual is
frustrated.

In order to achieve the proper conditions for the measure-
ment of individual differences in the management of hostility,
therefore, it was necessary to stimulate hostility in all Ss
prior to testing for hostility. Thus, in addition to the procedures
for the experimental manipulation of hostility described above,

a second frustration procedure was undertaken following the
verbal production tasks and prior to testing for hostility. This
procedure was designed to provide further instigation to aggres-

sion in the high arousal group and to arouse hostility in the
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low arousal group for the first time, The procedure consisted
of asking the S to count backwards by three's from 100 to 1 as
quickly as possible. While the S was counting, he was being
subjected to repeated interruptions and sarcastic remarks by the
E, and was twice told to go back and start again at 100. This
procedure was found to be effective in producing hostility by
Hokanson (1961).

In order to perfect the detdils of the procedures for arousing
hostility, several tape recorded sessions were held with practice
Ss prior to the collection of data for the study. The play-
back of these recorded sessiogs served to point up and correct
initial inconsistencies in the rather difficult role-plaiing
required of the experimenter,

Two instruments were chosen to measure individual differences
in the manarement of hostllity, The first is a modification of
the Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Test which permits an assess-
ment of the direction in which hostility is expressed before and
after frustration., The second is a questionaire which provides
the S with an opportunity to express agpression fairly directly
in resvonse to questions asking the § for his reaction to the g,

his evaluation of the experiment, etc,

a. The modified P-F test

The Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Test was specifically
designed to assess an individual's characteristic mode of handling
frustrating experiences. Responses to the frustrating situations
depicted in this test are categorized as expressing aggression

outwardly toward the frustrating agent (Extrapunitive), inwardly
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toward the self (Intropunitive), or as minimizing the frustration

and denying hostility (Impunitive). In scoring symbols, these
responses are labeled E, I, and M respectively. For the purposes
of this study, the intropunitive and impunitive responses are
both regarded as indicating a relatively suppressive method of
managing hostility. Since our concern is with the expression
and-inhibition of aggression directed toward the frustrating
agent, the extrapunitive scores of the P-F %est seeam to be an
appropriate measure,

Vander Linde's (1955) adaption of the P-F test includes
several changes which enhance the suitability of the instrument
for the purposes of this research. In this modification, the
pictures are presented individually, accompanied by three alter=-
native resbonses chosen from the P-F test manual and actual pro-
tocols to represent extrapunitive, intropunitive, and iﬁpunitive
responses to the frustrating situations., The individual is asked
to select from these responses the one most resembling the
response he would make to the situation depicted in the picture,
The use of forced choice rather than free response allows for
more objective scoring, and also eliminates the element of
verbal production from the independent variable. The major
advantage of Vander Linde's modification is the division of the
test into equated halves, each consisting of 12 items, which
permits the assessment of hostility with the same instrument
before and after frustration, The items included in each half,
in the order of their appearance, are shown in Appendix A, A

more complete description of the procedures used in constructing

i i
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the modified P-F test may be found in Vander Linde (1955).

In the present study, the order of administration of the two
halves of the modified P-F test was the same for all Ss. The
gain in numver of E responses from pre- to post-frustration
served to identify individual differences in the manazement of
hostility. KA large gain signifies a relatively direct expression
of aggression, and smaller gains or decreased E responses signify

the inhibition of direct aggression.

" be The post-experimental questionaire

The purpose of the post-experimenéal questionaire was to
provide opportunities for the S to express hostility in fairly
direct ways wtich could be readily recorded and quantified. The
Guestionaire is so constructed that the S's hostility may be
expressed in the form of unfrieﬁdly reactions to the E, in
unfavorable evaluations of the procedures used in the experiment,
and of the value of the experiment, Opportunity is also given
for the S to indicate his unwillingness to cooperate with E
in a follow-up study. In order to eliminate the element of
verbal production in these measures, responses were in the form
of ratings on a continuous scale 100 millimeters long, anchored
&t both ends, rather than verbal résponses. Scores are obtained
by measuring the distance in millimeters from the check marks to the
favorable (non-t.ostile) pole. Ratings on each scale may thus
range from zero to 100, with higher scores representing greater
amounts of hostility.

Although aggressive acts can be carried out with little

awareness of feelings of anger, the awareness of feelings of irritation



53

and anger are usually considered a part of the expression of
hostility. In order to assess the subjective components of the
management of hostility, the post-experimental questionaire also
included an opportunity for the S to rate his feelings, as described
by several adjectives, on a continuous scale from low to high,
with a possible range of from zero to 100, as with evaluation
questionaire ratings. Self-ratings on the adjectives irritated,
angry, and annoyed served to indicate the degree of awareness of
feeclings of hostility.

In view of the significance attributed to anxiety in de=-
termining both the expression of hostility and verbal produc-
tivity, four adjectives relating to feelings of anxiety (uneasy,

distressed, vulnerable, and apprehensive) were also included

in the self-rating scale.

The complete post-experimental questionaire can be seen in
Appendix B. Since the post-experimental questionaire provides
a measure of the expression of hostllity independent of the
P-F test, two independent measures of hostility were available,
both of which were expected to relate to verbal procductivity as

pracicted in the hypotheses,

Be Dierendent Variables

The design of this experiment calls for two categories of
verbal production, one directly related to the expression of
hostility, and one relatively neutral with regard to hostility,
The task of producing words in restricted categories lends it-

self nicely to the demands of this experiment. By specifying
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the category of words to be produced, it is possible to control
the area of verbal discourse, while permitting maximum freedom
for the emergence of individual differences in verbal productivity
within the defined area. In requiring the S to speak the words
to the experimenter in a face to face situation, the elements of
an interpersonal situation are maintained., The recitation of
hostile words in the presence of the E who has just frustrated
him m;y easily be given the coﬁnotation by the S of expressing
hostility toward the E. The total number of appropriate words
produced in each category, written down by E as they are produced
provides measures of effective verbal functioning in the pre-
selected areas,

The verbal categories used in this study were the same as
those employed in the pilot study. A time limit of three minutes

was set for verbal production in each category.

.Hostile word category

The instructions for producing words in the hostile cate-
gory were intended to elicit words directly related to the
expression of hostility, Instructions for the production of
hostile words weres

"Say all the words you can think of which might be used

to describe someone whom one hates or dislikes. For ex-

ample; stupid, foolish, ugly, son of a bitch, and so forth.

Any questions?

Whether or not S replies, E continues:

"Say just as many words as you can think of which might be
used to describe someone whom one hates or dislikes,"

"Neutral® word category

The instructions for the production of words in the
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"neutral" category were:

"Say all the words you can think of which end in the

letters a~t-i-o-n, For example: station, nation, elevation,

reputation, and so forth."

The reason for the quotation marks surrounding the word
neutral above is that the particular category of words was chosen
to represent a verbal category which is only relatively neutral
with regard to hostility. Although the structure of this task
permits the produciion of a wide variety of words not related to,
sggression, there are several words within this category which
are associated with hostility and which may be emotionally
loaded for the individual with conflicts centering around the
expression of hostility. Examples ares accusation, damnation,
devastation, ccnstipation, and castration., It was anticipated
that associations such as these which might be elicited (particu-
larly in the high arousal situation) would be warded off by Ss
with inhibitory methods of managing hostility, with & resulting
decrement in total production of words in this category. The
selection of this particular category was thus an attempt to
provide maximal opportunity for the generalization of inhibitory

processes,
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RESULTS

Effectiveress of the Procedure for Instigatine Hostility

A compariscn of the iligh Arcusal (HA) arnd Low Arousal (L&)
groups indicates that the stercil design procedure for instigating
hostility was quite successful, Only eight of the LO Ss in the
HA group succeeded in passing any of the last five (difficult)
designs within the one minute time limit., OCf these eipght, six
passed only one design, one passed two, ana one passed three
designs. Among the LA greoup, all of the Ss were piven ample time
in which to pass all of the last five (noderately difficult)
desigrse hirty-iwo of these Ss passed at leact four of the
cdesigns within one minute,

The effectiveness of the arcusal xocedure 18 indicatec by
comparing the two groups on'measures of hostility anc anxiety
derived from the post-experimental juesticnaire. It can bhe seen

frem Table 3 that tlie HA s were sisnificantly more unfavcratle

in their evaluations on the post-experimental gquestionaire, and
also rated thermselves as heins si-nificantly more angry and
arnxious during the interview than their LA counterparts. he HA
Ss also rated themselves as feelins siprificantly lescs competent
during the experimental session than the IA Ss, further confirming
that the arcusal procecure had the cesired effect,

Tre presence of significant differences hetween HA and LA

groups on both hostility and anxiety raises the question of how
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Successfully the arousal procedure elicited hestility as compared
With a more general emotional arousal, In order tc determine
whether the arousal procedure had the effect of elevating hos-
tility to a greater exten! than anxiety, each S's mean rating of
anxiety adjectives was subtracted from his mean ratings on the

evaluation questionaire and hostility adjectives combineds The

difference obtained in subtracting mean anxiety scores from mean

hostiiity scores provides a measure of net hostility, the extent to

which hostility is predominant over anxiety for the individual Se

K comparison of the two groups on net hostility (Table 3) shows ;j
that the HA group scores significantly higher than the LA group.
This finding suggests that the arousal procedure elevated hostility
scores to a significantly greater extent than anxiety scores,
Within the HA group, the overall level of hostility ratings
is approrimately equal to that of anxiety. For the LA Ss, the
level of hostility is significantly lower than that of anxiety
(D= 7.10; t = 2,87)s Thus, in terms of the absolute values of
the ratings on the post-experimental questionaire, the HA group
may be described as both highly hostile and highly anxious. The
LA Ss, by comparison, are moderately anxious and significantly
less hostile in response to the experimental procedures., However,
in the absence of a third group in which no frustration occured,
there is no baseline for anxiety and hostility ratings in a non-
threatening situation. Thus the ahsolute levels obtained must be
interpreted with caution,
A comparison of the HA and LA groups on PF test extrapunitive
(E) scores before and after frustration is presented in Table L.

The groups do not differ significantly either before or after
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frustration in the number of E responses. The relatively skewed
distribution of PP-E scores makes the use of the't' ratio somewhat

questionable in these comparisons, however,

Table L
Mean pre-frustration and post-frustration FF extra-

punitive scores of High Arousal and Low Arousal groupe f.}
Pre-frustration  Post-frustration Lo
HA  Mean . 1.875 2.375 é ,
S.D. 1.288 1.592 i j

1A  Mean 1.625 2,075

S.D. 1.161 1.889

t .81 17

A compari:son of the HR and I& groups on the direction
of changes in the number of E scores from pre-frustration to
post-frustration is presented in Table 5. This table shows the
number of Ss in each group whose scores increased, decreased, or

remained unchanged from the first to the second admninistration.

Table 5

Direction of PF-E change in HA and LA groups
e ——— ]

Increase No Change Decrease Total
HA 22 5 13 Lo

1A 15 N n Lo

Chi square = 5,75, p. 05< .10
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The resulting chi square of 5.75, which approaches significance
at the .05 level, provides some evidence of a systematic differ-
ence between the HA and LA groups in the direction of PF-E change
after frustration. However, the differences are not entirely
consistent with expectations. More of the HA Ss than LA Ss

show an increase in extrapunitiveness after frustration, as

expected. But a few more HA Ss also show a decrease in E scores
after frustration, a difference opposite of that expected.
Comparing Ss within groups, we note that Ss in the HA group
tended to either increase or decrease in extrapunitiveness, with
only five Ss giving the same number of E responses after
frustration as before. In the LA group, the Ss divide themselves
almost equally between increased, decreased, and unchanged E

responses .

In summary, the effects of experimental frustration were to
produce a large and significant elevation of hostility scores
on the post-experimental questionaire., While anxiety ratings on
the questionaire were also elevated by the frustration procedure,
the differences in hostility scores were significantly greater
than those of anxiety. These findings not only reflect favorably
on the adequacy of the frustration procedure, but also on the
validity of the post-experimental questionaire in discriminating
between groups which have been subjected to treatments varying
in degree of instigation to aggression. The effects of the
frustration procedure on the direction of change in PF-E scores
from pre-= to post-frustration are less substantial and less

consistent. The effect of the frustration procedures on this
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meagure of hostility was a non-significant tencency for Ss

to become either more or less extrapunitive, with very few Ss

in the HA group giving the same number of E responses cn the
second administration. Thus the PF-E change measures are relatively
insensitive to the differences in the amount of instigation to
aggression in the two groups, and support for the validity of

the PF test in this study is somewhat tenucus.

Findings Regarding the Hypotheses

The hypotheses to be tested predicted a positive relation=-
ship between the expression of hostility and the production of
(1) hostile words and (2) neutral words in an hostility arousing
situation (i.e., within the HA group)e Two separate measures of
the expression of hostility, the post-experimental questionaire
and the Rosenzweig P-F test, were available for testing each
hypothesis, Since the findings are somewhat different for these

two measures, the results will be reported separatelye.

A. Findings based on the post-experimental questionaire.

The first hypothesis stated that upon exposure to an
hostility arousing situation, individuals identified as expressing
relatively little hostility will produce fewer hostile words in
a comparable length of time than those who express greater amounts
of hostility. The second hypothesis predicted that the same
relationship would obtain with regard to the production of neutral
words,

These hypotheses can be re-stated in terms of the cperations

used to measure the expression of hostility on the post-experimental

WAl AT A G A — e . -._.”'



Questionaire as followss

Operational Statement of the Hypotheses (A)

Ss in the HA group whose hostility scores on the post-experi-
mental questionaire are below the median will produce (1) fewer
hostile words and (2) fewer neutral words than Ss whose hostility
scores are above the median.

Two analyses were conducted by way of testing these operational
hypotheses. 1In the first analysis, the ratings on the evaluation
questionaire (evaluation hostility) and on the three hostility
adjectives (self-report hostility) were averaged to provide a
measure of total hostility (TH). The TH scores were then used to
divide the Ss in both the HA and LA groups at their respective
medians into high hostility (HH) and a low hostility (LH) group,
with 20 Ss in each group. The mean number of words produced in
the hostile and neutral categories for each of the four groups
thus obtained is presented in Table 6. Support for the hypotheses
was confingent on finding a larger number of words produced in
the HA, HH group than in the HA, LH group. As can be seen from
Table 6, the tendency of the results is in a direction opposite
of that predicted. However, in the LA group there is a tendency
for HH Ss to produce more words of both categories than LH Ss.

Since the verbal production scores were approximately nor-
mally distributed, statistical procedures involving the assumption
of normality were possible. The results of an analysis of variance
based on the TH breakdown are presented in Table 7, That the
difference in verbal productivity between HH and LH Ss is neg-

ligible when the level of arousal is disregarded is shown by the
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Table 6

Mean Number of Hostile and Neutral Words Produced
by Ss Above and Below the Median in Total Hostility

Hostility High Arousal Group Hostility Low Arousal Group
Level ™ NW Level - NW

High Hostile 18,55 14.00 High Hostile 18.50 13.05

(TH scores:50-82) (TH scores:36=65)

Low Hostile 22,20 15,85 Low Hostile 16.20 12,40 e
(TH scores13-49) (TH scores:12-36)

Total Group 20,38 14,92 Total Group 17.35 12,72

Table 7

Analysis of Variance of Verbal Production: Levels
of Hostility Determined by TH Scores on the
Post-Experimental Questionaire

— —
——— Se——

Source daf SSs M F ratio
Arousal (Ar) 1 273,00 273.00 Su7
Levels of hostility (Lv) 1 13,76  13.76 22
Ar x Lv 1l 188052 188052 3078
Between Ss in Lv x Ar 76 3793.32 L9.91

Groups (Error "between") :
Total Between 79 4,268,60

Hostile-Neutral Words 1 1015.06 1015.,06 - L9.04
H-N x Ar 1 6.82 6.92 o33
HeN x Lv 1 2.83 2.83 o1l
H-N x Ss in Lv x Ar 76 1573.33 20,70

Groups (Error "within")
Total Within 80 2617.50

Total 159 6886,10

Not.o- F.(ﬁ, df 1’ 76 - 3.98
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non-significant F values of .22 for the main effects of levels
of hostility and .14 for the interaction of H-N x levels of hos=
tility. The significance of the differences in verbal produc-
tivity between HH and LH Ss, taking arousal level into account,
is evaluated by the F test for the interaction of Arousal x Levels
of hostility and by the triple interaction of H-N x Arousal x
Levels of hostility. Neither of these interactions are found to
have an F ratio significantly different from chance expectation,
although the Arousal x Levels of hostility interaction approaches
significance at the .05 level., An inspection of the cell means
in Table 6 shows that differences in verbal production in the LA
group contributed as much to the interaction as did differences
in the HA group.

The results of this analysis thus fail to support the
hypothesis of a positive relationship between the expression of
hostility on the post-experimental questionaire and verbal
productivity within the HA group. On the contrary, a non-sig=-
nificant trend was found for HA Ss scoring high on total question-
aire hostility to produce fewer words in both hostile and neutral
categories than low scoring Ss.

A second analysis, which takes account of the differences
existing between the different scales of the evaluation questionaire,
indicates that the combination of ratings into total hostility
scores overlooks significant differences among the scales of
the evaluation Questionaire. An inspection of the evaluation
questionaire reveals that the items differ in the directness

with which hostility is expressed. Only one of the scales refers
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directly to unfriendliness toward the experimenter. The other
scales are less directly related to the frustrating agent in that
they provide for hostility to be expressed in unfavorable evalu=-
ations of the testing situation, of the value of the experiment,
or in unwillingness to participate in another experiment with
the experimenter. The remaining scale occupies an intermediate
position with regard to directness of hostility in that it pro-
vides for unfavorable evaluations of the effects of the experi-
menter's behavior on performance and does not include the ele-
ment of unfriendliness.

Under the assumption that ratings of unfriendliness toward
the experimenter represents the most direct expression of
hostility on the rating scales, the prediction was made that
ratings on this scale would relate positively to production of
(1) hostile words, and (2) neutral words in the HA group. To
test this prediction, the Ss in the HA and LA groups were divided
at their respective medians into "friendly" and "unfriendly"
groups, with 20 Ss in each group.

A comparison of the number of hostile and neutral words
produced by Ss scoring above and below the median in unfriendli-
ness to the E is presented in Table 8. It can be seen that, in the
HA group, significantly more hostile words were produced by Ss
whose reactions were unfriendly than by the "friendly" Ss.
However, the difference between friendly and unfriendly Ss in the
production of neutral words is negligible,

The mean number of hostile and neutral words produced by Ss

falling above and below the median on each of the other scales of




Table 8

Mean Production of Neutral and Hostile Words by Ss Scoring
Above and Below the Median on Each of the Ratings on the
Post-Experimental Evaluation (uestionaire

High Arousal Group

Low Arousal Group

Questionaire Item HW NW Hd Nw
Reaction to E Range
Friendly (Range 3-57) 16.85 1L.75 (2=25)  16.25 12,00
Unfriendly (59-87) 23,90 15,10 (28-67) 18.5 13.15
t 3.22 25 1.01 87
Effect of E's behavior
Favorable (0+66) 20,00 14,95 (3=50) 16.25 12,90
Unfavorable (67-30) 20,71 14,90 (51-98) 18.45 12,55
t 029 -003 1.01 -027
Effect of test. situation
Favorable (15-60) 22,10 16.00 (2-33) 17.74 12,79
Unfavorable (61-98) 18,65 13.85 (35-84) 17.00 12,71
t -10)47 -1059 '031-3 ‘006
Value of Experiment
valuable (L=50) 21,90 16,15 (11-38) 17.70 13.35
Worthless (51-96) 18.68 13.70 (39-34) 17.00 12,00
t ‘1.36 -1082 "032 "1.06
Participate Apain
Wwilling (0-25) 22,25 15,25 (2-13) 18,50 14.05
Unwilling (31=100) 18.50 1460 (1L+78) 16,20 11.LO
t "1061 "oh? “1006 '2015

Notee= ¢t oo = 2,02; t.Ol = 2,70 (two-tailecd)
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the evaluaticn questiovnaire is alsc presented in Table 8. With

the exception of ratings of the effect of E's behavior on per-
formance, all of the cther scales consistently show negative
relationships with the number of words produced,

The results of separately relating the different scales of
the evaluation questionaire to verbal productivity thus reveal o
important relationships wiiich were obscured by the cormbination rm_!
cf the items with self-report hostility in a total hostility
score, The scale providing for the expression of hostility

directly toward the experimenter is the only one which shows a ' J

significantly positive relation to verbal production. The scales
in which hostility is expressed more indirectly tend to relate
negatively to verbal productivity. The scale intermediate in
directness of hostile evaluations presents a relation with verbal
productivity which is scmewhere between those of the direct
hostility scale and the indirect hostility scales, The relia-
tility of these findings is supported nct only by the size of the
obtained difference in hostile word precduction between "friendly"
and "unfriencly" Ss in the HA group, but also by the finding of
a similar pattern of differences in the LA group.

As a means of further explicating the relationship between
the expression of hostility toward the experimenter and verbal
productivity, an analysis of variance was performed, using the median

-~

split con ratings cf unfriencliness to E as the basis for consti-
tuting levels of hostility. The results of this analysis are
presented in Table 9. The F ratio of 6,35 for the main effects

of levels of Hostility, which is significant at the .025 level,
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Table 9

Analysis of Variance of Verbal Production:
of Hostility Determined by Ratings of Friendly-
Unfriendly Reactions to the Experimenter

Levels

Source daf SS MS F P

Arousal (Ar) 1 273,00 273,00 5.68 .025
Levels of Hostility (Lv) 1 305,30 305,30 6,35  ,025
Ar x Lv 1 35.10 35.10 .73 N.S.
Between S8 in Lv x Ar 76 3655.20 L8.10

groups (Error "between")

Total Between 79 L268.60

Hostile-Neutral Words 1 1015,06 1015.06 56.7u4 .00l
H-N x Ar 1 6.82 6.82 .38 N.S.
H-N x Lv 1 139.04  139.04  7.77 .01
H-N x Lv x Ar 1 98.23 98.23  5..9 .025
H-N x Ss in Lv x Ar 76 1358.35 17.89

groups (Errer "within")

Total Within 80 2617.50

Total 159 6886.10

.;*mb. .
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indicates that significantly more words were produced by Ss
unfriendly to the E than by the "friendly" Ss. The significant

F ratio for the interaction of Hostile-Neutral categories with
Levels of Hostility indicates that the effect of Levels of
Hostility is significantly greater for hostile words than for
neutral words. The finding of a significant F ratio for the
triple interaction cf Hostile-Neutral categories by Arousal by
Levels of Hostility represents the finding that the difference

in verbal output of the "friendly" and "unfriendly" Ss is greatest
for the production of hostile words in the High Arousal groupe.

The results of the arialysis based on ratings of unfriendli-
ness toward the experimenter thus yield support for the first
hypothesis but not for the second. Upon exposure to an hostility
arcusing situation, individuals expressing relatively little
hostility directly toward the experimenter produced significantly
fewer hostile words, but only slightly fewer neutral words than
those who expressed greater amounts of hostility.

In summary, hostility scores on the post-experimental ques=
tionaire were used to test the hypotheses by means of two separate
analyses, The first analysis made use of Total Hostility scores
which were obtained by averaging all of the ratings of the
evaluation questionaire tcgether with the three adiectives re-
lating to hostile feelings on the self-report questionaire. The
results of the first analysis produced no support for either
hypothesis and the trend of the results is in a direction oppo=
site of that predicted. In the second analysis, the different

scales of the evaluation Guestionaire were separately analyzed, The




76

Prediction of a positive relationship between the expression of
hostility directly toward the experimenter and the production of
hostile words in the HA group found support in a highly signifi-
cant difference between "friendly" and "unfriendly" Ss. The
negligible difference between "friendly" and "unfriendly" Ss

in production of neutral words failed to provide support for

the second hypothesis, however., An unexpected finding in the
analysis of post-experimental questionaire ratings was that ratings
on scales which provide for'the expression of hostility without
refering directly to the experimenter (unfavorable evaluations of
the testing situation, the value of the experiment, and unwilling=-
ness to be assocliated with the g in further experiments) show

a strong tendency to relate negatively to verbal productivity.

B. Findings based on the Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Test.

Extrapunitive scores on the PF Test provided a second kind
of measure of the amount of hostility expressed in response to
the experimental procedures. In this study, the PF Test was adminis-
tered in two equated halves, one half before, the other half after
frustration. The change in number of extrapunitive responses
from the pre-frustration to post-frustration administration was
taken as a measure of the amount of hostility expressed in
response to the frustrating situation. Changes in the direction
of an increased number of E responses are assumed to indicate a
relatively hostile reaction, whereas a decreased number of E
responses indicates a relative inhibition of extrapunitive

hostility. The hypotheses under investigation can then be
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Testated in terms of the operations used to measure the expression

of hostility on the PF Test as follows:

Operational Statement of the Hypotheses (B)

88 in the HA group who show a relative decrease in extra-
punitiveness on the Rosenzweig PF Test after frustration will
produce (1) fewer hostile words, and (2) fewer neutral words

than 8s showing a relative increase in extrapunitiveness.

The distribution of PF change scores did not permit an
equal divi‘sion of the groups at the median. The procedure used
was to divide the Ss into high hostility (HH) and low hostility
(LH) groups on the basis of an increase vs. a decrease or un-
changed number of extrapunitive responses. This procedure pro-
vides 22 HH Ss and 18 LH Ss in the high arousal condition, with
15 HH and 25 LH Ss in the low arousal condition.

The mean number of hostile and neutral words produced by
each group is presented in Table 10, It can be seen that the
differences in verbal production obtained between HH and LH Ss
in the HA group are in the predicted direction for hostile words,
but not for neutral words. Among LA Ss, those who show a gain
in extrapunitiveness produce more words of both categories than
LH Ss. However, an evaluation of the differences in verbal pro-
duction of HH and LH Ss in the HA group by means of a "t"
test shows that differences of this magnitude could easily have
occurred by chance. In the LA group, the difference in hostile
word production approaches significance. Thus, the hypothesis of

a positive relationship between increased extrapunitiveness and
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Verbval productivity in an hostility provoking situation is not

reliably supported by the data,

Table 10

Production of Hostile and Neutral Words for Ss Varying
in the Direction of Extrapunitive Change
Following Frustration

High Arousal Group Low Arousal Group

FF Change 137 NW PF Change HW NW
Increase Mean 21,18 1L.59 Increase Mean 19.66 13.20
(W = 22) s.D. 9,07 5.03 (N =15) s.D. 7.11 L.18
Decrease Mean 19.39 15.33 2 Decrease Mean 15.96 12,4

or t or
No Change S.D. 5.71  3.71 . No Change S.D. 648  L.23
(N = 18) - (N =25)

t 071 "052 ; t 1069 056
s 25 NS, | p° 0 N.S.

Lone-tailed probability.
270-tailed probability.

Further information about the relationship of PF extra-
punitiveness and verbal productivity can be gained by considering
the pre-frustration (PF-A) and post-frustration (PF-B) E scores
separately. It was contended earlier that prediction of behavior
from tests of hostility is enhanced when the measures of hostility
are obtained in a situation in which hostility is aroused. From
this we would expect the predicted relationship hetween extra-
punitiveness and production of hostile words to be stronger on
the PF-B measures than on the PF-A measures, Confirmation of this

reasoning is found by comparing the production of hostile words
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among S8 with two or more E responses (#igh E) with that of Ss

iving zero or one E response (Low E).
In the high arousal condition, the mean number of hostile
words produced by the 21 PF-A High E Ss is 20.68, as compared with
an almost identical 20.10 for the 19 Low E Ss., For the 23 Ss
giving two or more E responses on the PF-B, the average number {7 .
of hostile words was 21,75, as compared with 17,17 for the 12 §<-3
Low E Sse This difference ylelds a "t" ratio of 1,77, which is %
significant at the .05 level, Thus, the rationale of administer- E
ing tests of hostility in a situation in which hostility is E
aroused is supported by the data.
This finding also finds some support among Ss in the low
arousal condition. ﬁere, the PF-A High E Ss tended to produce
fewer hostile words than Low E Ss (15.74 vs. 18.813 N = 19 and
21 respectively), whereas on the PF-3, High E Ss tended to pro-
duce more hostile words than Low E Ss (18.10 vs. 16.53; N = 21
and 19 respectively)e. Although neither of these differences
are statistically significant, the results are in the expected
direction, i.e., measures of hostility on the PF Test relate
positively to the production of hostile words only when the test

is given after frustration,

Intercorrelations Among Verbal Productivity and Other Variables

The results obtained in the above analyses suggest that
relationships between hostility and verbal production differ for
different measures of hostility and also differ somewhat from the
HA to the LA condition. An intercorrelational analysis, presented

in Tables 11 and 12, provides an overview of some of these




Pe];ationships.l Also, the relation of different measures of
hostility to each other and to anxiety, verbal intelligence, and
parental education are presented,

In can be seen in Tables 11 and 12 that the hostility scores
derived from average ratings on the post-experimental qQuestion-
alre show negligible correlations with verbal productivity in
both the HA and LA groups. The marked differences in the ;ela-
tion of the separate items of the evaluation questionaire to
verbal productivity are obscured by the combination of .items,

The other measure of hostility, PF extrapunitive change, shows

a tendency, falling short of statistical sigﬁificance, to correlate
in the predicted direction with the production of hostile words

in both groups and with the production of neutral words in the

LA group. This result parallels the findings of the earlier
analysis based on an increase vs, no change or decrease comparisone.

An unexpected result of correlating anxiety adjective ratings
with verbal productions is the finding that anxiety tencds to
correlate positively with verbal productivity in the HA condition,
and negatively in the LA condition. Another interesting inci-
dental finding is the difference between HA and 1A groups in the
correlation of verbal intelligence with verbal productivity,.
Verbal intelligence is shown to correlate significantly with
production of neutral and hostile words only in the HA group,

indicating that differences in verbal ability affected verbal

1Thanks are due to James Clark of the YSU Computer Laboratory
for assistance in the preparation of the data for analysis by
the MISTIC computer,
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behavior under conditions of psychological stress but not in the
non-threatening situation, The relation of the cducational level

of the Ss' parents to verbal production is insipgnificant, suggesting
that the differences in social class origin reflected by this
measure contributed very little to differences in verbal produc-
tivity.

The intercorrelations among the various measures of hostili-
ty shown in Tables 11 and 12 are generally rather low, There is,
however, a tendency for Ss in the LA condition to be somewhat more
consistent than HA Ss in their expression of hostility on the
different measures. The correlation of only .28 between average
ratings on the evaluation Guestionaire and self-report ratings
of hostile feelings 6hows that there were wide discrepancies
between subjective fealings of hostility and the expression of
hostility among S8 in the HA condition, Correlations between PF
extrapunitive change and the questionaire measures of hostility
are 8o low as to be negligible in both the HA and LA groups, This
finding, together with the finding that the PP study failed to
discriminate between the HA and LA groups casts further doubt
on the validity of the FF studye.

In both the HA and the IA groups, there are significant
positive correlations between ratings of anxiety and hostility
adjectives on the self-report questionaire, This finding reflects
the presence of a generalized arousal level, but the correlations
are coubtlessly also influenced by the existence of rating scale
response sets which are independent of the particular adjectives

being rated. Some discrimination in the self-report ratings is



implied, however, in that correlations of subjective anxiety with

evaluation hostility are lewer than those of subjective hostility
with evaluation hostility,

Other Findings: General Effects of Frustretion on Verbal Productivity.

The question of the general effect of frustration on verbal
productivity is given a relatively clear cut answer by the data,
More words of both hostile and neutral categories are produced by
the S8 in the high arousal condition than in the low arcusal cone
dition. The significant P ratio for the main effects of arousal
which was found in the analysis of variance (Tsbles 7 and 9)
indicates that the obtained differences are reliably different frem
chance vhen neutral and hostile word productions are considered
together, The non-significant N-H x Arousal interaction indicates
that the same effect is present in both hostile and neutral word
production. An evaluation of the differences between HA and 1A
groups on neutral and hostile words separately by means of "t"
ratios is presented in Table 13,

Since no predictions were made in advance, the two-tailed
test is appropriate. The obtained values of the "t" ratio permit
th§ rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level for the
diffomcc in the production of neutral words, but not for hostile
words, despite the greater difference between the groups in the
production of hostile words, We may conclude that the effects of
frustration are to increase verbal productivity among college
males, This increase is statistically significant only fer
the productian of neutral words, however,
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Table 13

Mean number of hostile and neutral words
produced by Ss in the HA and LA groups

Hostile Neutral

Group Words Words
High Arousal Mean 20.38 .92
(N = L4O) S.D. 7.62 L.32
Low Arousal Mean 17.35 12,72
(N = L0) S.D. 6.79 L.12

t 1.88 2,32

p (two-tailed) .10 05

The differences in the number of words produced by the HA and
LA groups over 30-second time intervals is plotted in Figures 2
and 3, Figure 2 shows that the HA and LA groups produce about
the same number of hostile words in the first 30-second interval.
The difference between the groups appears in the succeeding inter-
vals where the HA Ss maintain a higher rate of verbal production
than the LA Ss. The difference in the number of hostile words
produced during the last two minutes approaches statistical
significance (t = 1.91). Thus the arousal procedure had a
motivating effect on hostile word production which tended to
persist over the three-minute interval.

Figure 3 shows that the motivating effects of frustration
were relatively transient for the production of neutral words.
The HA Ss produce a greater number of words during the first
minute, but thereafter the two curves cross and remain at about

the same level. A comparison of the number of neutral words
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produced by the two groups in the last two minutes yields a non-
significant "t" ratio,







CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

The major purpose of this investigation was to test the
hypothesis that individual differences in patterms of managing
hostility are significantly related to verbal functioning in a
situation in which hostility has been aroused. Specifically,
the investigation involved an attempt to demonstrate that those
individuals who are relatively incapable of expressing hostility
show a relative inability to produce words with hostile connota=-
tions, as well as neutral words, when compared with others who are
able to express appropriate hostility when the situation warrants
it. The results of the investigation provide evidence that the
management of hostility is related to verbal functioning in a
frustrating situation, but that the relationship holds only
for the production of hostile words,

The Arousal g HostilitI.

The formulation of the problem required that verbal produce
tion take place in a situation in which hostility was aroused,
There can be little doubt that this requirement was fulfilled in
the high arousal condition. From a definitional standpoint, the
presence of frustration was assured in that the Ss were thwarted
in their efforts to successfully complete the stencil design
pattemns, and were subjected to harassing and disparaging remarks,

In addition, the E's unreasonable, demanding, and accusatory
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attitude was calculated to invite an aggressive reaction toward
himself and to minimize any tendency toward self-blame for failure
on the test, That these procedures had the required effect of
arousing hostility is shewm by the highly significant differences
between the HA and the 1A Ss in their post-experimental evaluations
and in their ratings of subjective hostility. Furthermore, the
item showing the greatest discrimination betwsen the groups is
that of unfriendliness to the experimenter, Hk Ss giving an
average rating of 54 as compared with 31 for the LA Ss. The highly
reliable differences between the doubly frustrated HA Ss and the
Ss in the 1A group, who were subjected to a single arousal procedure,
suggests that frustration had a cumulative effect in the HA group.
The quantitive findings are supported by informal ebservations
of the Ss in the HA condition, and by their comments at the con-
clusion of the experiment., While no physical violence was attempted,
signs of anger and irritation were frequently evident in tone of
voice and facial expressions, in tensed muscles, and more rarely,
in muttered words, One of the Ss, at the concluéion of the
experiment, fairly well described what appeared to be the most
typical reaction when he said, "Seems like my face is a little red,
I really was angry, but tried not to show it." Another HA S
clearly revealed his struggle with hostile impulses when he
remarked that he had not done very well on the task of producing
hostile words because, "I was too busy trying to get over being

mad,"

The @thuu

Throughout the investigation, an emphasis was placed on the



conflictual nature of aggressive tendencies. The remarks just

quoted illustrate the conflict in which the HA Ss found them-
selves, It was assumed that different methods of managing hostility
would be exhibited in the solutions of the conflict, Formulations
derived from psychoanalytic theory and from Miller's approach-
svoidance conflict t'heory led to the hypothesis that individuals
characterised by a relatively inhibitery method of managing
hostility would have difficulty in producing words associated

with the expression of hostility, On the basis of a presumed
generalizing effect of the processes associated with the inhibie
tion of hostility, it was further hypothesized that such individe
als would also manifest a relative deficit in the production of
words not associated with aggression. In testing these hypotheses,
‘measures of hostility taken irmediately following a second
frustrating experience were used to assess the individual's

method of mmaeing hostility. The results bearing on the two
hypotheses are summarized below:

%Ethesis 1. Upon exposure to an hostility arousing situation,
identified as inhibiting hostility produce fewer

hostile words than those who tend to express hostility.

a, Total hostility scores derived from ratings on the
post-experimental questionaire failed to show a positive
relation with the production of hostile words, On the
contrary, this analysis showed & non-signifcant trend
for low scoring Ss to produce more words than high
scoring Ss.

be K separate evaluation of the items on the evaluation
questionaire revealed that retings of unfriendliness
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to the experimenter were highly associated with the

production of hostile words (p<.0l)., Ratings providing
more indirect expressions of hostility showed a tendency
to relate negatively to hostile word production.

c. Ss who obtained an increased number of extrapunitive
responses on the Rosenzwelg Picture Frustration Test after
frustration do not differ significantly from other Ss
in the number of hostile words produced, although the
obtained differences are in the predicted direction.

%thﬂh 2. Upon exposure to an hostility arousing situation,

“identified as inhibiting hostility produce fewer
neutral words than those who tend to express hostility,

a, Nelther total hostility scores from the post-experi-
mental questionaire nor any of the separate items of the
evaluation questionaire show & significantly positive
relation to the production of neutral words,

be No appreciable relation was found between increased

- extrapunitiveness on the FF Teat and productiém of

neutral words,

It is apparent that the findings fail to provide any support
for the second hypothesis, Nothing in the data indicates that
individuals characterized by a relatively inhibitory method of
managing hostility differ from other individuals in the number
of neutral words produced when frustrated. This finding indicates
that the processee involved in the inhibition of hostility ap-
parently do not generalize to all types of verbal production.
Since only one neutral word category was employed in this study,




1t is possible that this category was atypical and that a generali-

zmtion of inhibition might be found with other neutral word
categories, While this possibility deserves exploration, it is
felt that the present category of neutral words provided maximal
opportunity for such generalization to occur. Although not
inherently related to the expression of hostility, words with

a~t-i-0-n endings may easily become involved in’ the process of

A,

e e
.

expression and inhibition of hostility when produced in a situation
provocative of aggression., Thus, along with such innocuous words

as station, nation,elevation, and recreation, words related to

hostility (e.g., dmmation, devastation, accusation, indignation)

and to guilt or anxiety (e.g., consternation, trepidation, mastur-

bation, castration) were sometimes produced, It was assumed that

stimulation of hostile impulses would elicit repressive forces
smong the inhibitors which would result in blocking such conflictu-
al associations, and that the net effect.would be lowered produc-
tivity of words ending in s-t-i-o-n. One would suspect that
verbal categories less susceptible of association with hostile
meanings (e.g., names of U.S, cities, or names of birds) would
be even less likely to show a relationship with methods of managing
hostility. The absence of any supporting findings in the data thus
presents rather damaging evidence against the proposition that
those who tend to inhibit hostility are characterized by a lack
of fluen'cy with words not inherently related to aggression,

The tests of the first hypothesis provided some unanticipated
results, the sum of which are interpreted as offering support for
the existence of a relationship between methods of managing
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hostility and fluency with hostile words, in the population from
which the sample was drawn. In view of the relatively tenuous
support for the validity of the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration

test in this study (as in othersy cf. Lindzey and Goldwyn, 195L), it
is perhaps not suprising that comparisons based on this measure
failed to relate significantly to hostile word production. That

the obtained differences are in the predicted direction is, at

best, an indication that this data is consonant with the findings
based on the more valid post-experimental questionaire,

The tendency for total hostility scores on the post-experi-
mental questionaire to relate negatively to hostile word produc-
tion is, at first glance, apparent evidence for the rejection of
the first hypothesis, Assuming that production of hostile words
in the arousal situation represents the expression of aggression,
these findings also point to an inconsistency (not the first to
be reported in the literaturel) between the expressien of aggression
in two different situations. This apparent lack of consistency
between the expression of aggression in verbal production and in
Questiocnaire ratings led to a closer inspection of the questionaire
items. It was reasoned that such lack of consistency could re-
sult because of a difference in the degree of directness of
aggression in the two situations. The recitation of hostile words
in the presence of the frustrating experimenter may be regarded
as potentially very direct aggression. However, most of the
items on the evaluation questionaire provided for indirect expres-
sions of aggression, and the self-reports of feelings of hostility

were not expressions of aggression but descriptions of subjective
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hostility. Thus it was hypothesized that the questionaire item
providing for the most direct expression of aggression (unfriendly
reactions to _E_) would show a positive relation to the production of
hostile words. The marked differences in hostile word production
between "friendly" and "unfriendly" Ss provides highly signifi-
cant support for this hypothesis,

The finding that of the five scales, only one is found to
relate significantly in the predicted direction may be grounds
for same skepticism. Certainly these findings require replication
in another study. However, there are several reasons for accepting
the present findings as something more than a random, one chance
out of five, success, First of all, the comparison was based on
a prediction derived from external evidence of a difference be-
tween the test items and consonant with the reasoning developed
elsewhere in the study. Secondly, the significance level of the
obtained difference is far beyond the minimal level needed for
rejection of the null hypothesis. Thirdly, the differences
between "friendly" and "unfriendly" Ss 1s in the direction opposite
that of the general trend for the other scales and represents a
relationship which could not be assumed from the relation of total
hostility scores to hostile word production. Finally, the
presence of a uniformly similar pattern of findings in the LA
group represents essentially confirming results in a replication
at a low level of arousal.

The major finding in relation to the first hypothesis is
that only the expression of aggression toward the frustrating

agent is found to relate positively to fluency with hostile words in
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& frustrating situation. It is not the total amount of aggression,
but the amount of aggression focused directly on the instigator

that matters,

These results can be interpreted in terms of Miller's (19LL)
approach-avoidance conflict model in relation to individual dif-
ferences in avoidance tendencies. Miller posits that in a con-
flict situation, the tendency to approach or avoid a goal is ﬂ
stronger the nearer the S is to the goal. The slope of the avoidance 1
gradient 1s steeper than that of approach, so that the two may
cross., When the gradients intersect at some distance from the goal,
avoldance tendencies become increasingly predominate with proximity
to the goal, and goal-oriented behavior is replaced by retreat from
the goals In the context of the present study, approach tendencies
are based an the strength of hostile drives, and avoidance tenden=
cies on fears of retaliation (either internally or externally
imposed). Since the questionaire measure of total hostility did
not relate positively to the production of hostile words, the
findings cannot be interpreted as showing consistent individual
differences in the level of hostile drive. An explanation cone
gruent with the findings is provided by assuming the presemnce of
consistent individual differences in the slope of the avoidance
gradient, In this framework, the presence of relatively strong
avoidance tendencies among certain Ss inhibited their recitation
of hostile words in the presence of the frustrating experimenter,
These same strong avoidance tendencies prevented these Ss from
expressing a great deal of unfriendliness to the experimenter,

whereas unfavorable ratings of the testing situation or of the
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Value of the experiment, being farther removed from the goal, were

not so inhibited. The tendency for the unfavorable ratings not
directly focused on the experimenter to relate negatively to
hostile word production is accounted for in this framework by
assuming that the avoidance gradients of "expressors" and "inhibi-
tors® intersect. Thus, as the distance from the goal increases,
avoidance tendencies drop off more rapidly in the "inhibitors,"
reaching the point where ®inhibitors" express more hostility than
"gxpressors.” ‘l;hese formulations would explain findings of both
consistency and lack of consistency between the expression of
hostility in two different situations. Strongly emphasized in
this approach are the interactions of individual differences with
situational variables in determining the expression or inhibition
of hostility.

The findings of this study may also. be interpreted in the
context of peychom&iy'tic theory. From the psychoanalytic stand-
point, it may be assumed that the S brings into the experimental
situation a pattern of relating to authority figures which re=
flect;s earlier patterns of relating to the primary authority
figures of childhood. The frustrating and punitive experimenter
brings out conflicts in relat.iné to authority, the solution of
which may be expected to resemble earlier patterns. Repressive
elements in these solutions are reflected in the inability to
produce words with hostile connotations (derivitives of hostile
impulses), In addition, the self-imposed limitations on the
ability to express aggression in the production of hostile words

constitutes additional frustration, which contributed to a greater




level of hostility in the second frustrating situation. This

increased drive level is reflected in the tendency for overall
questionaire hostility to be associated with the lowered production
of hostile words, But in the questionaire situation, repressive
forces are still at work to prevent expressions which would bring
hostile impulses toward the experimenter (as a respresentative of
the primary authority figures) into awareness. Such repressive

forces would be exemplified in a relative inability to adequately
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identify the authority figure as the source of frustration, Thus

.58 with low ratings on the scale which clearly involves the
cxperﬁnmter tend to be those who produced relatively few hos‘pila
words. The greater level of hostile drive in the repressive Ss,
and the mobility of the hostile impulses in seeking expression,
is manifested in a displaced or more diffuse hostile reaction,
viz., in ratings not carrying the label of the experimenter.

It is apparent that, despite differences in terminology, the
integration of the results into these two theoretical orientations
show many common features, In fact, each formulation is e;xriched
by the other. The bridge which was needed to relate the situational-
1y oriented approach-avoidance theory to the phenomena of con-
sistent individual differences was the assumption of subject
differences in avoidance tendencies--an assumption implicit in
peychoanalytic theory. On the other hand, the relative inattention
to systematic formulations of situational determinants in psycho-
snalytic theory is supplemented by borrowing from approach-avoidance
conflict theory the situatimal variable of neamess to the goal,

That the present findings are congruemt with such formulations is
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not to be taken as proof of their validity, since the marked
differences between the questionaire items were not anticipated
prior to undertaking the study. It remains for further research
to determine whether hypotheses drawn from these formulations will
stand the acid test of empirical prediction. In view of the
findings in the study, it is suggested that a sound foundation
for such research requires careful preliminary attention to
determining successive degrees of nearness to the goal in the
particular setting in which aggression is to be measured.

In this study, the requirement of securing measures of hos-
tility after frustretion made it necessary to measure hostility
near the end of the experiment, after verbal production had taken
place, Hence it is not possible, strictly speaking, to say that
verbal functioning was predicted from questionaire ratings., Instead,
the relationshipe noted between the production of hostile words
and hostility expressed on the questionaire are taken as evidence
of relatively consistent patterns of managing hostility in two
situations, one providing for verbal expression of hostility, the
other for non-verbal expression. Independent and dependent varia-
bles are somewhat relative in this situation. The data would be inter-
preted in much the same way if the production of hostile words
was used as the basis of predicting the expression of hostility
on the questionaire. Viewing the ability to produce hostile
words as an independent variable, it is possible that proficiency
with hostile words in a frustrating situation may represent an
important clue to methods of managing hostility. In view of the

emphasis on handling aggression verbally in our socliety, the
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individual who has an inadequate supply of appropriate words to
convey his hostility is at a disadvantage in expressing aggression
toward an instigator. Thus he may be forced to rely on less
direct means of expressing hostility (at a greater distance from
the goal), such as displacement, self-punishment, or withdrawal
from communication. On the other hand, if the instigation per-
sists, the inability to drain off hostility verbally may lead to
a more direct physical expression of hostility. The production

of hostile words.may thus eventually prove to be of some value

as a clinical tool.

One of the reasons for selecting a sample from a college
population in this study was the assumption that social expecta=~
tions in this group tends to confine aggression largely to verbal
aggression. In a population in which less emphasis is placed
on the verbal expression of hostility, the relation between the
production of hostile words while frustrated and indications of
the management of hostility derived from other measures may be
less substantial or even non-existent. Thus, any generalization
of the findings to groups other than the population from which
the sample was drawn is unwarranted. Further research is needed to
explore the extent to which the present relationships obtain
among other groups. Since strong sex differences appear in much
of the research done on hostility, there is also a need to extemnd
the study of management of hostility and verbal functioning to

females as well as males,




Other Findings

In addition to the prediction of a relationship between the
management of hostility and verbal functioning in a frustrating
situation, this study was also designed to answer the question of
whether the same relationships are exhibited when verbal pro-

duction occurs in a relatively non-frustrating situation. The

results of the analyses in the low arousal situation show con-
sistent trends of relationships similar to those in the HA group,

but the differences in no case reach acceptable levels of statis-
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tical significance, In interpreting these results, it should be
pointed out that failure to obtain significant relationships in
the LA group may have resulted from & less successful differen-
tiation of metho&s of managing hostility. The available evidence
in this study and in others (Berkowitz, 1960; Vander Linde, 1955)
suggests that proper differentiation of methods of managing hose
tility may be enhanced when the measures of hostility are secured
at the time hostility is aroused. This is, of course, especially
applicable to an instrument such as the posteexperimental questione
aire., While an attempt was made to arouse hostility in all Ss
just prior to testing for hostility, the findings clearly show
that greater hostility was aroused in the doubly frustrated HA

Ss than in the 1& Ss who were frustrated only ohce. Since
measures of hostility in the L& group were secured in a situation
of relatively mild arousal, it would not be surprising if these
measures do not reflect differences in the management of hos=
tility as well as those obtained from the HA Ss. In view of this
possibility, the failure to obtain significant relationships
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between measures of the management of hostility and verbal functioning

in the LA group does not present strong grounds for rejecting the
possibility of such relationships. The presence of consistent
trends in the data suggest that further exploration here may prove
fruitful,

Another question posed in this study was that of the general
effect of frustration on verbal productivity. The findings in
this study contrast with those of Lants (1945) who found that
frustration lowered the production of words unrestricted as to
categoi'y in nine year old children. However, the differences in
age of subjects and in the nature of the tasks and experimental
situation make comparisons between the two studies difficult
to interpret. That frustration increased production of both neutral
and hostile words in the present study, would suggest that the
increased drive produced by frustration did not selectively affect ver-
bal production which was drive relevant. These findings are cone
gruent with the Hullian tenet that all habit tendencies activated
by a given stimulus are multiplied by the drive strength then
operating. However, the results must also be seen in the light
of inhibitory factors, the eff<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>