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ABSTRACT

The present study was designed to investigate pos—

sible age and sex differences in strength of reaction to

frustration as related to motivational level. Specifically,

it was hypothesized that (l) frustration would result in in-

creased performance; (2) older children would respond more

strongly than younger children to frustration in a competi-

tive task; (3) boys would respond more strongly than girls

in a competitive task; (A) response to frustration in a non—

competitive, tangible reward task would remain relatively

constant in all age groups; (5 and 6) strength of response

to frustration in either the reward or the competitive task

would be related to the relative strength of that motive for

the particular child as shown in his daily life, according

to mothers' ratings of the child.

The subjects were 100 children in five different

age levels: 3—h, he-S, 6-6}, 7t-8, 9—9é. In each age

group five boys and five girls were given a marble board

task under competitive conditions (”to find out who in your

class can fill the board the most times"), and five boys and

five girls performed the same task for a tangible reward (a

small toy) rather than peer competition. After every trial

the subjects hit a plunger on the apparatus.

Following two successful trials the subjects were

arbitrarily frustrated (prevented from completing the task)

without their realizing the arbitrariness of the situation.

They were led to believe that they had exceeded the time



limit. Frustrated trials were continued until a specified

criterion was reached. Then two more successful trials were

given. Speed of performance and force with which the sub-

jects hit a plunger were recorded for every trial. Response

to frustration was measured by the change in speed of perfor-

mance and force of response immediately after introduction

of frustration.(post frustration latency, post frustration

amplitude). In addition, any cumulative effects of repeated

frustration were measured by the average speed and amplitude

for frustrated trials as compared with the pro-frustration

trials (cumulative latency, cumulative amplitude). A fifth

measure of response to frustration was the number of trials

the subject performed before reaching the criterion (per—

sistence).

Mothers' responses on a rating scale resulted in

the child's being classified as relatively more reward-ori-

ented or competition-oriented in his daily life.

The initial hypothesis was not confirmed and nei-

ther were the subsequent ones, with the exception of h.

These generally negative results were due in part to the

fact that hypotheses 2,3,5, and 6 were dependent on the

initial hypothesis. Measures of response to frustration

were based on the assumption that increased performance would

follow frustration. Actually, although there were some in-

dications of motivational differences between groups in

terms of initial performance, they did not show in our

v



measures of response to frustration. Some subjects in~

creased their performance following frustration, some

showed a decrement, and others changed not at all. How-

ever a general inhibitory effect of frustration was sug-

gested.
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INTRODUCTION

Frummmm

The increasing recognition of the importance of

frustration in the understanding of behavior is apparent in

the amount of research in this area in recent years. Search-

ing for antecedents and effects of frustration has occupied

the time of educators, child psychologists, personality

theorists and learning theorists and has led to some gener-

ally accepted as well as widely divergent views.

The term frustration has been used to refer to

numerous different types of events and conditions, and this

has resulted in a variety of approaches to its study. Marx

(#9) has recently delineated four independent usages of the

term: (1) Frustration as an independent variable involv—

ing complete or partial blocking of either the consummatory

response or some part of a series of instrumental responses.

In this usage, frustration is almost indistinguishable from

the extinction situation except that the goal object is

usually presented, but unattainable; (2) Frustration as an

intervening construct, the assumption here being that frus—

tration is an “internal state or condition" produced by

thwarting or depriving the individual and thus ”has the

status of an irrelevant drive with the usual drive—stimulus

properties;' (3) Frustration as a ggpgpgggtwgggigblg, the

result of antecedent conditions; (4) Frustration as a ph_-

nomenon, "the kind of human experience...commonly identi—

I



fied as 'feelings of frustration'."

A brief review of some definitions of frustration

will offer some examples of the above uses of the term and

further emphasize the different approaches to research in

the area. Brown and Farber (13) use the term to refer to

a "hypothetical state or condition of an organism...to be

distinguished, therefore, from a frustrating event." {An—

other definition in terms of the organism has been supplied

by Zander (81). In this case frustration means “that con—

dition which exists when a response toward a goal believed

important and attainable by a given person suffers inter-

ference, resulting in a change in behavior characteristic

for that person and situation.“

Sherman (72) and Maslcw and Mittelman (52) stress

the threat to the personality and the individual's self-

concept and status as £1 necessary component of or con-

dition for frustration. According to Dollard. £3, 3;. (21)

“Operationally defined, frustration may be said to exist

if the organism could have been expected to perform certain

acts and if these acts have been prevented from occuring."

For Child and Waterhouse (l5) frustration refers to “pre-

vention of a person's direct progress toward a goal." In

many studies the term is used interchangeably to refer to

the internal organismic factors and the external events

which are the antecedent conditions of those factors, and

sometimes also to the behavioral consequents from which

frustration is inferred.



The events that have been manipulated to produce

frustration or the conditions which have been assumed to

result in it include: arbitrary failure (by means of unsol-

vable problems, impossible time limits, or false reporting

of failure to the subject), delay of reward, interference

or blocking, non-reward (including extinction procedures),

punishment (verbal or physical), and withdrawal from pleas-

ant surroundings to less pleasant. Actually, the various

theories of frustration and methods of manipulating it have

led to many ingenious studies which are consistent with

each other lespite wide divergence in interpretation.

Among the earliest to formulate a theoretical.

statement on frustration were Barker, Dembo and Lewin (9)

who in 1937 published results of their studies of pre-

school children. After playing with superior toys, the

children were returned to their previous collection of less

attractive toys with the more appealing ones still in view

but behind a barrier. (The authors found that "regression”

occurred in the level of constructiveness of the play with

the older toys. The frustration-regression hypothesis

which arose from this study gained favor and was subjected

to further experimentation (12).

The frustration-aggression hypothesis postulated

by Dollard, at g; (21) stated that frustration always leads

to some form of‘aggression, although its QXpression may be

inhibited or displaced. These investigators claim that



“the strength of instigation to aggression varies direct-

ly with the amount of frustration" which, in turn, is de-

pendent on three factors: (1) the strength of instigation

to the frustrated response, (2) the degree of interference

with the frustrated response, and (3) the number of frus—

trated response~sequences. R. Sears (67) attempted fur~

ther to explain why aggression may or may not actually

occur. He claimed that its occurrence depends on the

strength of instigation to it, the amount of inhibition of

it (which is a result of previous eXperience such as non-

reward or counter—aggression) and anticipation of reward

by aggression (which also is learned, if the aggression

in the past has successfully overcome the frustration). In

another attempt at clarification of the frustration—aggres-

sion hypothesis, Miller (56) stated that it was possible

for frustration, in terms of previous learning of the or—

ganism, to lead to other forms of behavior than aggression.

However, these are not necessarily frustration-reducing,

and successive responses of non-aggression are extinguished

by continued frustration. Then the probability becomes

greater that aggression will become dominant and an aggres-

sive act will occur.

' The frustration-aggression hypothesis has aroused

heated controversy and stimulated research in numerous

areas including social psychology, child—rearing practices,

arui personality study. Among the dissenters was Lewin (Uh)



who stated, " it would be scientifically meaningless to

make the attempt...of linking the intensity of frustration

lawfully with any specific effect (such as aggression); for

one would have to know the type of frustration and the de—

tailed setting in order to make any definite derivations,“

. While frustration is assumed to vary as a function

of drive intensity, it in turn has the status of an irrele-

vant drive (13). Thus, the strength of drive determines

the amount of frustration, which in turn in its role as

irrelevant drive increases the general motivational level

and strengthens any existing response tendency. This is in

accord with Hullian theory whereby level of performance is

increased by an internal state of emotion (or frustration)

and the total effective drive operative at a given time con—

sists of the relevant drive plus any co-existing irrelevant

drives.

Marx (#9) has recently attempted a clarification

of what he calls “two~factor" theories of frustration.

These see frustration as a "blocking operation [with] one

or both of two basic products: (a) an increment in drive

and (b) unique stimulus-response relations, either learned

or unlearned, which may or may not be related to the drive

product."

Elicitation theory stresses the second of these.

Maatsoh (#6) and Denny and Adelman (20) statethat the

type of reaction to frustration varies with the type of

4-



situation. 0n the basis of their experiments, Adelman and

Mastsch (1) suggested that resistance to extinction is a

function of the type of response elicited by frustration,

since those animals permitted to perform a response com—

patible with the running response (Jumping to a ledge) re-

sisted extinction whereas the other frustrated animals (by

non—reward) extinguished.

’Marx (49) elaborates the learned—unlearned dimen—

sion of drive as a reaction to frustration whereby the in—

crease in drive may be considered a natural, unlearned re-

sponse to blocking or perhaps may be a learned response.

{the latter hypothesis, that increased drive is learned, is

based on the notion that most organisms are conditioned to

make vigorous responses as a kind of generalized reaction

to frustrating situations. Some of Marx's experiments tend

to substantiate this hypothesis. He reports, for example,

that animals when trained from an early age can learn to

make a less vigorous response after frustration, and con—

cludes: “it is possible that both differential learning...

and a natural unlearned tendency towards stronger responses

occur.“ R. Sears' above mentioned views, although they

seem more strongly to favor the “natural" aspect of aggres—

sion after frustration, also concur in this stress upon

learning as a factor in the type and strength of response

made to frustration. Marx discusses the "relevant—irrel-

evant” dimension of drive increment following frustration



and suggests the need for a direct test of both these drive

factors within the same experimental setting rather than

simply continuing the assumption of irrelevant drive incre-

ment.

A review of the literature reveals the following

major effects of frustration: (1) an increase in drive or

performance level; (2) decrease in performance; (3) elici~

tation of characteristic responses ( attack, escape, avoid-

ance, tangential behavior). The last category relates to

the nature of the specific situation, and an individual's

make-up, and determines whether (1) or (2) prevails. What

Marx refers to as "two-factor" theories of frustration

would seem to encompass (l) and (3), whereas elicitation

theory includes only (3).

Studies in frustration leadigg_tg incrgg§5.lggperformancg
 

The energizing effect of frustration had been no—

ted before it was even labeled as such. It has been re—

ported in both human and animal studies.

I§Xperiments with animals

Skinner (73) found that rats pushed a bar harder

on early extinction trials than during reinforced training;

Marzocco (51) obtained similar results, and Hilgard and

Marquis (30) comment on the increase in frequency of re—

sponse of bar—pushing during early extinction trials.

Finch's chimpanzees pressed a spigot with increased energy

after the usual water supply was turned off. Sheffield (71)

y
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in studying massed vs. distributed extinction trials con—

cludes that "frustration generated by the omission of rein-

forcement during extinction has a motivational effect, which

shows up as an increased vigor in performing whatever re-

sponse the subject has a tendency to perform."

Amsel and Roussel (5) and Amsel and Ward (6) simi~

larly remark on the motivating prOperties of frustration.

Bernstein's (10) results lend further support to the frus—

tration~produced drive theory but he also attributes his re~

suits to "the mediation of increased or continued vigor of

goal—directed responses which become associated with inter—

nal stimulus components accompanying the frustration state."

Brown and Farber (13) state that "responses elicited at the\//

time frustration is aroused, or shortly thereafter, should

be more intense than those elicited when frustration is ab~

sent." Davis (18) found increased performance in terms of

both latency and amplitude of push on initial extinction

trials. Holder .E£.El (32) report increased response

strength (in terms of latency) after delay of reward. (How—

ever, since this increase did not occur immediately, but

grew over the trials, they state that their data do not fit

the irrelevant-drive hypothesis which would predict an im-

mediate increment in response strength.

. Several studies have been concerned with Hull's

cal-gradient hypothesis as it relates to frustration. Ac—

cording to Hull, blocking of response closer to the goal
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should result in more frustration than blocking further

from the goal, since drive is supposedly stronger the clos—

er the organism is to its goal. Lambert and Solomon (39)

found that those animals extinguished close to the goal boxa’

showed more "excitement" or "frustration—produced drive"

(as measured by general activity at the block point) and re-

sisted extinction longer than those animals extinguished

further from the goal. ‘

gamers}.— 2333 929292

The goal gradient hypothesis has been investigated

with human subjects also. Lambert ££_§l (38) found resis-

tance to extinction greater in children blocked closer to

»the goal in a response sequence than those blocked earlier

in the sequence. Adelman and Rosenbaum (2) found resis»

tance to extinction greater in those college students

blocked closer to the completion of a response sequence

than in those blocked farther from the goal, although la—

tency was not differentially affected by the distance of

the blocking from the goal. Haner and Brown(29) reported

that school children frustrated close to the goal exhibited

stronger aggressive responses (as measured by force of push

on a plunger) than did children frustrated farther from the

goal. Bolton's (33) experiment with school children sug—

gested that frustration closer tothe goal resulted in ./

greater persistence and greater increase in amplitude ofj

response than frustrgtion more remote from the goal. She
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found also that the greater the number of reinforced trials

prior to frustration, the greater the increase in amplitude~

of response post frustration. Performance level continued

to increase with successive frustration trials suggesting

that its effect was not transient, but up to some point,

cumulative. Holton felt that both habit strength and frus—

tration—produced drive might eXplain her results.

Other studies with humans support the post frus-

tration increment hypothesis. Alessi (3) found the facili—

tative effects of failure greater than the facilitative

effects of success on arithmetic tests. Spence (74) re-

ports the facilitative effects of failure on recognition

threshold, rather than the inhibiting effect eXpected.

Screven (65) found increase in response rate with a crank-

turning apparatus following delayed reward. Grosslight

and Child's (28) results indicated that persistence was a

function of previous eXperience of failure followed by suc-

cess. Those subjects who were non—rewarded once or twice

during the first ten lever-pulling trials extinguished more

slowly than those who were rewarded on all of the first ten

trials. On the basis of investigations with college stu—

dents, Child and Whiting (16) conclude that the effect of

frustration, generally, is to produce "increased striving“v

toward the goal in question. Hurlock (3h) found both

praise and reproof initially facilitating in school child-

ren's performance, but prolonged reproof resulted in dec~
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rement in performance.

Marquis (48) and Sears and Sears (68) in their

studies with infants found that strength of drive (manipu-

'lated by withholding the bottle at various times during the

feeding period) was related to strength of frustration-re-

action, in terms of latency. .The hungrier the infant was,

the sooner he cried after withdrawal of the bottle.

In a study on the consistency of stress tolerance

in college men Stopol (75) found that failure resulted in

an increment in performance on a digit symbol task whereas

distraction led to a decrement in performance, and concludes

that tolerance for the two types of stress (failure and

distraction) are independent. The results of an extensive

investigation by Waterhouse and Child (79) are somewhat

more difficult to evaluate. They propose that "frustration

decreases the quality of on-going performance to the extent

that frustration evokes other conflicting responses." Col-

lege students reported in a questionnaire about their ha—

bits of response to frustration. Different types of motor

and intellectual tasks were given to these students under

frustrating (told "doing poorly") or non-frustrating con-

ditions. In general, frustration produced improvement on

the tasks although for the group who indicated "high inter-

ference" types of reaction to frustration, some slight decm

rement was found after frustration.

The learned aspect of the increase in performance
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after frustration is stressed by Champion (1h) who states

that the increment may be due ”not to a sheer change in

level of motivation but to the present stimulus situation

eliciting a stronger response as a result of past experi-

ence." Olson (59) found that both schizophrenics and nor-

mals improved their performance on a digit symbol task af-

ter failure instructions (told they were doing poorly),

whereas only the schizophrenics improved with praise.

Predicting that "other than aggressive responses

would decrease in strength and/or number during prolonged

or repeated frustration, whereas dominant-aggressive re-

sponses, being frustration-reducing, would increase in num-

ber and/or strength" Otis and McCandless (60) studied dom—

inant—aggressive and complaisant-submissive behavior in re-

peated frustration situations. Their hypotheses included

that aggression responses would increase, and submission

responses decrease over frustration periods; that children

rated high in power—dominance by their teachers would show L”

more aggression and less submission than children rated low

and that they would increase more in aggressive behavior

.than children ranked low; and that children's ratings in

affection needs would be positively related to submission

scores and negatively related to aggression scores during

the whole frustration sequence. Their hypotheses were con—

firmed in general. ‘The results seem to indicate that al-

though past learning and individual personality needs may
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influence initial response to frustration, prolonged frus-

tration results in aggressive responses the strength of

which overcomes learned or habitual reaction tendencies.

_.St___.ud1e...s is remiss 22.92.1115 .122. More is mmrrormanrs

The Barker, Dembo and Lewin studies (9) indicated

regression in level of constructiveness of play following

frustration. McClelland and Apicella(53) found that col-

lege students subjected to experimentally induced failure

took longer to learn a card sorting task than did students

learning under neutral conditions and concluded that "fail-

ure produced conflicts in responding which lowered perfor—

mance below the true level of learning."

Seashore and Bavelas (70) reported a decrement in

performance on the Draw—a—Man Test under repeated instruc-

tions to "draw a better one", but there were wide individ-

ual differences in time expended on each drawing, amount

of verbal aggression and persistence in the task. The ob— ,

servation that frustrated subjects had a higher threshold

for all words, not Just aggressive ones, than did the con-

trol subjects, led Zuckerman (82) to conclude that in gen-

eral stress impairs performance on tasks requiring com—

plex discrimination and coordination.

Marquart (47) using unsolvable problems and strong

shock with adult human subjects concluded that frustration

resulted in poorer performance, but since her criteria of

frustration were "slow learning, quitting behavior, aggres-
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sion, regression or stereoptypy of remark, her argument

seems circular; there is no allowance made for possible

beneficial effects of frustration, nor perhaps could any

be eXpected in view of the extreme difficulty of the task

and intensity of the shock.

Studig£,i£_frustrgt}og emphasizing the result _§_g;pendent
m ”a."-

 

?

e

gpgg'thg specific situation ggd'thglindividuglfg p_rson—

53221,53g reaction 35ndencieg

Zander (81) found that frustration led to a change

in the behavior of the children in his study, but that no

one form of behavior was typical. The individual differ-

ences in reaction were qualitative, quantitative or both.

The differences "appeared to be the result of (l) indivi-

dualized habits of meeting frustration, and (2) varied po—

tency of this situation in threatening the personality of

_different subjects.” The children who received inferior

ratings on a group of personality measurements showed re-

greesive or inattentive behavior or both, whereas the su-

perior personality group showed aggressive or attentive

behavior or both. Zander concluded that aggression seems.

to be a normal, healthy form of adjustment. Sex differ- T

ences appeared, boys showing more non-adjustive behavior

and girls more cOOperative behavior.

The above mentioned study by Waterhouse and Child

(79), while it suggested a predominantly facilitating ef-

fect of frustration also pointed up the individualistic
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nature of reaction to frustration. Similarly, while Otis

and McCandless' (60) work indicated that prolonged frus—

tration resulted in aggression, it also showed that per-"

sonality needs affect at least the early response to frus-

tration.

Sears. at g; (69), in a study of pre—school child-

ren and their mothers, concluded that the type and amount

of frustration and punishment experienced by the child are

major determinants of the properties of both dependency and

aggression drives. Studying the interactive effects of

anxiety and failure Lucas (as) found that the final error

score of low-anxious subjects varied inversely with the

number of prior failures during training, whereas the high-

anxious subjects did more poorly the more failures they had

experienced. Two different types of reaction to experi—

mental frustration in a group of Navy men were reported by

McKinney, £3 3; (5h): "(1) an increase in speed and errors

with relative inefficiency and (2) stable performance and

efficiency with little increase in speed and errors."

V Davitz (l9) trained two groups of children in a

playroom situation, one rewarded for aggression, one for

constructive behavior. Following a frustrating experience

(simultaneous removal from a movie in progress and with-

drawal of a partially consumed candy bar) those children

nuggressively trained showed aggression and those construc~

tively trained showed constructive behavior to/a signifie
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cant degree. The author concluded that "under the condi-

tions specified in the present eXperiment, previous train-

ing in situations similar to that in which frustration is

encountered is a significant determinant of the organism's

postfrustration behavior. These results are in contrast

with past studies of frustration which have interpreted

postfrustration behavior primarily in terms of the frus—

trating situation itself." Davitz emphasized, however, that

not'gll of the children reacted in accord with their train-

ing sessions and this indicated to him that "while the ex»

perimental training was a significant factor in terms of the

behavior of the group, the total past history of the indi~

vidual must be considered in predicting and understanding

his behavior after frustration."

In a study by Taylor and Farber (77) submissive

and ascendant children were found to differ in their post

frustration formboard performance, the former group showing

a decrement in performance and increase in variability

while the latter improved after frustration. Block and

Martin (12) rated children as over-controlling or under—

controlling in terms of ego—control capacity, and in a re-

‘ plication of the Barker, Dembo, Lewin experiment found that

the under~controlling children showed greater decrement in

their post frustration level of play constructiveness and

mademore direct attacks on the barrier than did over-con—

‘trolling children. They emphasized that overt behavior as

\
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the measure of strength of frustration may be misleading,

since the over-controlling child may experience subjective-

ly the same degree of frustration but may differ in his J,

mode of eXpressing the frustration.

Farber (22) has observed that post frustration in—

crease in drive may affect behavior either favorably or

adversely, depending on the specific type of task and the

experimental conditions involved. In a critique on reac-

tion to frustration Sargent (6“) has stressed "the inter-

operation of past experience and the present situation in

determining the form and content of resulting overt behav-

ior,“ stating that aggression is not a necessary component

of the compensatory or other substitutive behavior. Him—

melweit (Bl), in a review of experimental work in this area

concluded that frustration has a different, perhaps even a

unique, meaning for different persons, that it must be con~ .

sidered in a physical and social context, and that its

quality and intensity depend on each individual's self-con-

cept. Reporting on a number of experiments they conducted,

Lazarus ,2£.§l (he) stressed the interaction of motivation,

cognitive centrols and experimental conditions, stating

that "important results may be obscured if only the main

effects of conditions are sought, and if personality dif-

ferences among subjects are not taken into account.” Ac—

cording to these writers, the~effect of frustration on dif-

ferent individuals may be in opposite directions, depending
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on cognitive control characteristics of the subjects. In

another study on the effect of psychological stress upon

performance Lazarus 42; g; (42) emphasized the importance

of considering the type of motivation, the individual‘s

personality and past experience, the conditions of the sit-

uation and the type of stress involved (failure, distrac-

tion, etc.). Individual differences in reaction to frus-

tration were again emphasized in another study by Lazarus

and Eriksen (#1) and also in those by Mohsin (57) and

Neff (58). Pottharst (62) reported that among a group of

college students low n-achievement subjects improved more

after experimentally-induced failure than did high n-achieve-

ment subjects.

Pastors (61) and Cohn (17) both found that non—

arbitrariness in the frustrating situation resulted in less

aggression than did an arbitrary setting, with Cohn report-

ing that an authority figure as the frustrating agent eli—

cited less aggression than a peer. These responses, how-

ever, referred to the subject's statements of how he would

respond in the described situation, not to how he would

actually feel. Junken (36) found that academically retar~

ded and academically advanced children differed in their

reactions to peer frustration and adult frustration on the

Rosenzweig Picture Frustration Test.

Rosenzweig (63) has emphasized the individual dif-

ferences shown in reaction to frustration, depending on the
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subject's personality needs. For example, the need—persis~

tent individual will center his attention and efforts upon

the frustrated need in what might be termed goal-oriented

behavior, whereas the ego-defensive individual will be pri-

marily concerned with the maintenance of se1f~esteem and

may actually cease or reduce his efforts in order to save

face by the excuse that he wasn't really trying.

Mensh and Mason (55) found that pupils in ‘a pro-

gressive school differed from those in a traditional school

in their reactions to frustration as measured by the Rosen—

zweig Test, the latter group showing over-conformity. The

effect of early training on later expression and direction

of aggression was well illustrated in a comparative study

of Finnish and American children on Rosenzweig's Picture

Frustration Test, with clear differences shown between the

two groups at each age level (76).

Thus it seems that although several studies sug-

gest a decrement in performance following frustration the

majority of the investigations on reaction to frustration

indicate an increase in response in terms of speed, ampli-

tude, persistence or aggression. However, there is a grow-

ing body of evidence to support the importance of consi-

dering the entire situation in which the frustration oc—

curs; the nature of the frustration, the type of task, the

type of response possible, the situation itself, the indi-

vidual's personality needs, training, and customary manner
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of response and his level of motivation or degree of in—

volvement in the task.

‘yotivatigg

(The eXperimental and theoretical work on frustra-~

tion has necessarily been intertwined with the study of

motivation, and most writers have stressed the importance

of the organism's involvement in the situation in order

for frustration to occur. That is, if the task or situa—

tion is not viewed as important or meaningful to the indi- 4,

vidual the supposedly frustrating event does not really

threaten or disturb him sufficiently for him to react in

any strong degree. The work on animals has manipulated

strength of drive (e.g., food and water deprivation) in es-

tablishing the relationship between motivation and response

to frustration. Klee's (37) frustration experiments with '

rats led him to conclude that the greater the degree of

"involvement,” the greater the effect the frustrating sit-

uation is likely to have and the frustrating situation need

not be as severe when the involvement is greater. .”2

In eXperiments with humans, degree of ego—involve- t”

ment has usually been considered the major determinant of

motivation and consequently of the degree of response to

frustration. Allport (h) stated that frustration respon—

ses are more or less intense as a greater or less amount

of the ego is involved. Maslow and Mittelmann (52) limit

frustration to those thwartings which involve the total

V
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personality to such an extent that the ego's prestige is

threatened.

In most of the studies, ego~involvement was as~

cumed to be identical to self-esteem or to the individual's

standing within the group; i.e., a competitive feeling. It

seems questionatfle, however, to equate the importance of ego~

involvement or self-esteem across all groups. Instructions

which may be ego-involving for one subject may not evoke

an equal amount of involvement in another subject. Whereas

one subject may be highly motivated by being told that his

results will determine his standing within the group or that ’

he is competing with his peepg, another subject whose needs

are different may be relatively uninvolved by these instruc~

tions. Although there has been some fleeting acknowledge-~

ment of this it is a relatively unexplored area.

MBMSBE 2.: 9.9132359

It is generally agreed that the infant does not

perceive himself and his environment as two separate enti-

ties, but that the process of differentiating his ego from

(his surroundings, of establishing a self-identity, is

gradual (7,23). Only as he differentiates himself from his

surroundings can he compare himself with others. Only as

he perceives himself as separate from his environment can

his self-esteem be dependent on his standingiwithin his

group. The infantile Omnipotent—ego stage, during

which the infant perceives the world and himself as
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one, gives way gradually to an awareness of his own iden—

tity and leads to the realization that others' opinions of

. him serve to bolster or deflate his feelings of self—es~

teem and worth. P. Sears (66) considers self—esteem to be

social, related to "the ego-needs as contrasted with the

traditional Freudian libidinal needs." While this distinc-

tion may be questioned by some, there is general agreement

on the gradual development of the competitive factor and

the awareness of differences in hierarchy and prestige.

Gesell and Ilg (25), Greenberg (27), Leuba (#3), and wolf

(80) all maintain that this appears at around the fourth or

fifth year.

However, the need to excel is not equally strong

in all children and it has been suggested that an inverse

relationship might exist between feelings of security or

' basic worth and a strong need for approval and esteem by

others (7). Substantiation for this view may be found in a

study by Ausubel. 33.5;_(8) concerning perceived parental

attitudes as determinants of children's ego structure. The

authors differentiated between intrinsic valuation and ex—

trinsic valuation, the former implying an acceptance of the

individual for himself, apart from consideration of rela~

tive competence and ability. Extrinsic valuation, on the

other hand, entails more effort on the part of the individé

ual, since he is valued in terms of what he can achieve and

of how well he can compete and perform in relation to
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others. The authors found intrinsic valuation and parental

acceptance highly correlated. In this same study children

who perceived themselves as extrinsically valued by their ,/

parents showed greater evidence of goal tenacity following

cumulative,experimcntally induced failure in stylus maze

performance. Thus we have reason to assume that self—ee-

teem for one individual may entail his successful competi—

tion with his peers whereas for another no such contest and

eventual success is required, his self-esteem being inde-

pendent of his relative achievement.

Sex differences

In addition to possible developmental changes in

the strength of a self~esteem motive, there is reason to

believe that sex differences also play an important role.

Among others, Fenichel (23), Ausubel (7) and Gilbert (26)

have stressed the different roles which our culture im-

presses on boys and girls. Ausubel (7) states "it is gen-

erally eXpected in our culture that adult males will ac-

quire the maJor portion of their status on the basis of

relative competence and performance ability“ whereas fe-

males are valued simply for themselves apart from consider-

ations of relative competence and atulity.' These attitudi-

nal differences are apparently communicated at an early age.

The girls in the study by Ausubel et a1 (8) perceived them-

selves as more accepted and intrinsically valued than did

the boys. Tuddenham'a (78) study indicated that girls en-

Joyed more favorable status in the eyes of their class-



mates than did boys.

In a study of persistence in kindergarten child—

ren under neutral, competitive, and praiSe conditions Wolf

(80) found a larger percentage of boys among the high com-

petitors. She states that one factor accounting'for this

might be that in our society little girls are more likely

to be coddled than little boys. She also concludes from

the family reports on the high competitors, that "these

children lggrg to compete from their social experiences."

Her results suggested to her that "while persisting behav-

ior may be somewhat consistent from one situation to an~

other, it is nevertheless highly dependent upon several

variables,..the kind of task,'the‘specific conditions of,

the incentive situations, and broad personality charact-

eristics that affect the subject's attitudes toward the

various situations.” She concludes, "persisting behavior

and motivation (in the form of incentives) are, in part at

least, learging‘probleme}“ .

Sears. 53_3; (69) in their study of child-rearing

antecedents of aggression and dependency conclude that the

radical differences in the processes by which these motives

are developed are "probably a function of the differential

identifications of boys and girls with their mothers" and

that ”there are deep and pervasive differences in maternal

treatment of boys and girls after the first year of life."
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Thus it would seem that the need to enhance or maintain

self—esteem in a competitive situation develops at around

the age of five; that it is likely to be stronger in boys

than in girls; and that these sex differences will be more

apparent among older children than among the younger ones

who have not yet learned their differentiated social roles.

Iverson and Render (35) in discussing ego-involve—

ment as an eXperimental variable concede that it is posw

sible that all human behavior in one way or another is ego-

involving. "hknethcless it is reasonable to conceive of a

continuum of ego-involvement such that different degrees of

involvement are related to differences in response. At the

same time different stimulus situations may consistently

evoke different degrees of ego-involvement and consequent-

ly different responses.”

We may speculate, therefore, that whereas one child

may be highly motivated in a task in which he is competing

with his peers, another child, less involved in this par-

ticular situation, might be more strongly motivated in a

non-competitive, individually performed task with a tan~

gible reward. I

It would seem also that a child would be relatively

consistent in his behavior. For example, if he is reported

by his mother to react more strongly in a competitive eitu~

ation than in a situation where he is seeking a tangible

.goal, he might be expected to demonstrate this in an experi-



mental setting as well. The child who is reported by his

mother to respond more strongly to frustration in tangible

reward situations would be expected to show stronger re~

sponse in a tangible reward experiment than would the child

for whom competitive striving is more important.

The preceding survey of the literature suggests

that frustration is in general energizing and leads to in-

creased performanoe whether in terms of latency, amplitude

of response, persistence, aggression, and irrelevant and

relevant drive accompaniments. However, the wide indivi- V/f

dual differences reported, especially in the work with hu-

man subjects, seems to indicate that in any particular

situation frustration does not elicit equally strong re-

sponses from all subjects. Assuming that motives are dif~

ferentially important for different children, and that there

may be age differences as well as sex differences in the

strength of these motives, experimental manipulation of

these motives in a frustration situation may reveal mean-

ingful trends and furnish us with further insights into

human motivation.

In this study frustration is operationally defined:»

as prevention of attainment of a goal. It is, therefore,

equivalent to what Marx terms "frustration as an indepen-

dent variable." Response to frustration refers to the per»

formance of the individual following this frustration oper—

ation.
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The general hypothesis proposed is that children

respond with different degrees of vigor to the frustration

of different motives, depending on the strength of the mo-

tive for the particular child.

potheses:

1.

6.

Specifically, we propose to test the following hy—

Frustration will lead to increase in perfor-

mance (as measured by latency and amplitude

of response).

Response to frustration in a competitive task

will increase with age.

Response to frustration in a competitive task

will be stronger in boys than in girls.

Response to frustration in'a non~competitive,

tangible reward situation will remain relative-

ly constant in all age groups. '

Among children in the eXperimental competitive

situation those children rated by their mothers

as competition—oriented (in terms of responsive~

ness to frustration in this area) in their dai»

1y lives, will respond more strongly than those

children rated by their mothers as predominantly

reward—oriented.

Conversely, among children in the eXperimental
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tangible reward situation, those rated by their

mothers.as reward~oriented (in terms of re—

sponsiveness to frustration in this area) will

respond more strongly than those rated by their

mothers as predominantly competition-oriented.



METHODOLOGY

Subjects

The subjects included in this study were 100 child-

ren divided as follows:

Group 1. 10 boys, 10 girls age 3 -~ u

2. 10 boys, 10 girls as - 5

3. 10 boys, 10 girls 6 - 6a

b. 10 boys, 10 girls 7% - 8

5. 10 boys, 10 girls 9 - 9%

Among each of these-groups five boys and five

girls were given the reward—oriented task and five boys and

five girls were given the competitive task.

Group 1 consisted of 18 pupils attending a cooper-

ative nursery school for children of students at a large

state university, while the remaining two were pupils at

the cooperative nursery school for children of faculty at

the university. Among the children in Group 2 four were

pupils at the nursery school for university students' child-

ren, and 16 were in kindergarten in a public elementary

school. The great majority of children in this school are

from families connected with the university either as fac-

ulty or students. The children in Groups 3, u, and 5 were

all pupils at the public elementary school. All of the

children in Group 3 were in the first grade; among the child-

ren in Group h, 17 were in the second grade and three were



30

in the third grade; all the children in Group 5 were in the

fourth grade.

The original design of the study called for five

age groups, each one to include children within six months

of the same age. However, the 3 ~ 3; year old group proved

difficult to obtain, for two reasons. First, there were

fewer of this age children available to begin with, and

second, a number of these children were unable to continue

the task long enough for a scorable record to be obtained.

After only a few trials they would indicate that they wan—

ted to stop. For this reason, the age range was broadened

to 3 - 4 years, and 20 scorable records thereby obtained.

However, this problem raised some doubt concerning

whether the children were responding to frustration or were

simply unable to attend to the task for the length of time

entailed. In order to clarify this point five 3 year old

girls were tested under the competitive condition but never

frustrated. That is, they were allowed to succeed on every

trial. These children did show somewhat greater ability to

continue the task than did the comparable eXperimental

group. The fact that 35 three year olds were tested in or-

der to obtain 20 scorable records must of course attenuate

any findings for this group.

In general the first 10 boys and 10 girls on the

school lists falling within the appropriate age range were

selected as subjects. However, if it was known that one of
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these children was going to be absent for several days, the

next child on the list was chosen. The only other selec-

tive factor was that the child had to be of white American

parents. It was felt that sufficient evidence and theory

pointed to the importance of cultural differences in re—

sponsiveness to frustration to warrant limiting the sample

on this factor.

Apparatgg

A task appropriate for all age groups and for both

reward and non-reward (competitive) conditions was sought.

An adaptation of a task devised by Haner and Brown (29) was

eventually decided upon, since certain criteria which seemed

important to them and to the present study were met by their

apparatus. First, since both motivation and cooperation on

the part of the child were necessary, the task and the ap—

paratus were designed as a game. In addition, it was felt

by Bauer and Brown that the "game" should have a clearly de-

fined starting poiat, a definite goal, and a procedure which

allowed a continuous response to be made by the subject.

Third, the task had to permit the experimenter to frustrate

the subjects at any distance from the goal and yet not allow

the subject to realize tha arbitrary nature of the thwarting.

The apparatus (Figures 1 and 2) consisted of two

hollow boxes placed one on top of the other. The base box

was 12 by 20 by 2% inches high at the front, rising to a

height of h-B/fl inches at the back. frhe smaller box, 8 by

V
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11 by 2-3/4 inches, was mounted exactly in the center of

the larger box with its long side (i.e., 11 inches) perpen~

dicular to the long side of the base box. Four rows of six

holes each were drilled in the top of the smaller box.

Each hole was slightly larger than the i inch, clear glass,

different colored marbles used in the experiment. Inside

the top box was a sliding frame with four strips of wood,

1/8 inch wide, running rowlike directly under the holes,

and supporting the marbles placed there. Attached to the

wooden frame was a handle which protruded from the rear of

the apparatus. When the frame was pulled by the experimen—

ter, the wooden strips and the holes were no longer in jux-

tapositien and the marbles simultaneously fell into the box.

The frame was then returned to its original position by the

experimenter for the next trial. In addition to the gen-

eral slope of the base box, the floor of the marble box was

also slanted in a manner which caused the marbles to roll

toward the front right corner (i.e., the corner nearest

the subject and to his right). A hole in the front of the

box permitted the marbles to roll down a tunnel to a small

tray, just large enough to contain a single marble. Only

when the subject picked up the marble did another become

available by rolling into the tray.

Centered directly in front of the subject on the

base box, and u-a/u inches from the marble box, was a cir-

cular wooden plunger, one inch thick and 2-3/h inches in
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diameter. A covering of i inch white foam rubber enclosed

this plunger on the top and sides. The plunger was set on

a 5/16 inch steel rod which extended down through a hole

cut in the top of the base box and then beat at a 90 degree

angle to run lSfi inches through the length of the box. At

this point it was again angled to vertical position and ex-

tended upward through a hole in the box where it activated

the recording device (see below). Directly under the plung-

er, between it and the top of the base box, a distance of

two inches, a wire spring encircled the steel bar thereby

providing resistance when the plunger was hit. A fulcrum,

centered inside and athwart the base box, supported the

metal rod connecting the plunger with the recorder. Thus

each time the foam rubber plunger was hit by the subject,

the rod was depressed in the front and elevated in the back

of the box, directly beneath the recording device. This

recorder consisted of two wooden columns, 3/4 inch square

and 1b} inches high, placed on either side of the hole from

which the steel rod emerged a distance of one inch above

the top of the base box. Resting on the end of the rod was

a wooden block 3/h by 1% by 2 inches, grooved on both sides

so that it could “ride” up and down between the two columns.

Each time that the subject hit the plunger the block was

propelled upward by the push from the steel bar. It was

necessary for purposes of recording the height of the block,

that it remain elevated after the subject's blow. This was
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accomplished by creating tension between the two columns

and the wooden block. Tension was produced by stretching

a nylon thread in the following manner. A hook was set in

the top of the base box directly in front of the column to

the experimenter's left. The thread was tied to this hook,

then passed upward through an “eye" on the side of the

block, and on to the top of the column, going through an—

ather eye at this point. From here it ran down until it

reached the top eye of a turnbuckle screw, finally retur—

ning to the top of the column again where it was secured

to another eye. The lower hook of the turnbuckle screw

was attached to a vertical two inch light weight spring,

stretched to a length of three inches. The bottom of this

spring was anchored to another eye set in the top or the

base box. It should be mentioned that adjusting the a—

mount of tension on the thread was not entirely satisfac—

tory through use of the turnbuckle. It was found that by

removing the thread from the front eye at the top of the

column, and either screwing it in or out, variations in

the degree of tension could better be achieved. On the

face of the column to the right of the experimenter, was

pasted a common cloth tape measure, 12 inches long. Mea-

surements of the force of the blow were read directly from

this tape. A nail, protruding from the wooden block which

rode up between the two columns, pointed to the tape mea-

sure and indicated the force of the blow at the maximum
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height attained. The block was returned to base position

manually by the experimenter after each trial. The par-

ticular type of apparatus described was designed in order

that the force of the child's initial impact on the plun-

ger might be measured rather than prolonged exerted pres-

sure, since it was felt that this might beta better indi~

ester of immediate reaction to frustration.

In order to determine whether this scale could be

considered linear, three different weights were dropped 20

times each on the center of the plunger, through long nar~

row cardboard tubes. Pointer elevation waslrecorded for

each varying weight. The relationship between weight and

elevation proved to be essentially linear. Because it was

felt that prolonged use of the instrument (and possibly

changes in atmospheric conditions) might affect the

sensitivity of the recording device, the following proce-

dure was performed every day prior to testing. First, the

experimenter hit the plunger 10 times, returning the poin-

ter to the base each time. Next, a light weight ball was

dropped through the tube and on to the plunger and lo mea—

surements made. Following this, a heavier cylinder was

dropped, and a similar number of measurements made. The

mean of these trials for each day was computed for each of

the two weights. Mean elevation scores (in terms of inches)

for the 27 days of testing ranged, for the heavier weight

from 2.86 to 3.59, with a total mean of 3.23 and standard
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deviation of .12. For the lighter weight, mean elevation

ranged from .61 to .85 with a total mean of .69 and a stan-

dard deviation of .06. Day to day variations in means were

so slight as to be considered negligible, with the eXcepé

tion of three days. On one of these days, the apparatus

was adjusted (by tension on thread) prior to testing. On

two days however, it was impossible to readjust the appara—

tus before testing was begun. It was decided, therefore,

that the amplitude scores for the 10 children tested on

those days should be adjusted. Since the means attained

for the eXperimenter's testing of the apparatus on the two

days in question were approximately 10 per cent lower than

the mean for all days, 10 per cent of the child's ampli-

tude score was added to his recorded amplitude score, and

this increased figure was considered his score.

A plywood board 12 by 20 inches extended across

'the back of the marble box concealing from the subject

everything except the marble board, the container and the

»plunger to be hit. In order to enhance the "game" element

of the task, the apparatus was painted in vivid colors,

such as are used in children's toys, the upper box yellow,

the lower one blue. The plywood panel was shellacked in

a natural finish. ’ I

The apparatus was placed on a low table before

which the child was seated. The experimenter sat across

the table manipulating the wooden frame, timing the trials,
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recording the elevation of the pointer and returning it

to base position.

The selection of the items used as rewards was

influenced by an article by Bijou (11). He reported that

the small trinkets available in vending machines seemed

to have an almost universal appeal for children. For

this study it was felt that these toys would be eminent-

ly suitable since they seemed attractive to both boys and

girls of all ages. The items used included: an alligator

"snapper"; a wooden Indian head; a small plastic whistle;

a brightly decorated tin whistle; plastic soldiers and

horses (given only to the boys); and rings (given only to

the girls).

Proggdure
 

In the elementary school the eXperimenter went to

the child's claserom and invited him to come with her to

play a marble game. In the nursery schools the eXperimenter

spent some time in the play rooms with the group, in order

that she not seem a total stranger, and invited the child

to play the game only when the child was not too absorbed

in another activity. In both of the nursery schools, since

the mothers of the children take turns teaching, the child-

ren are accustomed to a variety of women within the school

setting.

Within each age group an attempt was made to take

all the children who were to be tested under the competi-
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tive condition first, and then take the children who were

to be tested under the reward condition. This was done in

order that the children under the competitive condition

would not enter the situation having seen other children

return to the classroom with prizes. It was felt that if

this latter situation occurred, the child, in spite of di-

rections, might expect a prize at the end, or that he might

feel resentful at the fact that he was not to obtain any

prizes, whereas the other children had. As it worked out,

in the elementary school it was possible to maintain the same

condition (competitive or reward) for each separate class.

That is, all the children from every class who were tested

were subjected to the same condition. Since the children

are randomly assigned to different classes within the same

grade level, not according to intellectual ability or any

other specific factor, it was felt that this procedure did

not result in a biased sample.

The children who were being tested under the com;

petitive condition were given the following directions:

"Look at this board with holes in it. The idea is to take

one of these marbles (experimenter pointing to the contain-

er with the marble), put it in a hole, then take another

marble, put it in a hole -~ until you get the whole board

filled with marbles. lg 3391; 32 £399 923; 393 Ln 1'23}; 23353

.929. Q}; the board the M 33333. Any time you don't get

the board filled fast enough, within the time allowed, all
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the marbles will drop through the holes. Every time the

marbles drop through the holes you hit this"(experimenter

pointing to the plunger). Experimenter gestured with her

fist over the plunger as if to hit it and then told the sub—

Ject to hit it once before starting to see how it worked.

If the child seemed at all unsure the directions were re-

peated.

For the children being tested under the reward

condition the following directions were given: "Look at this

board with holes in it. The idea is to take one or these

marbles (experimenter pointing to the container with marble

in it), put it in a hole, then take another marble, put it

in a hole-+- until you get the whole board filled with mar-

bles. m 533?; 122 22.3. 2:12 212.922. 22.229. awed with 22:.-

aaugassishmswwm canakgww

£33, Every time you don't get the board filled fast enough

......" and so on as above.

For the three year old group the instructions were

the same except for the time element which was stated as

follows: "Any time you don't get the board filled fast e-

:nough, if you don't get all the marbles in by the time this

clock goes around, the marbles will drop through the holes."

ZDuring the experiment the stop watch was held in the exper-

imenter's left hand and the child could not actually see

the position of the watch hand.

During the experiment if the subject dropped a
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marble he was told to let it go and that there were plenty

of marbles in the box.

The experiment proceeded as follows: the subject

was allowed to complete two trials. For the reward group

at the end of each of these two trials the experimenter

took one of the toys from a box concealed under the table

and placed it on the table to the right side of the appar-

atus. After trial 1 the experimenter said "We'll leave

all the prizes you win here and then you can take them all

with you when you leave.“ 0n trial 3, after marble 21 was

placedthe experimenter said, "Time is up,“ clicking the

stop watch ostentatiously and dropping the marbles. On

succeeding trials the experimenter dropped the marbles af-

ter marble 20,21,22 or 23 was placed, in random order, always

clicking the stopwatch and looking at it intently. This

emphasis on the watch was to prevent the subject‘s reali-

zing the arbitrariness of the situation and was intended

to lead him to feel he could complete the task if he worked

fast enough. The children were frustrated close to the

goal (1.3., after at least 20 marbles had been placed) be—

cause Haner and Brown (29) found greater response to frus—

tration the closer the subjects were to completion of the

task.

Each trial was timed until the subject had fin~

ished placing marble 20. The elapsed time is referred to u”

as the latency measure. The force with which he hit the
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plunger (as measured by elevation of the pointer) was re~

corded for each trial. This is our amplitude measure.

The subject was allowed to continue attempting to

fill the board until on two successive trials he was slower

than he was on trial 2 or 3, whichever was faster. Since

it was felt that every child should finish the experiment

with a feeling of success he was then allowed to complete

two trials and the experiment was over. some subjects,

before reaching this criterion stated that they wanted to

stop. They were urged to try again and were allowed to

succeed. After this successful trial most of the children

immediately began another trial which they were allowed to

complete and the experiment was then terminated. If the

subject did not finish this final trial by himself he was

urged to try "once again" and allowed to complete it. Se-

ven children (six 3 year olds, one hé year old) refused this

final trial. In other words, every child (eXcept for the

seven who had only one successful final trial) finished the

eXperiment with two successful trials and considerable

Irraise from the experimenter. There was no encouragement or

txrging throughout the entire procedure other than that men—

‘tioned above.

Some children never completed any trial (to marble

20) as fast as they had done trial 2 or 3. However these

suxbjects were not allowed to succeed after only two of these

exiow*trials but continued the task for six successive.fail-
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ure trials then allowed to succeed twice. In other words,

every child had at least ten trials, four of which were

successful. These children were arbitrarily kept at the

task this long in order that any cumulative effects of frus—

tration would be available for all children. There were

three Oxceptions; three children who refused to continue

for the six failure trials.

The number of trials between trial 7 and the first

of the two successive trials slower than trial 2 (or 3)

is our persistence score. Thus a child who slowed down im-

mediately after trial 2, but was kept at the task for six

successive trials received a persistence score of zero. The

three children who refused to continue for this many trials

received negative scores. If the child, prior to reaching

the criterion of two successively slower trials stated that

he wanted to stop, the number of trials from trial 7 to the

final two successful ones was his:persistence,score.

It was decided that a time limit of one hour be

set for each child. If at the end of an hour he was still

‘working faster than he had on trial 2 or 3 he was arbitrar-

ily given the two final successful trials. In our sample~

<of 100 children three persisted for the full hour allowed.

For every child, then, we have three major mea-

sures of response to frustration:

1. Post frustration latency: the time for trial

1 minus the time for trial h.
J



2. Post frustration amplitude: the height of the

pointer on trial 3 minus the height of the pointer on trial

"D

L.

3. Persistence: the number of trials between trial

7 and the first of the two criterion trials, or between

trial 7 and the trial after which the subject stated his

desire to stop.

In addition, in order to assess any cumulative

effects of frustration the following scores were computed

for each child:

la. Cumulative latency: the time for trial 2 or 3

(whichever was shorter) minus the average time for trials

u ~ 9.

2a. Cumulative amplitude: the average height of

the pointer on trials 3 - 8, minus the average height of

the pointer on trials 1 and 2.

It might be well here to elaborate on what we in—

tended to measure by our amplitude score. If the frustra—

tion-aggression hypothesis were valid, a situation-such as

this, where hitting an object were permissible and even en—

couraged, might reveal any increase in aggression immediate-

ly after frustration, and/or after any cumulative effects

tof frustration had built up. Therefore it was intended as

a measure of aggression. In addition, the theoretical ar-

guments concerning frustration-induced drive increment as a

:result of irrelevant drive could possibly by clarified some—
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what by a comparison of responses to an irrelevant task

and a relevant task within the same experiment. This had

been suggested by Marx (b9). Hitting the plunger served no

real purpose for our subjects. They were simply told they

were to hit it every time the marbles drOpped. A few of

them questioned the reason and were told “It's Just part of

the game." Thus this measure might be termed a test of

irrelevant drive and the latency score a test of relevant

drive, since the subject was led to believe that if he

worked fast enough he could succeed.

In addition to the above measures a rating on the

child's responsiveness to frustration of different motives

in his daily life was obtained from his mother. A letter

and a rating scale (Appendix 1 and 2) were sent to the mo-

ther of each child. The rating scale contained twenty sen-

tences. Ten of them referred to the child's usual degree

of responsiveness to frustration in attainment of a tangible

reward. Ten referred to his responsiveness to frustration

in a more competitive area or where his self-esteem might

depend on others' opinions of him. Each item was to be

scored from one to four, one indicating no response in this

type of situation, four indicating violent response. Thus

for each child two scores were obtained, each of which

could range from ten to forty.

Of the 100 children included in the study mothers'

ratings were obtained for 86. Some of the mothers did not
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return the forms, even after a follow-up telephone call,

and some responded in such a way as to make them unscor—

able. Each child was rated as reward—oriented or competi—

tion-oriented depending on which of the two scores was

higher. Where both scores were the same, no rating was

given and the child was not included in the section of the

study concerned with mothers' ratings.



RESULTS

Response to frustration in terms of the measures

described in the preceding chapter was calculated for each

of the four groups, Female Competitive, Female Reward,

Male Competitive and Male Reward (hereafter referred to as

FC, FR, kc, MR), within each of the five age levels. Im-

mediate response to frustration in terms of mean latency

and amplitude changes is shown in Tables I and II. Median

changes in latency and amplitude are graphically represen-

ted in Figs. 3 and 4 respectively. Cumulative effects of

frustration in terms of latency and amplitude are shown in

Tables III and IV. Negative latency scores indicate that

the subject performed more slowly following frustration

than preceeding it. Negative amplitude scores resulted

when the subject hit the plunger less hard following frus-

tration than he had previous to frustration. .Mean peraigu

tence scores are shown in Table V while median persistence,

scores are presented in Fig. 5.

The least extreme differences in variance occurred

in the cumulative amplitude scores, shown in Table IV.

Hartley's F max test for homogeneity of variance applied to

these data resulted in a chi square of 9.69. For df 5, 19,

,this is significant at the .01 level. The extreme hetero~

geneity of variance for each of these measures rendered the

data unsuitable for analysis by parametric statistics.

.Analysis of variance by non-parametric methods was also
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TABLE I

POST FRUSTRATION LATENCY MLAN SCORES

 ll

 

. Age Level

Group 3 4% 6 7t 9

PG -12.6 6.8 .8 ..6 1.2

ER b.8 -O.2 ‘ -.6 1.0 1.2

M3 5.8 —1.6 .-.6 ~.2 1.0

MR ‘ ~5.0 L.8 2.h .Q ~l.8'

Means ~l.7f 2.U5 .50 .U5 .hO

variance 655.39 38.25 16.25 5.75 4.1a

 

 

TABLE II

POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE MEAN SCORES

 

 

 

Age Level

Group 3 4% 6 - 7e 9

FC «.18 .78 -.23 -.35 .15

re -.15 ‘-.o7 -.1o .35 -.u2

MC * -.32 -.d1 -.us .37 ~1.os

MR -.12 ”.56 -.17 “.35 “1.00

Means -.19 .03 ~.2u .006 -.58

Variance .23 2.05 .52 1.13 3.07

1— m

T . Mm
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TABLE III

CUMULATIVE LATENCY MEAN SCORES

  

 

Age Level

Group 3' he 6 7% 9

FC ~16.06 —..18 —1.38 —.30 .02~

FR ~2.1u .us' ~2.ou -.10 ».b0

NO «15.62 ~2.32 ~1.38 -.36 -.1u

MR ~7.2o —."2 ~.02 ~1.22 -.36

Means ~10.36 -1.uu -l.21 —.50 ~.22

Variance 23h.81 2h.1h 5.78 “.07 1.87

 

TABLE IV

CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE MEAN SCORES

w

 

Age Level

Group 3 4% 6 7i 9

FC ~.29 .60 ~.20 -.21 -.26

FR .09 .01 —.03 -.30 ;.02

MC .21 .86 -.92 -.1? -.04

ME -.0h -.07 .17 -.50 - .97

Means -.01 .35 -.2h -.30 ~.57

Variance .26 .63 .63 .52 2.52

F max 9.69*’ df 5,19

 

** significant at the .01 level



TABLE V

MEAN PERSISTENCE SCORES

  
 

 
 

Age Level

 

 
 

Group H -. 3 h§ 6 (-9; 9

F0 . —.2 .4.8 9.2 13.0' 12.5

FR - 1.6 9.8 lb.2 21.“ 3.2

MC ‘ e .6 1.6 5A 16.1: 7.6

MR ' 2.8 u.o 6.0 10.14 . 33.2

Means 1.20 5.05 8.70 15.30 14.10

Variance 3.96 61.85 236.11 hu3.hl 568.99

TABLE VI

POST FRUSTRATION LATENCI IMPROVEMENT

 

  

 

+ not+ Totals

observed frequencies 53 #7 100

Expected frequencies 50 50 100'

Chi square .25

Not significant

J“
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unsuitable for these data because ranking the scores would

have resulted in any subject who showed no change (either

increase or decrease after frustration) being ranked higher

than a subject who showed a marked decrease following frus-

tration. To consider the former subject more responsive to

frustration than the subject who markedly decreased his

performance following frustration would distort the mean-

ing of our findings.

Although chi square was a less sensitive test than

might be desired, it was felt to be the most appropriate

statistic by which to test our hypotheses. It was used as

a two-tailed test in every instance.

Hypgthesis.1. Frustration will lead to increase

“in perfdrmance (as measured by latency and am-

plitude of response).

Immediate response to frustration as measured by

increase in performance (i.e., decreased latency) is shown

in Table VI. Those subjects who performed faster on the

trial immediately following frustration were entered in the

+~cell; those who slowed down or showed no change were en—

tered in the not + cell. The resulting chi square value

of .25 is not significant (all chi square values in this

study were corrected for continuity).

Immediate response to frustration in terms of

increased amplitude (i.e., hitting the plunger harder fol-

lowing the trial in which frustration was introduced, as

compared to amplitude on the trial immediately preceding it)
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is shown in Table VII. Those subjects who hit harder were

entered in the-+ cell, and those who hit less vigorously

or with the same force on both trials were entered in the

not-+ cell. The chi square value of 6.25 is significant at

the .02 level, but the results are in the opposite direc-

tion from those expected. That is, there was a decrease in

amplitude of response immediately following frustration.

Cumulative effects of frustration on latency are

shown in Table VIII. The chi square value of 3.61 is not

significant, but there is some indication of a tendency for

the subjects to slow down rather than speed up.

Cumulative effects of frustration on amplitude are

shown in Table IX. The chi square value of 7.29 is signifi-

cant at the .01 level, but again in the opposite direction

from that predicted. The subjects hit less vigorously with

‘ repeated frustration. I

Therefore, hypothesis 1 is not confirmed. It can

be said in this experiment that frustration did not lead to

increase in performance (either immediately or after pro ~

longed thwarting) in terms of latency or amplitude. In

fact, the results suggest the opposite trend.

Hzpothesis 2. Response to frustration in a com-

petitive task will increase with age.

Since the competitive motive is supposed to be-

come manifest at around five years of age the 50 subjects

who performed under the competitive conditions were di-
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TABLE VII

POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE INCREASE
 

 

 

 

-I-— noti— Totals
F'— w ‘7.va

Observed frequencies 37 63 100‘

Expected frequencies 50 50 100

Chi square 6.25

p 4: .02

 

TABLE VIII

CUMULATIVE LATENCY IMPROVEMENT

+ not+ Totals

Observed frequencies #0 60 100

 

ExPected frequencies 50 50 100

Chi square 3.61

Not significant

M
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TABLE IX

CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE INCREASE

mm;~ not + Totals

Observed frequencies 36 6b 100

Expected frequencies 50 50 100

Chi square 7.29

p 4; .01

W
A...

 

TABLE X

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION LATENCY IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

 

 

 

 

Age Levels ‘ Totals

30kt 6:7ép9

+ 11: 11 25

not. + 6 19 25

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square n.08

P 4: .05

 

 M
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chotomized into two groups: the 3 and he year old subjects,

and the 6, 7e, and 9 year old subjects. Also on the basis

of performance on the first three trials (pre-frustration)

the 6 year olds seemed more similar to the older children

than to the younger children. The results on post frustra-

tion latency and amplitude, cumulative latency and amplitude

and persistence are shown in Tables X, XI, XII, XIII, and

XIV. Table X indicates that although chi square is sig-

nificant at the .05 level the results are in the opposite

direction than predicted, the younger children showing

greater speed—up and the older children slowing down immed-

lately following frustration.

No significant difference between the older and

younger children was shown in post frustration amplitude

(Table XI). There was also no significant difference be-

tween the younger and older children in the cumulative ef-

fects of frustration on latency (Table XII). However, the

cumulative effects of frustration on amplitude (Table XIII)

were significantly different for the older and younger

children, again in the opposite direction than predicted.

Younger children in the competitive situation tended to in-

crease the force with which they hit the plunger over re-

peated frustration trials, while the older children hit

less vigorously with repeated frustration.

The persistence scores were dichotomized into

‘those above and below the combined median for all subjects
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TABLE XI

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

._.._.___._

 

  

Age Levels Totals

1 _ e in 6.72519

4+ 10 12 22

not -+- 10 18 28

Totals 20 30 50

C hi square .17

Not significant

. - A W
W

 

 

TABLE XII

COMPARISON or OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE LATENCY IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

t

 

Age Levels . Totals

we 6.7%.»

-+— A 6 12 > 18

not -f- in 18 . 32

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square .18

Not significant

M
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TABLE XIII

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

M
V

 

Age Levels . I Totals

3.1% 6,729.9 A __

- -+- I3 9 22

not + 7 21 28

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square '4.63’

p<.05

TABLE XIV

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN PERSISTENCE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

M

 
 

Age Levels ’ Totals

m 64%;? - 1
Above

combined Mdn. 2 16 18

Below

combined Mdn 18 14 '32

Totals 20 i 30 , 50

Chi square- 7.99

pc .01

m
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in the competitive task (Table XIV). Although the results

are significant at the .01 level in the predicted direc»

tion they are in a sense an artifact of the statistics,

since inspection of Table V reveals that the younger child—

ren were generally less persistent than older ones, no

matter under which condition they performed, or even if

never frustrated at the 3 year level (see page 30).

Therefore, hypothesis 2 was not confirmed in terms

-of our measures of frustration. However, cumulative amp»

litude did show a significant change in the direction op-

posite-to that predicted.

Hypothesis_3. Response to frustration in a com-

petitive task will be stronger in boys than in

girls.

For the children who performed under the competi-

tive condition response to frustration in terms of post

frustration latency and amplitude, cumulative latency and

amplitude, and persistence are shown in Tables XV, XVI,

XVII, XVIII AND XIX. None of them approached significance,

hence hypothesis 3 was not confirmed.

HXPQEQ§818_5- Response to frustration in a non~

competitive, tangible reward situation will re-

main relatively constant in all age groups.

Because of small eXpected frequencies in the con—

tingency tables when each age comprised a separate cell

several age categories were combined. The children who

performed under the reward condition were dichotomized into
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TABLE XV

COMPARISON or BOYS AND GIRLS

IN POST FRUSTRATION LATENCY IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

z=====================================================

 

Boys Girls Totals

+ 11 11+ 25

not + 14 ll 25

Totals 25 25 50

Chi square .32

Not significant

 

 

 
 

TABLE XVI

COMPARISON OF BOYS AND GIRLS

IN POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

  

 

Boys Girls Totals

“1 4t ‘12 10 22

not + 13 15 28

Totals 25 25 50

Chi square .08

Not significant

W
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TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF BOYS AND GldLS

IN CUMULATIVE LATENCI IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

  

 

Boys Girls Totals

‘-I«4— 10 8 18

not 4- 15 17 32

Totals 25 25 50

Chi square .09

Not significant

TABLE XVIII '

COMPARISON OF BOYS AND GIRLS

IN CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

  

 

 

 

 

Boys Girls ' Totals

+ 11 ll 22

not -+- 1h lb 28

Totals 25 25 50

Chi square .08,

Not significant

 fl



TABLE XIX

COMPARISON OF BOYS AND GIRLS

'IN PERSISTENCE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

Boys Girls Totals

 

Above

combined Mdn ' 8 10 18

Below

combined Mdn l? 15 32

Totals 25 25 50

Chi square .09

Not significant

m

TABLE XX

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION LATENCY IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 

 

Age Levels Totals

__ _ 33:; L799 W M v

4— i2 16 28

not + 8 11+ 22

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square . 03

Not significant

1!
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two age groups: 3 and 4% year olds, and 6, 7%and 9 year

olds. Results are shown in Tables XX, XXI, XXII, XXIII

and XXIV. Neither the latency measures, the amplitude

measures, nor the persistence measure resulted in any sig—

nificant differences in response to frustration between the

age groups. Hence hypothesis h is tenable.

Hypothesis_j. Among children in the eXperimental

competitive situation those children rated by their

mothers as competition—oriented (in terms of re~

sponsiveness to frustration in this area) in their

daily lives, will respond more strongly than those

children rated by their mothers as predominantly

reward—oriented.

Results for the children who performed in the

competitive situation are shown in Tables XXV, XXVI, XXVII,

XXVIII and XXIX. There were no significant differences between

the children rated as reward-oriented and those rated com~

petition—oriented.by their mothers for any of our measures.

Therefore hypothesis 5 was not confirmed.

Hypothesis 6. Among children in the experimental

reward situation those children rated by their

mothers as reward-oriented (in terms of respon-—

61V6n985 to frustration in this area) will respond

more strongly than those children rated by their

mothers as predominantly competition-oriented.

The results for all the children who performed in

the reward situation are shown in Tables XXX, XXXI, XXXII,

XXXIII and XXXIV. None of our measures of response to

frustration revealed any difference between the two groups.

Hypothesis 6 was not confirmed.
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TABLE XXI

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 

 

Age Levels Totals

3.“§ 6.7%,9

+ . u 11 ‘ 15

not + 16 19 35

Totals 20 3o 50

Chi square .89,

Not significant

 

 

TABLE XXII

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE LATENCY IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 

 

Age Levels Totals

3.4% 6.7%.9

-F- 8 ' in 22

not -+- 12 16 28

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square . 03

Not significant
1 .

Ii
.
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TABLE XXIII

COMPARISON or OLDER! AND ICUNCER CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE IN THE swans TASK

 
AL

 

Age Levels Totals

3.4% 6.7%.9 '

+ 5 9 14

not -+' 15 21 36

Totals 20 30 50

Chi square . 0014

Not significant ’

 

fi—

TABLE XXIV

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

IN PERSISTENCE IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 
 

Age Levels Totals

' me also
Above

combined Mdn 8 1h 22

Below

combined Mdn 12 16 28

20 30 50

Chi square .03

Not significant
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TABLE XXV

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION LATENCY IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

 

Mother‘s Rating Totals

Reward Competition

NF 9 10 w ' 19

not 4- ,6 .16 22

Totem: 15 26 #1

, Chi sQuare 1.01

Not significant

TABLE XXVI

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

m
 

 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition

-+- 7 11 18

not -+ 8 15 23

T otal s 15 26 1+1

Chi square .003

Not significant

m
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TABLE XXVII

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE LATEN01 IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

 

 

 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

1‘ Reward Competition _ w

W4. 5 11 16

not 4} 10 15 25

Totals 15 26 A)

Chi square .06

Not significant

TABLE XXVIII

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

  

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition

4— 8 10 ' . 18

not -f- 7 16 '23

Totals 15 26 A1

Chi square .36

Not significant
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TABLE XXIX

COMPARISON OF REWARD~ AND COMPETITION~ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN PERSISTENCE IN THE COMPETITIVE TASK

 

 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition

Above 4 12 16

combined Mdn

Below ll 14 25

combined Mdn

Totals 15 26 #1

Chi square .81

Not significant

  I

TABLE XXX

COMPARISON OF REWARD~ AND COMPETITION—ORIENTED CHILDREN

1N POST FRUSTRATION LATENCX IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition f

+ 7 15 22

not -+- 5 9 1h

Tot sis 12 2b. 36

Chi square .01

Not significant

 
_Z—_

t A



TABLE XXXI

COMPARISON OF REWARD~ AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN POST FRUSTRATION AMPLITUDE IN THE REWARD TASK

fi
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Mother's Rating Totals

w Reward Competition

.4. 5 7 12

not + 7 17 21+

Totals 12 2h 36

Chi square .1“

Not significant

 1

wv—vwv. —.

TABLE XXXII

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION~ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE LATENCY IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition

+ 6 11 17

not + 6 13 19

Tot als 12 2h 36

Chi square .01

Not significant

_.__..._ 4L
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TABLE XXXIII

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION-ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN CUMULATIVE AMPLITUDE IN THE REWARD TASK

 
 

 

Mother's Rating Totals

Reward Competition

.4. 3 7 10

not + 9 1? 26

Totals 12 2h 36

Chi square .02

Not significant

 

TABLE XXXIV

COMPARISON OF REWARD- AND COMPETITION—ORIENTED CHILDREN

IN PERSISTENCE IN THE REWARD TASK

 

 
 

Mother's Rating Totals

8W

Above

combined Mdn 5 13 18

Below

combined Mdn 7 ll 18

12 24 36

Chi square .12

Not significant
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,Motivational level.
 

Our major hypothesis was concerned with motiva—

tional differences related to age and sex. In order to de-

termine the performance level for each group, aside from

frustration effects, the average time for the first three

trials was computed. The results are shown in Table XXXVI.

With the exception of the 7% year olds the FR group was

fastest in every case. At every age the FE group exoeeded

the FC group.

M53959} @952-

Although most of the hypotheses were not confirmed,

an examination of the data revealed some interesting fin-

dings. It can be seen that the variance is related to age

for some of our measures. The younger children showed ex-

treme variability in both latency measures (Tables I and

III), whereas the older children showed considerably less.

The opposite trend is apparent in the persistence scores

(Table V). The younger Children varied little; none of

them persisted beyond seven trials, whereas among the 9'

year olds persistence scores ranged from O to 97.

For every subject the strongest force with which

he hit the plunger on any frustrated trial was determined.

The averages of these peak responses are shown in Table

XXXV. It is apparent that the force of the response was

related to age in the case of the boys, the older boys

hitting harder than the younger ones. This might be eXpec—





TABLE XXXV

PEAK AMPLITUDE MEAN SCORES

 

 

Age Level

-Group 3 hi 6 7% 9

F0 1.22 3.78 1.92 2.65 2.17

RR 2.43 1.65 2.21 2.70 3.70

MC 2.63 3.72 3.62 “.93 7.92

MB 1.25 2.80 3.08 4.33 5.55

Means 1.88 2.99 2.71 3.66 “.80

Variance 2.18 3.74 3.50 “.87 9.66

 

 

TABLE XXXVI ‘

MEAN LATENCY ON FIRST 3 TRIALS

—— ‘7 V v v 

 

Age Level

Group 3 4% I 6 7% 9

F0 91.8 57.8 39.7 36.68 33.1

ER 72.3 52.u 37.9 36.66 28.8

no 73.8 58.2 49.3 33.8 33.3

MB 87.0 60.2 40.0 35.6 33.0

Means 81.20 58.21 02.76 35.70 32.09

Variance 378.64 132.26 72.35 15.61 10.58

m

M
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ted on the basis of muscular deveIOpment. However, this

trend is not apparent in the girls. The three hardest

hitting girls were a 9 year old, a 4% year old and a 3 year

old. Among the 3 and hi year old groups none of the boys

hit as hard as the hardest hitting girls, nor did any of

the older girls (with the exception of the one 9 year old).

it seemed that a certain pattern of responding to

frustration might be typical for each child; whereas one

child might be "energized" by frustration and workfaster

and hit harder another child might work more slowly and

hit less hard following frustration. In order to determine

any relationships between the measures correlation coef-

ficients were Obtained, shown in Table XXXVII. A positive

correlation (r e .23h) significant at the .05 level was

found between cumulative latency and persistence. None of

the other measures were significantly correlated.

It seemed possible that some of the effects of

frustration were being camouflaged by the presence of both

positive and negative scores. Therefore, in order to dee

termine whether any groups showed stronger response to

frustration, no matter in which direction, post frustra~

tion latency and post frustration amplitude scores were

computed disregarding sign. At every age level the MG

group showed least response to frustration in terms of post

frustration latency. There was no consistent pattern in

the post frustration amplitude scores.
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TABLE XXXVII

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF RESPONSE TO FRUSTRATION

 

 

Measures 4 " r
 

Post frustration latency

 

 

and persistence .037

Post frustration latency

and post frustration amplitude .013

Cumulative latency

and persistence .23“ *

Cumulative latency

and cumulative amplitude -.086

Persistence and

post frustration amplitude ’ .009

Persistence and

cumulative amplitude -.133

* P<.05

TABLE XXXVIII

LATENC! IMPROVEMENT FOLLOWING SUCCESS
 

 

 

 

 

 

.M

V + not 4- Totals

Observed 71 ' 22 93

frequencies

Expected H6.5 h6.5 93

frequencies .

Chi square 2h.76

P < .001
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Observation of performance on the final success~

.ful trials revealed an interesting finding. As has been

stated, the first of these two trials was given after the

subject was slower on two successive trials than he had

been on trial 2 or 3, or after he had stated his desire to

stop. Seven subjects refused to continue after this first

final success trial. or the 93 subjects who completed both

of the final success trials 71 worked faster after the in-

troduction of success; that is, the final trial was per~

formed more quickly than the previous one. The results are

shown in Table XXXVIII. The chi square of 2u.76 is sig-

nificant at the .001 level. Here again there is evidence

that the frustration, in general, inhibited speed of per-

formance.

The mothers' ratings of the childredsr relative

responsiveness to frustration in reward and competition

situations were analyzed for.age and sex differences. The

results are shown in Tables XXXIX andXL. There was no

significant difference between boys and girls. However,/

the older children were rated as significantly more com—

petition-oriented than reward~oriented.
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TABLE XXXIX

COMPARISON OF OLDER AND YOUNGER CHILDREN

AS RATED BI THEIR MOTHERS

 

 

Mother's Ave Levels Totals

jatiig 391*; 697279

Competition—~ 15 35 5O

oriented

Reward- 17 9 26

oriented

Totals 32 An 76

Chi square 7.39

p«<_ .01

W

TABLE XL

COMPARISON OF BOYS AND GIRLS AS RATED BY THEIR MOTHERS

#—

 

Mother * s ' Boys Girl s Tot als

Rating

Competition- 24 26 \ . 50

oriented

Reward- 16 10 26

oriented

Totals 40 36 76

Chi square .77

Not significant
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DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation failed to support

some generally accepted beliefs concerning the effects of

frustration. In this study frustration did not result in

increased performance, the most common finding reported by

others. In fact there was a trend toward decreased perfor-

mance. Perhaps the most striking impression from these re«

sults and best explanantion of them is that individuals

differ in their manner of response to frustration. Some

Children slowed down markedly following frustration, some

speeded up and some showed no change at all. Some hit much

less strongly following frustration, some did not change at

all from one trial to another, and some hit with intense

vigor following frustration. One boy, for example, went

into a flurry of beating upon the plunger with both fists.

However, even this interpretation is mitigated by the fact

that absolute change independent of direction was related

only to the mean poet frustration latency score and only

to the extent that the MC group showed least change at each

age level.

Frustration-produced drive increment was certainly

not evident in this study. Neither relevant drive (speed

of performance) nor irrelevant drive (amplitude of response

in plunger—hitting) factors showed any consistent increase,

but actually a decrease as mentioned above. A possible
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explanation of this inhibition may be related to the exper-

imenter's observation of the,children's behavior somewhere

around the 20th marble placement. After repeated frustra-

tion some children showed what might be termed avoidance

behavior toward the end of each trial. Whereas they had

been placing the marbles at a fairly even pace they now

hesitated before placing the marbles, would approach the

empty hole with the marble then withdraw their hand with?

out dropping the marble into the hole, then return to it,

occasionally lodking anxiously at the experimenter, and fi—

nally very gingerly drop the marble into place. This be—

havior would continue until the marbles were dropped by

the experimenter. Avoidance behavior following frustra—

tion by nonéreward has been stressed in previously men-

tioned articles and is the main effect of frustration as

posited by the elicitation framework (1, 20, #6).

The frustration aggression hypothesis suggests

that frustration would elicit instigation to aggression.

Hitting the plunger was assumed to provide an opportunity

for release of aggression and the situation not only per-

mitted this respOnse but specifically called for it. It

was therefore expected that in general there would be an

immediate increase in amplitude of response following frus-

tration, since the response was so acceptable within the

'situation. It was expected also that for any Children who

did not act out this aggression immediately the cumulative
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effects of repeated frustration would eventually result in

heightened strength of response via the plunger. The re~

sults showed that frustration did not lead to increased

force of hitting either immediately after the introduction

of frustration or over a more prolonged period of frustra-

tion. There was instead a tendency to hit the plunger less

vigorously.
‘

One explanation may be that hitting the plunger

was an unpleasant experience for the children. Although

the plunger was covered completely with foam rubber a few

of the Children indicated that hitting it hard hurt their

hand. Only a few children mentioned this but it is pos-

sible that it was a more common reaction than was actually

reported by them. Another explanation may be the previous

learning experience of the child. One finding in our study

suggests that the degree to which magnitude of response is

an outlet of aggression is learned in our culture. It may

be remembered that although older boys hit harder than

young ones the reverse was true of the girls. Among the

3 and “Q year olds the hardest hitters were girls, and with

one exception none of the older girls matched these young

ones in amplitude of their peak response. It seems pos-

sible that girls learn not to respond vigorously or demon-

strate overt aggression, even though this was a natural

response for them in their early years. This would be in

accord with the notion of the differentiated sex roles im-
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posed on children by the society. Whereas it is accept-

able for boys to respond vigorously and aggressively girls

are gradually trained to respond otherwise.

In line with this is the fact that although the

female reward group could perhaps be called the most highly

motivated one, in terms of their speed of performance on

the first three trials, they did not demonstrate the strong-

est response to frustration as indicated by our measures.

This brings us to the major criticism of our study. Age

and sex differences in motivation were investigated. How-

ever, the differences were assessed primarily in terms of

strength of response to frustration and specifically in

terms of increased performance following frustration. Using

increase in performance as the measure did not allow for

the marked individuality in manner of responding: Although

the correlation coefficients did not show that decreased

performance was a typical performance for one child where-

as increased output was the response pattern for another,

some allowance for individual tendencies should be incor-

porated into the design of further experiments.

An incidental but revealing finding was the im—

proved performance on the final successful trial. All sub—

Jects had slowed down in their performance speed prior to

this trial with the exception of ten who had stated their

desire to stOp (but even these subjects were not speeding

up by this point). One might postulate reactive inhibition
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(either temporary or conditioned) for their slowdown. Howe

ever, with no interpolated rest period, but merely one suc-

cessful completion of the task, 76 per cent of the subjects

improved their performance (decreased latency). Whereas

a number of studies indicated that failure is more facili~

tating than success our results are clearly contradictory

to these. Although response to failure did not result in »

significant improvement of performance, success in the pre—

sent study did have a facilitative effect. One contribu-

ting factor may be practice effect. Whereas initial fail-

ure occurred after only 3 trials, there had been a varying

but considerable number of trials prior to these final suc~

cessful ones. It may be that success removed the effects

of inhibition and permitted the effects of practice to be-

come manifest.

There was no significant relationship between the

child's response in the experimental situation and the

mother's rating of the child's relative responsiveness to

frustration in a tangible reward or competition situation.

However, the mothers' ratings did indicate that in their

daily lives the older children were more concerned with

self~esteem based upon successful competition or high valu~

ation by others than they were concerned with possession

of tangible objects.



Suggestions for further research

Any attempt to measure response to frustration in

an experimental situation would be more meaningful perhaps

if there were some measure of the individual's usual manner

of responding to frustration. If it could be ascertained

that withdrawal, regression, aggression, or increased striv—

ing was the usual form of response it would then be easier

to assess his response in the experiment, or to infer his

degree of involvement in the particular task. In the pre—

sent study only the degree, rather than the manner of re-

sponse was obtained from the mothers.

Another fruitful though difficult avenue for re—

search would be an assessment of the parents' handling of

aggression in a particular child. Since the present in—

vestigation suggests sex differences in reaction among the

older children (a finding not apparent among the younger.

ones) it would be worthwhile investigating the parents'

differential handling of siblings, especially of different

sexes, and relating this to the eXperimental behavior.

Still another area to be explored is the degree of

self-confidence, ego—strength or the self-concept of the

child and the relation of this to the experimental behavior.

It was the general impression of the experimenter from ob-

servation of the children in this study that a possible

curvilinear relationship may exist between self-confidence

and persistence. It seemed that the children who appeared
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most self~confident worked hard after frustration but only

for a limited time. That is, after increased effort re—

mained unrewarded they tended to give up. Among the child~

ren who appeared less self-confident two different extreme

forms of response seemed typical. One was an immediate

giving up, sometimes with statements about their inability

to perform the task and its difficulty. The other was pro—

longed persistence in spite of repeated failure. It may be

that this latter group viewed the experimenter as an author-

ity figure and was responding to the supposed demands of

this authority rather than to the task itself.

The marked differences between the 7% and 9 year

old groups in terms of post frustration amplitude and per»

sistence (Figures h and 5) seem to merit further investi—

gation. Using larger samples and extending the study to

older children might reveal meaningful trends.

Another factor which might be studied is a com-

parison of latency in the first half of the task with la-

tency in the second half. This is suggested in view of the

marked slowness associated with the avoidance behavior

noted toward the end of the trials.
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SUMMARY

The present study was designed to investigate

possible age and sex differences in strength of reaction to

frustration as related to motivational level. Specifically,

it was hypothesized that (1) frustration would result in

increased performance; (2) older children would respond

more strongly than younger children to frustration in a

competitive task; (3) boys would respond more strongly than

girls in a competitive task; (4) response to frustration in

a non-competitive, tangible reward task would remain rela—

tively constant in all age groups; (5 and 6) strength of re—

sponse to frustration in either the reward or competitive

task would be related to the relative strength of that me—

tive for the particular child as shown in his daily life,

according to mothers' ratings of the child.

The subjects were 100 children in five different

age levels: 3 - h, a; - 5, 6 ~ 6%, 7; — 8, 9 - 9%. In each

age group five boys and five girls were given a marble

board task under competitive conditions, and five boys and

five girls performed the same task for a tangible reward

rather than peer competition.

. After two successful trials the subjects were ar-

bitrarily frustrated (prevented from completing the task)

without their realizing the arbitrariness of the situation.

Frustrated trials were continued until a specified criterion



was reached.. Then two more successful trials were given.

Speed of performance and force with which the subjects hit

a plunger were recorded for every trial. Response to frus~

tration was measured by the change in speed of performance

and force of response immediately after introduction of

frustration (post frustration latency, post frustration

amplitude). In addition any cumulative effects of repeated

frustration were measured by the average speed and amplitude

for frustrated trials as compared with_the pre—frustration

trials (cumulative latency, cumulative amplitude). A fifth

measure of response to frustration was the number of trials

the subject performed before reaching the criterion (per-

sistence).

Mothers' responses on a rating scale resulted in

the child's being classified as relatively more reward-or-

iented or competition-oriented in his daily life.

The initial hypothesis was not confirmed and

neither were the subsequent ones, with the exception of u.

These generally negative results were due in part to the

fact that hypotheses 2, 3, 5, and 6 were dependent on the

initial hypothesis. Measures of response to frustration

were based on the assumption that increased performance

would follow frustration. Actually, although there were

some indications of motivational differences between groups
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in terms of initial performance they did not show in our

measures of Eggpgnse to frustratigg. Some subjects in-

creased their performance following frustration, some showed

a decrement, and others changed not at all. However, a

general inhibitory effect of frustration was suggested.
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APPENDIX I

1204 I University Village

East Lansing, Mich.

Dear Mrs. l_
v___ 9 

Your child, , has been selected to

participate in a study of motivation in school children,

which is being conducted at Red Cedar School.

We are interested in obtaining information from

you concerning his typical responsiveness in various situ-

ations, which you might observe in his daily activities.

Your child will remain anonymous in the study. However,

his name is written on this questionnaire in order that his

behavior (as reported by you) can be paired with his per-

formance in the study.

It would be greatly appreciated if you would fill

out the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the en—

closed envelope at your earliest convenience.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Leah B. McDonough



APPENDIX II

Please check how strongly __usually responds to

the following situations by checking the appropriate num~

ber. If it is difficult to be specific in some item be-

cause you have never observed him in such a situation please

check the answer which describes how you think he would

respond.

 

l. responds not at all 2. responds mildly

3. responds strongly h. responds violently

 

1. Another child takes his toy. I( ) 2( ) 3( ) hi )

2. He is told he cannot have a

piece of candy or a cookie

which he wants. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) u( )

3. A group of playmates makes

fun of him. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) u( )

h. A toy of his gets broken. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) 4( )

5. The other children will not

play with him. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) u( )

6. He is unable to do as well as

his playmates in a particular

activity. . 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) 4( )

7. The older children will not al-

low him to Join their activi—

ties, telling him he is too

ymmg . 3“ )2()3()LM)

8. He loses a possession of his. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) h( )

9. Another child leaves a toy at

his house by mistake, and he is

told he may not keep it for his

own but must return it. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) u(.)

10. Another child monopolizes a

piece of play equipment. - 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) u( )

11. One of his friends suddenly

- prefers another child's com.

pany. 1( ) 2( ) 3( ) h< )



12.

13.

1h.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

He loses in a competitive game

(with no prize involved).

He loses in a game he is play-

ing for a prize.

Another child appears with a

bigger or better toy than he has.

He is not allowed to take home

with him a book belonging to a

friend.

He is not allowed by his par-

ents to Join his friends in

play.

He asks a friend to play with

him and the child refuses.

He is not allowed to have a

penny to use in a gum machine.

His parents tell him he's act-

ing like a baby. '

His parents do not allow him

to participate in an activity

in which some friends are en-

gaged because it is too dan-

gerous. ‘

1(

1(

1(

1(

1(

1(

1(

1(

2(

2(

2(

2‘(

2(

2(

2(

2(

’2(

3(

3(

3(

3(

3(

3(

3(_

3(

3(

M)

M.)

M)

M)

M)

M)

M)

M)

M)
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