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INTRODUCTION
Problem
In recent years. the concept of frustra tion has been central in both

mental hygiene and social psychology.

This is rightfully so.

Frus-

tration has been defined a s any kind of thwarting or blocking of the
motive (4.

7. 14).

Any person involved in modern day living io confronted

with many types of situations which do actually block or thwart his wishes
or drives.

A person may be blocked because of conditions existing in the

environment. because of personal inadequacies. and because of conflicting
drives.

Since a person is forced to face so many sources of frustra tion.

the method that he chooses to us e in an attemp t to adjust has become paramount in importance.
Social scientists have recognized the importance of the problem of
frustration a djustment by developing several theories. by performing a
number of experiments. and by using the concept of frustration to account
for the deviant behavior of persons and social gro1Ips.

In spite of this

extensive interest. many issues relating to the problem of adjusting to
frustration remain unresolved.
One important aspect of the problem of adjustment to frustration
that remains unresolved is the fact that different individuals choooe
different modes of behavior in an attempt to adjust.

In other words. the

same situation may evoke entirely different reactions by 2 separate individuals.

One individual may choose a healthy type of behavior reaction

while another person may choose a reaction which is unhealthy in that i t
complicates. rather than solves the problem.

The important question.
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then. is

v~

do

indi~iduals

choose different types of reaction to frus-

tration?
A reviev of the literature indicates that a fev investigations have
attempted to study

~e

relationship of speciflc variables to different

trPes of frustrationt reactions.

Hovever. the literature is searce and

the findings of the fev investigations are inconclusive.

The reviev of

11 terature indica test a need for fUrther study of this specific problem.
As 1 step toward assisting in clarification of the relation of
specific variables t ,o frustration rea ctions. the investigator presents
an exploratory

st~

school children.

which deals vith the frustration rea ctions of nursery

The

Justification for studying frustration and its

effects in preschool children rests vi th the 8S8umption that during the
preschool period. characteristic patterns of acting and feeling are established.

This

ba~ic

assumption is acknovledged by the clinical study

of adult personalitT disorders and psychosomatic illnesses as they inevitably point back to childhood experiences.

Arr:r method which may con-

tri bub to added kno,wled€e of children's growth and develoJlllent during
the preschool period merits consideration.
!he specific purposes of this study are:

(1)

To teet this par-

ticular form of the plaT-bchnique as a valid means for studYing ch1ldran's
behavior.

The present investigation. which i8 in reality a "test run" for

this specific form of the pllq-technique. should suggest reviBions and
improvements for the technique for use in further studies.

(2)

To show

the different reactions to frustration Which occur most frequently in a
preschool group.

Aggressive. withdrawal. and substitute reaction Will be

considered.

To compare the types of reactions vith variables which

())

might affect the trPe of reaction used 'by the children.

The variables

considered were the specific frustration situ.tion. age, sex. and previous
experience with the authority (investigator).

In selecting these variables.

the investigator is not assuming that these vtriables are the only variables which influence reactions to frustratioIs.

The investigator realiEes

that past experiences, relationships in the hone, authority patterns in
the home, and probably variables not realized may have a profound influence
on the child's reactions to frustration.

The 4 variables mentioned were

chosen because the review of literature indicetes a lack of research concerning these variables and lack of agreement of conclusions even in the
few studies which have been presented.

Another basic reason was that the

preschool laboratory situation and the information available to the investigator were best suited to a study of the89 specific variables.
The investigator recognizes several limitations in consideration of
this study:

(1)

The dynamic theories and studies presented by the Yale

Group (5. 6) and by Lewis and his associates (1. 2) are recognized; however, there Will be no attempt to defend or substantiate any I of the
specific theories.

In other words. there will not be an attempt to defend

aggression as the only means of reaction to frustration, nor will there
be any attempt to defend regression as being linked with frustration.

In

the present study, the investigator is looking for differences in reactions
and will consider all reactions classified under the general categories
of withdrawal behavior, aggressive behavior. and substitute behavior.
(2)

As has been previously stated. the present study will be a "test run "

for this particular form of the

pl~-technique.

The investigator will be

looking for ways and meane to improve the method. as well as looking for
results.

(3)

The small number of subjects did not warrant positive con-

clusions which could be interpreted for the general population.

However,
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it is hoped that implication may be indicated ~ the study which could be
utilized for further study.

(4)

Lack of tim. and facilities did not

enable a complete use of supplementary infoI'lll&t1on.

However. 88ain it is

hoped that implications may be drawn from the present investigation which
may

be utilized at a later time with aecompa~Ting supplementary information.
The investigation was conducted at the U~ state Agricultural College

Preschool Laboratory, winter quarter of 1955. The 27 children enrolled
in the laboratory served as subjects for the investigation.
~

of 11 tera ture

As has been previously stated. the problem of adjusting to frustration has claimed the attention of social scientists.

The construction

of theories and experiments has resulted from the interest shown in the
problem

Qy

investigators.

Then, in turn. the conclusions and findings of

the research have been organized into general discussions to aid in a more
complete understanding of frustration and its effects.
General discussion.

A general discussion of frustration Was presented

in the general pw,rchology texts written by Ruch (14) and Hi1gard (7).
Ruch (14, p. 151) defined frustration When he stated. "The denial or thwarting of a motive

Qy

SOMe obstacle which lle8 between a need and its goal 1a

called frustration."

H11gard (7, P. 45) distinguished between fruatration

as an event and as a state.
with goal-directed actiVity.
anger engendered

Qy

"As an event. whatever blocks or interferes
As a state, the annoyance, confusion. or

being thwarted, disappointed. and defeated."

Both authGrs suggested that the sources of frustration could be placed

into J major classifications.

Ruch referred to the J major sources as

enTironmental. personal. and conflict.

H11gard referred to the J major

sources as being obstacles. deficiencies. and conflicts.

It is evident
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that both authors ueed a similar type of claB.ification but used different
vords to express their ideas.
The environmental or obstacle source of Jruetration would exist whenever any physical or social obstacles blocked the satisfaction of Bome
need.

This source of frus tration

may

be illu,trated wi th an example of a

common situation involving a nursery- school clild.
enclosed with a tall. wire fence.

Many

timeB

3.

The nurBery- Bchool is

child tries to ride his

tricycle outside through the gate of the playgound.

Perhaps "the grass

looks greener on the other aide of the fence" )r perhaps he does not like
the feeling of being restricted.

However. the gate is built to diBcourage

any child from opening it. and people Who UBe ~e gate are instructed to

alvays close it.

The child is thus blocked.

~e

fence is an obstacle

which blocks the child and hie need or drive t. leave the playground.
unit 1 of the present investigation might also serve as an illustration of environmental frustration.
tOTS for a short time.

The child waB allowed to play with

Then the investigator put the tOTS away. eTan

though the child Btl11 wanted to play with them.
because the toTS were unavailable.

The child was thwarted

His environment was changed from an

interesting one to an uninteresting one devoid of all playthings except
an uninteresting stick.

The source of fruBtratlon in this case. then.

was the environment.
Ruch suggested that the second source of frustration waB personal.
Hilgard suggeBted that the .ame type of frustration was caused bY' deficiencie..

Again. uBing the nurBery- school child a. an illuBtration. a

common Bituation occurs when a child wishes to Show hiB independence byundres.ing himself.

Many times. however. hi. fine motor control iB in-

adequate to enable him to accomplish the task.

A diBcue.ion could be
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conducted, at this point, pointing out the

t~dency

of mothers to en-

courage thi e type of frustration with small luttons, boots that ar e too
small, e.nd difficult dppers.

However, since the purpose of this illuB-

tra tion was only to clarify the concept of personal frustra tion, perhaps
it would be wise to forego any such dlscus s1 01.
Unit J of the present inVestigation utiU zed the same principle.
The child was given a puzzle and told t o flniili it.

However, 2 pieces

of the puzzle would not fit and the child was destined to failure.

Since

most of the children did not wholly grasp the s1 tuation, theY' were frustrated because theY' thought theY' were persona:ly inadequate to finish
the puzzle.
When an individual has 2 strong , opposiD€ drives and must choose 1
to satisfy, at the expense of the other, he i £ faced with the conflict
t;ype of frustra tion.

This source of frustra tion MaY' a lso b e illustrat ed

with the nursery- school situation.
strike another child.

Man:r time s a child has a drive to

However, he is aware tint that type of behavior 18

not approved by- the teacher.

He has conflicting drives-l to be ~

grossive and the other is to please the tea cher .

He cannot do both, and

must choose to do 1 at the expense of the other.
Unit 2 of the present investigation MaY' serve as an illustration of
conflict frustration.

The child was given a train and told to push his

train from 1 end of the track to the other.
the child's train with her doll.

The experimenter then blocked

The conflicting drives of the child

were to reach the other end of the track or perhaps, more ba sica lly, to
illustrate his independence or self-assertion as opposed to submitting
to the authoritT.

The child has been taught in his culture to do both.

The conflicting drives were the source of the frustra tion.
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The general discussions b7 Ruch and H1lglrd grouped the frustration
reactions into :3 major categories.

Those weI":! aggression, withdrawal,

and compromise or substitute behavior.
attack.

Aggrels ive behavior involves

111 thdrawal behavior occurs whenever ;he goals are forsaken and

some type of flight i s used.

Compromise or stbstitute behavior occurs

when the individual f acing the obstacle compr omises and gives in, to an
extent, but does not entirely relinquish his €Oale.
Specific theories have been presented w :ch attempt to explain reactions to frustration.
theory.

One of the best knOWl ie the frustration-aggression

In terms of the frustra tion-aggressicn hypothesis postula ted b7

the Yale Group (5, 6), there is a direct relationship between frustration
and patterns of aggression.

It was the basic claim in the publications

of this group that frustration always leads to a,ggression.

In view of

protest voiced b7 other investigators and in view of later studies, the
group revised their basic claim and aggression now occupies only 1 of
the positions in the list of possible reactions to frustration.
Another of the vell-known dynamic theories is the 1 presented b7
Lewis and his associates (1).

It was the claim of thiB group that frue-

tration vas linked with regression.

They conducted an investigation de-

signed to measure the change in tha constructiveness of play of some :30
children following a frustration situation (2, p. :31).
The qualitative analysis indicated that the lowering of
constructiveness of play is similar in nature to the change in
behavior occurring under conditions of high emotionality were
restless movements, sterotyped repetitions of sentences, and
stuttering are frequent.
The importence of the literature presented which is concerned only

with specific theories is that it helps form a more complete picture of
the problem of frustration.

In other words, its importance, as related
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to the present investigation. is that it servffi as background information
for the whole problem of frustration.
have

no~

been to attempt to

Rosenzweig (1)

The pucrposes of the present study

substantia~o

any

~

the specific theories.

developed a picture-assodation method for appraising

a person's reactions to frustra tion and then

~scussed

tration from the viewpoint of what he called

~rustration

reactions to frustolerance."

Frustration tolerance refers to a person's abUi ty to put up with frustration without resorting to inadequate methoda of reactions.
this is the problem as
fru8tra~ion ex1s~s.

rela~ed

to frustration.

but instead. whether the

In essence.

The problem is not that

i~dividual

is able to utilize

an adequate method or a health;y mode of behavi)r to adjust to the frustration. or whether the individual chooses an lnadequate or unhealthy
mode of behavior in an attempt to adjust.
li~erature.

as

rela~ed

The value of Rosenzweig's

to this investigation. is to be found in his sug-

gestion that different individuals have different levels of tolerance.
In other words. different individuals react
Related~.

di~ferently

to frustration.

'!he review of literature indicates thet there have

been a few investigations l<hich have attempted to study some of the specific variables which may be related to the different frustration reaction..

Therefore. a review of that literature could orient and classify

the existing problem and objectives for this particular investigation.
Research closely related to the variables considered in the hypotheses
of the present study

(12).

~

be found in the investigation by Muste and Sharpe

The purpose of thair investigation. utilizing a group of preschool

children. vas to analyze aggressive behavior and techniques used to respond
to aggression in relation to age and sex differences.

They concluded. in

relation to sex. that boys tend to make more overt aggressive responses
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than girls (12. p. 27).
It may be that these young boys andgirls have already
been influenced by different standards o ~ expectations and
that the distinction in their behavior i : a reflection of the
cultural pattern. or the difference in ~e frequencies of
aggression may be an early reflection of an innate difference
between th~ sexes.

It was concluded in this same study. in 'elation to lI€8. younger
children depend more upon physical means of

~ession.

In an investigation of young children byJerelld and Markey (8). i t
was found that boys consistently showed a higter number of aggressions
than girls .

They found an irregular declins 1~ frequency of conflicts

with increase in age during the preschool period.
In a pilot study done by Sears (15). using a group of 40 preschool
children at the Preschool Laboratory of Iowa ~ild Welfare Research
Station. it was concluded that boys were slightly more aggressivs than
girls.
Recently McKee and Leader (11). at the un:versity of California.
conducted an investigation with preschool chiltren designed to study
differences in relation to socio--economic conditions.

ROYever. included

in the findings of the investigation were findings which vere closely
related to the subject of the present study.

~en they compared sex dif-

ferenees with aggression. clear-cut differences in aggression did not
appear.

These findings do not agree with those stated by the previously

mentioned stUdies.

"A last problem MS to do with fallure to find more

aggression among boys.

It was suggested that the predominance of verbal

responses may have increased the aggreRsion scores for girls," (II, P. 141)
MeKee and Leader suggested that perhaps girls are as aggressive as boys.
but express that aggression in direct methods.
support this suggestion with emperieal findings.

They. however. did not

~e

review of literature which includes investigations Which were

concerned with age and sex differences did not indicate clear-cut conclusions.

The majority of the investigations concluded that boys tend to

express more overt aggression than girls.

However. in the most recent

study done bw McXee and Leader. no clear-cut differences were found in
relation to sex differences.

~erefore.

the present study might be ex-

pected to either accept or reject the hypothesis that boys will react
differently to frustration than girls.

The literature did suggest that

differences might be found in the reactions to frustration as related to
younger and older children.

The literature suggests that younger children

utilize more physical means of expressing their reaction s to frustration.
The investigator was unable to locate any investigations concerned

with reaction differences as related to differences in previous experiences with the

authori~

involved in the frustration situation.

Most

research studying the influence of authority on the reaction to frustration limit their approach to socia-economic differences in relation to
authority.
In a recent pilo t study b,y Body (J) at Ohio Stete University. utilizing 20 preschool subjects. she concluded that her study pointed to the
need for more careful analysis of the situational factors in behavior.
She suggested that the specific frustration situation might have influence
on tb9 reaction to frustration.

She suggested that factors such as age.

sex. and relation to authority might be limited factors in the study of
reaction difference. and that if the situation in which the frustration
took place was analyzed and used as supplementary information with the
other factors. more valid conclusions might be reached.

This literature

supports the hypothesis that the specific frustration situation might be

11

related to differences in frustration reactions.
There is some literature written which presents
similar methods to those which were utilized for the present study.

A

review of that literature might be helpful in presenting a more complete
picture of the method used for this investigation.

The technique most

closely related to the methods used in this study was included in the
research done by Dr. Eugene Lerner (10).
The technique devised by Dr. Lerner is a projective method utilizing
the play-situation.

The play-situation as a valid means of studying

behavior of the preschool child was defended by Dr. Lerner (10, P. 165).
As for any qualms about 'real' frustration VB. experimentallyproduced frustration in play-situations, we consider that in
playing with preschool children we probably approximate 'nearness
to life situations' or 'life-likeness' of meaning as closely as
we ever do later on when dealing with older personalities. It is
not necessary here to analyze the reasons why playing 1s such a
valid medium of self-expression and communication for nursery
school children. When spontaneously engrossed and then blocked
in game situations, the young child's natural tendency or ability
to assert, defend, or otherwise do something about his immediate
spheres of influence (ego-spheres) will be surely invoked--a fact
equally well known to parents, nursery school teachers, and research observers.
Lerner constructed several parte to the play-techniques.

The general

description of the first part (frustration and hostility games) revealed
the method in which a child was presented a series of frustrations (10,
p. 166).

The general i dea of this play-technique is to give the
child successive, various toys with which he can play without
interruption but only for a !!hort while. Then proceed progressively to 'intrude,' 'compete,' 'deprive,' and 'exclude,' In addition
to going through such series of motions in 7 successive toy-units,
E 'insistently' gives ths child 1 and the same stick to 'play with'
--atter arbitrarily ' putting away' the previous toys and before
giving the child the next toys. The child thus gets 1 and the same
stick (switch-like branch) intermittently no less than 7 times.
Lerner also included specific instructions for the play-technique
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(9, P. 166-169).

He listed the order and duration of the play units.

b.1 the experimenter.

He presented standard procedures to be followed

It

was his contention that the s1 tuation could be standardized to a certain
extent if the investigator's contacts with the child were standardized
as much as possible.

However, it was conceded that some children would

color the situation with their own interpretation.

How the child in-

terpreted the situation would be affected u.r whether or not he asked
questions and what type of question he asked.

Dr. Lerner tried tc an-

Ucipate questions which wuld be asked and listed standard answers to
them.

Fcr example, if a . child asked many questions about the toys and

about what vas happening, the investigator vas instructed to answer with
a counter question such as, "What

do

you think?"

inltruction for the location and for the recorder.

Lerner also presented
A simplified and

moderately revised form of his instruction was utilized for the present
study, and is described on pages 17-22.
The second part of Lerner's play-technique involved test situations
in which the experimenter presented obstructions to the children's play
in order to observe their characteristic variations in behavior reeponse.
A general description of part 2 was given (10, p. 188).
The general idea is to devise a series of play-situations
in which E and child may meet, MUide, and otherwise interact.
Each has and is represented in such interactions by dolls or
'trains' or 'houses.' In sueh ~train: S-train interaction.
I-doll: S-traln interaction. the direction of component and
resultant forces is expressed. chiefly or solely in terms of the
movement and 'control' of the symbolical ego-toys (doll, trains.
housea). There is, then, a certain amount of indirection or
behavioral symbolism at play here which we assume to pennit the
child a rather free expression of congenial ego-drives, Through
the maintenance of a field of continuous playing, the opportunity
for 'losing oneself' in spontaneous self-oxpression is likely to
be of optimal proportions.
In order to provoke the child's selective-congenial reeponses
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in a more definitiTe manner, E's part in guch interactions
is standardized so that the gross circumstances under Which
the child defines the situation may be held constant.
As in part I, Lerner included specific experimental instructions
for this part of the play-tschnique (10, p. 188-189).

The order of the

play units included 9 interactions in Which dolls, houses, and trains
were utilized.

Unit 2 of the recent study utilizes on171 of the 9

parts suggested

u.r

Lerner. , Unit 3 involves interaction between the ex- ~

perimenter and the child (E-doll: S-train interaction) .

Lerner's

specific instructions were revised and simplified for unit 2.

The7 are

described fully on pages 18-20.
Lerner's pla7 technique is also shown in the film,
Pla7 Techniques.' (18)

~rustration

The same technique is also shown in the film,

"This is Robert." (19)
Keister (9) used a different t7Pe of procedure to induce reactions
to frustration.
results.
occurred.

She used the situation in Which personal frustration

Keister placed the child in a situation in which failure
She introduced a puzzle box to the children and instructed

them to place all the pieces back in the box and close the lid.

The

task was an almost impossible one for the children since the pieces had
to be placed in a certain specific pattern to enable the children to
close the lid.

Although the situation used

u.r

Keister was not exactly

structured as the situation in unit 3 of the present study, it utilized
the same source of frustrsUon.

The source of frustrstion in Keister's

investigation and in unit 3 of the present investigation was the deficiency of the self.
The investigator has presented the review of literature utilizing
a general discussion of frustrstion and its effects, and utilizing

=(\
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specific theories in relation to the reaotion to frustration in an
attempt to add to the general knowledge about the problem of frustration.
A reTiev of the investigations close17 related to the specific objectives
of the present study has been presented in an attempt to orient and
classify the existing problem and objective for this particular investigation.

A review of literature which presented methods closely related

to the method utllhed in this investigation has also been included.
Rrnotheses
:Body

(J) has lI1lggested the. t the specific frustration B1 tua ti on

might have innuence on the t7Pe of reaction a child might choose in an
attempt to adjust to frustration.

Therefore, in constructing the hy-

pothesis, it might be expected that when the different frustration
situations are compared, differences in the frustration rsactions vill
be found.

The ' studies conducted by Muste end Sharps (12) and Jer81ld and
Markey (8) suggested that when younger and older children were compared,
differences vere found in the frustr~tion reactions of the 2 groups.
The experiences the inveaUgator has had wi th ohildren alBa have suggested that younger and older children react differently to frustration.
Therefore, i t might be expected that when younger and older children
are compared, differences will be found in the frustration reactions.
The reTiew of 11 terature revealed a conflict in findings as to
whether frustration reaction differences were found When boys and girls
were compared.

The

maJori~

of the studies-Muste and Sharpe (12),

Jerslld and Markey (8), and Sears (15)-suggested that boys were mora
aggressive than girls.

Howevsr, the most recent study done by McKee

and Leader (11) did not find clear-cut differences.

The investigator.

in past experiences with young children, has not noted dif ferences when
boys and girls were compared.

However, since the findings presented

by McKee and Leader were in the minority, and since the experience of
the investigator is limited, the hypothesis will be stated in the affirmative.

However, it might be expected that differences in frus-

tra tion reactions might or might not be found when boys and girls are
compared.
There have been no previous studies which have been concerned with
the children's preT10us experience with the investigator and reactions
to frustration.

However, the investigator feels that since the teacher-

child contact was very close, a comparison of a group of children who
had had previous experience with the investigator and a group of children
who had not had any experience with the invsstigator might yield differences.

The hypotheses to be tested include:
1.

Frustra tion reaction differences will be found when different

specific frustration situations are compared.
2.

Frustra tion reaction differences will be found when younger

children are compared with older children.

J.

Frustration reaction differences will be found when boys are

compared with girls.
4.

Frustration reaction differences will be found when children

who have had previous experience with the investigator are compared with
children who have not had previous experience with the investigator.
The experimental design of the study necessitated a statement of
the hypotheses in the null form.

However, since the contentions of the

null form of the hypotheses are not the expected findings for this study,
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the null form of the hypotheses will be confined to the statistical
analysis.

17

METHOD OF PROCEDURE

Procedure

The necessary first step was the development of a method which
could be adapted to the study of behavior of preschool children.
this investigation, the play--si tuation technique was utilized.

For
An

at-

tempt was made to present the same type of situation to each child.

In

other words, the aim of the technique was to present standardized situations to the children.
The general idea of this technique was to present a series of playsi tuations in which different forms of primary frustration could be induced.

Three different play-situations (unHs) vere used.

The:3 play

units were presented to the child in successive order. :3 different times.
In other words, the child was presented with 9 successive play units
which were in reality :3 different play units utilized J times each.
In the first play-situation (unit 1). the child was given a grottp
of toy-s and was allowed to play with them
seconds.

any-

way he liked for 40

The investigator assumed the role of a passive observer while

the child was playing.

The investigator sat on a small chair outside

the ohild's immediate play area.

After 40 seconds had elapsed. the in-

vestigator walked over to the child. kneeled on the floor. and told the
child that it was time for the investigator to play with the toy-so

The

investigator took the toy-s from the child and manipulated them for several
seconds.

Then the investigator told the child that it was time to put

the toy-s away, and proceeded to do so.
The investigator next handed a stick to the child and told the child
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that he could plq with it any way he liked.

!!he investigator then wi th-

drev to the small chair and assumed the role of the passive observer.

In

all cases, the reaponses of the child were treated with passive acceptance.
The eh1ld was allowed to plq with the stick for 40 seoonds.

The investi-

gator then told the child that it was time to put the stick away.

None of

the children resisted when the investigator reached for the stick.
Whenever the investigator explained the procedure to the child, the
investigator was careful to always ask, "All right?"

It was assumed that

this question might encourB€e the child to express his feelings concerning the situation.
In the second plq-situetion (unit 2), the investigator was provided
with an opportunity to actually block the child.

The investigator took

2 long, wooden blocks, a doll, and a wooden train from the cloeet.

The

investigator placed the blocks, end to end, on the floor near the child.
The investigator then placed the train in the child's hand and explained

that it would be his train.

The investigator then held the doll for the

child to see, explaining at the same time that the doll would be for the
investigator.

The child was then told to push his train from his end of

the "block track."

As the child pushed his train, the investigator pushed

the doll into the path of the train, blocking the train.

The investigator

verbalized the blocking as the blocking was actually taking place.
doll stops your train.

What happens?

What shall happen?"

"My

The investi-

gator blocked the train as far as the actions of the child allowed.

A

passive role was assumed by the investigator if the child chose to attack
the doll.

There were no cases of direct attack B€ainst the investigator.

This procedure was repeated 2 more times.
equipmant away.

The investigator then put the

_ 19
In the third play-situation (unit

J).

from the closet and placed it by the child.
·You may finiah the puzzle."

the investigator took a puzzle
The child was then instructed,

If the child was reluctant to start, if the

child asked questions. or if the child tried to give the puzzle back to
the investigator. the instructor repeated the initial instructions.

The

investigator again assumed the role of a passive observer and sat on the
small chair vh1ch was placed on the other Bide of the experimental area,
The child was allowed to keep the puzzle for 40 seconds.

After the time

lapse, the investigator took the puzzle from the child.

If the child was

reluctant to relinquish the puzzle. he was asked i f he l>'llllted to give the
puzzle to the investigator, or would the investigator need to take the
puzzle?

After the last puzzle unit. the child was asked if he had finish-

ed the puzzle, and if not, why?
It was an impossible feat for the child to finish the puzzle because
2 pieces of the puzzle were
into the puzzle.

actual~

too large and could not be fitted

The type of blocking lIhich occurred in thi s si tuation

was a type of "self-blocking."

The source of frustration was personal.

In other words, the frustration wae caused by an inadequacy of the self.
However. i t the child was able to reason that the puzzle was at fault.
no frustration occurred.

These children simply told the investigator that

the "head" and "leg" were too large.

One child said. "The head and leg

have 'out-groved' this puzzle.·
As has been previously stated, sections of the abovs techni que were
originally devised by the late Eugene Lerner (10. 17. 18).

Unit 1 (toy

stick) was constructed as a simplified form of the blocking technique of
the frus tration end hostility games used by Lerner (p. 166-169).

Unit 2

(train-doll) was a simplified form of I part of Lerner ' s blocking technique
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with allowed investigator and child interactions (P. 187-189).

Unit J

(puzzle completion) was especially devised for this investiga tion.

How-

ever, the genera l principle involved is not particular to the present
study.
gation.

Keister (9) used the same source of frustration in her investiShe used the idea of failure a s a personal source of frus-

tration.
A pre-test was conducted at the Utah state Agricultura l College Cooperath'e Nur"ery School to aid in the construction of the technique for
the present study.

Four of the children enrolled in the nursery school

were utilized for the test.

It was found in experimentation with these

children that a 4o-second time interval was sufficient time for the
children to become interested in the toys for the toy-stick unit.

It

was also found that a 4o-second time interTal was sufficient time for
responses during the play with the stick.

It

was further found tha t 20

to 40 seconds was sufficient time for the puzzle completion unit.
The standard procedures for the total technique followed b.r the investigator (1) in contacts with the subjects (S) vere as follovs:
Unit 1.
A.

Blocking Technique (Toy and Stick Play).
All toy play.
1.

Now you may play with these toys. You may play >lith
them ~ ~ ZQR like !a here. (Places toys on floor
near child and s1 ts about J feet away fro m S. Time40 seccnds.)

2.

Now I'll play with all of them and you watch, all
right? (I actually takes toys away from S.)

J.

Repetition of statement under 2 aboTs vhile I is
a ctually playing vi th toys. (Play of I includes
grouping the toys in simple order and inspecting
them intently. Tims - 10 ssconds.)

4.

And nov I'll put them away, all right?
after J.)

(Immedia tely

21
B.

C.

Sti ck

pl~.

1.

And now you pl~ with the stick instead of the
toys. You may pl~ wi th it any w~ you like in
here. (I hands stick to S. Time - 40 seconds.)

2.

And now, I'll put it
stick from S.)

aw~,

all right?

Instructions for anticipated verbal and physical responses
if S cannot be controlled.
1.

How ~ may pl~ with these toys. You may pl~ in
here. You may pl~ with them ~:!& ~ like.
Ws is in any w~ concerned about how, what. or
where to pl~ after he has been given the initial
instructions by I.)

2.

You may pl~ with it. (If S is trying to get rid of
the stick, offering it to I.)

3. You

may pl~ with the stick now.
during stick period.)

Unit 2.

(I takes the

(If S asks for toys

4.

Standard answers such as: guess, what do you think,
and what does it look like? (If S asks questions
which cannot be answered by repetition of initial instructions. )

5.

I maintains a firm attitude on instructions. (If S asks
to continue pl~ with toys when I is putting them a~.
Such statements as: will you hand them to me or shall
I take them myself. and you m~ pl~ with the stick
now, may be used.)

6.

I takes the part of a passive, uncritical obserTer
during the responses of S to the blocking techniques.
(If S hits at the toy or hits I, I maintains the attitude of permissiveness as much as possible.)

Block Technique (Doll. Block, Train).
1.

This shall be your train and this shall be my doll.
The blocks shall be the tracks, You push your train on
the track. You come from there. I come with my doll
from here, Let's meet in the middle. And my doll stops
your train. What happens? What shall happen? (I and
S sitting or kneeling on the floor, facing each other.
I hands the train to S and places S'8 hand and train
on the track if necessary. I's behavior is subject to
S's reaction--maintaining the blocking position insofar
as S's reaction permits it.)

2.

Now let's do it once more.

You come from there with
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your train, etc.

J.

(Second trial as per above.)

And the last time. Tou come from there with your
train, etc. (Third trial.)
(Instructions for uncontrolled reactions by S follow
same pattern as those for unit 1.)

unit J.

Blocldng Technique (Puzzle Completion).
1.

How you 1IlBJ finish this puzzle. Tou can do it yourself. Here ars the pieces for you to put in the
puzzle--the arm and these pieces. (I places puzzle
in front of S and hands S the arm piece as i t is
named. I places the 2 pieces that vill not fit near
the puszle and then sits about J feet away from S.
Time - 20 to 40 seconds.)

2.

And now I'll put it away, all right? (I takes puzzle
if S indicates that he is through after 20 second ••
If S continues trying or does not indica te that he is
through, he is alloved 40 seconds before I remOTes
the puzzle.)

J.

You may finish the puzzle yourself.
help.)

(If S a sks for

(Instructions for uncontrolled reactions by S follow
same pattern as those for unit 1 and unit 2.)
Equipment
Toys vere chosen for unit 1 which would appeal to a child of
nursery school age.

The toys vere a small garden set consisting of hoe,

rake. and shovel; 2 small dump trucks; and 2 four-inch rubber dolls.
The sticks used for the game were swi tch-l1ke branches.

They vere ap-

proximately one-half inch in diameter at the largest point.

The child

could bend and break the stick easily.
In unit 2, two long, wooden blocks were used for the tracks.
child

va. giTen a vooden block train.

The

The investigator used 1 four-inch

rubber doll.
The gingerbread boy puzzle used in uni t J had 5 pieces.

~e

head

piece and 1 leg piece vere too large on 1 end to fit into the puzzle.
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An attempt was made to construct the non-fitting pieces of the puzzle in
such a vay that the fact thet they did not fit would not be apparent by
merely looking at the puzzle.
Subjects
The subjects participating in the investigation were 27 white

children (14 boys and 13 girls) enrolled in the 2 groups of the Utah
State Agricultural College Preschool Laboratory or Nursery School.
age range of the children was from 32 to 56 months.

The

The laboratory is

operated by the Utah State Agricultural College Child Development Department.

The primary purpose of the nursery is to serve as a laboratory

for students enrolled at the college.

The observation booths are used by

stUdents enrolled in child development, education, and psychology classes
for observa tion of young children.
supervision of the children.

Other stUdents participate in limited

Advanced students complete their practice

teaching in the preschool laboratory.
The nursery school can accommodate 2 groups (younger and older).
Group 1 meets from 9 A.M. until 11:45 A.M.

The general program for the

group includes an inspection by a registered nurse, free activity, special
organized actIvitIes, group activities, and lunch.
meets from I P.M. until 3:30 P.H.

The afternoon group

The organization of the program for the

afternoon is similar to the morning program with the excluaion of lunch.
The leTel of the afternoon program is planned to meet the neede of the
older age range.
The children enrolled in the nursery school are selected from a
wa! ting list.

The school is not equipped nor staffed fully enough to

enable it to meet the demand of the waIting list.

Usually a child's name

must be entered at the time of his birth if he is to have a chance to
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enter the nursery school.

A eh11d may be entered after he hae reached

the age of 30 months, and until he has reached the age of 60 months.
All children who participated in this investigation could be described
as "normal" eh11dren.

The I.Q. for each child was not available.

Since each name has to be entered on the waiting list well in adTance of the time of entrance, only eh11dren vhose parents are stable
residents of the community have an opportunity to enter the school.
The children of college students are rarely entered because of this
factor .

The school is located on the college campus.

As would be ex-

pected, many of the children participating in this investigation had 1
parent who was a professor at the campus.
1 parent who WaB a professor.
attended college.

Thirteen of the children had

All fathers of the children enrolled had

Only 3 had less than a B.S. degree.

had not attended COllege .

Only 2 mothers

As is evident from this information, this

group of children is not a representative sample of all the children of
the

Most of the children enrolled belonged to the lower-

commun1~.

upper socia-economic class of the community.
After the investigation started, each child vas aware that he would
have a turn.
help.

Many eh1ldren asked to participate and Beemed anxious to

The children who were to be involved in the

the specific

~

pl~-technique

for

were told upon arrival at the school that the investi-

gator needed a helper to try out some new toys.

The child was told,

further, tbat the investigator would be ready for him as soon as the
eh11d had finished the inepection.

Note that the eh1ld waS given posi-

tive, matter-of-fact statements concerning his participation.

He vas

not given en initial choice as to whether he would or would not participate.

The complete investigation period lasted apprOximately 2 weeks
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with 1 or 2 children from each group participating each day.
location
A section of the dining area. 10 feet by 20 feet. in the nursery
school was converted into an experimental labora tory.
screens vere used as temporary

,,,,,11

parti tions.

Two large. mobile

The only turni ture in

the room vas 1 small chair used by the investigator When not in active
participation with the child.

The built-in shelved closet was used for

storage of the play equipment.

'!he 1 vall of the experimental room Vas

a portion of the observa tion booth.

The observation booth is built with

a one-way vision screen 4 feet from the floor.
window f or aIVone on the inside looking out.

The screen serves as a
The li ghting against the

screen makes it difficult f or anyone in the laboratory t o see into the
booth.

Therefore. the children i nside the laboratory are usually not

aware that someone is vatching them.

This al lowed for excellent obser-

yat ion of the investi gation without the recorder actually having to be
in the experimental s ituation.
Recorder
The recorder observed all physica l and verbal responses by the
child.

The responses were recorded by the r ecorder on a special obser-

vation form which had all the standardized reactions of the investigator
l isted.

Therefore. the recorder was only required to record the verbal

and physical responses of the child .

Samples of the recordings of

several child ren's reapon.ses a re included in the appendix. p • .5.5.
Method

£!

evaluating responses

The method used to evaluate the responses was to classify the responses.

After the play technique s were recorded, the responses were

cla s sified into 3 major categories:

(1)

Aggressive behavior.

This

26
category was subdivided into direct and indirect a<:gression.
stitute behaVior.

(3)

Withdrawal behaVior.

each of the J units va. set UP.

(2)

Sub-

A classification scale for

The classification for each unit with

an example for each cLas.iflca tion follovs.
Classification seale for unit 1 (toy-stick);
Explanation:

Investigator (I). Subj ects (S).

Classification
Aggressive
A.

Direct

BehaVior takes the form of attaCking
the obstacle vhieh is blocking. In
this unit, the Obstacle would be the
investigator. Attack might be physical.
verba l. or both.
Example. Subject 19. girl.
S grabs stick from t. Walks to other
side of room. Walks back to I. Walks
to other side of room again. ,lalks
back to I. Holds stick with both hands.
S hits I on shoulder with the stick.
Looks at t. Hits t on head with stick.
Hi ts at I again wi th more force.

B.

Indirect

BehaVior takes the form of attacking
some substitute for the obstacle vhich
is blocking. In this unit, the substitute for the obstacle might be
objects (vall. stick. floor) or other
persons. At'ack might be verbal.
phySical. or a combination of both.
Example. Subject 18. boy.
S grasps stick with both hands. Hits
a t screen. Hits at wall. Hits at floor
vith rapid. jerky. forceful motions.
Example. Subject 14. girl.
Twists stick in hand. "I give her spanking every time she don't get In bed."
Hits at floor >lith slow. hard movements.

Substi tute

Any behaVior "Which compromises with the
obstacle which is blocking. but at the
same time does not relinquish goals. In
this unit the goal was to play with the
toys.
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Example. Subject 12. girl.
Takes stick to east wall. Sets stick
down on floor. Runs to other "all.
Runs back to stick. Resembles stick
relay game. Seems to be satisfied to
play self-devised game.
Withdrawal

Behavior directly opposed to attack.
May take obvious form of actual physical
flight or the more subtle form of retreating into a "shell."
Example. Subject 15. boy.
Let's stick fall as I hands stick to him.
Looks at stick. Walks away from stick.
"Put it away. I'm all through >T1 th it."
Tries to hand stick back to I. Drons
s tick by I's feet. Walks to corner:
Turns back to stick and I. Stands.

Cla ssification scale for unit 2 (doll-trR1n):
Aggressive
A.

Direct

Behavior takes the form of attacking
the obstacle blocking. In this unit.
I is the obsta cle. Attack may be
physical. verbal. or both.
Example.

B.

Indirect

None.

Behavior takes the form of attacking
some substitute obstacle. In this unit.
that substitute obstacle is the doll
which I uses to block S's train. Attack
may take form of physical. verbal. or
both.
Example. Subject J. boy.
S moves train quickly to center. Runs
train over doll. Smashes doll with an
up-and-down motion. Uses much force
While smashing doll. "Train smashes
doll." Knocks doll off tracks. Places
doll back on tracks and continues smashing the doll with great force.

Substi tute

Any behavior which compromises with the
obstacle blocking. but at the same time
does not relinquish goals. In this uni t.
the goal is to reach the end of the track.

Example. Subject 9. girl.
S pushes train to center. Places doll on
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top of train. Continues to uush train to
end of track with doll on top of the
train. "She climbs up on it and it
(train) goes ahead."
Withdrawal

Behavior directly opposed to attack. In
this unit. night may take form of withdrawing the train to the S end of the
track or may take form of completely withdrawing from the game. May also take the
form of retrea ting into a ·shell."
Example. Subject 21 . girl.
S pushes train to center easily. Stops.
Looks at I. Pulls tra in to S end of track.
"It (train) goes back."
Example. SUbject 17. girl.
S pushes tra in slowly to center and stops
before hitting doll. Takes hand from
train. Looks a t I. Shakes head. "I don't
know. I don't know anything.· Will not
commit self as to what happens.

Classification scale for unit J (puzzle completion):
Aggressive
A.

Dl.rect

Behavior takes fonn of attacking the obstacle blocking. In this unit. the obstacle is the inadequacy of self. Therefore. any a ttack against self would bs
direct aggression.
Example. SUbject 27. boy.
"I just don't know how to do it. It's
too hard for me. I just can't do it."

B.

Indirect

Behavior takes form of attacking a substitute obsta cle. In this unit. the
puzzle itself or I would be the substitute
obstacle.
Example. Subject 15. girl.
Pounds on puzzle With fists. "This
damned puzzls." "It takes too long to
finish. It should be a shorter one."

SUbsti tute

behavior I'hich compromises >lith obstacle blocking. but at the same time
does not relinquish goals. In this unit.
the goal is to finish the puzzle.
Any
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Example. SUbject I, girl.
Pla ces pieces on top of the puzzle. "Yah!
It's all finished. I've done it!" Rands
puzzle to I. Maintains attitude that the
puzzle is finished even though she has not
finished it.
Withdrawal

Behavior directly opposed to attack. May
be either complete physi ca l withdrawal
from the situation or Withdraws into a
flshell."

Example. Subject 11, boy.
S does not attempt to finish puzzle. Tries
to hand puzz le back to I. Sits by puzzle.
Does not touch puzzle. "I'm all through
with it."
No fru~tration

If S was able to reason that he was not at
fault in the puzzle unit and that the
puzzle could not be finished, he then removed the obsta cle of self-inadequacy.
Once this Wa s accomplished there was no
fru stration to the si tuation.
Example . Subject 23, boy.
Tries puzzle for a short time . "Hey!
This puzzle doesn't fit. You try it."
When asked later why he had not finished
the puzzle. S replied. "This head and this
leg have out-grOlfed this puzzle.·

After classifica tion, the responses vere analyzed in relation to
the significance of the sp ecific frustra tion, the influence of age, the
influence of sex, and the influenCe of the amolDl t of previous experience
the child had had with the investigator.

The chi square method was uti-

l1zed to test the significance of the differences.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Findings
The purpose of this investi&ation was to explore the differences in
reactions to frustration of a group of presohool ohildren.

The behavior

reaotions of each ohild vere olassified into direot aggressive behavior.
indireot aggressive behavior. substitute behavior. and wi thdra"",l behavior.
A olassification for no fru stration was inoluded for unit) (puzzle oompletion).

The reaotions were olassified separa tely for eaoh unit of the

play-teohnique.

Therefore. each ohild had ) separa te class i fi ca tions. 1

for eaoh uni t.
Table 1 shows the distribution of the number of reac tions by the
children in eaoh cla ssification for all) units.

Table 1.

Number of children receiving each rea ction classification
Re!!l2onlle§
Direot
aggreseion

Indireot
aggression

Subati tute

'o'i thdra"",l

1 (toy-stick)

)

11

4

9

0

27

2 (doll-tra in)

0

10

7

10

0

27

(puzzle comEletion)

10

4

2

6

2Z

!:.2

22

l~

6

81

Units

)

Total

24

No
f ruetratlon

Total
number of
children

In unit 1 (toy-s tiok). more reaotions were class ified as indireot

aggression behavior and withdrawal behavior than direct aggressive and
SUbstitute behavior.

There Vere 11 Oases of indirect aggression and 9
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cases of withdrawal behavior.

There were 3 cases of direct aggression

and 4 cases of sub s titu te behavior.
In unit 2 (doll-tra in), all responses occurred in direct aggreasion,
substitute, and withdrawal behavior categories.
direct aggression.

There were no cases of

There were 10 cas es of indirect aggression,

7

cases

of substitute behavior, and 10 case s of withdra wal behavior.
In unit 3 (puz zle completion ), more cases of dir ect aggression were
found than any other type of response.

There were 10 cases of direct

aggression, 4 cases of indirect aggression, 2 cases of substitute behavi or, 5 cases of withdrawal behavior, and 6 cases of no frustration.
One of the purposes of the investigation was to compa re the reactions
in relation to the specific frustration situat i on.

unit 1 (toy-stick )

and unit 2 (doll-tra in ) rep resented a similar t ype of frustration since
the blocking obstacle in both case s was the inves tigator.

Unit 3 repre-

sented a different type of frustra tion situation beeause the obstacle
was the inadequacy of the child and his inability to succeed.

The differ-

ences in the si t uation of unit 1 and unit 2 as compar ed to unit 3 provided an excellent opportunity t o compare the differences of rea ction in
relation to the different t ype s of situations.

Table 2 shovs the distri-

butions of the reactions comparing units 1 and 2 with the reactions for
unit 3.
The chi square method was used to determine the existence of relationships which cannot be accounted for by chance.

The rea ctions found

to be associated with the specific frustra tion situation at the l evel of
probability beyond the .01 were considered to b e relationships which
could not be accounted for by chance.

The proba bility is that a distri-

bution of the kind indicated by Table 2 occurs in

).75 of the random
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aample8.

Since the level of probability of .01 is required. the proba-

bility that a distribution of this kind would be due to factors other
than chence is remote.

Table 2.

Distribution of aggressive and non-aggressive responses compared with different frustration situations
Responses
M~eBsive

~ess1ve

Non-

Total number
of reBEonses

1 (toy-stick) and
2 (doll-train)

24

30

54

J 'Euszle completion)

14

12

2Z

Total

28

Units

X2

=

p

.06

81

4J
df

) .75

=1

Table 3 shows the distribution of the numbers of reactions in only
the direct aggression and indirect aggression classifications compared
with the 2 types of frustration situations.

Table 3.

Distribution of numbers of direct aggressive and indirect ~
gressive behavior compared to the different frustration situations
units

1 (toy-stick) and
2 (doll-train)
~

Ceuu1e

Total
X2 • 6.74

c!!!!!plet~onl

Direct

Indirect

~resll1on

~est!ion

Total number
of resEonses

3

21

24

10

4

14

p

~

2~

l~

< .01

df

=1

When Yates'(l?) corrective method for small cells was used to enable
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application of the chi equare method for statistical testing of the
findings listed in Table 3. it WaS found that the probability is that a
distribution of this kind will occur in

< .01 of the random samples.

Since the level of probability of .01 is required. the probability that
a distribution of this kind wul.d be due to chance is remote.
The findings as indicated in Table 3 support the h;ypothes1s that

differences will occur in the reactions when 2 different frustration
situations are compared.

Although no significant differences Yere found

when aggressive and non-aggressive reactions were compared with the
situation. significant differences vere found when onl7 the 2 t7Pea of
aggressive behavior Were compared with the specific frustration situation.
Another of the purposes of the investigation was to compare the
different frustration reactions in relation to the age of the children.
The experimental group was divided into 2 groups.
had an age range from 32 months to 44 months.
age ran&e from 45 months to

The younger group

The older group had an

.56 months. Tables 4. 5. and 6

show the

distributions of the numbers of different t7Pes of rea ctions for units
1 (toy-stick). 2 (doll-train), and 3 (puzzle completion) compared with
the age groups.
As indicated Qy Table 4, the only eases of direct aggreSSion in
unit 1 occurred in the younger group.

The older group exprelsed more

indirect aggression than did the younger group.
As indicated by Table

5,

there were not any noticeable differences

in the reactions when the younger and older groups were compared for

unit 2 (doll-train).
In uni t 3. there Yere more cases of wi thdrawal behavior for the
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Table 4.

Number of responses occurring in each classification of reactions comparing older and younger groups of children for
unit 1 (toy-stick)
Iie!!Eonses
Direct
aggression

Indirect
aggresdon

Substi tute

Withdraval

No
fruetration

Total
nUlllber of

Younger

3

3

1

4

0

11

Ol.ger

0

8

J

0

16

Total

J

11

4

0

27

A8B group

Table 5.

9

rS!ES!!!;Bge

NUmber of responses occurring in each classification of reacUons comparing older and younger groups of children for
unit 2 (doll-train)
IiesEonBes
Direct
aggreesion

Indirect
aggreesion

SubaU tute

Younger

0

4

2

Older

0

6

Total

0

10

Age

group

younger group.

Z

Withdraval

5
10

No
fru8tration

Total
number of
re~ons8'

0

11

a

16

0

2Z

In this uni t. It was found the. 10 no cases of no-frustration

vere found in the younger group.

Only children in the older group ex-

pressed this type cf reaction.
Again. to enable the investigator to utilize tbe chi square method
for statistical testing. the reactions bed to be grouped into aggressive
and non-aggressive behavior.

Tables 7. 8. and 9 show tbe distribution

of the numbers of aggressive and non-aggressive rea ctions comparing
younger and older children.

The probability is that a distribution of the kind found in Tables
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Table 6.

Number of responses occurring in each classification of reactions comparing youngsr and older groups of children for
unit 3 (puzzle completion)
ResEonses

Age group
Younger

Dl.rect
aggression

Indirect
aggression

Substl tute

Withdrawal

No
frustration

5

1

1

4

0

4

1

1

Older
Total

10

Total
number of
resEonses
11

16

2Z

~

2

7. Distribution of aggressive and non-aggressive behavior compared

Table

with younger and older groups of children for unit 1 (toy-stick)

Me

~OUE

~ess1ve

ResEonses
Non-!!l!:gressi ve

Total number
of ree-oonses

Younger

6

5

11

Older

8

8

16

14

Total
X 2 '"

Table 8.

2Z

l~

p

. 54

> .90

df

=1

Distribution of aggression and non-aggression behavior compared wi th younger and older groups of children for unit 2
(doll-train)

M e grou'O

Aggressive

ReSEonses
Non-aggressive

Total number
of reBEonses

Younger

4

7

11

Older

6

10

16

Total

10

17

27

X2

= .005

7. 8. and 9 will occur in

p )

> .90 of the

.90

samples.

df

=1

Since the level of

probability of . 01 is required. the probability that a distribution of

)6
Table 9.

Distribution of ~ressive and non-~esBive behavior compared with younger and older groups of chIldren for uhit )
(puJzle completIon)

~esBive

Me S!:o!!}2

Total number
of res]2onses

Re!monses
Non-a2lrressi ve

Younger

6

5

11

Older

2

Z

16

l~

Total
X2 = .001

12

2Z

P ) .90

df

=1

this kind would be dna to factor other than chance is close to an impossibIl1ty.

The bnJothes1e that differences in reactions when compared with

age will be found. is not supported by these statistical findings.
Another purpose of the investigation was to campare the differences
in reactions in relation to sex.

Tables la, 11. and 12 show the distri-

bution of the numbers of reactions in each reaction classifica tion for
uni ts I, 2, and ).

Table 10.

NUmber of responses occurring in each classification of reactions comparing boys and girls for unit 1 (toy-stick)
ReSEonses

Sex

Direct

Indirect

~e&-

~eB-

sian

stityt~

With-

gragJ

No
fruBtm t lon

Total
number of
rf2I1l2QIU1§m

7

2

4

a

14

2

4

2

~

0

12

2

11

4

2

a

2Z

Boy.

1

Girls
Total

sion

Sub-

No apparent differences vere found in any of the units of the playtechnique when the reacti ons of boys were compared wi th girl s.
Tables 1). 14. and 15 show the distribution of the number of
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Table 11.

Number of responses occurring in each classification of reacUons cOlllJlaring boys and girls for unit 2 (doll-train)
Re!!l!onses

Sex
Boys

4

0

14

~

6

0

l~

Z

10

0

2Z

Subst! tute

0

6

4

4
10

0

Table 12.

Total
number of
resEonses

Indirect
aggression

Girls
Total

No
frustration

Direct
BMl"ession

Withdrawal

NUmber of responses occurring in each classification of reactions comparing boys and girls for un1t 3 (puzzle complet1on)
ResEons!!S
D.I.rect
BMl"eesion

Indirect
BMl"ession

Substi tute

Withdrawal

frustraUon

Total
number of
rell"oonS9S

Boys

6

2

1

:3

2

14

Girls

4

2

1

2

4

l~

Total

10

4

2

5

6

27

Sex

Table 1:3.

No

Distribution of number of aggressive and non-aggressive reactions
compared with boys and girls in unit 1 (toy-stick)

Sex

~ess1ve

Re!!l!onses
Non-!!Q!;ressiv6

Total number
of re~nseB

Boys

8

6

14

Girls

6

Z

l~

Total
X2 = .236

14

13
p

> .50

27
df

=1

aggressive and non-BMl"essive reactions when the reactions of boys were
compared with girls.

The probability is thet a distribution of the kind found in Tables
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13. 14. and 15 will occur in

> .50

of the samples.

Since the level of

probability of . 01 is required. the probability that a distribution of
this kind would be due to factors other than chance is remote.
findings indicated in Tables 13. 14. and 15 do not support the

'!he
~thes1s

that frustration reaction differences vill be found when boys and girls
are compared.

Table 14.

Sex

IllBtrtbution of number of Q€gresshe and non-aggressive reactions compared vi th boys and girls in unit 2 (doll-train)

AggreBsive

Responses
Non-aggressiT8

Total number
of responses

lloys

6

8

14

Girls

4

9

1J

Total

10

17
p

Table 15.

Sex

>.50

27
d! = 1

Illstrtbution of number of aggressive and non-aggreBsive reactions compared with boys and girls in \mit 3 (puzzle compleUon)

Aggressive

Responses
Non-aggressive

lloya

8

6

Girls

6

7

Total

14

x2 = .236

Total number
of responses
14

27

13
p

>.50

d!

=1

Another purpose of the investigation was to compare the differences
in reactions in relation to the previous contact the children had had
wi th the authori107 (investigator).

'!his variable was suggested because

approximately half of the children had had the investigator as a teacher
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for the previous 1 or 2 quarters in the nursery school. while the remainder of the children had had no contact with the investigator outside
of perhaps seeing her.
The contact of the teacher and child in the nursery school is very
cl08e.

The teacher is ",ith the eh11dren every day.

The nursery school

program is planned to allo", the teacher to give much individual attention
to each child.

The child kno"'s the type of behavior the teacher expects

and at the same time is encouraged and has opportunities to feel free to
express feeUng to the teacher.
It "'as expected that those eh11dren who did kno", the investigator as
a teacher might interpret the p lay-technique situation differently than
those children who had not known the investigator previous to the experiment.

It vas expected that thotle children wi th previous experience

with the investigator might feel more free to express their feelings.

It

"'as also thought that their reactions might be influenced by their knowing
that the teaoher expected de!1n1te types of behavior.

Table 16.

Number of responses in tmit 1 (toy-st1.ck) occurring in each
classification comparing groups of eh1ldren · with differing
amounts of previous experience with the investigator

Previous 8Xperlenoe
with investiQ!,tor

Res::eons8e
Direot

Withdraval

No
fruetration

Total
number of
res:eonsetl

2

4

0

13

:2

2

:2

0

14

11

4

2

0

2Z

alan

Indireot
aggression

SIll>tlUtuts

Experience

1

6

No e!l1erience

2

Total

J

~e.-

Tables 16. 17. and 18 sho'" the number of responses occurring in each
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classification of reactions comparing children who had had previous experlence with the investigator and those children who had not had previous
experience with the investigator.

Table 17.

Number of responses in unit 2 (doll-train) occurring in each
claasification comparing groups of children with differing
amounts of prertous exper1B1lce wi th the investigator

Previous experience
with in-

Re!!p!!nses

ve.t1~tor

Direct
aggreasion

Experience

0

No e;!£erience

0

Total

0

Table 18.

Indirect
aggression

5

10

Substitute

Withdraval

No
fruatration

2

6

0

13

~

4

0

14

Z

10

0

2Z

Total
number of
re!!Eonses

Number of responses in unit 3 (puzzle completion) occurring in
each classifieation comparing groups of children with differing
amounts of previous experience with the investigator

Previous 8%periencs
with investii!mtor

Resl!Qnses
Direct
aggression

Experience
No e:!Eerience
Total

As indicated

Indirect
aggression

Substitute

6

1

1

4

~

I

10

4

2

u.r

Withdraval

No
frustratiQn

2

2

Total
number of
resEons8s

3

13

~

14

6

2Z

Tablee 16. 17. and 18. there were no apparent dif-

ferences in the reactions when 2 groups of children wno had had different
amounts of experience with the investigator ...ore compared.
Tables 19. 20. and 21 show the distribution of numbers of aggressive
and non-aggreseive behavior comparing 2 groups of children with differing
amounte of previous experience with the investigator.
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Table 19.

Distribution of number of aggressive and non-aggressive reactions in unit 1 (toy-stick) comparing 2 groups of children
with differing amounts of previous experience with the investigator

Previous experience
with investigator

Responses
Aggressive
Non-aggressive

Experience

7

6

No experience

7

7

Total

x2

14

= .039

Table 20.

27
df

=

1

Distribution of number of aggressive and non-aggressive reactions in unit 2 (doll-train) comparing 2 groups of children
wi th di ffering amounts of previous experience vi th the investigator

Experience

Responses
AggresBive
Non-~essive
5

No e1merience
Total
X2 • .022

10

Total number
of re!Eonees

8

13

2

14

lZ
P

>.50

2Z
df = 1

Distribution of number of aggressive and non-aggressive reactions in unit 3 (puzzle com~ letion) comparing 2 groups of
children with differing amounts of previous experience with
the investigator

Previous experience
with investigator
Experience
No experience
Total

13

13

P ) .50

Previous experience
with invssti~tor

Table 21.

Total number
of responses

Responses
Aggressive
Non-~essive

7

Z
14

Total number
of re!Eonses

6

13

Z

14

13

P

>.50

2Z
df

=1
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The probabUity is that a distribution of this kind would occur in

> .50 of

the samples.

Sinoe the level of probability of .01 is required.

the probabill ty that the differences shown in Tables 19. 20. and 21 would
be due to faotors other than chance is remota.

The statistical findings.

then, do not support the h1Pothesis that differenoes will be found when
children who have had previous experienoe with the authori ty are oompared

wi th chUdren who have not bad previous experience wi th the authority.
D1 sCUIIsion

The interpretations of findings based on data from 1 group of preschool ohildren and only 27 subjeots haa many limitations.

The investi-

gator feels, however, that the investigation produced many implications
which were not evidenoed by the stathtical analysis alone.

Wert (16)

has suggeded that with a small number of Oases i t is extremely difficult
to demonstrate significant departures from the null h1Potheeis even
though departures from expected frequenoies are proportionately quite
extreme.

The investigator feels there were many faotors vb1ch were

impossible to subjeot to stathtical anal:yais vb1eh should be discussed.
Therefore. this seotion is inoluded as a part of the treatment of the
data.
One of the purposes of the investigation vas that i t serve as a
trial for this particular form of the play-technique.

The reaotions

shown illustra ted a variation in the types of reaotions evoked b:r the
teclm1qua.

The variations not only oocurred when different ohildren

vere oompared, but alBo oocurred in the total behavior of individual
children.
itself.

The faot that the technique evoked differenoes is a valus 1n

The investigator feels that the technique proved itself to be

comparatively simple and convenient to utilize.

Aoknowledging that the

technique evoked differences and was convenient to utillze prompts the

43
investigator to recommend the technique as an acceptable method for
further research.
The statistical analysis did support the hypothesis that frus-

tration differences will be found when different frustration situations
are compared.

When the react10ns were grouped into aggressive and non-

aggressive responses, significant statistical differences were not found.
However, when the 2 different types of aggressive behavior were compared
with the different frustration situations. the differences were stat1Btically sign1ficant.

It was found that this group of eh11dren would

tend to use d1rect aggression when the obstacle for attack Was the self.
Very few children expressed dirsct aggression when the attack had to be
directed against the investigator, who represented the authority.

In

unit 3 (puzzle complet1on). the children were free to express attack
against the eelf when unable to fin1sh the puzzle.

Expressions such as

"1 can't do 1t)" and "I don't know how to do itl" were expressed frequently.

There were very few attacks against the puzzle, lOh1ch vas the

indirect object.

In unit 1 (toy-stick), the most frequent attack was

d1rected against indirect objects such as the wall. floor, and the
stick,

Only 3 eh11dren expressed attack against the investigator, who

was the blocking obstacle.

In unit 2 (train-doll), the attack was

directed aga1nst the doll,

There were no directed attacks against the

investigator.
From these findings it was indicated that the specific frustra tion
s1 tuat10n influenced the method this group of eh11dren chose to attempt
to adjust to frustration,

If a child has been taught that tha authority

must be respected, he will probably choose other methods of adjustment
rather than direct attack against the authority.
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In unit 1 (toy-sUck) and unit 2 (doll-traln). the children chose
to attack objects.
vas involved.

In unit J (puzzle completion). the element of fallure

It vas interesting to note that none of the children chose

to attack the authori t;y and onl;r 2 children chose to attack objects.
most frequent attack was directed against the self in this unit.

The

It might

be suspected from these findings' thet this group of children had been
taught that 1.t was acceptable to attack the self. acceptable 1n some cases
to attack objects, and almost never acceptable to attack an authori\:r.
The statistical findings of the present study did not show alV significant differences vhen comparing ;younger and older children.
the data had to be grouped to enable sta tistical treatment.

However,

The method

of grouping did not shov that all cases of direct aggression in the older
group were directed against the self. for example.

The only examples of

direct attack against the investigator occurred in the younger group.
It was also found that more examples of indirect aggression occurred
in the older group of children.

These findings support the conclusions

reached by Muste and Sharpe (1 2) that younger children tend to USe more
direct physical aggression than older children.

The investigator feels

that this implies that this group of children have been taught not to
direct attack against someone else. especially authority.

The older a

child 1s, the more opportunity he has hed to experience that direct attack
is frowned upon.

He then learns to express his attack in methods vh1ch

society will accept.
Another difference found vhen younger and older children vere compared was that the onl;r examples of no-frustration behavior expressed 1n
the puzzle completion unit were expressed by children in the older age
groUP.

They were able to reason that they vere not at fault. and thus
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removed the

frustra~ion

obstacle (inadequacy of eelf).

These eh1ldren

simply told the investigator that the head and leg were too big for the
puzzle.

This finding indicates that younger and older eh1ldren

frustration situations differently because of the

abill~

in~erpret

of the older

children to do more effective reasoning, in some cases.
The investigator also realizes that the small age range utilized
in this present study would tend to minimize the differences of the age
groups.

Anyone

acqua1n~ed

with child growth and development knows that

chronological age is not a true indicator of growth and developnent.

It

is known that a comparison of a group of 4-yea%'-olds may indicate an extensive range in maturity level s .
others.

Some children develop much faster than

Therefore, in an age range as small as the one utilized in this

study, there was not a true comparison of "younger" and "older" children.
When a comparison _s made of the J youngest children and J of the
oldest children picked from the group investieated, thus extending the
differences in the ages, differences were shown.

In unit 1 (toy-stick),

the J youngest children used direct attack against the investigator.
older clrlldren expressed substitute behavior and indirect attack.

The

In

uni t 2 (doll-train), the children in the younger group expressed indirect
attack and withdrawal behavior.
substitute behavior.

All J of the older children expressed

In unit J (puzzle completion), all J younger children

withdrew when they found they were unable to finish the puzzle.

The J

older children all realized that the head and leg pieces of the puzzle
did not fit.

In all J units, there were no instances when the younger

and older groups used the same type of behavior for the unit involved.
Because of the implications which could not be statistically test ed,
and because of the limitations caused by the small age range, even though
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the statistical analysis shoved no statistical differences, the hypothesis
that frustration reaction differences will be found when younger and older
children are compared cannot be neglected.

Further research would be

needed to either accept or reject the hypothesis.
The hypothesis that frustration reaction differences will be found

when comparing boys and girls vas not supported by the findings of this
study.

There were no significant differences in the reactions when boys

and girls vere compared; neither were there any apparent differences shown
vhen the distribution of the numbers of responses occurring in each react10n classification wae compared.

These findings do .not agree with

the conclusions presented by several preTious investigations reported in
the reviev of literature (8, 12, 15).

The findings of these studies

indicated that boys express more direct aggression behavior than girls.
However, a more recent study conducted by McKee and Leader (1) did not
find differences ..hen boys and girls were compared.
The investigator suspects that when the frustration situation is
controlled, frustration reaction differences will not be found for young
b~8

and young girls.

However, the investigator realizes that boys may

perhaps be subject to more frustration 8ituations
aggression responses than girls.
cally

~ress1 ve

~ich

encourage direct

Then too, boys are expected to be physi-

in our culture while girls are taught to be more subUe

in expressing attack.

The same type of behaTior may be interpreted dif-

ferently, depending on whether a boy or a girl expresses that behavior.
If a boy hits another child, especially another boy, the reeponse by onlookers is usually, "He's all boyl'
Bhe is told,

'~t'B

not nice.

Howsver, if a girl hits another child

Nice little girls don't do that."

The

younger a child is, the leBs experiences that child has had in "Bocial

rightness."

Therefore, the investigator was not surprised that,

i~

this

investigation, 2 of the J direct aggressive responses were expressed by
Y01Ill€er girls.
The findings did not show any sta tistical differences occurring in
this group in relation to previous experience with the investigator.

The

findings support the hypothesis that frustration reaction differences will
not be found when children who have had previous experience wi th the

i~

vestlgator are compared with children Who have not had previous experience
with the investigator.

The investigator does not wish to imply that ex-

perience vi th author1 ty does not- have influence on reaction to frustration.
In the present study, authority patterns at home and previous experience
with all authority were not taken into account.

These factors probably

have much influence upon the method a child chooses to express hi s reactions to frustration.

A study which could utilize these factors would

be of much value.
This investigation did show differences in the types of reactions of
children in interactions .,ith the authority.

Many

children were ·cold in

the situation" and did not dare commit themselves to verbalizing their
reactions until they had tested the investigator.

Some children asked

the investigator to make their decision for them.

One child, while play-

ing in unit 2, withdrew her tra in at each contact with the investigator's
doll.

At 1 point in the game . the investigator had to turn her back on

the child and the train and doll.

The child hurriedly knocked the in-

vestigator's doll over and then hurriedly pushed her train on to her goal.
Some children would attack the doll ph;rsically, but would not verbalize
their action When the investigator asked them to tell about what vas
happening.
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"SUggestions for further

~

From this research. the investigator feels there are several ways
this method could be adapted to yield further data.
1.

Some suggestions are:

The findings in the present study show the need for extension

of the number of subjects to test implica tions produced b7 the study.
2.

A revision of the technique designed to probe more into the

feelings of the child as he rea cts might produce valuable results.

This

could be a ccamplished b7 asking the child more questions and encouraging
verbalization about his reactions as they are taking place.

J.

A study of the subsequent rea ctions of the children in the

nursery school might yield useful data .

It was noted that some children

who vere usually cooperative in the nursery school were extremely negative
atter they had participated in the play-technique .
4.

A more complete recording could be made of the situation with

the use of a tape recorder.
From this research the investigator feels there are several implica tions which warrant further study.

Some suggestions for further re-

search arel
1.

Supplementary information concerning home experience. evaluation

of total nursery school behavior. child-adult interaction . and childchild interaction would be of much value in studying a child's behavior
in relation to frustra tion.
2.

A study of differences in frustration reactions in relation to

sex compared with older and younger children might be fruitful.

J.

A study of differences in frustration rea ction utilizing an

extensiT8 range might be profitable.
4.

Utilization of the techni que as a method for intermittent study

of the individual child's growth and development extended over several
years might be of value,
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

To determine the frustration reaotion differences of a group of
preschool children, the present exploratory study was conducted.
purposes of the study were:

The

To test this particular form of the

(1)

play-technique used in this study.

(2 )

To show the different frus-

tration reactions which occur moet fre quently in a preschool group of
children,

(:3)

To compare the types of frustration reactions with

variables which might affect the typee of rea otions used by the children.

The variables considered were:

the specific frustration situation, age.

sex, and preTious experience with the authority (investigator).
The data were obtained from the recordings of a
which utilized nursery school children as subjects.

p1~-technique

The

p1~-teehnique

was structured with games Which were designed to evoke frustration and
reactions to that frustra tion,

Two part s of the play-technique were

simpUfied forms of the play-technique devilled by Dt'. Eu€ene Lerner (10).
The third part of the technique was structured arolUld the child's failure.
Keister (9) had previously used a similar idea,
After the responses evoked during the play-technique were recorded.
the responses were classified into direot aggression, indirect aggression.
substitute. and withdrawal behevior.

It was found when the responses

were classified that examples of each response had occurred.
It wae further found that in a situation in Which the invellUgator
vas the blocking obstacle (lUlit 1, toy-stick; and unit 2, doll-train), the
children showed few Cases of direct aggreSSion against the blocking obstacle
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(investigator).
gator.

There vere only J cases of attack against \he investi-

There vere more cases of attack against objects.

Twenty-one

cases showed attack against objects (floor, wall. and stick).

In these

same situations. there were 11 cases of Bubstitute behavior and 19 eases
of withdrawal behavior.
In a different type of situation (unit

J. puzzle completion). When

the blocking obstacle Was the self. more cases of direct aggression vere
shov.n.

There were 10 eases of attack against the self.

there were only 2 cases of attack against objects.

In this situation.

Two cases of sub-

stl tute behevior and 5 Ca ses of withdrawal behavior were also shov.n in
this situation.

Another type of response was found in unit J.

:riTe of

the children were not frustrated because \hey were able to reason that
the puzEle vas impossible to complete.
When the specific frustration s1 tuation was compared with the fruBtration reaotions. it was found that ther e were differences.

As has been

pointed out. less cases of direct aggression were f ound in unit 1 and
unit 2 than in unlt J.

There Were more cases of indirect aggression

found in unl t J than in unit 1 and unit 2.
to be signit'1eant at the .01 level.

These dlfferences were found

It is concluded from \his finding

that in this group of preschool children. different frustra tion situations influence the different frustration reactions.

Further study is

needed before this finding could be applied to the general population.
When younger and older children were compared with frustra tion rea ctions. more eases of direct aggression were found in the younger group
than in the older group.

There were fewer eases of substltute behavior

in the younger group than in the older group.
were not found to be statistically significant.

However. these differences

When ba,ys and girls vere compared with the frustra tion reactions,
there were no apparent differences nor vere there
ferences found.

~

sta tistical dif-

It is concluded from these findings that in this group

of preschool children, boys and girls did not respond differently to
frustration.

There is need for further study before this conclusion

could be applied to the general population.
When children who had had previous experience vi th the investigator
vere compared vi th children who had not had previous experience vi th the
investigator, no apparent nor sta tistical differences were found.

It

18 concluded from this finding that this isolated f actor is not sufficient
in itself to cause differences.
Briefly summarized, the Conclusions of this investigation are:
1.

The play-technique utilized in this study evoked different re-

sponses and vas convenient to utilize.
2.

A vide variety of reactions to frustration occurred in ,this group

of preschool children.

J.

When attack vas used by this group of preschool ch1ldren, the

method of attack was influenced by the speoific frustration situation.

4. The influence of sex as a biological determinant of reaotion to
frustration vas not substantiated in this study.
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SAMPLE RECORDINGS OF PLAY TECHNIQUE

Unit 1.

Subject 14, girl.

Behavior, w1thdrawal

"Now you may play with these toys.
you like in here."
S

You may play with them any way

Stands in corner . Puts hands behind ba ck. "I don't want to play!
Wanna play outside." Backs up against the wall. "I' m through! "
Uses high-pitched voice. "No! "'a nne. go outJ ""anna p l~ outside.
Wanna play outside. Don't want to play. Don't want to play,"
Stands in corner.
"Now I'll play wi th all of them and you watch. all right ?"
l a tes the toys,

S

Turns back to I.

Manipu-

"I'm not gonn" watch,"

Repetition of previous statement.
S Stands with back to I.

Still manipula tes the toys.

No verbal response .

"And now I ' ll put them away, all right?"
S Stands in corner with back to I.

Puts toys in closet,

No verbal response.

"And now you may play with the stick instea d of the toys, You may
pl ay with it any way you like in here ." I a ttempts to hand the stick
to S.
S Turns around but still stands in the eorner, Does not pick up the
stick. "I don't want to p ~l Don't want to play with nothing!"
Repeats 6 times, Still s tands in corner,
I

"And now I'll put it away, all right? "

S

Still s tanding in corner.

"I don't wanna play with nothing."
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unIt 2.

Subject 15. boy.

Behavior. indirect aggression

"This shall be your tra in and this shall be my doll. The blocks
shall be the tracks. You push your train on the tra ck. You come
from there. I come with my doll from here. Let's meet in the middle.
My doll stops your train.
What happens? Whet shall happen?"
S Pushes train to center. "Bzzzzzzzzzzzzzzz." Shoves the doll with
his tra in. Knocks the doll oVer with the train. "It have wreck. Go
to pol ice station."
"Now let's do it once more.
etc." Same as firs t trial.
S

You come from there with your train.

"O.K." Pushes tra in to center. "Bzzzzzzzzzzzzzzz." Runs the train
into the doll. Uses strong force to push the doll backward. Vnocks
the doll off the tracks with the train. "It have wreck."
"And the last time.
as last 2 trials.

You come from there with your train. etc ."

Seme

S Pushes train to center. "Bzzzzzzzzzzzzzzz." Knocks the doll over.
Squashes the doll with the train. Knocks the doll off tracks. Looks
up at I . "It have wreck. Ha s to go hom e to her mother."
"Now I'll put it away. all right?"
S

Helps hand equipnent to I.
the closet.

"What we gonna do now?"

W
alks with I to
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Unit

3.

Subject 1. girl.

Behavior. substitute

"Now you may finish this puzzle. You can do it yourself. Here are
the pieces for you to put in the puzzle." Places the puzzle by the
child and sits about 3 feet avay from S.
S Places all fitting pieces in the correct positions in the puzzle.
Lays head piece vhich does not fi t on top of the puzzle. "This goes
there!" Takes leg piece and places on top of puzzle. "This goes
here!" Dlrphetic. Turns to I. "I made it."
"Did you finish the puzzle?"
S

"Yah I

It f1 ts."

"And now, I'll put it avay, all right?"
S

Nods head in agreement.

