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used deprivation (e.g. Klein2): some distraction (e.g. 

Braverman and Lazarus3): some personal threat (e.g. Coombs 

and Taylor4); and physical stress (e.g. Ross et al5). Most 

of the studies using failure as a method of inducing stress 

were concerned with differences in recall as a function of 

completion and incompletion of tasks, when incompletion 

represented failure to the subject (thus, in a sense, elabo-

rating on Zeigarnik's6 earlier work). Other studies inves-

tigated stress in relation to various aspects of learning 

(e.g. Mandler and Sarason7); flexibility and rigidity of 

intellectual functioning, perseveration and related concepts 

2Klein, G. Need and regulation. In M. R. Jones (ed.) 
Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Lincoln, Nebraska , Uni­
versity of Nebraska Press, 1954. 

3 Braverman, D. M. and Lazarus, R. s. Individual differ-
ences in task performance under conditions of cognitive 
interference. J. Pers., 1958, 26, 94-105. 

4coombs, A. and Taylor, c. The effect of the per­
ception of mild degree of threat on performance. J. abnorm. 
soc. Psvchol., 1952, 47, 420-425. 

5 Ross, H. M., Rupel, J. w., and 
of personal, impersonal and physical 
behavior in a card-sorting problem. 
1952, 47, 546-551. 

Grant, D. A. Effects 
stress upon cognitive 
J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 

6zeigarnik, B. Ueber das Behalten von erledigten und 
unerledigten Handlungen. Psychol. Forsch., 1927, 9, 1-85. 

?Mandler, G. and Sarason, s. B. A study of anxiety and 
learning. J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1952, 47, 166-173. 
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or physiological responses (e.g. Berkeley17 ); anxiety (e.g. 

Beier18 ). 

Lawson and Marx19 in a thorough review of the field 

provide an extensive up-to-date summary of the theories of 

frustration advanced during the last two decades and beyond, 

and the research undertaken to test some of these. They 

subdivided the relevant literature into three sections: 

(a) theoretical writings directly related to the topic of 

frustration , (b) experimental work on the more immediate 

reactions to frustration, (c) observations of behavior sub-

sequent to more or less controlled exposures to frustration. 

Their critical comments are directed against the lack of 

precise definitions, the often arbitrary way in which oper-

ations are chosen to test hypotheses, and the doubtful 

character of some of the basic assumptions that are made. 

17
Berkeley, A. w. Level of aspiration in relation 

to adrenal cortical activity and the concept of stress. 
J. Comp. physiol. Psychol., 1952, 45, 443-449. 

18Beier, E. The effect of induced anxiety on 
flexibility of intellectual functioning. Psych. Monogr., 
1951, 65, #9 . 

19 Lawson, R . and Marx, M. H. Frustration: Theory and 
experiment. Genet. Psychol. Monogr ., 1958, 57, 393-464 . 
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Frustration and Motivation 

One of the major problems in this type of researCh, 

and also one of the major targets of criticism, is partly a 

theoretical, partly ·. a methodological one and involves the 

definition of what constitutes stress or frustration. 

Lazarus, Deese and Osler20 point out that neither the situ-

ation by itself nor the response by itself can safely be used 

in defining stress because of the subjective nature of this 

experience. What may be stressful to one person need not 

be so to another, and therefore the fact that a particular 

situation is considered stressful by the experimenter does 

not in itself mean that it is ·SO for all the subjects. In 

the same way, changes in performance in response to such 

situations cannot always be ascribed to the action of the 

stress or the frustration to which the subjects have been 

exposed. Performance can change for a number of reasons 

(e.g. because of a new approach to the task, or increased 

or diminished motivation) which cannot always easily be re-

lated to the frustration experienced. 

20Lazarus, R. s., Deese, J. and Osler, s. The effect 
of psychological stress upon performance. Psychol. Bull., 
1952, 49, 293-317. 
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is common to many discussions of the problem. Symonds22 

defines frustration as the blocking or interference of the 

satisfaction of an aroused need through some barrier or 

obstruction. Shaffer23 in speaking about frustration in 

terms of barriers and blocking, implies the existence of 

goals, and thus of motives that have been thwarted. Maslow 

and Mittelmann24 distinguish between "deprivation" which is 

the non-gratification of a wish or desire, and "frustration" 

which is a deprivation that is also a threat to the personality, 

particularly to the self-esteem or feeling of security (p.61). 

Zander25 suggests that frustration will not occur unless the 

drive is important to the individual and the individual feels 

the goal is attainable. Unless a situation is within the 

individual's field of aspirations and abilities it cannot 

be frustrating. He draws a distinction between failure, the 

22symonds, P. M. The dynamics of human adjustment. 
New York, American Book Co., 1946. 

23 Shaffer, L. F. The psychology of adjustment. New 
York, Houghton-Mifflin co., 1936. 

24 Maslow, A. H. and Mittelmann, B. Principles of 
abnormal psychology. New York, Harper & Bros., 1951. 

25 Zander, A. F. A study of experimental frustration. 
Psychol. Monoqr., 1944, 56 #3. 







In Field theory, frustration is conceptualized 

as a high state of tension brought about by preventing an 

individual from reaching a desired goal30. French31 speaks 

of frustration as an emotional state that is created by the 

presence of opposing forces, one of which is a restraining 

force. Arsenian3 2 sees frustration as resulting from an 

obstruction of goal-directed behavior, which prevents a 

reduction of the mobilized tension. 

Other formulations have also emphasized the affec-

tive element. 

Lazarus33 defines psychological stress as occuring 

"when a situation is conceived as thwarting or as poten-

tially thwarting to some motive state, thus resulting in 

affective arousal and in the elicitation of regulative pro-

cesses aimed at the reduction of affect" (p.4). Maslow 

and Mittelmann34 imply some kind of affective component 

when they speak of frustration as involving a threat to 

the personality. Krech and Crutchfield35 speak of 

30Barker, R. G., Dembo, T., and Lewin, K. op. cit. 

31 
French, J. R. P., Jr. 

under fear and frustration. 
1944, 20, 231-307. 

Organized and unorganized groups 
Univ. Ia. Stud. Child Welf., 

32Arsenian, J. On Frustration and response: Varied 
respons es to frustration as functions of subjective proba­
bility, Personality, 1951, 1, 103-117. 

10 



f rustration 11 When progress towards a goal is blocked and 

the underlying tension unresolved" (p. 50}. Frustration is 

caused by the thwarting of needful, goal-directed behavior, 

and results, among other consequences, in severe emotional 

states. The point is made perhaps most forcefully and 

clearly by Sargent36 

"First in time, and foremost in significance, 
frustration arouses a pronounced emotional re­
action •••.• According to the present hypothesis, 
emotion is the core of reaction to frustration. 
If no emotion is aroused there is no frustration -
at least not in any psychologically meaningful 
sense". (p.l09). 

The assumption, either implicit or made explicit, 

11 

underlying the emphasis on an affective quality of frustration, 

is that the determinant of behavior in reaction to frustration 

is to be sought in the modes of tension reduction or of 

dealing with the affective arousal. Different mechanisms 

in this respect are held ultimately responsible for the 

33Lazarus, R. s. Motivation and personality in psycho­
logical stress. Unpublished progress report #4, Clark Uni­
versity, Worcester, Massachusetts, 1957. 

34
rbid. 

35Krech, D. and Crutchfield, R. s. Theory and problems 
of social psychology. New York, McGraw-Hill, 1948. 

36 
Sargent, s. s. Reaction to frustration - a critique 

and hypothesis. Psycho!. Rev., 1948, 55, 108 -114. 





both types of reaction. 

Rosenzweig thus seems implicitly to adopt a defi­

nition of frustration that involves an interference with 

goal-directed behavior; ego-threat is only a special conse­

quence of, perhaps, more severe frustration, i.e. of the 

obstruction of a subjectively more central need. The design 

of the experiment which tested certain hypotheses derived 

from the above formulations, and the operations involved 

confirm this impression. 

The experiment concerned the recall of completed 

and incompleted tasks as a function of the extent to which 

the testing situation was motivating or ego-involving for 

the subjects. One group was accordingly tested in a neutral 

atmosphere in which non-completion would not be construed as 

failure, and the other group was tested under conditions de­

signed to be highly ego-involving in that non-completion of 

tasks would be perceived as failure by the subject. The 

prediction was that the first group would react in the need­

persistive manner and would recall more of the unfinished 

tasks, and that the second group would react in the ego­

defensive manner and would recall more finished tasks. The 

predictions were borne out by the results in that in both 

groups majorities reacted in the predicted directions. 

13 
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No conclusions can be drawn from this study with 

any degree of assurance with regard to reactions to frus-

tration, since, in terms of now widely accepted criteria, 

the "need-persistive" group was not exposed to frustration 

at all. All that can be said is that people react differ-

ently to neutral and to frustrating situations, and that 

even within these conditions there are marked individual 

differences. 

Nevertheless the distinction introduced by Rosenzweig 

is very useful and has in one form or another been incor-

porated in more conclusive research. By freeing the two 

reactions described by Rosenzweig from their dependence on 

specific situations,and by regarding them as . relatively stable 

personality characteristics determining the reactions of 

people to stress, some of the individual differences in such 

reactions could be accounted for. The assumption of the 

stability of the reactions cannot have been too alien to 

Rosenzweig, since he related them to psychoanalytic defensive 

mechanisms, and these are to a large extent considered rela-

tively stable personality characteristics. 

Bloom38 deals with related concepts and also, up 

38Bloom, B. L. 
interrupted tasks. 
Connecticut, 1952. 

Personality structure and the recall of 
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of 



to a point, employs similar experimental procedures. He too 

is concerned with different reactions to frustration, but 

attempts to relate them to defined personality structures. 

His major hypothesis is that 

11A personality factor exists which is operative 
in determining recall of failed material and 
which is also operative in those aspects of 
general behavior and attitude having relation­
ship to the adjustment process in the face of 
failure and frustration". (p. 51) 

He tested this hypothesis by dividing the subjects into groups 

on the basis of their performance on an experiment involving 

the recall of completed and incompleted tasks. (Unlike 

Rosenzweig's study, all subjects were tested in conditions 

that were ego-involving, so that incompletion signified 

failure to all). The subjects who recalled a preponderance 

of completed material formed the "avoid-failure" group, 

"characterized by a tendency to withdraw from failure sit-

uations ••••• in handling the tension which emerges as are-

sult of failure". The subjects who recalled a preponderance 

of unfinished material formed the "attack-failure" group. 

They were "characterized by a tendency of meeting their fai-

lures constructively. For these individuals ••• failure 

generates a tension which can be reduced most effectively 

by meeting and conquering it". (p.58) A third "neutral" 

group consisted of subjects who showed no recall preference 

15 





to failure by slightly lowering their goals, and to success 

by slightly raising them. Their reaction was seen as appro-

priate and adjustive. 

The responses to the questionnaire confirmed these 

impressions. No differences between the groups were found 

in the responses to Rosenzweig's PF study. 

From these findings Bloom concludes that: 

"'Attack failure' individuals are failure oriented, 
unable to tolerate substitution of blocked goals, 
unwilling to defend against anxiety by any forms 
of withdrawal, since their use probably leads to 
strong secondary anxiety, and rigid and persever­
ative in their attempts to overcome a barrier. 
The members of the ···Avoid Failure • group are 
thought of as success oriented, too prone to with­
draw from a barrier, too prone to use defensive 
mechanisms in the reduction of anxiety aroused by 
failure, and equally rigid in their attempts to 
reduce the anxiety aroused by failure. The 
'neutral' group may represent the best adjusted 
individuals, who are gratified by success, secure 
in dealing with difficult tasks where failure may 
threaten, and flexible in their approach to 
barriers." (p.ll3) 

17 

Bloom thus has succeeded in relating certain specific 

reactions to frustration to defined personality structures. 

These have great similarity with Rosenzweig's "need-persistive" 

and "ego-defensive" reactions to frustration, and in so far 

as both are operationally derived from the same procedures, 

Bloom's results serve as support for the opinion expressed 

previously that the reactions described by Rosenzweig may 





The "task drives" are reduced by "task responses", i.e. 

responses which lead to the completion of the task. 

The learned anxiety drives are "a function of 

anxiety reactions previously learned as responses to stimuli 

present in the testing situation." Anxiety here is con-

ceptualized as a "response-produced strong stimulus with 

the functional characteristics of drives." The anxiety 

drive primarily elicits responses which tend to reduce that 

drive. These are of two types: 

a) Anxiety responses which are not specifically con-

nected with the nature of the task or the material. These 

"may be manifested as feelings of inadequacy, helplessness, 

heightened somatic reactions, anticipation of punishment, 

loss of status or esteem, and implicit attempts at leaving 

the test situation." They are essentially self centered 

rather than task centered, and are analogous to Rosenzweig's 

"ego-defensive" reactions. They are not specific to any 

particular task and are readily evoked. 

b) Task relevant anxiety responses, which are directly 

related to, and reduce anxiety through, the completion of the 

task. They thus are functionally equivalent to the "task 

responses" and are analogous to Rosenzweig's "need-persistent" 

reactions. 

19 



From these theoretical considerations the authors 

predict (a) that individuals with high anxiety have a large 

number of "anxiety responses" in their repertory and make more 

such responses than individuals with low anxiety; (b) that 

individuals with low anxiety will make more "task-relevant 

anxiety responses" than those with high anxiety. 

In an experiment designed to test these and some 

other hypotheses, subjec'ts were divided into two groups on 

the basis of their responses to an anxiety questionnaire, and 

each of these was further subdivided into three groups accord­

ing to the experimental conditions to which they were to be 

exposed (success, failure and neutral). After a number of 

trials on typical intelligence test items the "success" groups 

were told that they had done very well, the "failure" groups 

were told that they had done very badly, and the "neutral'·' 

groups were given no information. Following this an equal 

number of trials on comparable test items was given. 

The results bore out some of the predictions made: 

The time scores of the low-anxiety group were better than 

those of the high-anxiety group for the early trials. In 

later trials the scores of the latter group improved. The 

variability of the high-anxiety group was significantly larger 

than that o f the low-anxiety group (suggesting the operation 

20 



of variables not considered in the experiment). An inter-

vening report of success or failure was followed by improved 

performance of the low-anxiety group and depressed perfor­

mance of the high-anxiety group. 

21 

These results suggest that anxiety is an important 

variable in test performance, but the main value of this study 

lies perhaps in relationships it fails to demonstrate. The 

fact that no changes could be detected in the performance of 

the two anxiety groups as a result of reported failure, while 

at the same time the variances of the groups were significantly 

different, suggests that some important factor has been over­

looked. 

The fault seems to lie in the authors' assumption 

of congruence of high anxiety and task irrelevant responses 

on the one hand, and low anxiety and task relevant reP.ponses 

on the other. There is much evidence and good theoretical 

justification for the position that different individuals 

react differently to the presence of anxiety. Some may habi-

tually attempt to reduce it by means of task relevant res­

ponses, and some may habitually resort to task irrelevant 

responses. Also the efficacy of either approach may differ 

for different individuals. 

In other words, underlying the disappointing nature 

of the results obtained in this study is a basic misconception 





An improvement of performance as a result of frustration 

is accounted for by an increase in motivation. Also 

mentioned as influencing the quality or general adequacy 

of performance following frustration are "habits of res-

pending to frustration". These include the, by now 

familiar, dichotomy of persistence vs. withdrawal, as well 

as the above tendency to make potentially interfering res-

ponses. The major emphasis, both in theoretical exposition 

and in experimental verification, was placed on the quoted 

general proposition. 

The authors used two approaches to adduce evidence 

for their interference hypothesis. One involved the re-

analysis and re-interpretation of the well known study 

" Frustration and Regression" of Barker, Dembo and Lewin44 , 

and the other consisted of an original experimental study 

i n which interference tendencies and the presence and absence 

of frustration were the principal independent variables, and 

performance on a number of motor and intellectual tasks the 

dependent variable. 

Briefly, the Barker, Dembo, Lewin experiment was 

designed to test the hypothesis that frustration leads to 

44Barker, R. G., Dembo, T., and Lewin K. Frustration 
and regression: an experiment with young children. Univ. Ia. 
Stud. Child Welf., 1941, 18, No. 1. 

23 



regression, which is defined as a primitivation of behavior, 

or a shift from more mature to less mature behavior. This 

is said to come about under frustration when the person be­

comes less highly organized, and his behavior therefore more 

like that of a less mature person, i.e. one with an organi­

zation characteristic of an earlier stage of development. 

This theory was tested by comparing the constructiveness of 

play of small children before and after frustration, which 

was induced by first getting the children involved in play 

with attractive toys and then separating them from these 

toys and offering less attractive ones to play with while 

the first set remained in view but inaccessible. The 

frustration produced a clear decline in the constructiveness 

of play, according to the criteria employed, in a majority 

of subjects, and this was interpreted as supporting the re­

gression theory. 

Child and Waterhouse maintain that the data from 

this experiment can be more parsimoniously accounted for by 

a variant of their interference-hypothesis. This states 

that 11 frustration in one activity effects a lowering of 

quality of performance in a second activity, to the extent 

that it gives rise to competing responses which interfere 

with the responses involved in the second activity." They 

postulate that there are two kinds of interfering responses: 

24 



(a) Rosenzweig's "need-persistive" responses made in 

attempted continuation of the frustrated activity; and {b) 

Rosenzweig's "ego-defensive" responses evoked by the fact 

of frustration itself. 

The authors suggest that "the lowered constructive­

ness of play found in the Barker Dembo Lewin experiment is 

adequately explained by the interference of responses of 

these two sorts with the responses of playing with the avail-

able toys .•••• during the frustration period". After a com-

prehensive review of the data they conclude that "Barker, 

Dernbo and Lewin's experiment provides highly significant 

evidence in favor of the hypothesis we are advancing". 

In addition to this reanalysis of an existing study, 

Waterhouse and Child report an experiment that was designed 

to test certain implications of the general hypothesis quoted 

above (p. 22). They make two related assumptions: {a) Among 

the interfering responses the most important will be internal 

responses to the fact of frustration (e.g. worry or concern), 

and (b) Among the factors influencing the occurrence of such 

internal responses will be stable habits of the individual 

in response to frustration of any sort. On the basis of 

the general hypothesis and these assumptions the prediction 

was made that "the effect of frustration upon quality of 

25 



performance would vary with the extent to which the indi-

vidual has general habits of responding to frustration with 

internal responses of a potentially disruptive sort". 

The interference variable was measured by means of 

a personality questionnaire in which the subject reported 

about his habits of response to frustration in general. 

The questionnaire consisted of a number of statements each 

of which the subject rated on a six-point scale in terms of 

its applicability to himself. Each of the following six 

behavior tendencies was represented by an equal number of 

statements: 

1) Preoccupation 

2) Defendance 

3) Aggression 

4) Pessimism 

. . 

: 

. . 

tendency to be preoccupied with 
thoughts about previous frus­
trating or humiliating experiences 

need to justify or rationalize 
away one's failures 

tendency to react to frustration 
with extra-punitive aggression 

tendency to react to frustration 
with feelings of pessimism and 
dejection 

5) Self-aggression : tendency to react to frustration 
with intra-punitive aggression 

6) Distractibility tendency to experience continuous 
interference from distracting cir­
cumstances 

The performance studied consisted of intellectual 

and motor tasks which were presented as tests of over-all 

26 



psychological fitness. Subjects were assigned at random to 

a .. failure group.. (which was repeatedly exposed to remarks 

on the part of the experimenter to the effect that they 

were doing very badly), and a 11 neutral11 group which was given 

an impression of mild success. These two groups were 

further subdivided into 11 high" and 11 low" interference groups 

at the median score of over-all interfering tendencies as 

de r ived from the personality questionnaire described above. 

The results confirmed the prediction that the 

quality of performance would vary with the extent of the 

individual's interfering tendencies. Frustration produced 

a slight decrement of performance in the ':'high" interference 

group and a large increment in the 11 low" interference group. 

As a test of the general hypothesis, however, which states 

that frustration will produce a decrement in the quality of 

performance to the extent that interfering tendencies are 

present, the results are not conclusive. It seems rather 

that frustration produced an increment in the quality of 

performance to the extent that interfering tendencies were 

not present. 

The difficulty probably is due to the omission 

of a measure of motivation which might have proved able to 

account for the improvement noted. The questionnaire used 

27 





As noted previously, Lazarus45 makes this position 

explicit. Although he defines the occurrence of stress in 

terms of motive-thwarting, he places major emphasis on the 

arousal of affect as a consequence, regarding it as the 

essence of the stress experience, without which it would 

not be distinguishable from ordinary problem-solving situ-

ations (a point also made by Brown and Farber). However, 

it is not so much the nature of the affective state that is 

considered of importance in determining individual differ-

ences in reaction to stress, as the way affective arousal 

is managed. 

"With the perception of a situation as thwarting 
to a motive, and with consequent arousal of 
affect, the nature of an individual's behavior 
will be a function of the coping or management 
processes invoked to deal with the affect. 
These control processes constitute a most im­
portant source of individual differences in 
response to stress," (p.8) 

Lazarus makes a distinction along the lines laid 

out by Klein46 between "regulating mechanisms" and "defenses". 

The former determine the different means or behavioral routes 

different individuals employ; they are seen as broad cognitive 

45Lazarus, R. s. Motivation and personality in psycho­
logical stress. Unpublished progress report #4, Clark Uni­
versity, Worcester, Massachusetts, 1957. 

46Klein, G. Need and regulation. In M. R. Jones (ed.) 
Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Lincoln, Nebraska, 
University of Nebraska Press, 1954. 

29 



30 

subsys t ems which orient the person to stimuli in particular 

ways4 7. The latter have the function of coping with the 

arousal of affect and to bring about its reduction. Their 

effect on behavior, though crucial, is indirect. As examples 

Lazarus suggests Rosenzweig's "need-persistive" and "ego-

defensive" reactions. 

The experimental studies Lazarus and his associates 

have undertaken so far in support of these theoretical 

positions have taken two directions. One centered mainly 

around the conditions under which a state of stress will 

occur, involving a systematic study of motivation as a 

source of individual differences in response to "stressor'.' 

conditions. The other is concerned with cognitive control 

characteristics of the variety of "functionally autonomous 

styles" or cognitive attitudes. The defensive aspects of 

modes of coping with affective arousal and the consequences 

on behavior in response to stress have remained uninvestigated. 

47 
Broverman, D. M. and Lazarus, R. S. Individual 

differences in task performance under conditions of cogni­
tive interference. J. Pers., 1958, 26, 94-105. 



Sargent48 proposes a simple conceptual schema 

for describing behavior resulting from frustration, which is 

very close to that of Lazarus, and which embodies various 

aspects found in the other conceptualizations discussed. In 

its outlines it provides the theoretical framework on which 

the present study is based. 

The reaction to frustration comes about in the 

following four stages: (a) the frustration, i.e. the inter-

ference with some need, the blocking of a goal; (b) emotional 

arousal, which is seen as the core of any reaction to frus-

tration; (c) a habit or mechanism for dealing with the affect, 

for reducing the tension; and (d) overt behavior, which is .•.• 

"importantly affected by the individual's adjustive habits 

or mechanisms and by ·the way he interprets the situation". 

Before going on to the problem under consideration 

in the present study it will be useful to summarize briefly 

the salient points emerging from the preceding discussion. 

Frustration, or stress, (terms that have for prac-

tical purposes the same meaning, are here used interchange-

ably} is most usefully regarded as a psychological experience 

48sargent , s. s. Reaction to frustration - a critique 
and hypothesis. Psycho!. Rev., 1948, 55, 108-114. 

31 









Silch divergent reactions should manifest themselves 

in observable behavior, and Bloom has shown that there is 

indeed a consistent difference along these lines in the way 

people react to failure. The results he reports on the 

level of aspiration experiment in particular lend support 

to the theory advanced here. They clearly demonstrate the 

impact of defensive processes on motivation, or more pre­

cisely, the operation of these processes through motivation. 

Thus arousal of anxiety indirectly leads to obser­

vable responses which become understandable as consequences 

of changes in underlying motivation. There is another way 

in which anxiety impinges on behavior: through direct inter­

ference in cognitive functioning, as an irrelevant, dis­

tracting, and potentially disruptive stimulus. 

Distraction or interference from external or in­

ternal sources has been regarded as a special form of frus­

tration and has often been used as a method of inducing 

stress experimentally. In the present context it is seen 

as a byproduct of failure, as a consequence of the presence 

of anxiety, to which people are differentially susceptible. 

Broverman and Lazarus50 think of affect "as an internal 

interfering stimulus which tends to disorganize cognitive 

SOibid. 

35 





discussed in its appropriate place more fully, it is men­

tioned here as a factor.. that could account for some un­

satisfactory results. 

Without making the theoretical distinction between 

the effects on behavior of mode of coping with anxiety on 

the one hand, and proneness to the interference of anxiety 

in cognitive functioning on the other, it is impossible to 

assess the consequences of frustration more than super-

ficially. In order to demonstrate individual differences 

and to trace them to their sources it is necessary to take 

both sets of variables into account. 

This is the conceptualization through which the 

present study explores individual differences in response 

to failure. 
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to embody basic alternatives which, though they lend them­

selves to innumerable variations, seem to be part of most 

reactions to frustrating situations. Also they have been 

relatively well defined, and owing to their repeatedly esta­

blished manifestation in selective recall, provide in this 

phenomenon a measure that can be used with some confidence 

as to its validity. They are essentially attempts to 

deal with the anxiety aroused by failure (owing to the 

thwarting of the need for self-esteem), in one case by 

efforts to overcome the failure and to achieve success, and 

in the other case by a withdrawal of interest from the situ­

ation and its possible reappraisal to the effect that fai­

lure loses its relevance for self-esteem. 

The former mode is oriented towards the blocked 

goal, and describes a personality that characteristically 

resorts to attempts at active mastery of the situation. 

This entails persistence in the pursuit of a goal and con­

tinuation of efforts to satisfy the need that has been 

threatened. Such individuals are mobilized by a frustrating 

situation and apply themselves to its solution. 

The other mode of coping with anxiety is ego-

oriented. It describes a personality that characteristi-

cally reacts to stress by withdrawal from the threatening 
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situation. The main objective is the avoidance of the threat 
































































































































































































