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~ A rsview of litsrsture on frustrstion feveslsd a

F C

*f;bshsviorll outcomos.A Prustrstion ‘has boon trsstod as a

5 lifat].stste ox tosllng within sn lndividusl, ss s hypothsticsl

fdosllng with frustration in’ orcsnisstions has slsoitsndod to ;'

fconcentrste on - bohsviorsl outcomes resulting from goal/

.fblockages. :

“The ms"

v'ft:sources,%immediste oftscts,'snd eonsequenees of
a dministrstos !rustrstion in & eommunity eoilsge in theﬁs
'“;Provlnce of Alberts.E The study, thsrsfore,iexsmined"s
'“frnstrstlon i rolstion to vsrious job fnnetionth
Asfsdministrstors porfonm st s community college, The entlro ]‘

'z"])complomeut of twonty-two sdminlstrstors st the eollego wss;ﬂo

”"eulty on’tho v;r'ous'sspsetsfof trustrntiou. q;fo”””'

gplethors of theories concentrsting&on A vsriety o{ffli

't[ponstruct, ﬁnd ss sn intsrvsming vsrlsbls.; thersturs*

_ose of this study wss to idontify the"

itﬁtwi:jf]? urveyed by mcuns ot sn lntorviow guids snd s qnostionnsirs;t

'3};both spocl!lcslly dsslgnpd toyhths prosant study.; Fscultyﬁjti

igtmenbsrs were also su:voyod by qusstionnsire to dstermine thstff;f.ﬁ

:}ﬁOXten:’ot psrcsptut*fdlfferdness7bot ‘on sdn ‘i.g,;tor, ,ﬂdf“;'iz?
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agsociated with the administrative role rather tpan being

~ task, resources, or technology related. Further,'thé‘
superordinate was identxfied ‘as the most lnkely contributor
to the 1ntenpersona1 frustration experienced by/the

administrator.
4 )

Second, data were. collected on immedlate effects of
| admdnist;ator job® related" frustration. These effects)were
'occesionally found to be negative, such as anggfr or
thhdrswel'behayior, when the edministrator'experienced
Unanticipeted blockage in attaining a desired goal or when
the administrator experienced undue difficulty in resolving
the blociage.‘ When ehe‘blockage could be snccessfully
resolved, however, the immediate effects of frustration for
the administrator were found to be positive. These positive
effects were reported to consist of more cteative and
increased encrzy directed to the task. Administrators at
the college generklly experienced successes in blockage
resolution end were comfortable with the level of
frustration in their/1obs. | ‘ ‘ .
’ Finelly, data were collectedkon the consequences of job
i‘releted frustretion for verious individuals and groups
within the college. Work group: members we;e tound to JS |
very‘suﬁportive of the ndminisf?etor who was experiencingo
frustrstlon, more 80 then ‘were superordinates and
significent others in the coilege. Work group members ’weref'v

elso found to be more affected both negetlvely and

ifpositively by administrator trustretion then were other
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. , ' , ' .
individuals or. groups within the college. The study
‘ '. \ » | o :
determined that there was a need for a college-wifle process
R | : v ) -
‘to manage administrator frqsiration. Such a process might |
‘include°brovisiohs for mode timelyhmesponse by senior
o . ] o o~
administration, better administrator support by the
. . : b
immediate superordinate, and more prqfessional development’

for administrators... _ .

[~
.
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CHAPTER 1
’ ~ INTRODUCTION
L
Muech of what has been written about the behavior of
administrators in organization%/}s beset with controversy.

7

Unfortunately, the relatiémships between theory and
research, theory and practice, and research and practice are
not clearly identified in the literature. Therefore,
considerable latitude exists for those who wish to study the
xnteractxon among theory, research and practice. Some of
this latitude has been used by researchers in the field of
education to deal with issues involving the individuaigin
organizational setlings. It is a truism that individnais
have different needs, desires, and goals. Administrators
' are faced with having to integrate their own 1nd1vidua1 need
characteristics with the needs and goais of the organization
to ensure effective funetioning. What makes the.effecting
. of this integration particularly challenging is the range of
difficult choices which the administrator must make between C
his own expectations and those expectations of his role
arising from significant others. These choices - impinge on
- the structures, technologies, and tasks needed to accomplish
vtheinission of the organization. They‘also bring to light.
"differences;in'the‘manner in which individual members and
»Worgmunits view tne,roies oi management as ﬁall as the

.,Ligoperations,and}goaIS‘ol-thetorganiaation, ‘Frustrations seem
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a natural result of such processes.

Frust;ation in organizations seems to havé become an
inevitable feature of organizational‘life and has been
viewed as a price administrators pay to. obtain’ cooperatxonk'
among various interest groups in order to achieve the
complex goals which such cooperatlon engenders. The
devel opment of structures and policies which address the
unintended consequences of frustration provide examples of a
point of view which conceives of frustration as playing a
dysfunctional role in an organization. o

Perhaps less wellqrecognized are the heneflts.
Frustration may play a stlmulating role in organlzatxonal
life by maintgining an optxmsl'level of aronsal and activity
among organizationai members, thereby contributing to theu
innovative process.. It may also serve to proroke feedback
- to the management about existing %ifficult retationshtps,
needed changes, and other,related issues that demand
attention for effective funetioning. -

-1t is necessary then for the administrator to

appreciate the functtonal as well as dysfnﬁctional aspects

& ge
tof frustration and to become" -aware. of hon,his/her job
A s v;\ °
performance is affected by both._ "§ 4i% -
run'rosn oF THE sy e

LT
i

The purpose of the study was to investlgate the sources,'
';,of job related frustration for administrators in a community"

.college,:the immediate effects of thxs frustration and the~‘

©
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institutional consequences of the job related frustration.’
Af ter a‘review‘of the literature pertaining to this problem
 was completed, a case otndy approach to the pyﬂblem was
used. - |

The basio assumotions underiying the‘cese‘study deeign
were that administrators experience'job related frustration
in response to frustrators from particular sources inside
the college. These frustrators have some~immediate effects

on the administrator which, in turn, have consequences both
¢ : ;

for groups and for individuals within the college milieu.
This rationale assumes that administrator-behavior is

‘ changed when frustration is a part of any particular

L3

gsituation.

‘Objsctives of the Study -
. The following statements desecribe more accurateiy the

nature and objectives of the present. study. The study was

\
\

' designed to.

1. determine the sources of administrator job related
frustration as it applies to operations within a
~community college environment- this phese of the

“ research focused on ‘

a. an identifjcation of job arees where
frustration had occurred, N ‘ .

b en identification of those job events causing
the greatest amount of edministrator
fruetretion, ‘ . ,

€. the frequency of experienced frustration;

L 8. determine the immedfate e{fects oY experienced job

© related frustration for administrators within a
v_community college environment, this phese of the!
.. study explored ' T . '

-

;3if\1‘a,,tne types 'ofi4i@mediete;'reactione_'by-




| ',\

' administrators both to specific and general
sources of frustration, .

b. the relationships of job related frustration to
edministretor productivity, - :

¢. the nature of edminxstretor reactions to
b varying levels of frustretxon, .

d. the perceptions of edmxnistretor comfort or
' discomfort when. experiencing job related
*  frustration, 4

e. the stability .of edministretor reactions to
trustretion over time-, -

3. determine ‘the consequences of admxnistrator job
related frustration for various: individuals and
referent groups within the community college- this
phase of the study examined .

e.edministretor perceptions of the support
received from their work groups,
-superordlnetes, and significant others in the
college setting, -

b. the positive ‘and- negative consequences of
edministretor frustration for these cohort
~ groups,

c. the actions teken by the college in comxng to
- grips with the problem of job related
u\frustretion affecting administrators, o

d. administrator perceptions of the actions which
"the college .could ideally have taken to address

edministrstor job related frustretion. S .;ﬁ% _

In summery, the sim of the study was to expiore the’

verious sources, immediete etfects, and consequences of

~edministretor job related frustration in a community college:

,,setting.
',mnumM ef. m sunx .
: Frustrction sppeers to be e nsturai consequence ot'T”

" }humen ectivity.- thn people src brought together in groups“ -

' et work, their individuer espiretions ere put eside oriﬁf

Lo R wd :
v
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submerged in the group will. When aspirations are set

aside, the attainment of idﬂividual-goﬁls is delayed. This
m;} engender a sense of frustratibﬁ. The fabric of any
orgénization is fraught with incidents of unmet'bersonal
. aspirations which can in turn cause frustration in the
orgénization. Job roles and their associated job
descripfioné'are subject;to varying intérbretations and an
a&mjnistrator may feel the cohfradictions and pre?@u;és from
the differing expectations thﬁt.others havé for the way his
job is to be performed. These conf}icting‘expectations may
also produce incidents of frustratijon. iPerhaps because
frustration has been associatedvwith‘contructs such as
‘conflict and stress, a clear‘focus ;n frustration as a
‘'separate concept has not developed. As a result,
frustration has tended to be jgﬁored in the organiiation
settiqg until recently, al;hough the frustration construct
was recognized and researched early in the century. The
-rénewed interest}in*the effects of,frustratioﬁ,.as it
appliés io orgapizations, is a recognifion of the part it.
plays in work life. | ‘ |

| -f Many indxvxduals percexve fruatration as playxng ‘an
_important part in organxzatlonal sett:ngs. Admln;strators
vhave recognized its etfects on the perfo mance and job’
_'satisfaé;ion of organnzational members.' TJe domino effeet
%of frustratioA has ﬁ%so been recognxzed. some individuals-
ﬁexperiEnJ@ frustratnon as a &onsequences of others'

=‘experiencing frustratlon and so on., In those sltuatxons

fﬁwhere frustratxon ‘has' oecurred, performan?e seems to change B

\



(Speetor 1975). This change may have i@portant implicgtions’
for an organization. | |

There is a need to examlne more closely the antecedents
and consequences of frustration in organfzatlons,
particularly at the mfdd1e~administrati;e»level where
administrative and operational personnel interact. The
middle level administrator is often caught between
conflieting role expectationsrin the organization. Many
txmes these expectations conflict merely as a result of the
admlnlstrator S locatlon in the organlzatlon.As a. result,
an exgmination of the consequences of the frustration cauysed
by those coanicting expectations concerning the behavior of
the admlnxstrator in performlng hlS job would seem to be
justlfled. ,

A study of frustration in‘organizations should serve to
expand the rather llmlted research flndlngs in the area,
) Using past research and theoretrcal constructs in this fxeld
as a starting pdlnt, an examlnatlon of frustratlom in
organizations may make p0331hle the practxcal applicatlon of
some already establxshed theories. In addltlon, it could
serve to help determine the’relatxonshlp of related
constructs such as stress and confllct to frustratlon.’
'vvFrnally, research “on admrnxstrators should yield 1nsights

%

xnto the unlque nature of thelr tasks as, these are affectedt

by frustrationf

-

Thé.community.coLlege which served as a basis for this

\
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case study may not be regarded as a typical community
col lege. The college had experienced some years of
organizational disruption not unlike many other contemporary
colleges. A series of changes among upper leyel
administrative persoﬁnel culminating in the resignation of
the college president together with protracted faculty-
administration friction had created an organizational
¢climate that seemed particularly appropriate for a study on
administrator frustration.

Current upper level administrators at the college,
eager tlo understand better some of the frustrators which
contributed to past upheavals, recommended approval of the

study to all concerned groups. In this participatory milieu

44

approval was secured from‘the other administrators in the
col lege and from faculty groups.

The data collection procedures endorsed by the
participating college included an interview guide designed
for use with all administrators and two questionnaires, one

to be completed by the administrative personnel and the

other by faculty members.
- F
' Two concerns seemed particular‘%ﬂfjlportant in relation

to the nature of the study. - The first was that the
recollections by middle level administrators of events which
had occurred during the tenure of thé previous senior
administrators might be less than complete and secondly,
“that a reluctance to share significant events with an

uninvolved outsider researcher might yield data which were



superficial in nature.

With respect to the first concern the following points

are relevant.

1.

Past events which were particulatrly frustrating
would stand out, that is, they would become
sharpened. Events which were less frustrating and
therefore of less concern would not 1likely be
addressed by the respondents. '

The requested data collected from the administrators
and members of faculty were limited to the previous
academic year and should ostensibly be most fresh in
‘the minds of participants.

The second cohcern was addressed in the following

manner .

1.

In the process of interviewing, the interviewer
would probe the events sufficiently that
administrators would become caught up 'in the process
and reveal more than superficial data.

In the process of trying to make a non-participant
understand their experiences, administrators would
tend to unfold a greater portion of their private
thoughts.

All administrators had been briefed in committee and
willingly consented to participate in the study.

It is appropriate, with final regard to the nature of

the case study, to identify some advantages inherent in the
Q -

research design. »

1.

3.

The nature of the decision making process at the

college allowed for willing participation bf\&il_

administrators. The researcher, therefore, had full
access to each administrator during an appointed
time. 4 . s

Becdpse the researcher was familiar with the Alberta
col lege system, much of the internal organizational
structure and policy Implementation process in the
college did not have to be learned in order to make
data interpretation meaningful.

The c¢hange in admfnistrative styles which

~

>



accompanied the.mecent change in upper level

administrators gave participants a frame of
reference against which to assess their experiences.

The fact that the events of concern in the present
study were associated with the previous
administrative structure was probably less
threatening to resg}ndents during data collection
than it would otherwise have been.

Assumptions

This study is based on the following assumptions:

1. The perceptions and recollections of respondénts

associated with variables in the study area are
valid means for measuring these variables.

Frustration in organizations can be treated, for

. research purposes, as situations which are perceived

by individuals to impede or block-goal attainment.

E ]. . + ‘ﬁmvsl I

This study was delimited in the following ways:

The study involved a community college in Alberta.

The study was delimited to the administrative and
faculty groups at that college.

The study was delimited to sources, immediate
effects, and consgquences of job related frustration
for administrators at ,the college.

The following are limitations of the study:

1.

The study was limited by the ability and willingness
of the respondents to recall and report events
accurately as well as their own reactions to these
events.

The study was limited by the restricted amount of
theory and research on frustration in organizations
which influenced the preparation of the data
gathering instruments used.

The study was limited by the questionnaire returns
from the faculty group. Slightly over half of the
faculty mémbers (52.5%) returned completed



questionngires. )

4. The study was limited by the absence of non-academic
staff member participation which resulted in the
work group perception being limited to nine academic
administrators. '

5. The study was limited by its f00us‘on,a\§ing1e
community college. S

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

To facilitate the reading of this report of the study,
definitions are presented in the first chapter. The
following terms appear in the body of the study and were

provided mainly from the work of Chaplin (1968).

Adaptation - A state of decreased sensitivity or the
development of a level of tolerance. :

Aggression - Ahostile actiondirected against a person or a
thing.

Conflict - The simultaneous occurrence of two or more
mutually antagonistic or desirable motives,
impulses, needs, roles, or expectations so as
to require a choice. Conflict may be internal
or external to the individual. -

Dissatisfaction - The lack of congruence between jndividual
- needs and expectations, both internal and
external the individual.

Drive - An internal state said to initiate goal-seeking
behavior. '

-

Fixation ~ A persistent Yhodel of behavidrAwhich has become
inappropriate.

Frustration - An intervening variable which relates the

' blocking or thwarting of goal-directed
behaviors (frustrators), as &g,antecedent
event, to a class of consequent behaviors such
as aggression, regression, fixation and
increased arousal, :

Functional fixedness - A tendency toward inflexiblity.in

problem solving with an object being used in .

one way only.

[
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Intermittent reinforcement - Any pattern of reinforcement
which is not continuous.

i
A

Regression - A return to earlier levels of development.
Resignation -A state of passive acceptance or acquiescence.

Role - An individual?s’functibn in a group or
institution.

Schedule of reinforcement - A program determining when a
subject will be reinforced according to time or
response number.

p . . . .
Stress ° - A state of physical or psychological strain.

Withdrawal - The abandonment of goal seeking behavior.
SUMMARY

The study essentially attempted to determine what the
sources of frustration for administpators at a community
college actually ‘weggias reported bf administrators.
Further, the study examined the immediate effecfs of these

job related frustrators on the administrator and the

[3

11

consequences of administrator job related frustration for

various individuals and groups within the college

environment.
OVERVIEW OF THE REMAINING CHAPTERS

In Chapter 2, a review-of literature pertinent to the

b}

development of a conceptual framework Yor the study and the

A

research design are presented.
Chapter 3 details the.conceptﬁal framework underpinning

the study together with the instrumentatidn and the specific

A

 data procedures utilized.

'
f

’



Chaptef 4 presents thé findings relaiing to the vearious
sources of job related frustration affeqting administrators
in the community college.

Chapter 5 details the immediate effects of
administrator job related frustrati;n.

Chaptegéfpresents the consequences of'administngtor
job related frustration. The consequences of frustration
are examined from the point of view of" the various
constituent groups within the col lege environmenf.

Chapter 7 summarizes the findings of the study and
discusses their implications for administrative practice,
Additionallyy, Chapter.7 discusses the implications for

further research on organizational frustration.

-,

/
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purposes of Chapter 2 were to discuss some of the
theories and research findings, first on the topie of
frustration and them in the area of frustration as it
relates to organizational life. 'This review was
perticuiarly useful as background for the development_o( the
conceptual framework on frustration in organizations
presented xn Chapter 3. This conceptual framework guided

“the descrnptlon and analysis of the case study detarled in -

Chapters 4, 5, and 6.

FRUSTRATION THEORY

In this section, the iiterature gn the various theories
of frustration wns,reViewed in order to demonstrate the
" evolutionary nature of . the frustration construct.  The
earliest theories had treated frustration as an enfity,'had
concentrated on the hehevior outcomes, and had defined
frustration by a simple set of operations. The four major
theories which develop this focus are: the heuristic theory,h
~the frustration-eggression theory, the frustration ~tixation
theorj, and the frustration-regressfon theory.

The next group of theories tended to view frustratxon~

in a more integr&ted manner. A unxtary model or unique

‘»:-generie:term for frustration, as demonstrated in the first

~ L]
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four theories gave way to theories which attempt to show a
-relationship between frustration and behavior theory. These
theories, which are more ekperimentally based, recognize the
involvement of many‘independent variables in frustrating
situations. The three major theories which develop this
focus'are:'fhe Child -and Waterhouse frustration-regression
revision theory, the Brown and Farber frnstration theory,
and the Amsel frustration nonreward theory.

Fin&lly, in certain theories (Getzels and Guba, 1957;
Zald 19625 Thomas, 1976; Miles, 1980) frustration as a
construct or intervening variable has become linked with
other constructs. Constructs such as conflict and stress
have bqu used at times as substitutes for frustration, and
in some instances, as more precise, or as more global terms,
depending on the nature of the theory. These terms and
their relationship to frustration will be discussed,

Lawson suggestsvthat theorizing about frustration has
been widespread and has taken several form3'11965:4h
Frustration has been treated as a state of feeiing within an
individual, and has, therefore, been viewed as inaccessible
to direct observations. Frustration has also been treated
as a hypothetical construct, relating antecedent and
consequent events. Finally, frustration has been defined as

n'inter#ening variable in terms of operationali
relationships between events." Definitions which demonstrate

teach of these treatments appear in the following section.f



Definitions

A major problem faced by those who wish to review the
research on frustration has been the definition of
frustration (Spector 1978:816). Two separate issues are
involved in the problem; the nature of the antecedenf
conditions and the nature of the construct itself.

Spector defined frustration as an interference with
goal maintenance as well as with goal oriented éctivity.
This impl}es some Sort of condition where the blocking of
" responses to goal achievement could regult in goal
interference and then lead to frustration. He further
suggested that the removal of the means to goal satisfaction
could also bé expected to lead to frustration and result in
some reaction. Spector, therefo}e, views frustration as a
mediating event between goal interference and some form of
behaviop;

Weick (1964) linked the construect of cognitive
dissLnance to frustration. He suggested that individuals
who experienced a measure of attxtudlnal-behavxoral ‘conflict
~also experienced frustration and would want to reduce both.
This elaboration of the Festinger (1957) cognitive
dissonance theory brings the notion of confliét into the
frustration domain and operaiionalizes the events
surrounding frustration./ Young (1973:105) éonceived of the
effects of frustration as being .similar to those of arousal.

|

He viewed task performance, which had been related to

arousal in a curvxllnear function (Yerkes-Dodson 1908 asi

~eited in Levitt 1967), ‘as having some application to



frustration induced situations. Generally, the relationship

between frustration and performance with respect to the task
was seen to vary depending on the nature o( the task
(Sehmeck and Bruning 1968; Latane and Arrowood 1963 as cited
in Spectér 1978). In these def%nitions, frustration is

treated as an intervening variable in terms of operations.

Unitary Theeries of Frustration

Each of the following theories treats frustration as a
goal/need interference to which certain reactions are
attached. In this mdnner, frustration is treated as a self-

contained concept, defined by a simple set of operations.

-

The Heuristic Theory of Erustration. Frustration,
according to Rosensweig (1934), is any obstacle which
prevents the satisfaction of a need. He believed.that an
individual would manifest one of three reactions, to this
obstacle condition; extrapunitiye, intropunitive, or
impunitive. In other words, ‘individuals may fix blame
exterhally to a situation, internally to themselves, or not
attach any blame respectively in accordance with the
reactions. Each reaction was thought to be situationally as
well as individually determined. A great deal of research
attention has been focusedAon theée asbects of Rosensweig's
theory (Lawson 1965:12), In fact, frustration conceived of
as ‘a dimension of personality, fOrmeé the béqis for further
gesearch with th? Pic@urg-Frustra;ion Siudy serving as the
instrument. VAS a resdlt of ﬁis regearch, Rosensweig

P
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concluded that:

1. Frustration tolerance increases with age. Lad

2. Maximum performance can occur only when optlmum
amounts of frustration are present.

He tended to deal with frustration as a broad aspect of
personality and therefore sajd little about the specific

nature of its antecedents and consequences.

The Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis. Dollard, Miller

.and colleagues (1939) proposed a theory based on two

propositions:

1. Frustration naturally resulted in the tendency to
respond in &n aggressive manner.

2. The occurrence of aggression constituted evidence
that frustration had been present.

These‘propositions tended to become clarified over time
as first Miller (1941) and then a few notable others
ZPastore 1952; Buss 1963) introduced other variables into
the theory. The theory was known and expres#ed as the
frustration-aggression hypothesis. -The hypothesis, in its

earliest form, included the following:

1. The greater the goal strength interfered with, the
greater the tendency toward aggression.

2. The greater the amount of interference, the greater
‘the tendency toward aggression. .

3. The more frustrated sequences over time, the
greater the tendency toward aggression.

(Lawson 1965:14)

Environmental conditions also found expression in this

theory. Aggression was thought to.occur 6vert1y toward the

perceived source as & first outlet. However, conditions of

17
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displaced aggression were later included in the'theory to
explain"other behavioral manifestations especially when
punishment or its threat served to inhibit aggressive

responses.
/

The Erustration-Regression Hypethesis. Taking Freud's
early writings as a basis, Barker, Dembo, and Lewin (1941)
formulated the frustration-regression hypothesis. Their
hypothesis describgd the behavioral characteristics of
frustrating situations. They propose that frustration
provokes a return to earlier developmental levels of
behavior. These researchers do not make clear whether
regression is the only or even the most salient outcome of
frustration. \The clarity of this theory suffers when it

proposes a unitary explhnation of frustration.

| Ennauumn.nx{nnn Hypothesis. In his study on

_]on, Maier (1949) concluded that a basic behavioral
teristic of a truly frustrating situation was the
f*bn of responding. Maier claimed that no adaptive goal
inted behavior could develop in -the breseﬁée of
:fration. An individual would tend to respond in a
,;eotypic mannér. This response tendency was seen}té be
iiénd'in itself"rather than a function of inappropriate
};bigm solving behavior. The frusgration-fixation

hiﬁbthesis proposes that:

v

1. PFixation seems to be an all-or-none process, its:

development determined by observatxon.

9. Fixations can be broken only by the technique of




guidance or behaviof'shaping.

3. Pixations seem to be specific to certain
situations. ' _ :

While Maier recognized the occufrence.of aggression,
regression and resignation in aintion to fixation as
possible reactions to frustratioq, ﬂe tendéd to deal with
the former three as special manifestations of fixation.

~Fhis theory has proven to be difficult to translate from
observable laboratory phenomenqvto an operational defipition

of a frustrating situation.

Integral Theories of Er.na;mnsm_

The foregoing theories present frustration as a unique

L4

concept existing in its own right. They report the
cbnsequences of a frustrating situation as having features
which are both simplé and unitary. The group of theories
which follow are tied to a broader experimentéi base; thei
view frustration as an integral part of behaQior theory and
admit to more basic changes in behavior as outcomes to
frustration (Lawson 1965). |

The Erustration-Regression Reyision Theory. Child and
Waterhouse (1952) as cited in Lawson (1965) deviged an
alternatlve 'to the frustratlon regressxon hypothesxs of
Barker and colleggues. Chxld and Waterhouse suggested that
when there‘is iﬁterference w1th goal seeking behavior,
motlvatlon is changed. In some m#nner, then,~frustfation

causes a'change in motivational state. The change in

'motlvatlon is known only by examlnlng a ngen 1nd1v1dual in

‘\,
N
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a given situation. Any prediction is only poésible when
there is knowledge of these conditions.

It is argued that frustratlon produces changes with
respect to behavnoral alternatives controlled by the
environment; frustration, therefore, does not generate
unique behaViérs. These theorists belfevevthat‘frustrdtion
produces interfering responses as well as changes in

motivation or drive level.

e ¥

-

Frustration as a higher erder concepf. Frustration
adcording to Brown and Farber (1951) could be regarded as a
higheb-drder hypothetical construect leading to several
alternative response tendencies. In other words, these
theorists view frustration as a conflict between two
6pposing response tendencies - one tendency originally
evoked by the situation (presumabiy some kind of goal
response), the othef being some alternative interfering
~-l'eisponse aroused by thg frustrating cénditions.'

The effects of fhese ﬁpposing tendencies act to
increase drive level and produce inte;nal stimuli (affect or
emotion). Presumably, there is a choice of alternatives
available in such a situation. Brown gnd Farber beljeved

. that a reduction of frustration should occur when a choice

has been made and acted upon.

The Lnnalnalxnn nannﬁnand thnnx& Amsel (1951) as
cited in Lawson (1965), proposed a. theory of frustratlon
'where unantlclpated lack of relnforcement caused frustratxon

reactions. This he labeled "fractlonah antlclpatory



frustration™ and suggestéd that it could operate as an
intervening variable to change the observable behavior of
the individual. He used this construct-to deal with the
effects of intermittent reinforcement on resistance to
extinction.

Amsel proposed that anticipatory frustration Xffects

overt behavior in the following ways: \
1. By motivating future behavior,
2. By allowing for reinforcement of the reduction of

frustration, and

3. By possible supressing overt behavior.

s

The theories of Child and Waterhouse, Brown and Farber,
and Amsel attempt to integrate frustration and general
behavioral concepts. This reconceptualization of
frustration from a unique generic topic to one involving
many independent variﬁbles suggests the recognition of

various possible outcomes to a frustrating situation.

I

Constructs Associated with Frusiralion

/Lﬁwson (1965:36) suggested "that the refinement of a
vernacular concept into a scientific one sometﬁﬁss l eads to

. {1
thg“g}sappearance of the original term.” Such is the case
when the original term desceribes a wide variety of possible
situations. As'fhose situations come to be known and
identified in more isolated contexts, new terminology is
substituted. Lawson further suggested théf some of the

situations described by theorists as frustrating can be

described in other ways without reference to frustration.

)
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However, the substitution of frustration by some of the
other terms has led to confusion. Some examples of such

terminology substitution and the confusion which can result

follow. o . SR

Frusiratien and eeaflict. Perhaps because of the

derivations Tesulting fnéﬁ the frustration-aggression.

hypothesis, conflict End‘frustration have been associated
and even subject to substitution one for the pther. In
fact, many of the cause-effect prob{éms,associated wiph the
definition of frustration also affect conflict. Conflict

may be defined as the simul taneous occurrence of two or more

mutual ly antagonistic impulses or motives and can occur 4&as-

either an internal or external condition (Goldenson
1970:1264). As an internal condition, conflicting needs and
goals have frequently been classified under four groupings:
approach—approach, approach—avoidance, avoidance-avoidance,
and double approach-avoidance. In each of these events, an
individual is confromted with attractive and/or unattractive
choices whic; involve foregoing one desirable alternative
for another. Goldenson suggests that this internal tug-of-
war proves to be frustrating until it becomes resolved. In
this manner, conflict is a precursor to frustration.
External or environmental conflicts arise from
situations in which individuals find themselves. Defining

conflict as a condition external to the individual, Fink

(1968:456) suggested that "any social situation or pfoce§s

in which two or more social entities are linked by at least

22



one form of antagonistic ... interaction” produces conflict.
Hurlbert (1973) also tended to view conflict as an external
condition consisting of differences or disagreements between
people. Competition, union-management difficulties, and
problems associated with déily living are some situations
where an individual might be at odds with the environment
and with other people as attempts are made to meet needs.
These situations can be frustrating when goal blocking is
percelived. The 5rustration can result in conflicts as
attempts are made to overcome the blockages. In summary

then, conflict can arise where:

1. Choices between alternatives must be made. These
alternatives may be goal decisions or means by
which to achieve goals.

2. Jndividuals anticipate or experience others acting
as goal blocking agents.

3. Individuals are in competition with others for need
fulfillment.

In both the internal and external condition, a causal
relationship between frustration and conflict seems to exist
and it seems to be reciprocal. Frustration can be seen to
provoke aggression and lead to conflict when goals are
blocked or when an indivjdual's tolerance level is lowered.
Conflict may in turn produce.frustration by providing

alternative goal choices. This may lead to the blocking or

delaying of some goals while meeting others.

Motivation. As in the case eof frustration and
‘econflict, the linking of frustration to motivation seems to

have various interpretations., Sawrey (1969) suggested that
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frustrgtion can be considered to exist within the framework
of a motive. Motivation acts as an energizer to goal-

seeking. and accomplishment. This goal seeking behavior

suggests some sort of drive level or lack of satisfaction, a

—

form of internal conflict manifest in a choice between

<

appropriate goal directed behaviors, and some form of goal

obstruction.

Yates (1962) in a slightly different context, believed

that once frustration occurs, behavior instigated Dby~

motivation is different than that instigated by frustration.
As an illustration of this belief, he suggests that:

1. Frustration instigated (F1) behavior seems
characterized by fixation while motivation
instigated (MI) behavior shows plasticity.

2. The effects of reward and punishment are different
for the behaviors. Reward has no effect and
punishment may actually intensify FI behavior.

3. The degree of frustration can be relieved by the
expression of any response. MI behavior is only
satisfying when the responses are adaptive.

4. FI behavior tends to be non constrﬂcfive.

5. FI responses tend to be @ function of
availability. The selection tends to be determined
by forces other than goals.

6. Guidance may destroy FI behavior but it will have
no effect on MI behavior. '

For Yates then, both frustration and motivation existed
as separate instigators of behavior. However, where
motivation produces functional behavior, frustration is

conceptual ized as a precusor of dysfunctfonal behavior.

Frustration and stress. The relationship of

frustration to stress can be confusing. For example, the
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following definitions of stress could also adequately
describe frustration. McGrath (1970) considered stress to
be an imbalance between the environmental demand an
individual perceives and his ability to respond. Kahn and
Quinn (1970:373) viewed stress as resulting from role
ambiguity, role overload, and role conflict. Both
deffnitions conceive of stress as largely an environmental
condition.

Goldenson (1970) tended to take a global view when he
‘considered stress to be an unpleasant side effect of much of
human activity. He viewed it as a state of psychological or
physiological strain, "a condition or situation, either
internal or external, that imposes demands for adjustment on
the organism™ (Goldenson 1970:1263). He further suggested
that stress can be produced by four events: deprivation,
fruStration, conflicts, and pressures. He viewed all of
these &s being related by the stfess they produce.

Drawing on some of the aforementioned linkages between
frustration, conflict, and motivation together with the
above described rélationship between stress and frustration,
a concéptual model emerges as depicted in Figure 1.

In this model, the internal and external environment
interact in a dynamic sense. In each environhental focus,
stress e;iqts as a by-product of the frustrations and
conflicts which develop.

Internal to the individual, deprivationsjexist as. a

condition of- need insufficiency. These can produce
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pressures which exist as attitudes driving individuals to
seek goals which may not be achieved. The choices between
the various goals available for satisfaction can produce
confliet which in turn may lead to frustration. This,

Goldenson viewed, was instrumental to the production of

stress.

Internal to
Individual

- - — - o=

Frustration

| | | |
I R | B |
| IContlict | | | |
|| I 1 resolution of the | L |
| | IPres-| 1 | internal decision | |1 ' |
i | lsure I I l (::::::::::::::::::::) | 0] | | Identified |
T I R I allows formulation - | | Goals |
| 1 11 p*1l | | of external goal lct | |
bbbt vl direction. External | |
: : I :,I goal blockages “ K |

I cause internal | <-- Goal blocks

I | dis-equilibrium = Frustration
Stress is a : which may
by-product produce Conflict

' 4
D* Deprivation -

Figure 1
Model of Construct Relationships

| " Stress can be produced by frustrations and conflicts
resulting ffom goal blockages external to the individual.
This model represeﬁts an attempt to clarify the role of
frustration, as an intervening variable, in this study- Its/*
application in organizational settings was the‘intent-of the

next section.



FRUSTRATION IN ORGANIZATIONS

The previous section has presented some definitions,
theoretical orientafions, and related concepts concerning
the frustration construct. In this section two conceptual

models of the sources and effects frustration in

organizations were reviewed.
, L

Models of Organizatiopal Frusiration

A model clarifies factors and relationships, defines
what should be assessed, . aids in generating a research
hypothesis, suggests analytic techniques and helps organize
data (Hauser 1980). .Modeis also tend to be general
expressions of overall functioning, which lose detail as a
result of abstracting from reality. A smaller tableau is
sometimes necessary to understand how parts interact.
Nadler (1980) suggested that sub-models are needed to
achieve greater perspective and understanding as to the

relationships which exist in real organizational situations.

The Getzels and Guba (1957) social systems mn.dgL The

social systems model proposed by Getzels and Guba is well

known among scholars in the field of educational

administration. As a result of their research in the field

, ]
of education, these theorists postulated the existence of a

. number of components in any social system. Two of these
components are relevant to a discussion of frustration in
organizations. They are the role expectations of an

institution, and the personality need-dispositions within
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the individual. ' These components, together with others,
make up the dimensions Getzels and Guba believed were
necessary fdr~the analysis of a social system.“ The
dimensions these authors identified were the nomothetic and
the ideographic, the normative and the personal. Within
each dimension greater specificity occurs when mdving to the
right of the model, that is, from the social system level to
individual behaviors. 1In its most concise form, the model

appears as Figure 2.

The Normative Dimension

--> Institution --> Role ----> Expectation ——-1

[ .
‘Social System : I ~ I Social Behavior
. | , A

-->Individual -->Personality --> Need Disposition

L)

The Personal Dimension
(Getzels Guba 1957:429)

Figure 2
Social Systems Model

Getzels and Guba claimed,that any form of behavior in
an-organization is a function of the interaction between
role and personality. Thus, an individual attempts to cope
wit@ environmehtal expectdtidns consiétent with his needs.
This coping behavior suggests that éertain gogls, at either
the normative or the personal dimeqsioﬁ or even between

dimensions, could be blocked or thwarted, resulting in

28

frustration and conflict. ' In fact, the authors saw the

problems of congruence or fit within and between levels as

precursors for conflict. They defined conflict as "the



mutual interference of parts, actions, and reactions in a
social system" (Getzcls et al 1968:108). An individual can
experience conflict between the various expectations of the
role and the various need-dispositions he has. Getzels and
Guba suggested that additional forms of confliet can arise
when there is disagreement within a reference group about a
role definition, disagreement among several groups regarding
a role, and contradictions between several roles an
individual occupies at the same time. The authors also
identified a form of conflict concerning the perception of
role‘expectations which oeccurs internally and prevents an
individual from adapting to the environment.

Getzels and Guba suggested that an ideal condition
would occur when role adaptation (peqformxng as expected)
and self actualizing (performing in accordance with needs)
can be integrated. The authors detailed three effects of
this integration. They are sumnarized as follows:

1. When the needs of individual and goals of the
system are congruent, identification is the result.

2. When expectations of noles and goals have fit,
there is a feeling of rationality.

3. When needs and roles fit there is a sense of
satisfaction and belongingness..

The authors admitted, ﬁoweVer, that congruence or fit
between expectations and needs, among expectations in a role
set, and among needs within a peréonality; is not realistic.
As & result, some conflxct is bouné to remain and the
individual is faced with a choice between three modes of

behavior: To adapt to the role, to express his needs, or to

.
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compromise. These choices are precursors to frustration in
much the same fashion as those discussed in the section

dealing with frustration and confliect.

The Spector Model of organizational frustration Many
theorists, among them Vroom (1964), Locke (1969),=and
Alderfer (1972), have proposed sub-models of motivation and
satisfaction dealing with the individual. [While -these may
be helpful in achieving some perspective in the study of
organizational frustration, they fail to focus entirely on
the frugtration construct. Spector (1978) is one theoriﬁt
who has concentrated on frustration in organizations at the

individual Ievgl. He has propoéed a model for

’organfzational frustration based on the works of Krech and
Crutchfield (1948), Eaton (1952), and Argyris (1957). Basic
to this model is the notion that personal needs (motives)
can be blocked or delayed by job conditions, thus allowing
personal and organizationél goals to conflict. He has
identified sources of frustration such as: lack of
promotion, role ambiguity, change, isolation, security, and
the nature of the job itself, however, Spector concludes
that this list is by no means exhaustiQe.

T6 understand the role Spector believed frustration
plays in any organization, it is‘most helpful td conceiie of
a sub-model which draws on the Katz and Kahn (1966) model of
organizations as open systems and the Nadler and Tdsﬁ%an

(1977), organization model which emphasizes the

transformation process of tasks, individuals, and formal and
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informal arrangements. When these are integrated with the

iviews Spector held on organizational frustration, the model

outlined in Figure 3 emerges.

ENVIRONMENT : PERFORMANCE / ,
: SATISFACTION OUTCOMES

Task Performance

31

| |
| ----> FORMAL <--- | (Inhibit/Facilitate)
: : ARRANGEMENTS : } 1}
| | Conflicting | | ||
I | | | ' | H
N ! \' v | Pl
P | INDIVIDUAL<---> TASK = TRANSACTIONAL (frustration/
U-;--—) NEEDS REQU]REMENTS RESULTS tasleerformance)
T - -
S | | | { H
| ] Elements - | I E
| | | | !
| | | I I
I --->INFORMAL <--- | H
I ARRANGEMENTS | Il
| | H
{ I
6’&5 =z=z===s=z=z===z========5/
Il
. \/ )
mild frustration ----------~-- severe frustration
Figure 3

" Process Model of Frustration in Organizations

In this Sub-model describing the frustration process,
inputs of energy from the environment (consisting of
turbulence, uncertainty, change, prev&\ling attitudes, role
‘;expectancy and models, econmﬁic realities, etc.) influence
how the,f}aﬂsformation process will ocecur. Individual needs
(money, security, achievement, recognition, ete.) are met,
cqntlicf, or are blocked as tasks are addressed within the

formai and informal arrangements that make up the internal



organizational environment. Thus, individuals work with

superjors, co-workers, and subordinates to try and achieve

h goals and those of the organization within the
bdures, and realities that exist. Within this

1

Bk pefformance haf be either facilitated or
Rle the Getzel -Guba social systems model is not a
gfc model of organizational frustration, it does
,fs issues similar to those described by Argyris (1957)
.%pector (1975). Conflict produced. when there is lack of
;uence between role and need-disposition relates closely
igctor's conceptualization of organizational frustration
arf  jg from the delay or blocking of personal needs by job
cond{tions.

pth models generate a series of questions about the

 frustration in organizations. - Some of these are

v ioﬁs: ///,/‘

t is the nature of frustration in organizations?

: not,j

Where are the sources of trustration in an
organization?

3. What range of frustration do different individuals
perceive? '

4. When does frustration enhance or decrease task
performance? v ;

Attempts to discover answers to these questions have
come from both the laborat,rj and the organization. The

next section dealt with both areas in turn.
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FRUSTRATION RESEARCH

An important result of any set of theories is ‘the
research that is stimulated. While early research tends to

be heuristic by nature and thereby stimulate further

>

—
4 ’

exploraa%bn, the attempt to resolve and clarify theoretical
points of view by specifying operations yields dxﬁ: N
necessary for building and refining models. Such is :the//ﬁif\
case with research into the nature of frustration. |

The research has tended to be experiﬁental and has
taken the form of a manipulation of independent variables.
The manipulation of these variables in research on
frustration has been interpreted as "frustrating an
organism". According to Lawson (1965:41) this can be done in
several ways:

1. Nonreinforcement after a history of reinforcement -
interfering with the maintenance of a goal.

2. Preventing completion of a reinforced response
seqience - stopping short of goal acquisition.

43. Preventing a response aroused by goal stimuli -
blocking goal behavior.
4. Changes in incentive conditions - arbitrarily

varying the payoff for goal attainment.

5. Failure - inability to\ééhieve‘gqal.

[#]

6. Use of hypothetical situations - simulations to
produce frustration. : ‘

7. Use of punishment and conflict as antecedent:
conditions to frustration.:

Where the’conaf&uct of frustration has been
_ lcharacterized as an intervening variable, Lawson viewed the

various behavioral manifestations as the dependent
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variables in frustration rgsearch. These include:
1. Changes in the frustrated response itself - the

stronger responding to begin with may have
something to say about the state of motivation and

frustration.

2. Resumption, memory and attractiveness of frustrated
behavior - whieh addresses the issuse of tolerance
to frustration., . : - _ ¢

3. Effects of frustration on noh—frustrated.behavior -
this deals with other non-attached behavior.

4. Fantasy behavior following frustration - dealing
with aggressive fantasy or ‘punishment expectancy.

’ )
5. Emotionality - the degree to which the presence of
other adaptive behavior can be substituted.

While it is true that researchers do not literally
examine frustration but rather the effects of antecedents,
such as delay, blocking, and incengive change on befiavior,
it is helpful to conceptualize these under thé construct of
frustration.  This same pattern will serve as a
conceptual underpinning for the study which attempt to

identifylthe sourcesh,immediate effects and consequences of

administrator job related frustration in a college

envirooment.
<K .
Responses to F.Lualmmm

A certain amount of research has led to ‘the

) ‘ . 15 ’
clagsification of behavioral responses to frustration.
Generally, four main classes hav® been‘idéntified --

fixation, aggression,vregression and rgEignation. Since

34

“most research effert has been’expended'op'the'fbrmer ﬁWo"

»

response classes, they deserve most attention. .

. Pixation. Hamilton (1918) first exdmined~fikaied

’
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behavior under conditions of high emotionality using animal
subjects. Patrick (1934) used human subjects to demonstrate
the same effeot. Maier and Klee (1953) investigated the
effects of various schedJles of reinforcement on behavioral

fixations. They concluded that fixation 1is actually a form

of compulsion which can be overcome with guidance or

response shaping. They further found that fixation in one
frustrating situation does not seem to spread to new
situations. As a result, Maier and Klee postulated that

fixation acts as a substitute response pattern, used when
| goal§ seem blocked. Iin his research, Maier (1949) found
fixation to be a retardent 1o discrimination, that is, 1t
interfered with learning-. It would seem that some
research demonstrates that one reaction to frustration

A
consists of responding in stereotypic and compulsive ways.

Aggression. The research on aggression, as & response
to frustration, first occurred with the Yale studies by

Dol lard and Miller (1939).1h}§ behavioral class has now

£

) ) X ::;,?\ o
become the most studied of alli ¢lasses. In general, the

!

following findings have emergedeYates 1962, Berkowitz 1960,

Pastore 1952):

1. The stronger the motivation to reach a goal, the
greater the chance of aggression.

2. The greater the degree of goal interference the
. stronger the chance of aggression. ~

®. Aggression as a reward occurs more frequently with
permissiveness.

4. As status ingreases for the frustrators, there is

less chance of aggression.
©



5. The presence of groups increase the likelihood of
member aggression.

6. The anticipation of punishment is a factor in
aggression, inhibiting overt expression.

7. Aggression may be displaced to another object if
the original is perceived as powerful and able to
retaliate.

' s
8. Self aggression is generally greater when the
source of frustration is perceived to be the self.

9. Overt aggression as well as fantasy aggression may
be drive reducing.

0. Arbitrary situations rather than non arbitrary
situations increase feelings of aggression.

11. Aggression tends to occur less often when
frustration is expected.

Certain theorists felt too much attention had been

given to the relationship between aggression and
frustration. Buss (1963), for example, believed that
while frustration may be an antecedent to aggression, 1t
is not the only nor the most potent one. He further

concluded that feeling frustrated means different things 1o
different people.

While the above two categories represented the most
researched responses to frustration, other responses have
been noted. A summary of research into the various

behavioral effects of frustration follows.

Consequences of Frusirafion

The effects of frustration on individual behavior are
varied depending on experience and situational factors.
Past research indicated the following to be the principal

results:



1. Frustration can be energizing - it may increase the
general drive level and provide a certain internal
stimulus (Brown and Farber 1951). The respoftses
closely following delay are increasingly vigorous
(Hilgard and Marquis 1935, Hov land 1936, Finch
1942, Skinner 1932, Brown and Gentry 1948 as cited
in Yates 1962).

2. Frustration may proddce aggression - both overt and
covert (extrapunitivel intropunitive, impunitive)
(Rosensweig 1934, Miller 1941 as cited in Sawrey
1969 ).

3. Frustration may result in regression - a movement

to a more primitive developmental level (Levin
1937 as ~ited in Lawson 1965).

4. VFrustration may produce fixation - the adopting of
stereotypic responses to a variely of stimuli
(Maier 1949).

5. Frustration may result in withdrawal or resignation
(a refusal toperformapositive action) or lack of
attachment. This process is seen as a response (O
repeated and prolonged frustration (Meaier 1949).
After the initial energising effect following
frustration, subsequént episodes seem to produce a
l]owered responding level (learned frustration or
conditioned helplessness) (Willis and Sawrey 1968,
Wist 1962, Amsel and Ward 1965, Sears 1940 as cited
in Sawrey 1969).

6. Frustration may result in adaptation - Jones (1954)
claims that under conditions of prolonged
frustration individuals may adapt to the situation
and develop a level of tolerance or experience with
thwarting situations.

The above represents some general research findings

with respect to the various behavioral consequences of

frustration. Research into the nature of frustration in

organizations is discussed in the next section.

Effects of Frustration in Qrgapnizatioens

Figure 3 shows some possible reactions to frustration
produced in organizations. In a very general sense,

frustration can be seen to increase physiological arousal



and, as such, may affect task performance (Yerkes and Dodson
1908). These researchers stated that task performance could
be facilitated or increased when the level of arousal
(frustration) is optimal and decreased when the level of
arousal is minimal or debilitating. An inverted U-shaped
curve describes tlis relationship.

Spector (1978:820) claimed that "to the extent that it
interferes with or blocks task performance, frustration can
be directly harmful to organizations.” He also claimed that
frustration, producing withdraeawal or aggression, can also
have detrimental effects on an organization. Similarly,
the extent to which frustration induces fixated behavior as
opposed to innovative or flexible behaviorl may also 1l ead

to damaging effects to the organization.

Aggressien. Anger or sevene frustration may provoke
aggression. Graham et al (1951) found that where there is
frustration and little expectation of punishment, tﬁe chance
for overt hostility increases. Pastore (1952) found that
where frustration tend; to be arbitrary, aggression
increases. In organizétions, aggression can take two paths:
againsf people or against the organization. When it is
directed against people, 1t can take both overt and covert
forms: verbal or physical ac¢ts, or secretive harmful
behaviors. When aggression is directed against
organizations, overt behaviors might include strikes,

sl owdowns, or grievances. Covert behaviors might include

sabotage, stealing, and withholding. Spector (1978),



referring to past research in the area, felt that the

choice between overt and covert expressions depended on the

expectation of punishment.

Withdrawal. Proionged and severe frustration may also
produce withdrawal responses or the abandonment of goal
behavior by an individual in an organization. Generally,
this behavior seems to result fré% a threat of punishment .
where other courses of action and expression are not
available to an individual in the organization. Spector
(1975) found that these escape responses are usually
manifest in turnover, abseﬁteeism, or by otherwise
avoiding the work situation. Where frustration is situation
specific, an avoidance response might be expected only im
that situation. However, where there i§ a general feeling

of frustration, then pervasive observable escape behavior

might be expected.
/

Research findings alluded to earlier (Lewin 1937; Maier
1949) suggested that resignatien and regression might also\
be resg@nses to frustratiqn. Resignation might be included,K
within the context of withdrawal, as a form of mental
withdrawal or a type of detatchment from the goals and
expectation of the organization. This lack of commitment
might be judged as a covert response in contrast to the
overt responses of turnover and absenteeism. . Regression or
the movement to earlier levels of dev;lopmental behavior

could be manifest in the many seemingly childish ways by

which individuals avoid work. Long unproductive periods of



conversation, coffee breaks, late lunches, tardiness, early
ending, personal errands, and over-indulgence in

nonproductive routines are some examples of regressive
)

behavior.

Task Performance. As mentioned before (Yerkes-Dodson
1908), under certain levels of frustration, task performance
can be enhanced; other levels inhibit functional task
achievement. The effects of punitive and close supervision
styles have been studied by Day and Hamblin (1964). They
concluded that a natural result of this style of supervision
is feelings of frustration and‘the direct blocking of task
perfoimance bf the lowering of self-esteem. Verbal
aggression directed toward the supervisor also resulted.
Katz et al (1951) found that supervision style was related
to productivity in much the same fashion.

In conclusion, the manner by which managers attempt
solutions to difficult problems has a bearing on task
performance. Prolonged frustration may produce withdrawal
but it may also produce functional fixedness or the
inability to perceive new and innovating golutions in
response to goal blocks. Kahn and Quinn (1970:373) studied
employee withdrawai and concluded that role ambiguity, role
overload, and role conflict produced enough stress to cause
withdrawal behavior. Brown (1954) in his study of
functional fixedness, found that common symptoms of fixation
in indugtry were expressed as an inability to accept change‘

and new facts when experience showed that old behavior made



things worse. Repetition and submergence in routine can
result in decreased performance.

Generally, research findings in organizations tend to
reaffirm earlier psychological research on frustration.
. The consequences of frustration usually tended to be found
as dysfunctional in organizations with little research

oriented toward the functional aspects.

-

A Conceptual Medel

A model to guide research into the nature of the
sources and effects of frustration should contain Qlements
of both past research and theorizing. The social systems
model of Getzels and Guba as &ell as the individual goals
model of Spector contain elements which are of relevance to
this study. The notion of frustration acting as an
intervening variable linking sources and behavioral effects
is one which has been used in this study. The model

is elaborated in the next chapter and was used as a guide

for the present study.
SUMMARY -

From the review of the theoretical literature and the
research findings, it seems clear that there are ﬁany ways
of conceptualizing frustration.k Many different models exist
to deseribe the effects of frustration on individuals and in
organizations. The associations between frustration and
behavior have been well documented in the literature.

However, little field testing has occurred (Spector



1978:826). Based on recent application to organizations,
there is some hope that the frustratién construct can help
explain some of the vagaries of organizational behavior.

Certain behavioral effects of frustration are also well

documented in the literature. Aggression, regression,

fixation, emotional displays, behavioral retreat, stress
reactions, role conflicts, and innovative behavior have all
been demonstrated by various theorists in the area to be
viable consequences. The concommitant effects on
organizational life are now beginning to be realized.

The findings on tolerance to frustration, optimal
levels of arousal, and frustration as & positive
motivational force have some important implications for
organizational life. While much of the previous research
has tended to focus on the negative aspects of frustration,
the positive aspects could receive more attention. This
promises to be an area of fruitful inquiry.

For the purposes of this study on the sources,
immediate effects and consequences of frustration in a

college environment, a conceptual model primarily based on

the theories of Spector and of Getzels and Guba was’

suggested.’ This model treats the construct . of frustration
as an intervening variable, linking the various sources of
frustration to the many potential administrator behaviors.
The model also reéognizes {he concommi tant effects on the

organization and was useful in the design and analysis

described in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6.
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CHAPTER 3

¢

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines the research design and
methodol ogy associated with the investigation reported in
the study. The conceptual framework upon¥which the study
was based is presented along with a description of the
instrumen{ation used, the interviewing and questionnaire

process followed, and the nature of the respondent groups.

THE OCONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

¢

Prout (1977:44) suggested that é-concepthal framework
operates to give direction to a study byv'l inking a number of
concepts which interrelate to explain a particular theory.
The conceptual framework proviéing direction in this sfudy
was comstructed from the review of literature appearing in
Chapter 2.

There is no integrated conceptual model which
encompasses sources, immediate effects, and consequences of
administrator job reﬁated frustration; however, conceptual
frameworks including applications for various aspects of
frustration and conflict have been presented in the review
of literature. Various components of these models have been

combined to construct a general model which guided the study

into the nature of administrator job related frustration.

-
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This model specifically combined the elements of the social

systems model of Getzels and Guba (1957) together with the
%

individual goals model of Spector (1978). As a summary, the

derivations of the conceptual model used in this study

follow. -

The Getzels and Guba (1957) Medel

o«

The Getzels and Guba model portrays conflicts and hence
frustrations as being the result of a lack of éongruence or
fit between the normative dimen{ion in an organization and,
in this case, the individual administrator's personal
dimension. The interacfion between the individual and the
institution, personality and role, and need disposition and
expectation identified by the model is said to be a function
of behavior in an organization and was illustrated in Figure
2 in the previous chapter. :

This model identifies conflict and hence frustration as
arising from a lack of congruence between the normative and
the personal dimensions. It is usgful 1in describing
potential sources of conflict and, by extension, sources of
frustration. However, this model does not go beyond this
description to deal with the effects or consequences of
frustration. A gonceptual model which addresses both the
sources and immediaté effects of frustration was formulated

by Spector (1978).

The Spector (1978) Model

Spector identified specific sources of frustration

such as lack of promotion, change, isolation, security

N

O o
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concerns, aﬁd\other individual;. In addition, Spector has
identified some of the immediate effects o& these
frustrators on individuals.

To encompass these sources and immediate effects of
frustration in a conceptual model, it is most helpfui to
draw on the Katz and Kahn (1966) model of organizations that
treats them as open systems and the Nadler and Tushman

'
(1977) organiiation model that emphasizes the role of
transformation processes such as tasks, individuals,
technologies, and resources. When these models are
integrated with the views Spector has on f;ustration in
organizations a process médel of frustration emerges, which
has been presented earlier in Chaptey 2 by Figure 3.

This model has particular strength in depicting both
the sources and the immediate effects of frustfatign. It
indicates that sources of frustration can arise from
conflicting elements which impinge upon the individual and
"his/her needs as well as from elements such as other
individuals, tasks, technologies, and resources. This model
suggests that administrators working within formal and
informal arrangements with peers, superordinates, and
subordinates attempt to meet their own needs as well as
perform necessary tasks. The immediate effects of these
sources of potential frustration may be changes in task
performance and administrator affect.

The consequences of such frustration and changes in

task performance and administrator affect are not_directly
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1)_1,‘
’~ addressed by this model.

In order to include these consequences of frustration,
an integrated conceptual framework was formulated for use in
this study. This framework, depicted in Figure 4,
encomé;sses those e'lements which had been identified in the

Getzels and Guba and the Spector models and by extension

includes the consequences of frustration as a final element.

The Conceptual Model

In order to provide a perspective on the nature of
administrator job related frustration in a college,
including thé sources, immediate effects, and consequences
of such frustration, the conceptual framework pictorially
represented in Figure 4 is helpful.

The notion of frustration acting as an intervening
variable linking sources and immediate effects is portrayed
in the model. Administrator behaviors appear as the
immediate effects of the job related sources of frustration

that in turn have various consequences for individuals and

groups in the college.

Questions Arising from the Conceptual Framework
The/}pvceptual tramework served to identify the
objectives of the study that are detailed in Chapter 1. The
following questions generally reflect these objectives.
1. What was thelsituation in an Albertan community
college with respect to the various&elements of the
cqnqeptual framework? What frustrators affected

irators as they enacted their role as academic
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leaders?
2. What were the immediate effects of these frustrators
[ ]

on the administrator?

3. What were the consequences of administrafor job
related frustration for the various individuals and groups

within the college environment?
Following a delineation of how the general questions,
\
the instruments used in the study were developed.

INSTRUMENTAT ION

In this study the interview schedule as well as the
questionnaire method were considered as a means to collect
"data. Each approach will pe discussed in turn.

The interview approach has, as & primgry advantage, &
higher percentage of respondent returns. These g:eater
retﬁrns may result from the cooperation of persons who are
reluctant to put things in writing.’Gordbn (1975:76-177) and
Mouly (1970:265)‘out1ineq four other advantages of the
interview as a data collection technique. | “

]. The interview provides the interviewer with
opportunities to guide the respondent in the
interpretation of questions.

2. The interview provides more complete and accurate
information immediately: -

3. The interview providesg for gredter control over the
data collecting situation.

4. The interview provides for more flexibility in
questioning the respondent. :

Mouly (1970) and Gordon (1975) recognized the roles

played in the use of both structured and unstructured
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interviews. Among other advantages, the use of a structured
interview provides for a relaable comparison of respondent
perceptions. The nonstructured interview gutrde, on the
ques tioning

other hand, provides for greater flexibility 1n

the respondent. Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch, and Cook
(1959:180) 1ntroduced and approved of a less structured, but
not completely unstructured, type of anterview. Gordon
(1975:61) as well echoes certaln advantages ynherent 1n the
semi structured i1nlterview.

The semi structured interview glves Uhe

interviewer some cholce as to the order of

the questilions,, freedom to attempt

alternative wordings of the same question,

and the freedom to use neutral probes 1f the

first response to a question 18 not clear,

complete, or relevant.

Consideration of these advantages of Uthe seml

structured 1nterview guide led o a cholce of this approach
as the primary means by which dala was obltalned from
administrators at the college.

During the 1ni1tial stages of the study, consideration
was given to the use of malled questionnalres as the sole
means of data collection. The advantages and disadvantages
of questionnalires as data collection instruments have been
well discussediin the literature (Bennett and Hill, 1964;
Mouly, 1970). For example questionnaires permit wide
coverage, both in sample size and geographic distribution,
with reasonable investments in effort, time, and money.

Nevertheless, for this study the use of the
questionnaire as the sole means of dat?collectlon was

rejected. There were three reasons for this. One was the
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concern that the strong feelings held by many administrators
for events which occurred during the previous academic year
might be reflected in either erroneous or biased responses
or in a high level of non—gesponse. The second was a

\

concern that many administrators might be defensive about

events which directly involved them. Their responses might

have tended 1o bDe biased or 1nsufficient 1n number to
C I

present an adequate picture. LVFinally, t&ere was a concern

that busy administrators might procrastinate 1n responding
o a questlionnalre,

For these reasons, the lntgrﬁxew technique of d%;a
collection was adopted as the major data collection
procedure for the study. Questjonnaires were also utilized
but mainly to ob\aln frequency data and as a check on

-~

administrator perceptions.

The Inlerxlew Guide

The interview guide for this study was based on
questionnaire material used by Spector (1978) tn his study
of organizational frustration and on the literature reviewed
in Chapter 2. The interview guide developed was pilot-
tested. Based on the results of the pilot test, the guide
was revised and then used with the entire administrator
group in lhe community college.

The i1nterview guide, which appears in Appendix A, was
cbmprised of three sections with a total of 16 questions.
The first section was designed to discover the variéus

sources within the college which acted as frustrators for
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the administrator in thg performance of the job. The second
section was designed fo identify the immediate effects of
the various sources of job related frpstration. The third
section attempted to determine the varlious consequences of
administrator felt job related frustration for various

individuals and groups within the college.

Two questionnaires were used 1n this sthdy. At the
conclusion of the interviewing session, administrators were
given a short questionnaire which was designed to elicit a
mixture of demographic and frequency data. This
Questionnaire was completed by all administrators and
appears in Appendix B.

~

All faculty members received questionnaires distributed
to their respective departments after consultation and
agreement with the college facullty association and each
department. These questionnaires were designed to eliclt
faculty perceptions of various administrator and department
processes and served as a perceptual check for administrator
responses. Eighty questionnair%s were distributed and 42

were retupned (52.5%). The questionnaire for faculty

members appkars in Appendix C. N

Johnson (1977:108) determined that research activities
in education may be described as valid if they appear either

to be factually;correct or to work successfully. Fox
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(1969:367) proposed that validity occurs when a procedure
accomplishes or measures what it originally sets out to
accomplish or measure. In spite of these determinations,
there are, however, certain sources of bias and error
present in a data collection process.

Sources of instrument bias and error, as determined Dby
Kahn and Cannell (1957), include the perceptions, attitudes,
expectations, and background characteristics of’both
respondent and interviewer. Good (1972) added to lhis list
the perceived intent of the guestionnaire; the timing of the
questionnaire request; nature of the interview setting; the
favorable rebutation, in terms of integrity and knowledge,
of the researcher; and the adequacy and length of the

instrument as additional factors affecting validity.

These possible sources of invalidity were recognized

and became a consideration in the pilot-testing stage of the

study. To increase the validity, all data collection in the
study was conducted under conditions of confidentiality and
during their interviews, administrators were asked to
justify their responses. Each interview concluded with a
brief summary, by the interviewer, of responses made to each
Yuestion iq,order to provide a check on the perceptions of
the interviewer. Any apparent discrepancies between
interviewer and interviewee were resolved before the

interviewing sessions was concluded.

Reliability in : .
Mouly (1970:272) recognized that problems relating to

\
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the possible effect upon interview reliability of the use of
a team of i&terviewefs. Accordingly, the writer served as
the sole interviewer in the data collection process. Good
(1972) cautioned that the desire of many respondents to make
a favorable impression and a reluctance to reveal self-
damaging information md§ frequently affect the reliability
of the instrument. These problems were also recognized in
this studyland addresseq in three ways. First, the
interview was selected as the primary method of data
collection. Second, pilot-testing and refining of the
questions designed to collect the data was done in order to
improve reliability. Third, it is likely that the past
experience and training of the intervieﬁer in the interview
technique, particularly in being sensitive to differences

among respondents, contributed to intervid& reliability.

Pilal-testing Phase

o

A community college in Alberta was selected as a base
for a case study on the sources of job related frustration
on collgge administ}ators, their immediate effects, and long
term consequences. Prior to the identification of the
particular college for the case study, a pilot study was
undertaken in order to refine the instrumentation used in
the study. A sample of ten administrators, both academic
and non academic, at Mount Royal College in Calgary was
surveyed for the purpose of refining the questionnaire and

interviewing procedure to be used in the main study.

Additionally, a sample of five faculty members and five non-
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academic staff at Mount Royal College were used to pilot-

test the questionnaire intended for use with faculty members

at the target college. L .

A two stage pilot-testing process was used at Mount

Royal College. First, a pilot-test was conducted with a

group of administrators using instruments based on Spector's
organizational frustration questionnaire. Responses from
this first pilot were used to revise both the questionnaire
and and interview gulide. The instruments were then
administered to a second plilot-test group and the second set
of responses were used f{n preparing the final version of
questionnaire and interview schedule.

The sample of faculty membefs’and members of the non-
academic staff at Mount Royal College was then presented
with a questionnaire based on the administrator
questionnaire. Their responses were then used to construct
the revised questionnaire used with faculty members in
departments headed by the responding administrators at the
community college chosen for the main sthdy. This pklot-

testifijg was done during the 1982 fall semester.

Selection of the College for Study

The selection of the target college occurred about the
timé that the pilot-testing phase of the study was being
completed. Tentative approval had been obtained to study
two postsecondary institutions in Alberta. One of these, a
community college was was selected in early December of 1982

and data collection commenced during the last weeks of the
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year. Collection of data COntinQed through May of 1983.
Initial visits to the college were designed to
accompl ish two purposes: to collect data from all
administrators on campus by means of interviews and the
administrator questionnaire and to distributé questionnaires
to members of the faculty and non-academic staff. HoweQer,
access to the faculty and staff groups was not provided at
first. As a result, data collection was delayed somewhat.
After repeated effort an acceptable procedure to collect
necessary data from facult; members was devised. The data,
collected from faculty members by Qquestionnaire , was
completed by the end of May. Non-academic staff did Qot
participate in the study, however, this was not considered
to be a critical deterent to the study. In the interim
period, information on the role the college played in the
community and the role the administrators played in the
college was obtained to supplement the other data collected

for the study.
THE DATA COLLECTION PROGRAM

Prior to the commencement of the main study, the
president of the target college was contacted for his
approval. He agreed to take thé proposal to his executive
committee and to the various decision-making bodies within
the college whose members would be affected by the study.

Written consent was subsequently given and the chairman
of Learning Resources assigned as the formal contact with

the college. The chairman subsequently arranged for the
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interviews that were conducted with all the college
administrators.

All interview appointments were confirmed by telephone
and a list of the interview questions provided each
respondent prior to the interview. All interviews were held
at their appointed times, with one exception. [In this case,
the administrator happened to be off campus unexpectedly.
This interview was rescheduled and subsequently held. Each
interview involved only one administrator and lasted between
forty five and seventy five minutes, averaging about an
hour. Each interview concluded with a review of the
respondent's notes in order to provide a perceptual check.
The administrator questionnaire was then completed by the
respondent and the session concluded. Nine academic and 13
non—acaquic administrators participated in the study. This
represented all college administrators except the president.
The president, having arrived recently, did not have first
hand knowledge of the previous academic year and was
therefore omitted from the study. In all, twenty-two
interviews were conducted in the college between December
14, 1982 and January 10, 1983. gf? 7

On completion‘of the data gathering from the
administrators, data collection from members of the faculty
began. The president of the faculty association served as a
coptact person for this phase and distributed questionnaire

forms to all faculty members. The last questionnaires were

returned in May 1983. This concluded the data collection
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process.
QONCLUSION

In this chapter the research design and methodology of
the study were deteiled. The conceptual framework upon
which the study was based was developed from the relevant
literature reviewed in the preceding chapter. Particular
reference was made in the present chapter to the
instrumentation employed and to the natﬁre of the respondent
groups studied. In the following chapter, the first set of
findings, associated with the sources of administrator job

related frustration is presented.
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CHAPTER 4
SOURCES OF FRUSTRATION

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the nature of
administrator frustration at a community col lege. More
specifically, the study sought to determiné the sources of
administrator job related frustration, the immediate effects
of this frustration for the administrator, and the
consequences of job related frustration for the
administrative work group, for superordinates, and for the
college at large.

This study, involving a community college in Alberta,
was undertaken during the 1982-83 acg%emic year. Since the
primgry purpose of the study was to identify the sources,
effects, and consequences of adninistrator frustration, all

' »

twenty-two administrators who held line or staff positions
at the community college were included in the study. Data
were collected from this group by means of structured
interviews and qstionnaires on job related frustrations.
Questionnaires were also distributed to all members of
faculty and non-academic staff in an effort to determine
work group perceptj ns of administrator frustration.

In ®his chaptér, the first purpose of the study is

addressed: identifying the sourq%?'o% administrator job

@
58



related frustration. These sources are explored from three
perspectives:
1. The areas where job frustration has occurred.

2. The job events causing the greatest amount of
administrator frustration.

3. The frequency of the job related frustration
experienced. '

Sources of Frustration al ihe Community College

The administrator group at the community college was
surveyed by means of interview in order to determine first,
whether they experienced job related frustration and second,
if they did, what was the nature of the sources of

frustratijon.

Findings. Table 1 presentf both the categories and the
specific sources of administrator fEustration reported by
frequency of mention and by percentage of total.

Administrators at the college were asked to report on
where they perceived obstacles and hence frustrators to
their jobs. Regponses from these administrators were
grouped into four general frustrator categories:
interpersonal, task related, resource related, and
technology related . Within each category, certain specific
sour%gs‘of frustration were -didentified by the college
administra&yrs.

Administrator response to the determination of the
sources of frustration at the community college ind{cated
that interpérsonal sources of frustration occurred with

greatest frequency,(41 of the 89 incidents). Within this
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category superordinates were identified most often (54%) as
the specific sources of interpersonal frustration.

Subordinates were next in frequency of mention (24%),
t

followed by others in the college providing significant
services to the administrator (12%) and administrative peers
(IY:L In all cases, individuals causing administrator

frustration were perceived to interfere with the

administrator in the accompl ishment of the job.

Table 1

Areas Identified Where Job Related Frustration Occurred

Frustrator Category N=22 i Frequency % of Total
______________ I SEppEpEpEpEESSIEE PR R
Interpersonal Frustrators 41 46.0
Involving superordinates 22 . 54.0
Involving subordinates ' 10 24.0
Involving significant others 5 12.0
Involving administrative peers 4 10.0
Task Related Frustrators 23 25.8
Obstacles to decision making il 47.8
Lack of administrator preparation 7 30.4
Workload stress ‘ 3 ) 13.0
Territoriality . ‘ 4.4
Dealing with rumors G N 4.4
Resources Related Frustrators 20 22.5
Inadequate capital funding 16 80.0
Inflexible resource allocation 3 15.0
Inadequate remuneration 1 5.0
Technology Related Frustrators ) 9.7
Lack of available expertise 4 80.0-
Inadequate information system 1 20.0

__._-_—..._—--_—_-—-_-__..__-—_——__4--—__-__..-..-_-—_———_.——_-_..._—

Task related sources of frustration, as a category, had
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the second highest frequency of mention (23 incidents) by
administrators. Specifically, obstacles to decision making
seemed to be the most frequently mentioned task related
frustrator, accounting for slightly fewer than half (47.8%)
of the total responses in this category. The self report
of lack of preparation for the administrative job received
30;4% of the total task related responses. The stress
caused by a heavy workload received the ne*t most frequently
mentioned responses (13%). Least frequentiy reported
frustrators concerned the prevalence of unsubstantiated
rum;rs and task interference caused by incursions of
uninvolved others into the decision making procéss. These
frustrators were each reported by only one administrator.

The number of resource related frustrators reported was
close to the number of task reléted frustrators (20
incidents). The most frequently mentioned specific sources
of frustration in this category concerned the inadequacy of
capital funding (80%). Lack of flexibility in resource
allocation was the next most frequently mentioned
administrator response (15%). Inadequate remuneration for
the nature of the job was reported only once.

Technology related frustrators, accounting for the
fewest administrator responses, were mentioned by only five
administrators. Of these responses, four (80%) dealt with
lack of available expertise in problematic situations while

only one concerned what was perceived to be an inadequate

information system.



Discussion. Two typés of frustrators appear to emerge
from the data, those which may be’expressed in a rather
generic sense since they pertain to a variety of
organizations, and those which appear specific to this
college. Interpersonal sources of frustration fall into the
former category while certain task andNresburce related
frustrators seem to fall in the latter.

The frequency with which interpersonal frustration was
reported is not surprising. Much of the administrative role
in tﬁe college involves meeting and dealing with a variety
of individuals in order to accompl ish goals. When goals are
identified, there may be variéfs interpretations as to
priorities and how they may be achieved by all concerned in
the task environment. \Oonflicting views can result when

=
more than one interpré%ation is involved in the decision
making process. Frequently, the nature of conflict
surrounding the administrative task can be the result of the
diversity of.individui%s who are affected by decisions made
in the accomplishmeht of the task. Interpersonal
frustrators appears to%?é an inevitablé part of any
ad?knxstratlve ]éb. ﬁ@ .

With specific reference to the college, there were
resource related issues which provoke f}ﬁstration. he
current state of the physical jplant and the almost universal
perception by administrators of the need to update
facilities, can be viewed as a regdurce.%elated frustratop

specific to this institution.

Task related frustrators specific to this college

»
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include the lack of a formal preparation process for new
L)

administrators and a recent history of senior level
administrative delays 1n needed decision making. I n
genera‘l, though, there was a perception that a recent change
in senior level admanistration resulted in new strategles
bel1ng put into place to address these specifirce
administrative frustrators.

While other colleges might have experlenced similar
administrator job related frustrators, perhaps the
combination of administrator frustration with decision
making delays and lack of formal administrator preparation
for the nature of the job are unique 1n this envlronmc%(.

Finally, the low frequency of technology relu{ed
frustration reported could indicate a supportive state of
technology at.least adequate lo meet adninlstrator job
related goals. Indeed, administrators commented positively
on the availgbillty of equipment and logistic support which
enhanced goal achievement. This seems to be a legacy of the

previous senior administration.

Sources Qf Greatest Frusiralion

Fol lowing respondent identification of the sources of
job related frustration, administrators at the college were

asked which job related event caused them greatest

fiustration.

Findings. Each administrator reported the one job-

.related event which caused the most frustration. Table 2



reports the results of this inquiry.

\

A

Table 2

Job Events Causing (Greatest Frustration

Frustrator Category N=22 Frequency
Interpersonal Frustrators 16
Involving superordinates 10 62.95
Involving subordinates 4 25.0
Involving others 2 12.5
Task Related Frustrators 4 18 .2
Obstacles to decision making 2 50.0
Lack of administrator preparation 1 25.0
Workload stress 1 25.90
Resource Related Frustrators 2 9.1
Inadequate capital funding 2 100.0
Technology Related Frustrators 0 0.0

Consistent with the sources reported in Table 1, 16
administrators identified interpersonal frustrators as
causing greatest frustration. Superordinates, &as & group,
were identified as the greatest contributors to
administrator frustration. Ten administrators reported that
superordinates caused them greatest frustration with their
lack of support and their delays in decision making.
Subordinates were identified by féur aaministrators as
causing the greatest frustration. Staff exceeding their
authority, union-management conflicts, and staff
productivity were mentioned as specific examples of

subordinate caused frustration. Significant others who
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interacted with the administrator were mentioned by (WO
administrators as the greatest frustrators. Frustrating
events 1n these cases centered around the provision of
services to the administrator by these individuals.

Task related frustrators were judged as éausing
administrators the next greatest amount of frustration with
four administrators reporting these to be the major sources
of frustration. Obstacles to decision making were reported
as the greatest task related frustrators by two
administrators. These included inadequacies in the
communication flow and the planning process. LLack of
preparation for the administrative job was reported as the
greatest frustrator for one administrator as was the stress
caused by a heavy workloadir

Two aedministrators reported resource related
frustration involving 1nadequate capital funding as the
greatest source of frustration. This funding they contended
was needed to update facilities.

Technology related frustrators were not identifiled as
the greatest source of frustration byhany administrator.

Table 2 presents findings similar to those detailed in
Table 1. Specffically it shows that the college
administrators found interpersonal events involving
 superordinates caused the greatest frustration, but there
are some important differences. While both tables report
that in}erpersonal frustrations equal or exceed any other
specific source of frustration in either the task or

technology categories, Table 2 identifies administrator
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interrelations with s%pordinates to be the second greatest

frustrator (4 responses). This same source of frustration
is ranked third in the number of reported incidents of

frustration as indicated in Table 1.

Discussien. There is some value in determining the

source of the most significant frustration felt Dy

administrators. This may reveal where administrators expend

most of their task energy. Organizational 1nterest in
ad&ressing the most significant sources of frustration may
increase if a consensus in administration perception
occurred. This consensus would indicale a siénificant
blockage in the organizational milieu which might be
addressed in order to restore on-task energy-

Clearly, from these/reports, interpersonal variables
are the greatest source of frustration for the majority of
administrators at the college.

It may be argued that when frustration arises in an
unexpected manner, administrators may be unprepared to deal
with the resultant goal blockage. This unpreparedness might
result in a need for administrators to'expena considerable
energy, which results in greater feelings of frustration.
Many intetrpersonal relationships seem fraught with a high
level of uncertainty which requires an expenditure of
administrative energy that was expected to be directed to
the accomplishment of the task at hand. It therefore seems
reasonable that frustrations of an interpersonal nature were

the greatest in number and highest in intensity for these
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college administrators.

Frequency of Significaptl Frusiration

In order to determine how often administrators at the
college experienced significant job related frustration, all
administrators were surveyed by questionnaire. In addition,
as & method of comparison, the work group was also surveyed
by questionnaire to determine the éxtent to which the
immediate work group perceived similar occurrences of

administrator frustration.

Findings. Table 3..summarizes the reports of the
college's administrators with respect to frequency with

which significant levels of job related frustration occur.

Table 3

67

Frequency of Occurrence of Significant Job Related Frustration

2
Once a week 8
Once a month 6 27.3
Rarely or not at all ) 6

Occurrences N=42 Work Group Reports % of Total
Once a day 2 9.5
Once a week 9 21.4
Once a month \x 14 33.3
Rarely or not at all 15 35.8

From these administrator reports it would seem that a
slight minority of administrators at thé college experience

significant levels of frustration on a daily or weekly basis
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in the performance of their jobs (45.4%). Just over half
(54.6%) expefience monthly or less frequent occurrences of
frustration. Among these, half (27.3% of all administrators
surveyed) reported\infrequént or no occurrenges of job
related frustration, while‘only 9% rgported daily'ﬁncidents
gf frustration.

The work group reported less frequent occurrences of
daily or monthly frustration than did the administrators
(30.9%). However, the work group reported more perceived
incidents of monthly and less frequent periods of

administrator frustration (69.1%).
()

Discussion. Prom the administrator’ response summar i zed
in Table 3, it might be prgdicfed that administrator
perception of the frequency of experienced frustration was
low at the college. For many administrators this seemed to
be true. These administrators typically responded to

questions about the sources of f}ustnation with statements
[ - 4

: NI
such as "the college is a very @oGﬁplace to work" and

nfrustrations are what 1 expected.” Some of these
administrators also pointed out that they chose, many times,
not to react to frustrators. Many felt that by choosing to

be administrators, they also consented to work in,a more

frustrating environment. Increased commitment to .Lthe
y < .’1

administrative role, then, appéared td‘inflﬁi

administrators' percepfion of situational frust_é
While general agreement existed between adii

and their subordinates in their perceptions of administrator

A

\

%e. the!
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‘frustration which occurred daily, weekly, monthly and rarely

or not at all, the work group tended to underestimate weekly
occurrences of administrator fru§tration and overestimate
frustration wpich occurred rarely or monthly. Work grdﬁg
underestimation of administrator frustration might be
explained by a lack of full disclosure on the part of the
administrator to the work group. In spite of these
discrepancies in the reported incidents of administrator
frustration, it may generally be said that reasonable

agreement existed between administrator and work group

perceptions as to the frequency of the occurrence of

significant job related frustration.
A, SUMMARY

In this chapter the variety, inteﬂsity, and frequerncy
of administrator job related sources of frustration were
explored. Emphasis was placed on the identification of
particular categories of frustration and particular sources
of frustration. Additionally, the source of the greatest
frustration for administrators at the college was examined.

Administrators at the college reported that most

frequently experienced incidents of frustration were those

related to interpersonal events and, more specifically,
those involving their superordinates. In addition, these
incidents were also the greatest sources of frustratioh for
these administrators.

Task and resource related frustrators were reported
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next most frequently by administrators. While task related
frustration as & category was a greater source of
frustration than resource related frustration, two specific
frustrators, one in each category, were mentioned as the
greatest sources of frustration by equal numbers of
administrators. These frustrators were inadequate capital
funding at the college and obstacles to the decision making
process.

Least frequently reported frustrators were technology
related; these pertained to available expertise and
information systems. Technology related frustrators were
not reported by any administrator to be the greatest
frustrator. On the conlrary, many administrators reported
that the available technology enhanced rather than detracted
from their tasﬁg.

Finally, A slight majority of administrators reported
that they experienced significant levels of frustration no
more often than at monthly intervals. A slightly larger
majority of work group members perceived their
administrators as experiencing this low frequency of job
related frustration, suggesting a high level of agreement

between these two groups in this respect.
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CHAPTER 5
IMMED IATE EFFECTS OF AIMINISTRATOR FRUSTRATION

lotroduction

The reader is reminded that tﬁe purpose of this study
was to examine the n;ture of administrator frustration at a
community college. More specifically, the study sought to
determine the sources, efﬁects, and consequences of
administrator job related frustration.

In the preceding chapter, sources of administrator

frustration were examined in the college setting. Job areas
were identified where frustration occurred. Larticular job
related events which caused greatest administrator
frustration were also identified along with the periodic
nature of experienced frustration.

&

In this chapter, the second purpose of the study will
be addressed; the immediate effects of job related
frustrgtién to the administrator. The immediate effects of
administrator job related frustration will be explored froﬁ

s ,

the following perspectives:

1. The type of immediate reactions to both
specific and general frustrations.

2. Frustration and administrator productivity.

3. The nature. of° administrator reactions to
varying levels of frustraq@?n.

4. The level §of administrator comfort in response
to experienced frustration.

-
l \‘,. ——
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5  The stability of administrator reaction 1O
frustration over time.
lupediate Beactions lo Frusiratlien
In order to determine the immediate effects of

administrator job related frustration, college

administrators were asked just to describe a situation which

stood out as a significant frustrator to them and then to

describe their reactions to the reported situation.

&

Findings. Each administrator described one situation

which involved a significant level of frustration and
-
reported their immediate reactions to the situation. Table
4 illustrates these specific reactions.
Table 4
Immediate Reactions by Administrators to Frustration

Type of Reaction N=22 Frequency % of Total
S grmmmm R
Annoyance and anger 12 54..6
Confused and off balance * 7 31.9
Anxious 2 9.0
Acceptance 1v // 4.5

All but, one,@admﬁhxstrator reported experiencing

negative fe@%%ngs axlsln§ from the descrlbed situation.

Additfonal;y, all‘ bufi one administrator reported

-

levels of frustration

N

experiencing very high in the

particular situation. Annoyance and anger were reported as

s

KA

the most frequently occurring negative reactions (123 while

administrator anxiety was least often reported (2).
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Discussion. Consistent with the frustration-
aggression hypothesis (Dollard and Miller 1939) most
administrators at the college responded to specific
frusgration with annoyance and anger. Other responses,
however, did occur. Those administrators reporting
immediate reactions of confusion in the frustrating
situation tended to persist in thos; behaviors which had, in

the past, allowed them to better clarify the situation. The

aim of these administrators was to reduce the confusion

surrounding the frustrating situation rather than to

. Iy :
immediately degl with the blockage. This level of response

.seems consistent with the fixation hypothesis (Mqier 1949)
which suggests that behaviors, unrelated to the overcoming
of thé blockage but available during the frustrating
episode, are repeatedfy expressed and by their expression
may reduce tension. This may reinforce their use in
subsequent frustratiné events.

The administrator reporting the acceptance of%the
frustrating event indicated the futility of allowing the
situation to affect him negatively. This may suggest a

certain tolerance for frustration.

" Adwinistrator Reaction to Spgcifig; Frustration .

The described situations involving frustration Qere
analysed aﬁd arbitrarily divided into two types.of
administrator reactioqs:\those involving 50 type of

é?ﬁlith thé

external expression which others in g¢onta

: administrator might notice, and those limited to internal
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reactions only which were not noticed by others.

Findings. Fifteen administrators reported some outward
expression and all tended to report a lack of angicipation
that the blockage could have contributed to the intensity of
their experienced frustration. Of these fifteen
administrators, twelve reported that the blocked goal was
significantly important to .them.

The remaining seven administrators repprted no external
expression of their exéerienced frus¥ration. Lack of
blockage anticipation together with reported goual
desirability was reported by three and one administrator
respectively. |

Table 5 depicts these types of reactions.

Table 5

Type of Administrator Expression to Frustration |

Type of Reaction N=22 Frequency % of Tdtal
Externally Expressed 15 T es.z
%;;;;_;;;;I;T;;_;;;;ict blockage ;; 166?6\
Those reporting goal desirability 12 80.0
Internally Expressed 7 : 31.8
Those unable to predict blockage 3 42.8

e e e e m m — e - g S i U Uy

Those reporting goal desirability 1 ) 14.2

Diinﬁ&&iQn‘ An important issue which seems to be
related to the externaﬂized.expression of frustration
concerns both the ability to predict a goal blockage' and the

A
N - T
gesirablllty of attaining the goal. This seems consistent
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with the positions advanced by Berkowitz (1960) and Yates
(1962). They posit that individual reactions to frustration
tend to become more extreme when the desire to accomplish
the goal increases and the abiliiy to predict the onset of &
goal blockage decreases. 1t should then follow that the
more extreme the administrator reaction to frustration the
more likely behavior would be externalized. This treng
seems to be reflected in the responses administrators made

to express their job related frustrations.

»
+

Change in Administralor Reaclions
Administrators were next asked to report any changes in
%

their immediate reactions as they beghn dealing with t%ﬁgl
. "y

particular frustrating situation.,

Findings. Eleven admini;trators reported(noderutiné
behaviors as they began to deuk with the frustrating
situation. These administrators claimed success in quickly
resolving the problem which enabled them to turn their

-~

energy back to the task a# hand. The administrators alsolv
experienced some degree of success in resolving the
blockage; as a result, saw themselvés as more productiver

The nine administrators who perceived little
possibility for blockage resolution or for the protracted
effort needed to resolve the frustrating éituation, tended
to stay angry or become more angry. Administrators who
reported remaining anxious as they tried to deal with the

LY

frustrating situation tended to perceive virtually no
>



possiv{e resolution to the frustrating situation and seemed
/

V4
unhappily to accept the situation.

.

Table 6 summarizes the administrative responses to the

N
question of a change in the reactions to frustration.

Table 6 -

Change in Administrator Reactions to Frustration

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::&::::::::::::
Type of Reaction N=22 Frequency % of Total
Moderated actions - more productivity 11 50.0
Stayed angry or became more angry 9 _40.9
No change in actions - stayed anxious 2 . 9.1

Discussion. Pastore (1952) indicated that érotracted
resolution of goal blockages should result in continued high
levels of stress and the externalization of such
frustration. It should follow that, asdesolution of the

goal blockage begins to occur, admihistrative reactions to

| -

frustration would become ]less extremé“hnd outward expression

|
_ |
It would appear that the anticipated degree of success

could moderate. .

in problem solving resolution related tO/changés in

administrator reaction as the frustrating sjituation was
. /

/

addressed. : /

/

D G / .
Individuals perceiving rap.jd foblﬁm,kesolutxon{seem
s 5 c :
motivated to oyercome the blockage,
7
long and arduous problem solving aectivities tend to express
= ' I i

anger, perhaps as a tension release. Those administ%ators

who perceived little success in resolving the fruStfating

situation were also those who tended to remain anxious a
. s {

“while those who percéive.



they addressed the probl em.

What is of some interest concerns those who felt anger.

These nine administrators tended to externalize theiﬂ

feelings and to continue to hold hostile feelnngs for a

period of time, even after the situation had been addressed.
Administratoré who experienced this gave two general
explanations for this effect: "

a. The frustrating situation constituted a
perceived personal attack on the administrator
with resulting loss of esteem.

b. The resolution of the situatxon was not to the
liking of the administrator. There was still

teelings of powerlessness or inequity in the
decision exercise.

‘Typical Beactions to High Levels of Emauanan

Most admnnistrators at the college were able to report
on their feelings during the recounting of the specifie
situation which caused them high levels of frustration.
The nexi interesting problem was to determine if these
feel ings were typical of admiqistratbr reactions to high
levels of frustration in generai. ‘ |

In aﬁ effort to determine if the speeific signifieant
situatien, as reported by the administrators at tpe'eollege,
rephesented a typical iay of responding, each administrator
was asked to report on g era} reactions to highly

fruetrating situations.

Findings. Administrator reports indicated that the

7

types of jesponée in generalvsituations invofving.high -
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levels of frustration was consistent with those reported in

the specific situation. In fact, only one reaction, that of
denying the situation, was not reported to occpr in the

specific situation., Table 7 illustrates these reactions,

Table 7

S -

Immediate Reacti 5 to High Levels of Administrator
Frustration in General Situations

- - - P T T T T T T T
4 4+ 33 F 33 5 4 314 - AR R R R R R E R R R R

Types of Reactions N=22 Frequency % of Total Change *

Became more pI;ductive ' 8 36.4 -3
Express anger ‘ i 7 31.8 -2
Keep anxious feelings inside 6 27.3 +4
Deny the situation 1 4.5 +1

- e e A% D e Sn e e Gm W W A R D G T W n S M e TR AR n R D Gh TR R D YR TR e R L G WP Y TR Eh W e e dn e SR W D A M WD T AR S

* pumber and direction of response change from the reported
specific situation.
Discussion. When these administrator responses are
matehed to those reported by administrators for the specifiec
" _

situation the following‘compafisons can be made: -

78

a. Pewer administrators became more productive in)A

general highly frustrating situations than the
did in the reported specific situation (eight
as compared with 11). ‘ | |

" b. Fewer administrators expressed anger in general
highly frustrating situations than they did in
the reported specific situation (seven as
compared with nine).

¢. More administrators kept anxious feelings
~ inside in general situations involving high
levels of frustration than they did in the

reported specific situation (six as compared

with two),

d. Seven.administrators at the college reported

not- reported as a typical response to
" frustration generally.: . .

- Literafurt on frustration which deals specifically

| ,

confusion in the specific situation. This was
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with arousal ‘levels (Yerkes and Dodson 1908, Spector 1978) -

-suggests that ns'levels of frustraiion increase past an

optimum point for eéch indivldugll/Lesa ﬁroductivi}y and

greater task irrelevani behaviors such as hostillty and

anxiety seem to result., More of the individual's energy

seems to be displaced from the task in an attemp?‘go deal

with the source of fggstration. Maier and Verser (1982:81)

suggest that o

o

one effect\of frustration on beheVior is to
cause individual's to lose sight of a goal in
favor of behavior that releases tension.

From the responses summarized by Table 8 and Table 7,
it was discovered that administrators at the college
generally eeemed either to express anger more often or to
become more productive when faced with high‘leveis’of
trustration.in the specifle-reported situationr_ This would

indicate that for some administrators, frustration seemed - to

approach an optimum level and administretors felt more

productive. For other administretors, however, the arousal

leyel caused by frustration appeared to go beyond the
7
optimal level and task energy Was displaeed to releese

tension.

In order to better determine whether task productivity

7Wag modified by frustrttion, adminlstrators at'the colie¢e9

were asked to report on their abllity to carry out . their job i

whlle under a high level of fruatretion.

a
=i

" Eindinza" Exactlyesox o?%the;edmin{(tre;ors reborfed'

\ C}:' |
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" no change.in performance .in the‘speeifle’frustreglng-

situation asiopposed»to.only’18;2x_of the admlnistrator

. group reporting no pertormence change es'abresult:of

°*¥iseem to indieate thet tn generel frustrating situetlons (es;47f:

generally hlgh levels of job trustretlon.‘"The reportedf

general high levels of job frustration seemed, on the other'

hand, to exeeed the speeific reported frustreting situetlon

in two dimensiods.,improved task performanee (31 8% vs.

9. 1x) and impaired task performance (50% vs.40 9%) Teble
8 compares administrator ability to carry out the job whlle

\ '/.r’

frustratfon.

‘Table 8

Comparison of Administrator Percelved Abilities to
" Perform their Jobs in Specific and Generel Situatlons

T = Ny

8"3:8-:83=====8=====================8==="=============' ==88_

‘General Reecttons  N=22 - Frequeneya : x of Tbtelrb

’;lmpetred Performenee ~50;o
. lmproved Performance. 31.8
"~ 'No Change ln Performenee

nllnnllinna 'The results summerlzed in Teble 8 wouldk,w

4 experte#elng specific as opposed to generally high levels of“‘

‘Speeltie Reactions = N=22. | Frequency % et Td “lY]
. Impaired Performance | 9 1° 40.9%
Imptoved Performance o T B IS T
No Change in Performance | ; " 11 o 8040

\

’-foophosed to the reported speelric a!tuetlens) edministretoff}?w

'”’f?fljob performanee tends to polerlse._ SomevedmlnlstratorstVﬂf

'f report inereesed pertormenee while others report impe!red_j}ﬁ;

”Fffnfperformenoe. To those administretors reportlnc lmpalred
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| f“’h”i' fu | ,’.:"- by wn4*“)iq,} ;:"j.:lf ” j‘~ dg‘.
J lunctloning, frustratlon wns aeon ‘to conlumc task attentldn i
- nnd tlmo while operntlng na 'y dotrnctor. Adminlstrntorn

repnrtlng lmproved tnuk functlonlng cxpcrienced nn

enertizlng elfrct ll n Jﬁlult ot th. hith" 1°V‘ .
;,trustrntlon., Thlll lndlvédunls nlno reported ﬁolng
;’motivntcd by thc challcnglng ajtuntlon. R SR
y - The tablod dntn nlno nuggeat that ndmlnistrntorf id
‘not percebvo the reported spocif!c altuatlon ll n iynlcnl
- case involvlng hlgh lqvoll ot frustratlon. Rnther,%&he jﬁlf
‘7v:datn would lndlcnto thnt many tdminiftrntorn porn&lvﬁ%‘tﬁﬁ
w;;pecific sltuntlon to slgnlty a hign wltcrgnnrk in tQ;ms of
_exporionccd fruatratlona. The fnot thnt thoro were !ewor'
indmini:trntor reportl o! performnnoc lmprbvumont nlong with
,nAjthe hlghor froquenoy o! no porformtnce chnnco, 1] compnred
'*1? to,gcnernlly high lovell of frultrntlon, nould tend fo lend
e isomc aupport to thla contention. Ualng thia nrgumcnt thcn, {-»
thc lpoclflc lltuntion tondl to nxcood tho optlmwm nggﬂlnl

'fi'-lem tor au but 9.19‘ of admlnmutou nt tho eulloze- BT

 fff7"'k porformnnc.;n
.‘g_....v‘n"_._,'v,dlffll’!l\ﬂ.' ln "M“, ‘h’“.lgy to do.’t:,
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;aa teek improvement under lower levell ot fruetretion._ Three

.d}edmlnletretore reported bein¢ less motiveted end

o experlenoing impelred teek pgrtormpnce under lower levels ofo

‘53r¢ruetratlon.7” Seven edminletretors perceived d“slizhth

"moderexion ln tesk performende; two experlenoed lese

improved tunctioning, wgile fivo experlenoed leae impelred,

Ll

':fpfunctioning. Six edmlnistrators ex‘erioneed no performence

”f,aehenges; four reported belng uneffeo_ d by eny level of

7fﬁ¥truetretlon, while two reported continued lmprovemeni lw'

;?dftlsk tunctioninC.ﬂ. f"'-.;7‘;¢.3-”°- f_uﬁ"\

Teble 9 summarlzes thefb edministretor reections tor

E'~:“"'~_,leu rruetretlng eltuatloﬁg ‘ ﬁ¢1j‘ ‘ ,d L '?/T:'
LN ‘*d;}:h' Teble 9 o |
Admlnietretor Tesk Behevior in Leee Frustretinz Sltuatione

) llﬂaulcllanuas:a::sah!zlzaa:z::::883888’:::&:::::::::szas::z

‘,------d---&—.h---ﬂ--q—--—---Hﬂnhﬁhqnunuun-n--p--nb—--—-----

.~ 8imilar but not as improved .. 27 .o el
. ‘8imilar: but not as_ lmpelrdd **'%“'5Qﬁﬁfi SUREREIREE | TS A
‘,,}clmproved Performenoe -sWas: impelred Qgti;;‘fh-’g~ 2758‘,‘v~--*‘
. No-change - no reaction to: truatretion 4 g 18 3
*j-;No eshange - tnprovement ‘remained-. e~2‘pk¢ﬂ’~' 9.1

'*1Lell Hotf ed - lmpelred Performenoe i R 13 8

'-q --.---—ﬂwnoncdnndu--‘q-- ;ﬂ:w.?

*Reection; s "N»22" Prequency - %-of Tatal -
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'aroueel level eppronched the optimel level.\'ln order to

examine this .eeeumption turther, taek performenée of ell

83

adminletratnre wee exemined under conditions ot leee“

Y\

rruetration. Situetlone 1nvolvin¢ lese extrune levela bf

truetretion ehould moderete edmlnigtgator percept!on of both" .

%
teek impeirment end improvement. Thue, edninlqtretore who

reponted belng energized end ehellenged to lmprove tesk

tunetlonlnc under high levele of trultretlon :hould report |

1eee chellenze and theretore lese teak enheneed beheviqr'

under leee extreme conditione of’ fruetretion.f Thoee

~ //admlnietnatore reportinc deblliteting levele of trustretion

‘9t on taek performence qhould lndlcete '“ °“h‘“°°m'“t of’ t"k

pertormence in Leel truetratlng sltuetione. The reeultl ofn,“

_*?the dnte would leem to eupport thie eontention.;

Generelly, edminletretare at the dollege ehow support

n]”tor eroueul theory. Enhenced or impalred tesk perlormnnee

”:.uOnly 11, ax ehow no eiznltleent ehenge in teek pertormance- .

'“525°‘ frg&tretion 1l 0f

¥?id 15&.1 et erout“!‘PP°V1¢'d b!¢

:;ilrreepeetlve ef the f,

et one levq} of fruetretlon tended to ehow a predlcted

:jdlrection ot ehence under enother level of frultretlon.

:_}V.Ql °;/fﬂlﬂtrlthn. & v ; O R

.;fffeuznmm. Changen Uder Yazsiog. Ca o sttt

| d*f The leeue o! lmvrove“fperformenee under eertein levellfﬂ;"

”*9fcerteln indlvlduele would ueem to tunetion;bf:“;" n th

'fone lntereet to organinetloneef;gf;g
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performance gains while experiencing a variety of lévels of

AN

.frustratlon. Table 10 summarizes the data regardtng

administratér perception of performance improvement while
;-experlencing trustration, In particular, imprd/;ment in
; pe;tonman%e at threa levels ?f frustration are charted.

. R V\ N . »V }
L . Table 10 )

« -

. Levels of Frustration Leading to Performance Gains

t
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N=22 -?reguency % of Total
Lowei levels of frustration ‘ -8 ‘ 27.3
-High levels of frustration 7 : 31.8
Specltic levels of frustration 2 : 9.1
-—--e ------- G-——--------w---} -------- TR P Gn n e D s A P G5 WSS DS WS e
a

"?'Prom salt-reporfs, 15 (68.2%) of'the administrators at

- the cqllége perceived improved tungtlohing at sbme level of
frhsirhtlon. Six adminlstv;tor; felt tﬁey had achieved

| porformnnce gnins at lowar lgvel of frustration, while seven

o ,reported theae*gains to occur wh!le exparlcnclng high levels
\

5(;  situ¢tlons ropdrted oarl?%r ln this chapter. Seven

Eff7cxpcrlane!n¢ nny levol of frustratlon.
N ’ N

vi%*i?f ' ‘uLhIHMlLuuunn

'1//ot fruntratlon. Two admlnlstratorl reported porformanee

84

-

/?f5 7¢|inl in task func{ﬁonlng durlng those specitlc frultratlns -

“ff;admlnlsrrators reported no pOrfﬂPm!ﬂC‘ gains '@il°.

ln ordcr to dotermino whather qdmlnlltrntori“
'xycrionecd diocomtort with actual job relntod trustratlon. -
;fun|tlonnalrc was ndmlni:trated to. all adminlttratoru] L

%aoklnz Yor an indlcatlon of the dogrea ot comtort thcy had-fff{{f“



with their experience of job re‘%ted fruetrhtjbn.

Pindings. Tables i1 details the administreters”
e - N (\ . . ’ .
feelings of the degree of coAfort with job related
—~— .

frustration. ‘ . -
' Table 11
Administrator Comfort w(th Job Related Frustration

: -=========S=====’====:==========_===3==:=‘====;==¥;=‘=======8===
Degree of Comfort - N=22 - Frequency . % of Totel
Very comforteble ' 9 41.0

- Somewhat comfortable 7 31.8
Neéither comfortable or uncomfortable 1 4.5
Somewhat uncomfortable 4 18.2
Very uncomforteble 1 4.5

The reports mwﬁe by edmlnletretors at the’college

suggested ‘that 16 (72.7%) respondente experienced feelings

of relative comfort. This matches well ‘with those

“ffedminletretors who reported, in tﬁg p;evioue‘section, that

they had. experienced performance gains while e;perleneing

some level of frustretion.. All but one edministretor

85

reported performenee gelne elong wlth feelinge of comforkﬂin",

) reletlon to job releted fruetretlon.g‘

1D11¢n(llnn. Improvin¢ edmlnistretor pertormenee is of

":*eome eoneidereble intereet to en orgenlzetlon. Whet mey be

“of more eeneern to the edm!nietretor, however, ie the;“

Ateeltncl ot eomtort or dleeomfort whteh reeult from joba_,

releted frultretlon. While comfort m.y not direetly?Q

| 7]@inndleete effeetive pertormenee,‘it mey heve eome lnfluenee{},;;'r
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: frustration for most. job related tasks. °*

\

\\7

[N

 on how ::éiniptrators view -future job blockages. Past

unhappy experiences agd failures in-frustrating situations
may produce avoidance échavio;s for certain events which. may
subsequently generalize(fo the ddministrative tssk.n Past

f\
successes, on *he other hand may increase motivation for

future events, leading ta performancefains (Vroom 1964).-

From the data summar ized by Table 1

o ) | .

majority of administrators at the college experienced some
degree of comfort with job related frustration. Ii“would

generally appear, then, that administrators at &ge college

" seemed to experience facilitating arousahglevels ‘of.

When administrator;\reported discomfort and hence

impaired.performance through the experiencing of'job related
, ;-
fsustration, three contributing factors were mentioned.

a. Superordinaﬁes were perceived as unsupportive.

b. Superordinates were peiceived asﬁnhe source of
frustration.

¢. Some or stgniticeni subordinates were perceived

' as the source of frustration.

-

,:The interpersonal dimension, once sgain, seemed to'

*ofeccount for mueh of th¥ job relste% frustretion,

liif”diseomtort and lmpsired task tunctionlng.

']‘I!nlsu Behuiouﬂhenlmsusud - .

, It seems that the '

| ddperticulerly where the levels of frustrat&on resulted in

In order to explore more fully the reectloni. 

edministrstors at the college typlcally heve to hi(h levels

’

'dyfof job related trustration, edministretors were surveyed es
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a
to the extent they e perienced certain reactions tojBoal
¥ . .
blockages. e
4 .
) .

EindinzaL Generally, administrators reported least
f;equent reaetiong which ‘lmvolve denial and/physical
disorders when exﬁeriencing frustration. Thes? reactions
seemed to occhr‘\on the average, somewhere between seldom
;nd never on a scale of values. Very closely related to
these reaotions was that of administrator depression as a
response to frustration. On the other hand, persistence in
overcoming the blockage was the most frequent administrator
reaction, it occurred»somewhere between frequently and

sometimes on a scale-ot valua». Administrator anxiety was

the next most frequently occurring response to frustration.

This reaction occurred, on the'average, somewhere between

‘seldom and'never. Very closely related to these reactions

g was.that,of‘administratOr depression. Table 12 summarizes*

L

Jhese-responsesa

ADiafnaainns |
‘Maier (1949) has suggeszéf four typical reactions to

A

trustrationz Lo L

R

anger.

2. Regression which is manit st by childishvg?
& of emotionai‘.ll;

‘behaviors such as anxiety,/T
control and the _heed for affilia.

3 Pixation,which is oharaoterized )
non adaptive behavior. : ST

4 Besignation which ocours by task withdrawal or

denial. teelings ot hopelessnesa and depression.ﬁ;f

87

1. Aggression whieh is trequently expressed by>~

P‘é" sistent .



Each reaction can occur separately ag well a8 in
7o combinations with otherQs | I u} |
: . ?
| ’ Table 12
Frequency of Typicel Adminisvrator Reactions to Frustration
. =======::================‘===l=:===\:===:==========:==::::::zq:::
L0 N=22 Frequency of Responses
Reactions & S 2. 3. 4. 5. X
"-\‘FT----"‘?--;-"-" --------------------------------- tadand aiedad el i
Anger R N 2 5 13 1 3.5
Depression 0. 1 4 10 LT 4.1
e Anxiety 1 L] 9 6 1 3.0
. Ppersistence @ 6 - 1T 3 4 1 2.3
Denial . o . 1 - 3 8 10 4.2
'fwlikgfilietlon SR IR 3 8 8- 5 3.4
Physlcel Disorders 1 0 | 35 e 7'7_ 11 4°z‘gﬁ

RN 1. ALwAYs 2. FRBQUENTLY 3 scmz'rmns 4. SELDOM’ 5 NEVER

.u .
3

The summarized dete es illustreteﬁ in Table 12,

1"' suggest tbet few edministretors ’“/the college consistently
l{fend typicelly tended to react to ﬁrustrstion with anger;

.g{ depression, enxiety, deniel, or meni;eet physicel disorders..,

v?fAdminlstretors genertlly report turning their ettention to

expreesed.. Aecording to edministrator reportk,»when




£ ‘ ’,»

As.&i.zninz Blame lor Er_uatr.ation l

L.

To determine whether admlnlstrators engage in'

projectlng blame whilé experiencxng frustratdon,

89

'aqunistrators were surveyed in order to 1dent1fy the:

frequency and direct:on in whlch they engaged int‘lamlng

u

'behavror whlle addressing frustrathn._

+

Eindlnzsa On the average, admlnistrators reported that

they had projected blame in situations involving frustratxon

.

between sometimes and seldom on a scale of values.‘

Additlonally, most administrators at the college tended to

project blame in all three dlrections surVeyed (to the self
to others, and to the sxtuatton) depending om the nature ot
the situatlon. " Very few . administrators projected no blame
"when eprriencing frustration. ~ Table. 13 %Emdarlzes

administrator responses to the projection of blame. o

Table 13 ) \ l

Frequency and Type of Administrator Blamlng Behav1or,

’nDirection of Blame N-zz

,}Blﬁme self nt:ff;t 0 t’f.i ol
. Blame :others ;1g;f‘o|;’;g:4ttx~~
Blame Situation %;&?Llﬁf?IPQ?w

-wd--»--- —_-———-b-——-- --cdi&“

‘_1 ALWAYS 2 FREQUENTLY 3 S(METIMES 4. SEIM




responses in an effort to dissipate tensions produced by the

frustration. Maier (1949) claims that these responses tend

to be fixated since they appear the same from one situation

|

to another. Maier goes one step further to suggest that no
goal-oriented responses can occur while under high levels of
frustration. Any respomge Which an individual emits will
be incidental to the goal.

Blaming or projecting blame’on to a variety of other
sources when €xperiencing frustration can be one éoal
incidental response to many si}uations where an individual's
esteem is threatened. While {he projection of blame may not
be a productive process, it may be effective in relieving a
degree of tension which allows the administrator to attend

to the task more effectively.

Change-in Beaction Qver Time

Adaptation to aversive events can occur through
repeated exposures to those events (Yates 1962). If
frustration is perceived aq‘aversive to administrators and
task performance js initialay affected by frustration, will
repeated experi;nce with Frustrating situations result in

less task disruption? To determine what changes in general

'administrative behdviof have occurred as a result of

experiencing frustration during the job tenure

administrators‘held‘at the college, administrators responded

to the inquiry dealing wWith their perception of behavior

i

change. .
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Findings. Generally, administrators (63.6%) reported
being able to use better copiﬁg mechanisms and adopt a more
mel low approach to jobegoal disruptions. A small ndﬁbe; of
administrators (18.2%) ingicaged either adoptihg mor e
assertive measures over time or not changing their behaviors

at all. Table 14 details these changes.

Table 14

Change in Reaction to Administrator Frustration during Tenure

___—.-_————-—.—-.._.._._.._—.__——-_-—-——~-—.—__..._..._-_....-——.-——-.____.._.._-.
—__————————————_—__——_———_——_—————_..___._—_———_-——.——-—_—._————

Type of Change N=22 Frequency % of "Total

Better coping/more mellow 14 63.6

More assertive and angry 4 - 18.2

No change over time . 4 18.2
8 3

Discussion. GeneriTiy,’Tn_{Egponding to the imguiry
about behavior change, administrat6;;/describéd general
reactions which typify growing feelings of detachment and a
lessening of emotional involvement in the actual frustrating
event. Those administrators who generally reported the use
of better coping mechanisms during their time on the job,
admitted to the experiencing of feelings of futility in
being emotionally involved in frgg;;nring situations. This
response may be interpreted as a type of fesignatioﬁ to the
inevitability of frustrating.situations (ngﬁbrted by eight)
.or the development of certain coping mechanf;ms or
behavioral fixations which seem to dissipate the tension
(reported by six). |

Administrators who reported that théy nowﬂfésponded
) »

more assertively, had perceived théir iﬁitial reaction to be
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one of holding back and being "nice' while suffering the
resultant internal tension and anxiety. ,They reported
futility in the use of these past beh#viors and now

expressed a certain degree of §atisfact‘i‘on with their

-
&7

present _level of assertiveness. Those administrators who

~

reported no change over time indicated satisfaction with

their past as well as their present reactions (p

frustration. These administrators, however, tended to have

"spent a shorter period of time in their administrative
v

positions at the college. : e

A

SUMMARY

Administrators at the college were all able to describe
one specific frustrating situation wﬁich evoked negative
feelings. The inability to predict‘tbe“onslaught of the
frustrating event coupled with the general desirability of
| the goal contributed to most administrators expressing these
negative feelings by means of‘behavio?s,external to
themselve$. Where administrators kept their reactions to
Irustration}internal to the self, more than half were able
to predvﬁk the frustrating situation ‘and less ‘than 15%
repogted goal desirability.

. Generglly, administrators who perceived some success in
resolving the goal blockage tehded to moderate their earlier
negative ;xpressions.and became more productiVe.

, Administrators who remaxned angry or became more angry in

the fade of the frustrating situation generally perceived a
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préfracted’resoldtion to the‘goal blockage. Administrators
who became anxious tended to view }he goal blockage as
unsolvable.

When administrators reported on their reactions to
general high levels of frustration, they more often kept

anxious feelings inside and were less prone to express anger
5 | N
externally. Most administrators respond to high levels of
frustration with eitlier impaired or impfoved task
perform;ﬂ:e behavior. Lower levels of frustration resulted
in a modification of the direction of task performance:}
impaired performance is improved upon and improved
performance deterioratgs.

Most administrators at the college experienced feelings
of relative comfort with daily levels. of job related
frustration and tend on the whole, to reaét by trying to
deal with the.éoél blockage. Occasionally, under high
levels of frustration, negative behaviors will occur. When
administratoss engage in this behavior, projectink blame to
the situgtion or the s?lf'will'more often oceur than blaming
other individuals. : ! 4

Finally, most administrators at the éollege generally l!
perceived themselves as beiﬁg abl% to cope more effectively//

;

with their experience of frustration at present than when

they first assumed their administrative duties.



CHAPTER 6

CONSEQUENCES OF FRUSTRATION
Introduction o | .

The reader is reminded that the purpose of this study
was to examine the nature of administrator frustration at a‘
community college. More specifically, the study sought to
determine: the source%; effects, and conséquences of
administgator~jobrelated frustration.

In Chapter 4, séurces of administrator frustra)lon were
examined in the college &etting. Job areas were identified
where frustration occurred;' Particular job related events‘
which caused greatest adminiétratpr frustration were also
%gentified along with the periodie nature of experienced
frustration.

In Chapter 5, the second, purpose of the gtudy was
addressed, that ofvthe immediate effects of jobvrelated:
frustration to the administrator. »Administrator reactloné
to various leQels of frusiration, lqvels of comfbrt with
-frustration, produetivit} when_experiencing frusﬁrdtion,‘and
chanéing reactions to frustration over time were addres;ed.f“

‘Min this‘chapter, the conanuences of administrator
trustratlon to. the wofk group, the superordinates, and to

" the organization are explored. Particular emphaais is

placed on the perception o?\support administrators at thewf”
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college receive from their work groups, their
superordinetes, and eignifieent others. Also to be explbred

are the. positive and negative consequencee of edministrator

frustration to these cohort groups. The laet matter to be(_
" examined is the .eetions_teken by the college to come to
" grips _with edministretor frustretfen, ineluding

administrator perception ee\to<the various methede the

college could empioy to address job releted~frnstretbon.

Awareness of Administrator Erustration
In Chapter §, it was reported that ‘the nejerity ofs

administrators at the college had moderated their responses

to. frustration during the time thev'hfld their

administrative poeitiens; ‘Thoee’reporting'e‘moderatiOn of
behavior as well as a leesening'ot overteexpreesiens of
frustration claim to be more setiefied now then in the past

i‘
with their reectione to fruetration ee weli es witn their

epilities,te function while experieneing fruetretion.
}Preeumebiy, pert of the edminietretore' feeiings of

eatiefeetion ehould heve been reflected in their ebilitiee'v

to runetion with othere in the eollege environment.

Adminietretore at the eollege were eurveyed in order to

determine their perceptione ‘of how othee& in their workxf._

'groupe beeeme aware ot their fruetretione.k Work group;“F

'membere were also eurveyed to determine the extent to whiehcl-‘

egreement exieted between the edministretor'e pereeptioneje_::

~

- and thoee ot the membere of the work group.;_upff;

© Eindlige The results indi""d that adninistrators at
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the college generally perceived their work group to be aware

of administrator frustration (90, 9%) Two administrators
--‘(9 1%) reported no work group awareness. | This was largeiy .

L due to the loose interactione and sporadii Lontact_betﬁedn
these administrators and their work groups. The responses
'indicated that administrators moet of ten perceived work
‘7groupAawarenesa of administrative frustration to be based on
, : non-verbal cnea such as phyaieal,ventiqg.and facial
1*d?)é:3ressiona (§&J$i and, to a leaaef‘degrée,'by venbei
_ indicationa of fruetration (18.2%). The manner by which

[

 ‘administrators made or acted uponndecisions was perceived}to
‘/vconeey frustration to the work group by three administrators

- (13.6%).

Table 15

Administrator Method of Indicating Frustr tion‘
- to the Work Group .

i::-==8—3:838::‘8::::===—=========================--8—22--=====

‘ [ ) --------—-—-—-----Fh--—— ----------------- _-Q*H--f ------- ?fﬁ
,{Non-verbal actiona S B Gi ;—13‘, . - 59.1.
" Verbal indication | | 4 18,2
fgg;Deoialg s made or acted upon 8 o 13.8
:j_“Nofdnateneaa by work group . . - 2 S 9.1
_W7Work Gronpf>“areneia N=42 Work Group Reports % of Total
v_»EfFQI-q-bJQ--—-q-fg—-&1i§-ﬁ§,f-éq-,-‘_:q-r‘ ------ f_-,-‘---p ----- ,
' . Non-verbal actions s s R 30 9
7, Verbal indieatiOn R o 28 e 8149
: ., ~.Decisions made or acted uwpon - . 1 . .. 2.4
~No: ‘awafeness by work group . N AR ST 4.8
§Bedmienesaonnindseeint 7'-':‘57,.’"’,'"ff"f'_""*'f“-*“',-"‘f'“"-"‘f"‘_".ﬂ',,". 5

'"fj_work group.membera reported thnt thcy 'OPO generaily

aware of administrator fruatration (952%) Moat, however,_L]ff

riportad that awareneas eamo trom administrator verbal



e -.rroupf;,f

indicatlons (61.9%) while f'ew.er reported that awareness of
'admihistrator fruetretion ceme.irom non-verbal indications
‘(30.9%);,‘Onlyiohe’work‘grcup member reported thgteaﬁareheec
resulted from edminiatretcr'decieione (2r43),'While two work

group members reported no ewerenesc (4.8%),
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Administretog_end work group responses as to how the

immediate work_group.became aware of adminiatrntor“

'frustration is'summcrized in Table 13.

!

Diannaainn; The manner by which administrators ‘show
frustretion to those in their environment should be a

function of mutuel expectations between the administrator

and the work group. When trustretion is perceived by the

work‘group, the nature of its cxpreesion by the
% .

hedmihi;tretor‘may-huve‘come coneequencee for the continuing

”‘reletichship between the‘idﬁihidtretor‘ehd'the*work éroup.
Adminiutratofa et the college generelly perceived they

'used non- verbel meena to convey frustretion.- These nori-

@

-verbel behevicrs were reported tc precede verbel expreasione

_of trustrction. When verbei indicetions were ‘used to vont,--

o

"'_feellngs of fruetretlon, they were‘moet cherecteristicclly -

gused by thoee cdministretore whc hed prevlously reported;’

'"reporting thnt their decilions cr ecticnc reiulted in wcrkfffp

;w'renell, indiceted the_”

ff(withdrewel cr cggreseive behevior) mizht be interpreted euﬁVyﬂ'

th;finon-verbci behevicr by work zrcup membere ;§2f7”“""“'"

'.Hbeccming more e:scrtive end engry aa e re&pcnse to"

‘tf’fruetretion durinl their jcb tenure., Those edmini:tretor&]"

ikhe cctionl t‘k°“1¥j

"
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then, thptﬁmost administrators perceived they gave off

signels(whlch work group members could identify.

N thle_work group members indicated they could identify

‘Jedministrator\irustration, they reported some differences
from administrators witn respect to the indicators ueedﬂto
convey frustration. Work/gfonp members generelly perceived
adminlstrators to convey(?rustration by verbal as opposed to
.the non-verbal means. Either work group members tended to
.be less sensitive to administrator non-verbal cues or

1admtnistrators overestimated the degree to which they non-

- verbally conveyed frustration.

~ Support for the Adminnu;mn
An examination of the supportive nature of the work
group for the administrator experiencing frustration will be
oonetdered\next.‘ The manner by which the work group reacted
- to the administrator 'aftet ttu&-atxion was c\bnveyed may
,reveel-nhether,the‘work group eouid function in a supportive

-

role.

~ To determine the nature of work group support for

administrators at the college, edministretors were asked fo

report on the degree and type of their work group. support
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”“1 when they experienoed job related frustretione. In an

effort to eomperentheae reports nitn percepttona.held'by the_

work group, the>work‘§ronp was tleo eueveyed as to the

?if neture of depertment support tor the edmlnistretor while

\ ”  experienoing fruetretlon.'




Pindings Five administrators reported that they

perceived their work groups to respond his-rery positive,

manner to administrator frustration while 12 reported
ganerally positive reactions by the work - -group to their
frustration. The remaining five administrators indicated a
'neutral response on the part of ‘the work group. No
administrator reported negative reactions to their

frustrations by the work group.

Table 186

Reaction by Work Group Members to Administrator Frustration

Very positively ‘ 5 22.7
Generally positively 12 54 .8
In a neutral manner 5 22.7
 Generally negatively : , 0 0.0
Very negatively : | 0.0

.
—--ﬂ------------‘-----Q--—---------------—--------n-----_--.

Very positively : - 3 T.1.
Generally positively 21 50.0
In a neutral manner e 14 33.3
Generaliy negatively L 2 4.8
Very negatively .0 0.0

2 4.8

.No awarenesa of fruetrationi

Work group responeea as to the nat%r of department

'aupport of the adminiatrator experieneing fruatrationA

.99

irevealed that three membera pereeived that their departmentarf

‘responded in a very poaitive menner, while 21 members'

lperceived their department'e eupport to be ¢enerally-
: poaitive.vvFourteen work ¢roup members reported neutrair

.,Lsupport and two reported genereliy negative support tor tha*,a

).' B - '_‘o.
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administrator experiencing frustration. Two work group

members had no awareness of administrator frugtration and

100

therefore had no opinion with respect to department support.

Table 18 summarizes these perceptions.

Diacnssion‘ Administrators etthe-collfge generally

tended to feel work group support when they experienced
frustration. Administrators commented on the high level of
understanding that.wgrk group members showed for the various
blockages administrators enc;nnter on the job. Work group
members' responses generally showed agreement with

administrator perception of department support in one

category, (genérally positive)., However, a slightly greater

proportion of work group members than administrators

perceived neutral (33.3% to 22, 7%) and generally negetive
department reactions (4.8 to O, 0) 1esser proportion of
work group members perceived much more positive department

reactions ( 7 1% to 22.7%) than dld administrators.

A climete in whieh administrators are free to releesﬁ'

- pent-up feelings seems a necessary ‘pre- reQuisite for

dissipeting emotionai tensions. Maier and Verser (1982)

snggeat that frustretion causes tensions and creates an

'irrational state within an individual. They further suggest

‘that it becomes necessary to reverse or release these

'tension betore an individual ecan heheve in a rational

lmenner. Sometimes in the process of releasing tensions,

'administretors mey ‘become engry, criticize others, and

:.';gosshbiy' engege in scapegoating behaviors._l If these .
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behaviors by the administrators are accepted and excused as
being a natural reaction for frustrated individuals, a tense

and unhappy situation may be averted. Maier and Verser

(1982) further indicate that the abxllty of a. work group to

act supportively in the face of adminlstretor frustration
feould be 1mportant for total group sol1dar1ty and future
‘performance. In fact the support available to the
'.administrator from whatever direetion could be construed as
en aid}to disgipate feelings of isolatian ﬁhen.experiencing
frustration. The support administrators perceived they got
from work group. members and the reactions of support work
\\group members perceived departments gave to administrators
seemed consistent. It would appear that reasonable support

was available to the admjnistrator experlencxng frustration

‘at the college.

I!ne of Work Group Support

101

Of further interest is the identificetion of those “

group behaviors whiech indieate suppprt tor ﬁ%e

administrator. In order_ to determine how the support by the

work group was expressed, sdninistretors et the college were
asked to report on.the_type of work group reaction they
perceived when the'-‘e‘dm"i_nistretor was experiencing

frustretion.

Y +

N

Eindings‘ 81 8% of edministretors surveyed reported .

. that. support end empethy were shown either by the work group

' initletlng epproeehing end nurturent gesture% or through the,_

~work group '8 lessening demends for edministretor contnet.
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Only two administrato;§ reported mixed Qbrk group support
where some group members were seen'fo be supportive while
others were non-supportive. Two edministrators reported
their work groups to be unaware of their experienced
frnqtralion. Table 17 summarizes these responses.

*

Table 17 s

Type of Work Group Support to Administrators
Expertenclng Frustration

-—_.—_.-———_-—-—_-———-—--——_—,——-—-—-—.—--—-—_——_———_.—.—_.___._—_..-—
——————-—————-_—_-——_--__..._——————.——————.——__—_._..——..—_..—_-———-—

Type of Support N=22 Frequeney % of Total
Approach/support and empathy 9 T - 40.9
Retire/support and empathy _ g ! 40.9
Mixed group/some support only 2 9.1

. Unaware o 2 9.1

- - T G D W g e e W e ar W e G W R G S G e = R m W Gh #E T 46 S n S SR em A TS S S am e e e s e S S

Discussion. These results“suggest that administrators
perceived<a difference between those who showed empathy and
gupport'byztheir approach to the administrator during
his/her experience‘with frustration, and those‘who showed
suppbrf and empathy by their sensitivity in staying out of
the administrator's way. This sensitivity for
aaministrator frustration resulted in ‘an increase of
interpersonal space between administrators and work groups;
During theses. txmes, many work groups woul take additional

task responsibility, thereby freexng admlnxstrator pfoblem

';»solving energy. Many admlnistrators reported that these

difterences in work group: behaviors resul ted from an

ladministrator preference either to be left alone to deal‘

» l

ﬂwith the situation or to 1nv1te work Froup contact which

-
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might aid in the debriefing of the problem situation.

Administrators and work groups intepacted both formally
;nd informally on a regular basis., Generally,
administrators_reported that the nature,of th% relationship
between themselves and their work group was a‘close;'knit
one than any other within the'college. While much of this
may have been a resuit of thé'elose_physicaleproximify
between the administrator and the work group, the
contlnuatlon and effectiveness of this relationship seemed
also to be dependent on the level of mutual support
Ceftainly the perception of support by the work group for

the frustrated administrator seemed an important

cpnsi&eration for an effective relationship.

‘Type of &muunniummg.muunui ( qﬁ

The relationship admlnlstrators have with thelr

superordinates seems to affect the degree and 1ype,of

support they experience. With inereased physical proximity‘

between administrators, the ngture of the support should

" [ (3 4 3 ) i3
also increase. To determine what perceptions. administrators

had of superordinates' support, administrators .at the

collegevwere asked ?o report_on'the type of -support they
felt superordinates.éeve them. ‘

B
PR

el

Rindings. One-half of.the'adﬁinistrafprs'felt

generaliy suPported by their superordxnates. ‘The othef"haif"

percelved elther a lack of support (31 8%) or no awarenessy
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(18 2%) by superordlnates for thelr frustratxon. Table 18w‘

‘kummarizes the type of support admxnistrqtors, who;arei;



experiencing frustration, perceived receiving from their

superordinates.

\\ Table 18
\
Type of Superbrdinate Support to Administrators
* Experiencing Frustration

e i e — s A ot e e — . - o e M ar . e M im S e A m e = M - m O N A NS oo ST===

Type of Support N=22 Frequency % of Total
Approach/supportive and empathic 10 45.95
Retire/supportive and empathic 1 4.5
Insensitive and unsupportive 7 31.8
Unaware 4 18.2

Discussion. When these responses are compared to those

made by administrators about their subordinates (work

groups), certain differences in the type of support offered

by each referent gibup is evident. These differences are

apparent in the following areas:
N
a. The greater incident of perceived insensitivity
and lack of support by the superordinate as
compared to subordinates.

b. The greater ratio of approach gestures as
opposed to retiring behaviors (when showing
support) by superordinates as compared with
subordinates.

¢. The slightly greatep®™Pncidence of superordinate
as compared with™Subordinate unawareness of
administrator frustration.

Those administrators rgpofting grea{;r levels of
superordinate insensitivity to frustration explained this
occurrence to result from the generation of more frustration
at the administrative, as opposed to the work group, level.

This appeared to substantiate the administrators' contention

in Chapter 4 that much of interpersonal frustration was



generated at the superordinate level. It should be noted
that administrators who reported unsupportive superordinates
generally perceived their superordinates also to be the
source of the frustration. At times, these superordinates
were reported to have blind spots (egardinghadministrator
frustration. This resulted in little awdreness of and
sensitivity to the feelings of the administrator.

The results sugges}ed that when administrators acted as
superordinates to other administrators, they tended to show
more support for their subordinates by approach gestures.
This seemed particularly true “hen they became aware that
their administrative subordinates were experiencing
frustration. Perhaps these administratoré perceived the
well-being of their subordinates to be an integral part of
their job responsibilities and tended to take the
initiative t9 offer support. Equally bossible is an
exglanation which suggests that when superordinates tended
to be sources of frustratioﬁ and superordinates became aware
of their role in frustrating subordinates, they may have
yished to dissipate the effects of frustration by offering
;;éir support. '

Type of Significant Others' Support

'Significant others to the administrator in«thq\?ollege,
(exclusive of superordxnates and the work group), may also
play a role in offering the administrator support dérlng
episodes of frustration. This can only oceur if these

others become aware of administrator frustratjon.

%

ivo
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In order to determine if any other significaﬁg
individual or group at the college playéd'a supportive rolé
during administrator felt frustration, administrators were
asked to report on the reactions of significant others to
\/

the administrator.

S~
Findings. Fourteen administrators perceived no

awareness or support from significant others. Seven
administrators\reported supportive gestures of varying
types; five reported approach behaviors and two reported
being left alone (retiring behaviors) as a gesture of
sup;ort. One administrator reported perceiving
nonsupportive gestures from sigpificant others. Table 19

summarizes these reactions.

Table 19

Type of Significant Others' Support to Administrators
Experiencing Frustration .

e o e e . e A o o T P T E e S A e e Em A M S e m e T E T T I NS TS oA oCSSSEEESESS=
.———_————_—_———_——_——_.-._—-—_—_—_—.__._-.—_-——_-—_——.—_———-—_————‘

Type of Support N=22 Frequency % of Total
e e e e e e e e mmpem——mmmmmmemm—mmemm—m——— e —————
. Approach/Supportive ) 22.7
Retire/Supportive 2 9.1
Nonsupportive 1 4.6
Unaware : 14 63.6

.
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Discussion. These administrator perceptions suggest
that most awareness of administrator frustration was

generally confined to the work group gnd the immediate

supérordinate. Physical proximity again seemed to play a.

role in support shown to the frustrated administrator. A

lack of contact between the administrator and significant
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others may have precluded any awareness of frustration and

hence the absence of accompanying gestures of support. The
responses also tended to reinforce the contention
(originally made in reference to work group support) that
administrator preference determines‘the type of supportive
gesture. Others, on cue from the administrator, would shown
support by an empathic approach or by staying out of the

administrator's way.

Effects of Frustration aon the Work Group

The next point of interest has to do with the effects
of administrator frustration on work group performance. To
determine both tne positive and negative consequences on the
work group\from administrator experienced frustration,
administrators at the college were surveyed and asked to
describe the effects of their frustration on their work

group.

Findiogs. The majority of the negative consequences

reported by administrators referred to tensions and

discomfogt/telt by the work grOup (54.5%). These same'

administrators reported that the positive consequence of
. their experienced frustration was more productivity from the
‘work grouﬁl Eight administrators reported no negative
consequences and four administrators &gported that no
positive consequences to the work group resulted from their
job related frustration. Two administrators reported that

their work groups tended to lose motiva%ion as a consequence



of administrator experienced frustration while six
administrators reported the development of a better team
effort by the entire work group. Table 20 describes both
the negative and positive effects of administrator

frustration on the work group based on administrator

perce?tion.
]
[}

»

Table 20

Positive and Negative Consequences of
Administrator Frustration for the Work Group

——— . e - T M e S W e P v e e me S e S Sw e am T TS SR TS T8 TR ST TR om o —— i —— - v S T S e Sm M e v - = S o e S S
CCEZ S SCSECSESSTsSXSCS=S=ZXSXRSIZSSSSZIS==m==S=

Type of Negative Consequence N=22 Frequency % of Total
Tension and discomfort for”group 12 54.5
Work group loses motivation 2 9.1
No negative consequences 8 . 36.4

.—--—-——-—---..—-—-__-_.._..._—_-______--—-——_.__—.—_--—————--_-_-—

.—..-——-——-——--_—-_-__---—-‘—-—————-._————--—--———:———-«--——---_-—

More productivity : .12 54.5
Better sense of team ° 6 ‘ 27.3
No positive consequences - 4 18.2
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Work grou; members were also surveyed and asked to
categorize their perceptions of the effects on the
department following the administrator's experience with job
related frustration. While most administrators were able to
report both positive and nggaﬁive effects, half of those
work.groupmmembers who reported an awareness of
administrator frustration viewed this —as haying generally to
extremely positive effects‘on the department. The other

half reported mixed positive andunegative effects. No work

group member reported any generally to extremely négative _

effects of administrator frustration on the department. Two
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members reported no awareness of administrator f%ustration.
Table 21 summarizes work group members' responses to the

effects of administrator frustration on the depar tment.

Table 21

Effects of Administrator Frustration on the Depar tment
as Perceived by the Work Group

- - - S - J .
ey T T T T 1t T Lt 1t 1 R b

---——-—--—----—--—---—n———-—-——---—--——--—-——————----—-_--——

Extremely positive effects 2
Generally positive effects " 18
Mixed positive and negative effects 20
Generally negative effects 0
Extremely negative effects 0
Not aware of frustrations 2

Discussion. %he effects of administrative frustration
can be disrupti?e to the milieu of the work group.
Interferences with normal functi;:ing, caused by
.frustration, can occur/ﬁhether or not the work group shows
sﬁpport,to the administrator. Some of ihese frustrations
may operate to increase the level of positive arousal in fhe
work group thereby enhancing task performance (Maier and
Verser 1982). The converse can also be true. Some

“incidents of frustration may serve to unite the group,

while others may result in group fragmentation. Frustration

can therefore ﬁave.bﬁth positive and negative consequences

to the work group. in the same manner as it has to the

individual Administrator{
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reported increased group productivity. This suggested that

the increased level of grloup arousal, producing discomfort
for the work group as a result of administrator frustration,
seemed to be responsible for greater tash performancb: The
four administrators reporting the lack of any consequences
to their experienced frustration, generally!acknowledged the
looseness of interaction between the administrator andrthe
work group. The six administrators reporting greater team
efforts did not perceiveta nobiceable‘lncreaSe fn
productivity but did notice increased levels of individual
commitment to the group with a resulting ineréase in
the expression of group satisfaction.

The fact that no work group member viewed administrator
frustration as having negative effects on the department,
may indicate the nature of support, within the department,
for the administrator. It may also be seen to indicate that

‘work group members generally viewed the effects of
administrator trustration to the department‘more positively
than did administrators. | R

work group results may support the contention of

certain administrators that their trustration engendered a
'better feellng of team participation or some other related
;positive effect to the department.v Perhaps work group
_members aotually got involved with the situation oausing
{administrator frustration and worked together with ‘the

“-admlnistrator in order to reduce the threat the situetion

‘.may have presented to - the department. Some administrators,

:i.”had attributed this behavior to their departments.i

- -
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Effects of Frustration on Superordinates

In addition to affecting the work group, adminijstrator
-iruStretion can also be disruptive to superOrdinates; In
order to determine both the positive and negative effects of
administpator frustration on the superordinete,
administrators at the college werd asked to describe their

- -perception of these effects.
- | |
Pindings. Eighteen administrators reported no negative
Jonse;uences while ten reported no positive consequences te
the superordinate as a r;sult_of‘edministrator experienced
frustration. Ten administrators perceived positive
coné%quences tp the superordinate by increased levels of
mutual support and contact between the administrator and
superordinete as‘a result of experienced frustration. Two
administretors reported engaging with the superordinate in a
mutual process of .discovery for solutions to blockages.
This led to an,enhancement of the working relationship with
the. Superordinete. The only perceived negative consequence
- to the superordinete involved teelings of disoomfort and

tension. This was reported by four administrators. Table

22 summerizes these responses. ' ‘

Discuaaiqn& Administrator frustration can also. be

disruptive to the milieu and working arrangements Jnvolving'

)

the superordinate; it can disrupt routine end focus task
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based energy on. the nature of the relationship between‘.

edministrators. This may have the effeet oi eccentuating
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neghtive feelings brbught to the surface by frustrating
experiences. It is also possible for the effects of
frustration to be energizing and to stimulate creativity
which may be brought to bear on the problem solving
behaviors. .Increased and }ewarding tontact betwegn
administrators should serve to solidify their workiﬁ;

relationship and increase mutual commitment to joint

participation.

Table 22

Positive and Negative Consequences
of Administrator Frustration for Superordinates

S S Y T T T T T - T
- e e e -
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No negative'consequences 18 81.8
Tension and discomfort 4 18.2
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Mutual support and contact 10 45.5
NP positive consequences 10 45.5
Sense of discovery ’ 2 9.0
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The consequences of administrator frustration to the
superordinate appeared more clear-cut than those involving
the work group. Fewer negative or positive consequences
were perceived to accrue to‘the_supero;dinate than to the
‘work group. This may have been a direct result of the
ditterén@e in the amount of‘physiéal contact between
adminis%rators and th; two‘cohqrt‘groups, adminjstrator-wdrk
'g?bup contact pging g;eater. ‘It may also have bgen.a

condition of the particular type of interaction between the

112



‘Administrator and‘the cohort groups. Earlier, the
superordinate was reported to initiate a higher ratio of
approach gestures than retiring gestures toward the
trustragéd administrator as compared to that of work group
members. This fact may have resuited in the perception of
fewer negative superordinate consequences as an effect of
administratdr frustration. When the superordinate did not
initiate approach behaviors,‘the administrator may have
perceived the superordinate to be unaware and thus

unaffected by frustration.

Eliania of Prustration on Significant Others

A previous section, which dealt with the support by
significant others forAadministrétors experiencing
frustration, revealed that those outside the work group and
exclusive of the superordinate had little awareness of
administrator frustrations. With this in mind, the effects
of administrator frustration, either positive or negative,
on significant others should not be significant.

Adminiétrators were asked to report on both positive
and negative consequences for their experienced frustration

to significant others.

Findings. The results indicated fewer positive
consequences to significant others (41%) when -compared with
the work group»(Bi.B%) and the superordinate (54.5%) but

greater negative consequences (31.8%) as compared to the

113

superordinate (18.2%) from administrator frustration. No -

negative or positive consequences to significant others were

el
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reported b§ 15 and 13 administrators respectively. Seven
administrators repor{ed the slowing of productiﬁity as a
negative consequence while nine administrators reported an
improvement of service and dialogue between themselves and
others as a positive consequencé. Table 23 summarizes

administrator responses regarding the effects of their

frustration on significant others.

Table 23

Positive and Negative Consequences of
Administrator Frustration for Significant Others

@ - - . . — - = = e A Mo e v mm e s e s s 4 e - A s R W EW A W e e — = o= e —m e o oo e — ST DD
e ot el ol el i g e == A i e e e
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No negative consequences . 15 68.2
Productivity slows 7 31.8
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No positive consequences 13 59.0
Improvement of service and dialogue . 9 41.0
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Discussion. Productivity "and ~the ability t§ maintain
or improve service are the common threads that run through
administrators' interaction with significant others.
§ighificant others achievé their significance to the
administrator by their relationship to the administrators'
task environment; that is, they provide services necessary
but ancillary to the accomblishﬁent of the administrator's
goals. Administrators at the college rgported that they

tended to have received these services rather than to d&ve

provided them. When administrators expériepced frustration

and significant others became aware of this, one of the two

(/v_

A
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following processes seemed to occur: .
1. The frustrated administrator approached or was
approached by the significant other and problem
solving behavior which facilitated or reduced

performance of,the service to the administrator
occurred.

2. The frustrated administrator and the
significant other choose not to contact during
the course of frustration and service to the
administrator was negatively affected.

v

Where the administrator, by virtue of the.job function,
was in active :Qntact with the significant other, greater
positive as well as negative consequenées fo the significant
other occurred as 8 result of administrator frustration.
Modifying this pictdre somewhat was the fact that most

administrators at the college did not need constant contact

with significant others; consequently administrator

ost significant others as it would be to the work group

' the superordinate.

| Admiﬁistrators reporting theféonsequenceé‘of their
' frustration to superordinates tended to include only their
immediate superordinate in their reaction. Of some interest
were the various behaviors and policy enactments of the
senior levelléuperordinate group (who exerted influence on
all subordinate administrators), ih kerms of support fof
administrator felt frustration. | o

Both administrators and work group members at the

‘college were surveyed in order to determine the frequency of

il

ystration would appear not to be as great a consideration.
&
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éqtions taken by the college (the executive grouyp) to

address their job related frustrations.

.Eindings* Only six administrators reported no actions
taken by the college‘ to adafess their experienced
frustratjon, while 16 reported some frequency of action
taken. . No adminjgtrator reported an ongoing col lege-wide

g :
planbjd/address administrator frustration.

-

Table 24

Actions Taken by the College
to Address Administrator Frustration

- A o e e e . . — — dm — EE m AT e e e T R E A mE s s o e oo ST ST =SS =2 F
T T o e R e aeaiea

Frequency of Action * Admin % ** Wrk Grp %
Ongoing actions taken 0~ 00.0 1 2.4
Many actions taken 3 13.7 3 7.2
Moderate number of actions taken 7 31.9 2 4.8
A few actions taken 6 27.2 13 30.9
No actions taken 6 27.2 23 54.17
Type of Action N=16 * Frequency % of Total

- B S - W . A mE A e b . - Ym A S m e am A - e . W e wm e S e e R R AR A e G cm e M e e e MR G e e e

No one consistent action 8

Workshops and retreats ' 3 13.7
Delays which exacerbated frustration 3

Policy enactments 2

- D - — - P S S A R W S G W Y - e TR G G S - e - AT G - P PR e = e M M e Y e mS G Sm S Am S 4 e e e e =

*Administrators' Responses (N=22)
*sWork Group Responses (N=42)

‘Work group members perceived prﬁportionally fewer
“actions taken tq address admjnistiatbr frustration. Twenty
_three-work grouﬁ member s feltfno‘actionsiwere taken by the
college tbbaddress administratai frusiration while 13
ﬁembers felt few'actions were ;aken;. Only si; work group

members reported moderate to ongoing actions taken to

: addressiadministrator frustration.



When the 16‘adminis£rators reporting some frequency of
action were asked to identify\the type of action taken‘by
the college to address their job related frustration, eight
administrators could not identify any one consistent action.
They indicated a variety of eoliege ‘reactions to
administrator frustration, such as workshops and policy
changes.

“Phe remaining eight administrators reported one

prominent action tendency taken by the college to address’

ﬁdministratbr frustration. Another three administrators
reported delaying actions which tended to exacerbate
administrator frustration. Table 24 summarizes these

reports.

- Discussgion. Administsators reported mixed perceptions
as to the actions which were taken by the college to address

administrator frustration. When attions were reported,

-

administrators were further divided as to whether or not the

7

actions were beneficial. While administrators were split as
to the perception of action frequency taken by the col lege,
they tended to believe the college could have taken more

@

initiative in addressing their job related frustration.

This belief seemed to occur in response to fhe perception

that many superordlnates acted as sources of frustratxon

father'than acting as avenues for frustration reduction.

»

. Work group members perceived fewer actions taken by the

- 1

college to deal with their admlnxstrator s frustratlon.h

This might be explaxned by the less frequent lncldence of

117



contact between work group member and senior levels of
administration as compared to the nature of administrator -
senior superordinate contact. Work group members seemed to
be generally aware of the frustration the administrator
experignced but not as aware of those behaviors which

e
administrators and their superordinates engaged in to
alleviate frustration at the department level.

In Chapter 4, it was reported that administrators at
the college perceived the major sources of frustration to
originate primarily from interpersonal events involving
superordinates and secondarily from subordinates.
Superordinates were reported;ﬁmany times, to be the source
of the frustrating event and sometimes not to recognize
these effects on subordinate administrators. When
recognition did occur and superordinates desired to show
support, they tended to make more approaching as opposed to
retiring gestures to subordinates.. These approaching
gestures of support for the administrator experiencing

frustration, however, were perceived as being a response

initiated by the particular superordinate and not

oo

representative of col lege support. TR

Effectiveness of Actjons Taken to Address Frusiration

While most admihistrators felt the college acted in
some manner to deal with frustration at the depgrtment head
level, work group meﬁq?rs had reported that they generally

perceived little action taken to address administrator

S

frustration. What is of further interest is the perception

' N




of both groups as to the effectiveness of the actions taken.
Accordingly, administrators and work group members were
surveyed as to the effectiveness of the actions taken by the

college to deal with administrator frustration.

Findings. Of the 16 admiﬂistrators who reported séme
action taken to deal with frustration at the departmeﬁt head
level, slightly greater than half (56.2%) felt-the actions
taken were generally effegtive; while five reported the
actions were generally or highiy ineffective. Oply two
administragors felt the actions taken by the college were
neither effective or ineffective.

Of the 19 work group members who reported some action
taken by‘the college, only five reported the actions takén
were generally effective; while another fiQe reported the
actions were éenerally ineffective. Nine work group members
felt the actions taken were neither effective or

ineffective. Table 25 summariZes these perceptions.

. Table 25
Effectiveness of Action Taken by the College
to Address Administrator Frustration

.____.____._—_—_..-._.._-._...—_._—_——.—..~....--___-.__—_—_.—.—~.—.——.—_--.—_~‘_
_—_—_—-—.-..__—__-.—_——......-._————_——-—_-—-—-—_—————_.———_———_-—4_——-—

_-.—_-—_—-—-_—-_..-....___.‘___—----—_p-----_s—.__—_..._——;—--——-_—_-——

Highly effective 0 0

Generally effective 9 : 5 -

Not effective or ineffective -2 12.5 ’ 9 . 47.4
Generally ineffective 4 ‘ -5

Highly ineffective 1 0

@ ot o i  — - T e Eh G e A ML em e e G S - GG TR R S An e me S e T am e SRS

-

~

Discussien. Work group-members“seemed.more,divided
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than administrators as to the effectiveness of the actions
which were taken to deal with administrator frustration by
the col lege. Perhaps their lack of direct involvement in
those situations concerning tpeir administrator and
superordinates at the.senior level may account for this.
Administrator attendance at workshops and retreats did not
involve work group members. The work group members' only
way of reacting to the effectiveness of these situations may
have been as a consequence of administrator report ot by way

of rumor.

hY

Actiaﬂs/ﬂhich Reduce Frustrations

-

/f”ﬁn order to deterﬁine the range of response or,
édnversgly, the degree of uniformity in administrator
perception ;s to how the éollege should havé responded to
»gdminis{}atof-frustratioh, administrators at the college

'were surveyed for their comments,

Findings. Most administrators (40.9%) perceived that
increased contact petﬁeen administrative levels would have
addres;ed much of their high level frustration. More
prbtesgidnal develépmént (22.7%), more timely response by
. senior administration to‘issu;s (18.2%), and more visible
administrator support by superordinates (13.7%) were other
‘.suggested palliafiVes }or combating job related frustration.
-Finally, there was one suggestion to remove senior

administrdtor'ego,involvement'in issues. Table 26

_summarizes these responses.
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Table 26

Ideal College Responses to Administrator Frustration

I e T T T E
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-——-_..____-_._.._—-—_—-—__—._-—-__-_—_..._—_-_.._.._..-_.._——_—___—_

Improved contact between levels 9
More professional development 9
More timely responses 4 18.2
Bettep support by superordinate 3
Depersonalize the issues 1

————_...~_..__.-_....._----—-—_——._--___—___.-———-—_—--_--_—_.—‘_—_w—.——

Discussion. An ideal condition is often desired and
seldom attained. Discovering flaws in any situation
requires those discovering them hgve some conception of an
jdeal situation, however unattainable its nature. It seems
reasonable, therefore, to suggest that adminiétrators
acquire~insights into more effective means of goal
accompl ishment in their jobs as they acquire experience.

Administrat?rs at the college generally agreed that
frustratioh is an integral part of their jobs. They,
however, did perceive ways by which the levels and types of

frustrations could periodically be reduced. Of note are the

nature of responses made by administrators with greatest

experience in thei; administrative jobs. These
administrators tended to respond with the greatest level of
detail to a desired ideal condition of dealing with
édministrator frustration.

Generally, résponpes:}o adminis;rator frustration wégé
local ized to upper admihistrative leCels involQing both the

immediate superordinate as well as the senior executive

. group. This seemed consisﬂgpt with earlier reports that the

N
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greatest source of frustration originated from these levels.

A theme which appeared to run through administrator
responses concerned the wish for increased contact between
all levels of aninis}ration. Many respondents desired that
the type of interrelating currently present at the
department head-work group level should also occur at higher
levels of administrator functioning. The same
administrators were quick to indicate that, at present,
concerted attempts were being made to achieve this process.
A possible obstacle to the accomplishment of this desirable
objective is the nature of physical proximity between the

various levels of administration.
SUMMARY

Most administrators at the c&llege perceived they
expressed frustration to their work groups primarily through
non-verbal behaviors. Work group members, on the other
hand, reported that their agwareness of administrdator

frustration came primarily through verbal behaviors. There

was general agreement as to both administrator and work:

group perception of the reactions of departments to
administrator frustration. However, more administrators
than work group members perceived very positive reactions to
administrator frustfafion as coming from the department.
Administratois felt that when wérk groups perceived
administrator frustration, they tended to react positively,

showing empathy and support toward the administrator boih

‘through app;oach and withdrawal gestures. Superordinates,
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on the other hand, were peroeivod to show support‘to
frustrated administrators ma}nly through approaoh gestures.
Significant others to the administrator appeared to be
the group most unaware of administrator frustration; they
were folloned in order by the superordinate and the work
group. The degree of awareness of administrator frustration
at the college appeared to be directly related to the degree
of physical contact and subsequent job related activities
which took place between the administrator and the referent
group. When,significant others appeared to be aware of
administrator frustration they were perceived by
administrators to be more supportive than superofdinates but
less supportive than the work group. The lnck of perceived
superordinate support for administrator experiencod
frustration was attributed to the superordinate who more
often acted as a source of frnstration than the other cohort
groups. 9
Administrators percelved a greater frequency of both
positive and negative consequences to the work group than to
any other-cohort gronp as a result of odministrator
frustration. The feﬁest perceived negative consequences of
administrator trustration' tended to oeccur to -tné
superordinate group.
" While administrators tended to report both tension/;nd

discomfort as. a negative consequence to the work group,

more administratorsvreporteq positive than negative

consequences. Most administrators mentioned work group
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productivity along with more effective team participation as ®

positive effects. of administrator frustration. In general,
work group memfers viewed the effects of administrator
frustration as being a positfye influence on the department.

A majority of work group members perceived no college

actipn to,address administrator frustration. While

administrator reports were more optimistic¢,’ administrators

at the college had mixéd perceptions as to the frequency and

type of action taken by the college to address their job

related frustration. 'Generally, administrators reported
that the college might have done more about their
experienced job related frustrations. Work group members
were di&ided on ;eports of the'effeciiveness.of actions
taken by the college to address administrator job related
frustration. Proportionaliy more administrators than work
group members felt the college had taken some action to deal
with frustration at the departmeht head level.
Admlnistratdré deéired improved contact between
adminfstrative levelé, more professional development, more
tihely responses to their rqugst, and better support by

thefﬁ_ superordinates as a lneagx44o address future

frustration. Those administrators having the longest tenure

< : o s
- in office seemed to offer a greater number and more detailed
. . . N

N

descriptions of what the college might do ﬂp address -

Nomal

administrator job related frustration. Mgst administratqrs

pointed ouf that many of their 3uggestéd corrections are

currently being implemented in response to administrators

job relateQ-frustrgtioﬁ,



CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
INTRODUCT 10N

The purpose of Chapter 7 is to review tﬁe objectives
of the study, to summarize the findings and conclusions
reported in earlier chapters, and based on thesé@f{ndings,
to list conclusions for the study as a whole. Additfonally,
this chapter presents some implications of the;findings~of
_ the study for the practice of administration as well as for
future research and theorizing in the field.

The chapter contains six sections: (1) an ov?rview of
the purpose of the study, including a deséription of the
conceptual framework used in the study and a brief review of
related literafure,}(Z) a brief deseription of the
methodology‘of the study, (3) a review of selected findings,
(4) a general discussion of the tindings, (5) a presentation
of the coneclusions based on the tindings, and (6) a
discussion of the implications of the study for the practice

of administration and for future research and theorizing.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was/tO'explore.the sources,
"the immediate effects, and the long term conséduehces of

jobArelﬁted frustration as these relate to administrators at
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a community college.

More specifically, three primary objectives of the

study were:

1.

To determine the sources of administrator job
related frustration as it applies to operations
within a community college environment; this phase
of the research focused on

a. an identification qf job areas where
frustration had occurred,

b. an identification of those job events causing
the greatest amount of administrator
frustration, and

¢. the frequency of experienced frustration.

To determine the immediate effects of experienced
job related frustration for administrators within a
community college environment; this phase of the
study explored

a. the typeé of immediate reactions by
administrators both to specific and general
sources of frustration,

b. the relationships of job related frustration to
administrator productivity,

c. the nature of administrator reactions to
varying levels of frustration,

d. the perceptions of administrator comfort or
discomfort when experiencing job related

frustration, and
/

e. the stability of administrator reactions to
frustration over time;.

To determine the consequences of administrator job
related frustration for various individuals and
referent groups within the community college; this
phase of the study examined ~

a. administrator perceptions of the support
received from their work groups,
superordinates, and significant others in the
college setting,

b. the positive and negative consequences of
administrator frustration for these cohort

&
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groups,

c. the actions taken by the college in coming to
grips with the problem of job related
frustration affecting administrators, and

d. administrator perceptions of the actions which

l the college could ideally have taken to address
administrator job related frustration.

Conceptual Framework

The framework within which the study was conducted was
provided for by the following concepts:

1. Administrators experience sources of job related
frustration from obstructions, delays, and conflictsAfN
interpersonal, task related, resources related.;;d
techhology related #reas within the organization.

2; The immediate effects of these frustrators to
administrators include feelings‘of anger, depression, and
anxiety. The administrator'may,in turn exhibit behaviors
such as withdrawal, fixation of responding, den?al,
regression, and resignation as a consequence of these
feelings.

3. The long term consequences to the organization from

these frustrators are a function of the manner in which the

administrator performs his/her duties and the nature of the

relationship between the administrator and individuals and

groups within the organization.

A model was adopfed which conceptualized these three
components as a seéuence in the emergence of adminf?%ratpr
job,related frustratid%% In this study each component was

investigated as part of the focus into the nature of
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administrator frustration.

K}

Review of BRelated Literature

The literature reviewed in the study dealt with the
following perspectives of the theorizing and research on
frustration: - | |

1. Theories which conceptualized frustration to be a

distinct entity and concentrated on behavioral outcomes.

. 2. Theories which conceptualized frustration as an

integrated part of behavioral theory and recognizes the
existence of numerous iﬁéependent.variables in frustrating
situations.

3. Theories which conceptualize frustration to be a
construct or an intervening variable acting.as.a mediétor

|
betwgen goal interfe}ence and some consequent behavior.

The following generalizations were extracted from the
various theories and research studies concerning the naturg
of frustration in organizations.

1. Goal blockages, delays or‘impediments to goal
accompl ishment appeared>to be genepally accepted as
antecedents to feelings of frustration. ‘

- 2., Most theorizing about the nature of frustration
tended to concentrate on describing the immediate effect7 of
frustr?tionzg

3;“Very little attention had been devoted in the

literature to the long .term consequences of‘frustration in

organizations.

4. Concepts such as conflict and stress in

r
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organizations which are related to and in some instances

‘research.
oS e . - . -
ost of the attention concerning frustration In

;1ons has been concentrated at the operations level.

NATURE OF THE STUDY

F The study examined the sources, immediate effects, and

| Alberta community college. Direct interviewing and a
»gstionnaire survey were employed in order to gather data
.;m all full time administrators. A sample of faculty
J?ibers was also surveyed by ques{ionnaire in order to
determine the e*tent of commonly shared perceptions between
thefladministrators and their subordinates.

| jhe study was timely in that the college had just
qvpérienced a change in seniof level administration which
followed several years of facuity-administration friction.
The study examined administrator job related frustration for

the academic year immediately prior to the change in senior

level adminjstration.
SOMMARY OF FINDINGS REPORTED IN PRECEDING CHAPTERS

This section details in point form the findings which
were reported earlier.
1. Administrators reported that interpersonal sources

of frustration occurred with greatést ffequency and tended

most often to involve the supérordinate as the specific

Y

rlap with the concept of frustration have been popular

isequences of administrator job related frustration within
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source of frustration. Task related sources of frustration
such as obstacles to decision making and lack of job
preparation occurred with second most frequent mention,
whilé%rgsource related sources of frustration, particutarly
inadeqﬁate capital funding received the third most frequent
mention. Technology related frustrators, which included/ﬁ
lack of available expertise in problematic situations,
receivéd the least frequent mention by administrators;

2. The job events which caused administrators the
greatest amount of frustration were also those in the
interpersonal area and involved the superordinate as the
major contr{butor. Task related and resource related
frustrators, in order, were identified as the next éreatest
sources of frustration at the college.

3. Administrators were generélly divided in their
reports on the frequency of occurrence of significant leévels
@f job related frustration. Approximately half of the
réspondents cited dailj and weekly experiences of

significant frustration whil% the remainder reported monthly

and less frequent occurrences. The various work groups

generally felt that administratbrg experienced fewer
occurrences of frustration than theladministrators
themselves reported.

4, Administg%tors, when asked to describe a
particularly significant frustrating event, tended: to
describe events which included very higﬁ leiels of

frustration and involved negative reactions on their part.

b
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Annoyance énd anger were reported to be the most frequently
occurring negative reactions.
5. Administrhtors who reported an inability tp

anticipate the blockage of a perceived desirable goal,

tended generally to have negative feelings and to express

these negative feelings in external ways, that is, in such a
way that othrs would notice(

6. Administrators having success in overcoming a goal
blockage tended to moderate their negative reactio;s and to
perceive themselyes as becoming more productive. Those
administrators percejving no resolution of the problem or
perceiving a protractéd time to resolve the goal hlockage
tended to maintain or incréhse(%he negatiye reactions
associatednwith the situation.

7. Administrators reported that they kept negative
feelings to themselves in most frustrating situations.
They, however, reéorted expressing these feelings in
situations involving High levels of frustration.

. é.Administrators reported that ;heir job performahée
changed under conditions of varying amounts of frustration.

Job performance tended to jgcrease as administrators

experienced optimal amounts of frustration and hence
» ‘ -9
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probably optimal amounts of arousal. Administrators

perceived that their job gerfo;a:nce decreased as
frustration‘varied'in'amount (decreased;and increased)
around this level, thgreby showing support for’arou§al
theory. | | |

9, Administrators reported‘feeiiﬁgs of reiative.comfort
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for the job related frustration they experienced at the
college. Discomfort was reported when superordinates were
perceived as unsupportive and/or as sources of frustration.

10. Administratgrs generally tended to persist in
théir attempts to overcome goal blockages rather than to
withdraw from the situation and express negative feelings.
However, during those times, when high levels of frustration
were experienced and feelings of stress increasedu
administrators admitted to expressing reaciions such as
anger, depression, anxiety, and denial.

11. Administrators at the college someltimes engaged in
prpjecting blame to the situation or the self, as opposed to
blaming others, when experiencing frustration.

12. Administrators perceived themselves as being better
able”to cope with experiences of frustration at present than
they had done when they first assumed their positions. Some
perceived themselves becoming less emotionally involved in
frustrating situations while others reported responding more
assertively. In most cases,-@&ministrators admitted to an
increasing ability to detach t%éﬁselves emdtionally from job
events. |

13. Administrators reported showing feelings of
frustration to those around them primarily by non-verbal
means where as work group members perceived their
adm}nistrators. using verbal means in Fqgvealing their

» frustrations.

14. Administrators tended to feel the support of their

~
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work group when experiencing frustration. Work group
members generally confirmed the administrators’ perceptions
of such support.

15. When experiencing frustration, the administrator
perceived that the support shown them by work group members
was of .two types; namely, active approach behaviors and
withdrawal supportive behaviors. On the other hand, support
by the superordinate tended to be shown by means of approach
rather than withdrawal behaviors. The support shown by the
superordinate was reported to be less than that shown by the
work group. Superordinates were identified by most
administrators to be a major source of their feelings of
frustration.

16. Awareness of administrator frustration was usually
confined to the work group and to the immediate
superordinate. Generally, the lack of frequent contact with
others in the college precluded these others becoming aware
of the administrator frustration and therefore also
precluded their offering any support.

17. Administrators perceived that more of both the
posigjive and negative consequences of their frustration
affected their work group than any other individual or group
within the college. The superordinate was perceived to be
least affected by any hegative consequences of
administrator frustration.

18. Work group members reported ﬁo negative
consequences for ‘the department as a result of administrator

frustration. Also these members generally perceived that



there were more positive consequences for the department
than the administrators themselves perceived. RN

19. The administrators' significant others were
perceived to have experienced fewer positive consequences of
administrator frustration and more negative consequences
than were experienced by superordinates.

20. Administrators reported that no college-wide plan
existed to address their job related frustrations, and
al though acknowledging that some actions had been taken to
address this matter, felt that more could have been done.
Work group members reported fewer incidents of actions taken
.by the college to address administrator frustration than 'did
administrators themselves. Réspon&es to administrator
frustration were perceived to be those initiated by
particular superordinates and these were not viewed to be
part of a general concerted effort by senior administration
to address frustration.

21. Work group members reported that the effects of
actions taken by the college to address administrator
frustration were mixed,‘SOme of these actions were perceived
to be beneficial and others detrimental.

22. When asked to report on what the college might do
to bette} address their job related frustrations,
administrators suggested increased contact with all levels
of.administration,'more timeiy responses to requests, more
professional development, and more support by their

imnediate superordinates. Administrators with more job
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related experience were more specific as to the.manner in
which frustrators could be addressed.

The findings in the study tended to support the the
conceptual model detailed in Figure 4 of Chapter 3. Sources
of frustration comprised of goal thwarting or blockage, role
conflict or role/personality conflict were perceived by
administrators to occur in the coilege. These perceptions
seemed to have triggered changes in administrator affect.
The changes in administrative affect seemed to have certain
immediate effects both on the adminis;rato? and his/her task
performance. Adﬁinistratdr behaviors such as response
fixation, aggression, resignation, withdrawal as well as
innovation and creative problem solving were reported to
have been the result. These administrator responses had
consequences both for other individuals and work groups in
the college generglly resulting in enhanced task
performance at certain times and dysfunctional performance
at other times. For these reasons the conceptual framework

which served as the basis for the study has been supported.
]

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

Sources of Frustration

The source of frustrating incidents can affect
adninistrative behavior. Administrators’ perceptions of the
sources of }heir'frustratibn may determine where and how
their energies will be directed. The ability to detect

potential obstacles to job completion and goal attainment

might enable administrators to prepare themselves to cope
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with threats to goal attainment. Motivation level, feelings
of self-esteem and perhaps even the job survival of the
administrator may thus be affected. The desire to predict
and control one's environment seems to be a widespread
concern (Coffer and Appley 1964).

Interruptions in goal-seeking behavior may produce
frustration when anticipated goal attainment is believed
important. This would suggest that an unanticipated
condition (environmental or other) could be viewed in a
negative manner by any administrator. The prediction and
localization of potentiai,sources of frustration should
enable administrators to address the frustrating conditions.
Predicting the sources of frustration should be of interest
in organizations where there is concern about minimizing th;
effects of frustration on the administrator.

Katz and Kahn (1966) suggest that any organization
requires three behavioral prerequisites in érder to

function. People must be attracted to join and remain in

\

\

the organization, they must dependably perform the tasks for

whig% they are hired, and they must éngage in some form of;

creative and innovative behavior at work. While
organizations must come to grips with certain motivational
problems in order to function effectively (a copcérn with
what energizes, directs, and sustains employee behavior),
thgy must also be concerned with organiza{ional effects on
employee motives as these change, are impeded, and conflict

with each other. This suggests that much of the frustration
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in an organization has its source in interpersonal
interaction associated with the job. In this respect,
frustration patterns at the college appear to be no
exception. Frustration was reporteé>as a natural outcome
when administrators perceive delays or blockages to their
desired organizational expectations, behaviors, and goals.

Much human activity involves following routines and
previously learned procedures. Many jobs can be classified
in this manner. They can be performed effectively without
the individual having to make difficult decisions.
Satisfactioﬁ in these instances resuits from successful
application of these routine procedures. ‘

When jobslare less routine and complex decision making
are more often required, the progress toward goal attainment
becomes more tortuous. Additionally, as complexity
increases, job roles and any associated job descriptions are
subject to varying interpretations. As a result, an
administrator may become awaré bf the contradictions and
pressures which arise from the differing expectations others
have for the way his job is to be performed. Such
conflicting expectations have been reported as sources of
frustrations by some administrators at the ceollege. |

Complicating this work sitwation are the varying
aspirations of participating individuals in each work group.
When people are brought together in groups at work, their
individual aspirqtions are put aside or submerged into the
group vill. When aspirations are set .aside, individual

goals are delayed. This may engender a sense of
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frqstration. The fabric of any organization is fraught with
examples of unmet personal aspirations which in turn can
produce frustration in organizations. While this condition
undoubtedly exists at the college, it is difficult to
unravel the personal from the job related dimension. Both
may be considered to operate interactively and their
‘combined expression may be felt in terms of job related
frustration. If this can be applied to the college, the
generally reported low periodic incidence of job related
frustration would suggest that many administrators
experience low personal levels of frustration as well. |
In order to understand more clearly the effects of
-
frustration on organizational behavior, the identification
and examination of the sources which are instrumental in the
production of frustration seems justified. Lawson (1965:41)
has identified seven generAi nditions which contribute to
the frustration process and ;:?bh may be viewed as general
source conditions for frustration:

1. Non-reinforcement after a history of reinforcement -
interfering with the maintenance of a goal.

‘

2. Preventiné completion of a reinforced response
sequence - stopping short of goal acquisition.

3. Preventing a response aroused by goal stimuli -
blocking goal behavior.

4. Changes in incentive conditions - arbitrarily
varying the payoff for goal attainment.

5. Failure - inability to achieve goal conditions.

6. Use of'hypothetical situations - simulations to
produce frustration.

7. Use of punishment and conflict as antecedent
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conditions to frustration. R
Each of the above conditions may create frustration for
administrators particularly when the attaining of individual

needs compete with organizational goals.
ngstions that organizations must address concern the
maintenance of appropriate job behavior toward effective
goal functioning given a pervasive and omnipresent level of
frustration. In other words, the following questions must
be ;nswered. Will the administrator continue to act in a
goal djrected manner? To what extent will the original
intensity surrounding the achieveme;t of goals change? In
what direction will the change be manifest? Part of the
answer to these rather complex questions may be found in the
\examination of the sources and direction of job related
frustration. Another part of the answer may be discovered
by examining the effects of frustration on the

administrator.

-

lmmediate Effects of Frustration
Frustration generally results in reactions both
internal and external to the frustrated individual.

Different theorists have identified a variety of individual

reactions to frustration. Aggression (Dollard and Miller

1939), regresSion (Barker, Dembo, and Lewin 1941), fixation
(Maier 1949), and reslgnatxon (Amsel, 1951) have all been
identified as symptoms indicating that frustration was
’present, Such reactions are viewed as an externalization of

. »n
frustration. Maier and Verser (1982:76) posit that
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f.symptomsiof frustration should be

[ observed primarily to determine whether
an individual's behavior i% a reaction

to frustration or an attempt to solve &

problem.
Such an action ma y; be particularly valuable since a
frustrating behavior seems unrelated to goal-oriented
.behavior.‘

The type of reaction or the symptoms of frustration
seem not to form a "...logical connectiof with the situation
in which they occur” (Maier and Verser 1982:77).  The
expression of frustration appears to be related to the
availability of objects for the purpose of displacing
tension. Thus, certain objects may be the target for
aggression or regression simply because they are readily
available and are socially accebtable ;utlets. Certain
behaviors which are practiced and available during
frustration may be fixated and become expressed repeatedly
during subsequent frustration episodes. Individuals may
also, .acting under the stress caused by frustration, seem
simply to stop emitting any behavior and appear to withdraw
from the situation. The result is behavior which is
ditferegg/nndef~the effects .of frustration. The variation
in bgﬁ;vior occurs ‘'when any of the four symptom ty@eé of

\\W*~ageﬁ;vior can be expressed in many different ways by
individuals who may be more or less éusceptible to
frustration at that time. Thus certain individuals sﬁow
less effects of frustrated because they either have higher

levels of tolerance or view situations differently.

A common effect seems to be expressed. As situations



)
become increasingly stressful, the tendency to, shift from
goal-motivated to frustration-instigated behavior seems more
probable (Yates 1962). Such behaviors can be seen to be
both the precursor and consequence of stress. In fact, Howe
and Wolman (1962) suggest that continued stress, on or of f
the job, can result in behkgvioral changes. Wherg“%his
oécurs, frustration may cause reactions internal to the
administrator. If the stress provoked by frustration is
severe enough, it can lead to external manifestations.

In the performance of their jobs, administrators
sometimes perceive the necepsity of masking external
reactions to frustration in order tq\be effective in dealing
with those around them. They nevertheless experience
internal reactions to frustration. This may eventually

)

influence the performance of their jobs as suggested by Howe
and Wolman (1962). Administrators at the college tend to
report some masking of external reactions in most situati®ns
not generating extreme forms of fr;stration. This masking
is reported to occur in order to preserve the working
relationship between the administrator and another.
Administrators reporting such masking tend to use the
rationale that anf form of expression could exacerbate a
counter-productive event.

Sometimes, however, masking the expression of
frustration cannot occur. Usually, conditions of extreme

frustration cannot be masked. The extreme nature of any

frustrating event seems to be dependent on at least three

AN

.§§A
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vatiables (Pastore 1952, Berkowitz 1960, Yates 1962):

a. The more predictable the onset ofithe goal
blockage the more prepared the individual
should be and the less extreme reactions are
likely to be.

b. The greater the desire by the individual to
accomplish the goal the more likely reactions
to frustration will be extreme.

c. The longer the duration between the goal
blockage and its ultimate resolution the more
likely individual reactions will be extreme and
continue to be expressed.

Where blockages are not foreseeable, where goals are
highly desirable, and where obstacle‘resolution 1is

protracted, frustrations are likely to yield more observable

reactions.

Capananﬁnngn of Frustration

Frustration is said to produce changes in motivational
states (Child and Waterho&se 1952). Frustration may either
increase or fnhibit'performance by promoting or detracting
from the desire to meintain goal oriented behavior. When
frustration enhances performance, the increasing level of
motivation for the task tends to be reflected by optimum
individual arousal. Korman (1974) suggests that when
optimum arousal has been achieved, the individual seems mére
receptive to environmental stimuli. Optimum arousal is said
to depend on the degree of stimulation an individual desires
and is accustomed to and the amount actually present at
that time.

Steers and Porter (1983:380) claim that the inveried -

U hypothesis advanced by Yerkes and Dodson (1908) describes
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a situation in which

... both arousal and task difficulty, with

their opposite effects, operate simultaneously

as mediators between demand and performance.
Where this is not the case, they suggest that irrespective
of the level of task demand, the higher the levels of
arousal, the better the task performance. Individual
effectiveness in the performance of a task seems then to be

a function of four factors:

1. The difficulty of the task as perceived by the
individual.

2. The individual's perception of his/her own
ability which is dependent on experience and
talent.

3. The match between task difficulty and the
individual's ability which is a measure of
task uncertainty.

4. The level of arousal present at that time
whiech is dependent on the perceiyved
consequences and uncertainty of the task.

This model stresses the individual's perception both
of the task and of the ability to do the task. When an
individual's uncertainty with respect to the ac¢complishment

of a task increases and task consequences increase, so does

arousal level.

-

Pefformance can‘be seen to suffer when arousal levels

are either very low or very high. Both extremes elicit
motivational probiems. At higher levels, performance
suffers because task difficulty is high and problén solving
energy is deflected to deal with task uncertainty. Yates

'  mentions two possible outcomes of this motivational
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a. Afixation in the behavioral response emitted
while experiencing frustration. .

b. The expression of any response designed to
alleviate frustration, the selection of which

may be determined by forces other than goal
achievement .

This would suggest that administrators could make responses
in the face of frustration which are not entirely adaptive.
These responses then may be used to protect the
administrator rather than to accomplish the previously
desired goal. Such defensive behavior might be
characterized as a departure from normal administrator
functioning.

At lower levels of arousal, the absence of strong
motivation occurs as a result of low task difficulty and low
outcome uncertainty. Steers and Porter (1983)'suggest that
in a situation where individuals perceive their ability to
be much higher than the perceptioh of task difficulty,
overconfidence wjill decrease arousal and task performance
should be negatively affected.

The consequence of frustration to others in
organizations can be a direct result of arousal, task
difficulty, and the administrator's percgption of future
task success. When these variable§ tombine to produce
extreme levels of frustration, the administrator may engage
in behaviors which affect not<only“his/her own task
 performance'but that of significant others in the
organization as well. Where frustration is pervasive gnd

affects large numbers of the administrative group, the

q
¢,
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consequence tQ the organization may have far reaching and

~

rather mixed effécts. ;

CONCLUS IONS

The conclusions of the study are collected in this
section. They are as follows:

1. Administrators at the college féit most of their job
related frustrations were associated with events involving
their immediate superordinates and resulted in their job
being less predictable. Administrators undoubtedly exérted
less direct control and.influence over'the behaviors of
their supefordinates than they did over those involviﬁg
their subordinates. The resulting lack of control-over
their superordinates' behaviors may have beenlan impbrtant
precursor to the administratorsdt reports of superordinate
initiated frustratiohs.

2. The administrator's expression of negative behaviors
(such as anger, deniai, or withdrawal) arising ouf;of
frustrations seemed dependent'on whether or not a quick
resolution to the frustrating eveht had occurred. Negative
behaviors were less likely‘where the resolutioh was}quick.
Additionally, it seemed that the moreirésistgnt the blockage
was to successful resolution and‘the greater the desire to
obtain resolution, the higher fﬁe reportea-ievelef
frustration. The ability to prediét goal obstructing‘évents

and to anticipate a reasonable chance of successful

resolution tended to decrease the effects of the frustrating -

episode, especially the expression of negative feelings.

145

By



Similarly, it had the effect of increasing feelings of bg}ng
in control during frustrating situations. Further, in order
to enhance these feelings of control, administrators at the
college tended not to express their feelings by attaching
blame to an individual or event. Perhaps by attaching blame
the administrator may have indicated a lack of control in
situations.

3. Administrators at the college seemed to thrive on
reported high levels of frustration indicating that this
helped them maintain interest in their job. The ability to
cope with these levels of frustration tended to increase
over time. As administrators acquired more experience,
greateé levels of job frustration were more often viewed to
enhance the performance of theilr Jjobs. Perhaps
administra{ors became better able to predict the onset of
frustrating episodes with increased experience and as a
result were more prepared to resolve goal Dblockages.
Additionally, as administrators gained expertise in the{r
jobs, they became more interested in e*panding their 1nputs
into the college environment. This may have brought them
into conflict, mainly with their suﬁ%rordinates.

4. Some administrators reported that increased time on
the job resulted in a éreater detachment from the emotional
issues inherent in it. Where this detachment took the form
of task withdrawal, the college may have experienced fewer
benefits of the administrator’s creative ?nergies.

5. When administrators at the college recalled specific
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frustrating episodes, these tended to be negative
exberiences for them. They also appeared to be accompanied
by feelings of inadequacy as the administrator attempted to
resolve the situation. In most cases of this type,
administrators were motivated to learn from these episodes
in order that future occurrences would be resolved more
successfully.

6. The path to administrative pqsition at the col lege
may have been a self-selecting one i* terms of ability to
cope with frustration. Administrators appeared to expect
considerable frustration when undertaking administrative
duties and to be relatively comforfgsle with a high leﬁgl of
frustration. Perhaps those who were more willing to
experience frustration and who perceived themsel ves more

able to deal with its effects may have tended to seek

administrative positions Pt the college. Further, this
apparent preparedness may have permitted admin{strators to
cope with job related frustrations more adequately and
encouraged them to identify positive aspec}s in the
experiencing of frustration.

7. The immediate effects of frugtration for
administrators at the college took variou; forms. Their
feelings of frustration were communicated to others both
verbally and non-verbally. While adminis;rators generally

[
reported'that they kept their feelings of frustration well
hidden from others around them, they may not hav? realized

the extent to which they verbalized their feelings of

frustration with the work group. However, most
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administrators at the college pérceived that they usually
appeared outwardly calm and non-hostile in the face of
frustration in order that the eff;cts of the frustration did
not complicate other aspects of the job. This appeared to
be the case more so when the frustration was addressed
rather than ignored. Administrators at the college also
appeared to have internalized fairly uniform expectations’of
their roles. Most reported that when acting in the capacity
as administrators, they may have tended more often than not
to suppress the outward expression of many personal feelingg
in order to demonstrate what they considered to be behavior
appropriate to the administrative role.

8. Job performance tended to be enhanced when
administrators at the college experienced success in the
resolution of goal blockages. Perhaps the feelings of
satisfagtion which resulted from successful resolution of
frustrating events had acted to set a "tone" for fu;ure
interventions where frustration was present. Additionally,
successful interventions in blockage situations may have had
a training effect which would enable the administrator to
more easily cope with similar episodes. This would have
tended to make administrators more comfortable with
frustration as their job experience increased™ An optimum
arousal level fpr administrators, therefore, could be one
where blockage resolutions had occurred successfully in the
past and where expectations for future resolutions were

~

high. {
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9. Physical proximity to the administrator tended to
enhance feelings of support in situations where frustration
was present for the administrator. - Greatest perceived
support (from the work group) may have been a reflection of
shared task commitment between the first line administrator
and the work group as well as their physical proximity.
This "bondiﬁg" between the administrator and the immediate
work group may have also resulted in certain others, such as
the superordinate, being excluded from the intimacies ;hared
by those within the primary administrative unit. Thus,
administrators tended to relate to and trust those with whom
they had greater contact. They had appeared more often to
invite support and also to receive it from these "close”
others. Superordinates may have wisﬁed to show support to
their administrative subordinates, however, they may also
have felt excluded from administrator-work group
interactions. .

10. Work group members also appeared to be more
sensitive to the administrator’'s moods and wishes, perhaps
as a result of the physical setting they shared and the
resulting increase in day to day contact. This sensitivity
allowed wqu group members to exhibit flexibility in the
manner by ;hich they interrelated with administrators who
were experiencing frustration. Work group members tended
either to approach or to withdraw from the administrator
depending on their perception of the administrator's mood.
Superordinates, on the other hand, showed a narrower range

of behaviors in responding to administrator frustration.
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Additionally, many superérdinates tended not to recognizé
the role they played in acting as a source of frustration
for the administrator. Those who did so attempted to
resolve frustréting situations in which they were key
contributors. They did this by taking the initiative in
approaching the ad&inistrator rather than allowing the
administrator to make the first approach following the
frustrating episode. The different responses experienced by
administrators from work group members as compared to
superordinates may have been indicative of the various
entrenched role expectations felt by all participant groups.

11. Most administrators at the col lege teqded to share
their frustrations more with their immediate work group than
with any other individual or group within; the college. This
may have resulted from the greater feelings of trust within
the immediate administrative unit. The small humber of many
consequences of administrator frustration to the
superordinate tended to indicate a reluctance to share
frustrations with' those higher in the organization and to
exciude this group affectively from the work unit.
Increased social distance between the administrator and the
superordinate together with attendant perceptual differences
may have resulted in the generation of the reported greater
number of interpersonal {rustrations having their source
with superordinates. .

12. The job related interactions with signfficant others

at the college, exclusive of the work group and the
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immediate superordinate, which produced frustrations for the
administrator tended to opérate mainly in a negative
direction. Attention was called to these interactions only
when they were not functioning effectively and resuited in
blockages.

13. Responsiveness by the college to administrator
firustration was generally perceived to be uncoordinated and
inconsistent in its application. It was left largely to
each superordinate to detect and address frustration. Job
related frustrations were, therefore, viewed often as
unfortunate side effects of being an administrator. The
resulting lack of coordination tended to produce unequal
treatment among administratdr§. Work group members,
separated from senior level administration by an additional
layer, were more negative than their administrators in their
reports on any college-wide activity to address frustration
than were administrators.

14. Administrators with more job experience tended to
believe they were as able as seni&r administrdtors to
fd%ntify the palliatives which might be applied to addreéss
administrator job related frustrAtions. Adminfstrators at
‘the college appeared not to have the impact they would have
wished in order to communicate their particular job related

N

frustrations to senior adminiStrator&

s

concerned the reported preoccupation by senior level
administretors to address task generalities rather than to
attend to important specific concerns identified by

subordinate administrators. The: communication and

One example
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resolution of frustrations then could have been differences
in perception between the layers of administration.
Increased contact between the administrative layers had been
identified by some administrators as one solution to

the problem of addressing job related frustration.
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE, RESEARCH AND THEORY

The implications of the study for practice, future
research, and for theorizing in this field are addressed in

turn below.

loplications for Practice

Administrators in any oréanization are subject to goal
blockages. While many organizations are becoming more
sensitized to the effects of frustration, it is expeoted
that the administrator will be able to function under a
variety of conditions, including high levels of frustration.
One implication of this expectation concerns the attitude
that administrators have toward frustration.

Administrators who tend to react to frustration by

denying its existence tend to be intollerant of poor

performance by others when frustration is used as an excuse’

for that performance. The lack of sensitivity which is
conveyed by the failure to recognize and deal with the

affect inherent in frustrating situations may reduce the

administrators' effectiveness in an organization. For

example, Organ and Hammer (1982:261) reported that milder

forms of aggression arising from frustration are a healthy
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sign, reflecting a desire to come to grips with the
environment rather than to submit to it. If aggression is
blocked, abathy, resignation, and withdrawal behaviors may
result in decreased qualijty of performance. One of the
administrator's real tasés then must be to decrease the
occurrences of unproductive forms of frustration, such as
unconstructive aggression, without having it displaced on
other persons or situations. At the same time, the
administrator should allow the energizing eff;cts which come
from experiencing optimal levels of frustration to
creatively enhance task accompl ishment.

Another implication for the practicing administrator
concerns appropriate means of dealing with the occurrence of
frustration. Frustration may be better viewed as a part of
the fabric of an organization rather than simply as isolated
or unrelated personal events. The findings of this study
revealed that all administrators in the coilege experienced
frustrations and that many of these episodes tended to be
related. Common means of addressing debilitating goal
blockages should prove to be of benefit to the organization.
Both from the point of increasing effjciencies and enhancing

/

group commitment and supportiveness, physicak&cdntact
between cohort groups may be a necessary prerequ;site to
décreasing the particularly negative consequences of
frustration. Additionally, increased physical contact

between administrators when addressing sources and effects

of frustration may help to release the creative and

a
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motivational task energies need to identify solutions to the
blockages.

A third practical implication concerns the maintenance
of the level of creative task energy available in an
organization. Where an administrator has experienced a
history of unsuccessful attempts to resolve goal blockages
together with the accompanying stress, withdrawal behaviors
may be the result. Apathy and withdrawal from those tasks
where goals may be perceived to be bldcked at some fufure
time may create an a self-fulfilling prophesy. Both
ad&inistra&or energy” and creativity are lost to the
organization. If this situation should become widespread
among the administrative group, organizational effectiveness

must be called into question.

Ilmplications for Further Research

While many research findings detailed in the literature
were supported by the present study, reseafch hypotheses
were not formulated or tested as part of an empirical study.
This study has tested a methodology which could be used in
future studies. When used in other college settings,
certain generalizations may result.

Future studies on frustration in college organizations
could address such issues as:

1. The extent to which organizational structure has an
effect on the frequency and nature of frustration.

2. The relationship between the incidence of

administrator frustration and organizational effectiveness.
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3. The extent to which frustration operates to enhance
the decision making process in consensus groups of various
types.

4. The extent to which diagnostic instrumentation for
the measurement of levels of individual frustration might
determine optimum levels in order to enhance orgaﬁizational
effectiveness.

5. The effectiveness of various strategies designed 1o
reduce the debilitating effects of frustration within

-’

organizations.

Ilmplications for Theory

Literature dealing with frustration has tended mainly
to emphasize the reactions, both affective and behavioral,
of the individual facing the goal blockage. Secondarily,
theories of‘frustration dea]l with the motivational role of
frustration-instigated behaviors and especially mention the
debilitating effects on‘individuals. As a result, until
recently, any organizational consequences were,
understandably considered to be an aggregation of negative
individual consequences.

The present study has provided some direction by means
of which the csequences of frustration may more readily
become reconciled with a position which recognizes also
possfble positive and mutually beneficial organizational
effects, parti%%larly when dealing with administrative
funct?hns. Frﬁstration often affects behavior in a
desirablé direction.~ Orggan 6ﬁa’H1mmer (1982:259) have

2 .
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suggested three desirable attributes of frustration that

deserve mention. Frustration operates:

1. As a generator to enable experimentation with new
methods when old processes are found to be
unsuccessful. Frustration then adds color and
complexity to organizational behavior.

2. As a precondition for reinterpretations of our
environment resulting in perceptual as well as
behavioral change.

J. As an energizer, acting to arouse reserves of
energy to better focus our attention, tone our
readiness for ection, and improve our vigilance.

This study has also indicated that many incidents of
frustration have their source in the interpersonal domain.
Administrators must interact with other members in the
organization to accomplish task objectives. The assumption
that the initiating beh@vior of administrators is a
unidirectional process has been questioned by Campbel]l et al
(1970:422). This assumption suggests that managers are
viewed only in the perspective of initiators of actions for
others and that the interactions end once directives are
made. In opposition to this view, these theorists have
proposed rather that "The basic factor that is missing from
these unilateral views is that persons who interact
undoubtedly behave as if relationships were reciprocal
rather than unilateral™ (1970:422). The further development
of concepts which describe the nature of frustration based
interactions between people should be pursued.

Finally, & potentiially troublesome area'may be

identified which relates to the theoretical effects of

frustration on administrators. In this study the position
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was taken that job related frustration for the administrator
was conrined.to the organization. Administrators function
in roles odtside the organizational milisu and, therefore,
experience the attendant frustrations that those roles
produce. These frustrating experiences may influence what
occurs in the organization. Theoretical frameworks which
(kglate the sources, immediate effects, and long term impacts
of frustration should be developed. These frameworks must
recognize and allow for a seperation of the effects of

orgenizational and of extraorganizational sources of

frustration.
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INTERVIEW GUIDE

-

I would like to ask you a few questions about your job
as a middle level administrator/manager here at the
College. 1 am particlarly interested in learning about the
obstacles or blockages you perceive to interfere with doing
your administrative job. For the purposes of ¢this
interview, I will refer to these goal blocks as frustrators.
I am mainly interested in those notable events which have
occurred in the last year since these will be fresh in your
mind. However, if some notable event stands out beyond that
time period it also would be of significance.

Frustrators

1. Where in your role as an administrator do you experience
significant frustretors which interfere with doing your
job? (Probe - interpersonal related, personnel related,
task related, resource related, technology related.)

2. Which of these interferences cause you most frustration?
Why?

Immediate Effects - Specific Event

I would like you now to recall a recent job related
event or situation during which you experienced significant
frustration.“Would you briefly describe the nature of this
event? '

3. What were your immediate reactions when you encounted
this frustrating situation in your job? (RProbe - How did
you feel, How did you behave?)

4. How did your immediate reactions change as you started
dealing with the frustrating event or situation?

5. What effect did your immediate reactions to this
particular frustrating situation have on your ability to
carry out the responsibilities associated with your
administrative job?

Imnediate Effects - General Events

Would you now consider all the job related frustrating
events which have occurred during the last year.

6. How would you describe your typical reaction to highly
frustrating situations? (Probe - your feelings, your
behavior?) - ‘ - L .

7. How do these rEaction§ differ from those you make to less
frustrating situations.

«
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8. As you reflect on the time you have spent in your

present administrative position how have your
reactions to job related frustrating situations
changed over time? (Probe - Do you respond differently

now than you did earlier in your career?)
Reactions to the Immediate Effects

9. How did those around you become aware that you were
experiencing frustration? (Probe - non verbal behavior,
verbal behavior)

10. What were their typical reactions when you exhibited
extreme levels of frustration?
Probes - your peers, your superordinate, others.

-~

Secondary Effects or Consequences

11. How did your performance as an administrator change when
you felt frustrated? (Probe - deteriorated, improved)

12. What negative consequences occurred as a result of your

reactions to frustrating situations? (Probe - For your
department? For your relationship with your
superordinate? For the organization as a whole?)

i

13. What positive consequences occurred as a result of your
reactions to frustrdting situations? (Probe as above)

Reactions to the Secondary Effects

14. What particular actions were taken in the College to
deal with your job related frustrations?
L

15. Where did these particular actions originate from? *

16. Ideally, how;ﬂv/you feel this organization should
respond to job related frustration at the mid

administrative /management level? \
’ \
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ADMIN I STRATOR QUBSTTQHNAIRB

Please respond to the following questions by checking the
appropriate response or filling in the blank.

’

1. How long have you held an administrative position in
this institution? (include the present year)

2. How would you describe the extent of growth or decline
in your department at this time? !

a. In a phase of high expansion.

b. In a phase of moderate expansion.

G

In a no growth phase.
d. In a phase of moderate contraction.

e. In a phase of high contraction.

3. How often, during the past year, did you experience what

you consider to have been a significant frustrating

event in your administrative job? (check one response)

a. About once a day. | ¢

b. About once a week.
¢. About once % month.

d. Rarely or not at all.
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4. How comfortable are you with the level of job related
frustration which you experience?

a. Very comfortable.
b. Somewhat comfortable.

¢. Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable.
d. Somewhat uncomfortable.

e. Very uncomfortable.

5. In each of the following items, pleasé put a check mark
in the blank which most accurately reflects your
feelings and reactions.

(1.always; 2.frequently; 3.somet imes; 4.seldom; S.never)

A.

How frequently do each of the following reactions
apply to you when you are experiencing frustration?

1. I tend to become angry.

|
2. 1 tend to become depressed.|

- \

3. 1 tend to worry about how to deal
with the frustrating situatijon.

4. I tend to continde grapplfng
with the frustrating situation.

5. I tend to ignore the frustration.

6. I tend to seek out-the company qf

others.
<77

7.Itendtoexper?eﬁgephysical
disordersinresponsetothe

frustrating situation.

8. Other ways -not mentioned.
Please indicate




B. In a frustrating situation how frequently do you tend

to:

(l.always;

6. In the past, when you have experienced job
frustration,

2.frequently;

a.

how did

3.somet imes;

4.3el dom;

S.never)

Blame yourself for the
situation because you feel that
you could have prevented its

occurrence?

Blame others because,
middle administrator, you feel
that others are in control.

as 4

Blame the situation (policies,

rules, practices)?

® s

Other ways not mentioned.

Please indicate.

%

r ,\{j‘
reld&@%

thgse in your department most
often become aware of this?

By your body language (non verbal

communication).

By what you said (vetbal communication).

By virtue of the action decisions you
subsequently took.

Other ways, please indicate__ __ . ___ . ____ e

|

To my knowledge they did not become aware of my
job related frustration.

7. When you were experiencing frustration,
department members generally react?

‘},

Generally in a very positive manner.

Generally
Generally
Generally

Generally

in

in

in

in

a

a

positive manner.
neutral manner.

negative manner.
. @

very negative manner.

how did
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8. How would you describe the effects on the department
following your experiences with job related frustration?

a. Extremely positive effects on the depar tment.
b. Generally positive effects on the departmeht.

c. Mixed positive and negative effects on th#
depar tment .

L)

d. Generally negative effects on t%f depar tment.

e. Extremely negative effects on the department.

. - 5.
9. To what extent were actions taken in the College to deal
with frustration at the department head level?

a. Ongoing actions were taken to deal with
department head frustration.

b. Many actions were taken to deal with
department head frustration.

A moderate number of actions were taken to .
deal with department head frustration.

¢

o

R
d. A few actions were taken' to deal with
department head frustration. -

, |
e. No actions were taken to deal with department
head frustration. ! .
f

'10. If actions were taken in the College to deal with
department head frustration, typically how effective
were these actions? e/ o
: a. The actions taken were highly effegctive.

b. The actions taken Wgu;;Aenerally/effective.

¢. The actions taken}hwggpne}then/partfculally_
~effective or ineffective. ‘
. /
d. The ac¢tions taken were generally ineffective.
. ' !
e ;me actions taken were highly ineffective!
4
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FACULTY/STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

ON ORGANIZATIONAL FRUSTRATION

&

Middle leégl administrators/ managers in any
organization frequently encounter a variety of obstacles or
blockages which interfere with doing their job. For the
purposes of this survey these goal blocks will be refered to
as frustrators.

This J;rvey solicits your help in determining the nature
of administrator/manager reaction to job related frustration
and how this affects first your immediate department and
then the College at large. As you ponder the events which
seemed to produce administrator/manager frustration, those
occurring in the last year will be of greatest interest
since they will be fresh in your mind. However, if some
notable event stands out be¥ond that time period it so
would be of significance. ‘ \\\\

Please respond to the questions on the following pages - ™.
as they relate to your department head by checking or
filling in the appropridte blank. All responses will be
treated confidentially.

Thank you for your particibation. B

Work History at the College

<

How long have you been employed at the Col lege?
; years., "

Which depgrtment do you Qg;rently work in? .

v



.
Y

; : » ,

1. How often during the pastyéhé did you perceive yohr
department head to experience jab related frustration?

a. About once a day. .
b. About once a’week.
K c. About once a month.

d. Rarely or not at all. -
‘.( \ \)

N

) ®

2. If in the past you perceived that your departmgnt head
was experiencing frustration, how did you most ‘often
become aware of this? .

a. By his/her body language (non verbal
A communication).

b. By what he/she said (verbal communication).

¢c. By virtue of the action decisions he/she
subsequently took.

-

d. Other ways. Please indicate N

\
«

3. When your department head was experiencing frustration,
“ how did department members generally react?

a. ngerally in a very positive manner.
b. Generally in a positive manner.

¢. Generally in & neutral manner.

o

d. Generally in a negative manner .- .

‘o

e. Generally in a very negative manner.

&
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4., How wourd-§ou desceribe the effects on the department
following.your department head experiences with job

related frustration.

5. To what extent were actions taken in the College to deal

-

. Extremely positive effects on the department.

Generally positive effects, on the department.

‘Mixed positive and negaiive.effects on the

department.

Generally negative effects on the department..

g;tfemely negative effects on the department.

wi%h frustration at the department head level?

———

~

{

6. If actions were taken'in';he College to deal with
department head frustration, typically how effective were

. 'tRese actions? -

a.

b.

“a.
b,

C.

d'o‘

o

Ongoing actions were ‘taken to deal with
department head frustration.

Many actions were taken to deal with
department head frustration. 3

-

A moderate number of actions were taken to
deal with department head frustration.

A few eétions‘were‘takén‘tq deef with
department head frustration. ¢ ¢

No actions were taken to deal with depar tment
head frustration. -

\

%

The actions taken 'were highly effective.
The actions taken were generally effective.

. \“ . . .
The actions taken were neither particularly
‘effective or' ineffective. ' .

The actions taken were generally ineffective.

The actions taken were'highly inelfecthe.
_ B 8

Thank you kindly for your participation
. | \ . N
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