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To Doris

When we were young and very new
I pledged my deepest love to you,
And as we’ve grown along the way
That love grows deeper every day
JEE (1978)

Now as leaves begin to turn

And autumn knocks upon our door,

I’1l say it once again to you,

I pledge my deepest love once more
JEE (1991}

Long ago I pledged my troth to you

While holding your hand in mine,

And through the years | always knew

Our love will last till the end of time
JEE (2002)
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Pre fac‘é

If anyone present in $970, during the assemblage
of the first pieces of the Comprehensive System,
had predicted that the project would continue into
the next century, they would not have been taken
sericusly. At that time, we were confronted with
relatively easy decisions concerning seating, in-
structions, and the basics of scoring, and the task
ahead seemed relatively straightforward: Namely,
to mergc into a single format alf of the empirically
defensible features of other approaches. It was
naively assamed that aimost ali of the elements
necessary for the use and understanding of the test
ﬂlreadyiexisted. Thus, no one could have foreseen
the exiended research odyssey that has evolved.
Even by the end of 1973, when the manuscript for
the First Edition of this work was completed,
naivete contimued to exist, It was obvious that the
issue of Special Scores was still to be resolved and
that Jarger standardization samples of data would
be necessary, but projects designed to accomplish
these tasks were already underway. In reality,
most of us believed that we had completed the bulk
of the work necessary to achieve the goal of pre-
senting the “best” of the Rorschach. As it turns
oui, the “best” was yet to come.

As new projects were completed, the dala
often raised more questions than were answered,
thereby requiring the design of many more studies
than were originally anti¢ipated. The breadth of
data that had accumulated by 1976 was much more
extensive than could easily be scattered through a
series of articles and a decision to create Volume 2
was made. Although Velume 2 did provide an

xiii

avenue through which to expand and -clarify the
basic work, focus on younger clients remained
pitifully inadequate, and Volume 3 was a natural
consequence, Additions and changed to the Com-
prehensive System were so numerous between 1978
and 1985 that the original edition of Volume I had
little utility. The Second Edition was published in
1986, but research and additional data analyses
provoked more changes and additions and the Sec-
ond Edition also became woefully outdated.

A Second Edition of Volume 2 was released in
1991, and the Third Edition of Volume I followed
in 1993, Collectively, they seemed to represent
some sort of culmination in the development of the
Comprehensive System. But, even then, the work
was not finished, for the Rorschach has continued
to pose many unanswered questions. The basics of
the System have been in place for many years, and
they have appeared to meet the primary objective
for the project: Namely, to provide a standardized
method of msing the test which is easily taught,
manifests a high interscorer reliability, and for
which the interpretive premises will withstand
validation demands. However, many elements of
the test have continued to be studied. As a result,
some features of the System have been modified,
some have been discarded, and some continue to
be investigated.

The accumulated developments that have oc-
curred during the past decade argue for a new re-
vision of the basic work concerning the System.
In designing this revision, it has seemed reason-
able to collapse what has been two works (Volumes
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1 and 2), into a single text to expand the coverage
of interpretation, and reserve the designation of
Volume 2 for a future work focusing on the inter-
pretation of cases reflecting a broad span of issues.

This new revision of Volume I is not a brief
book, but the Rorschach is not a simple test. The
term Comprehensive remains appropriate. The Sys-
tem does reflect the hard-won wisdoms of those
who researched and developed the test long before
this project was initiated, plus the new information
that has unfolded through the work of many practi-
tioners and researchers during the past three
decades.

The early success of the project was due in no
small part to the encouragement of four of the five
Rorschach Systematizers, Samuel Beck, WMar-
guerite Hertz, Bruno Klopfer, and Zygmuni Pi-
otrowski. In some ways, the original idea for the
project may have been stirnulated by David Rapa-
port who, in 1954, cautioned me to know all of the
Rorschach, but its actnal inception was provoked
by Bruno Klopfer and Samuel Beck, who viewed
each other with very low regard. In 1967, they both
endorsed a project fo research the empirical sturdi-
ness of their respective approaches to the test and,
in 1968, the first of a series of investigations to ad-
dress that issee began. By 1970, when the results
clearly indicated that each of the approaches, in-
cleding those of Hertz, Piotrowski, and Rapaport
had considerable merit, but that all were aiso seri-
ously flawed in one way or another, I proposed to
Beck and Klopfer that some integration of ap-
proaches seemed to be the logical extension of the
work. Neither was very pleased with the findings,
nor the proposal, but they also were able to rise
above their personal animosities and offer a cau-
tious endorsement io the idea, as did Hertz and Pi-
otrowski shortly thereafter. In retrospect, I doubt
that any of the four believed in the project, but I do
think that ali four were intrigued with it.

As the project progressed, each showered me
with suggestions, comments, and criticism, but
beyond that, they all offered support and inspira-
tion. The support came through their suggestions
and comments. The inspiration was fomented by

their kind and generous encouragement, and most
of all by their warm friendship. Tt served as a
powerful motivation lo persist at the task, In ef-
fect, they are the Godfathers and Godmother of
the Comprehensive System. They have all passed
on, but their legacy remains. Much of their work
and many of their ideas are firmly embedded in
the Comprehensive System.

Much of the later development of the Compre-
hensive System has been derived from the sugges-
tions of practitioners and the efforts of a small
army of researchers. Among (he latter is a group
who deserve special recogmition. They have
served on the staff of the Rorschach Research
Foundation {Rorschach Workshops) for varying
intervals as project directors and assistants with a
seemingly tireless enthusiasm. Their efforts often
went well beyond what might have been expected
and their contributions have insured the continu-
ing accumulation of new data that added enor-
mously to the bank of information concerning the
nature of the test and its interpretation. They have
trained and/or supervised more than 800 examin-
ers who have participated in more than 550 inves-
tigations. They include:

Gerald Albrecht William Cooper
Doris Alinski Terry Cross
Michael Allen Rabert Curnmins
Franscesca Antogninni  Mark Edwards
William Baker Frederick Ehrlich

Miriam Ben Haim Gail Famino

Jeffrey Berman John Farber

Carol Bluth

Peter Brent
Evelyn Brister
Richard Bruckman
Edward Caraway
Eileen Carter
Andrew Chu
Michael Coleman

Susan Colligan

Ronda Fein

Gary Fireman

Roy Fishman

Jane Foreman
Benjamin Franklin
Dorothy Frankmann
Christy George
Katherine Gibhons

Nancy Goodman



Laura Gordon «
Carolyn Hafez
Naancy Haller

Doris Havcm‘mnn
Dorothy Hel.inski
Lisa Hillmain

Sarah Hillman
Milton Hussman
Geraldine Ingalls
Susan James
Marianne Johnston
Lester Jones
Katsushige Kazaoka
Mary Lou King
Richard Kloster
Beth Kuhn-Clark
Nancy Latimore
Carol Levantrosser
Arnold Lightner
Richard McCoy
Denise McDonnahue
Marianne McMannus
Louis Markowitz
Andrew Miller
Beatrice Mittman
Lynn Monahan
Ralph Nicholson
Michael O'Reilly
Carmen Penzulotta

George Pickering

Doris Price

Beth Raines
Virginia Reynolds
Felix Salomon
Joseph Schumacher
Whitford Schuyler
Barbara Seruya
Jane Sherman
Sherill Sigalow
Kenneth Sloane
Frederick Stanley
Louise Stanton
Eva Stern

Sarah Sternklar
Robert Theall
Vicki Thompson
Peter Vagg

Alice Vieira
Donald Viglione
Edward Walker
Jane Wasley
Richard Weigel
Donna Wiener-Levy
Robert Wilke
Elizabeth Winter
Leslie Winter
Helen Yaul

Tracy Zalis

Nancy Zapolski

Mark Zimmerman

Qur examiners have incleded many professional
psychologists and psychology graduate students,
but nearly half come from more varied back-
grounds, ranging from & professional musician
and a retired tailor to an extremely talented high
school senior., Other examiners have included
physicians, dentists, nurses, social workers, home-
makers, and a few very adept secretaries who
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learned that administering the Rorschach is almost
as boring as typing a letter. The ability of these
laypeople to learn to administer and score the (est
in a standardized format has been among the very
reassuring aspecks of the System.

The project has also incladed some very spe-
cial people who deserve mention. They have
served as core staff or in senior advisory roles.
Joyce Wylie served as our project coordinator
from 1969 to 1978, and without her persistence
and organizing talents we might have faltered
along the way. During the same period, Elaine
Bryant was our overseer for laboratory experi-
menis. She devised some remarkable innovations
to improve on our designs. Antonnia Victoria
Leura was our recriiter for nearly 10 years and
during that time obtained more than 8,000 sub-
jects for our various studies. I will never cease to
be amazed at her ingenuity. Barbara Mason was
also with us for more than a decade, serving as
trainer, teacher, researcher, and clinician. Her
versatility was continuously impressive.

George Armbruster and Eugene Thomas
each served more than a decade as our research
“purists.” Both contributed much more than can
be described in a few words and both epitomize
the very best of psychology. John Roger Kline
was our first computer consultant and despite
knowing little about the Rorschach, he devised
programs for storage and analysis that enabled
us, for the first time, to address large chunks of
data with an amazing ease. Joel Cohen replaced
John, and was mainty responsible for a variety of
sophisticated programs that broadened our ca-
pacity to store and analyze data. He and Howard
McGuire were also responsible for the develop-
ment of our computer interpretation assistance
programs.

Ten people deserve particular recognition.
They were involved in the terrible task of rescor-
ing thousands of records each time some new
change in the format occurred: Doris Alinski,
Ear]l Bakeman, Eileen Carter, Ruth Cosgrove,
Lisa Hillman, Nancy Latimore, Theresa Sabo,
John Talkey, Bugene Thomas, and Edward
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Walker. I appreciate their diligence and admire
their frustration tolerance.

There are also many in the international com-
munity who have been extremely helpful in test-
ing out the System, teaching it to their colleagues,
and contributing significantly to our data base.
They include Anne Andronikof (France}, Bruno
Zanchi (Ttaly), Leo Cohen (Netherlands), Noriko
Nakamura and Toshiki Ogawa (Japan), and Vera
Campo, Monserrat Ros Plana, and Conception
Sendin (Spain). Their contributions reaffirm the
fact that the test is universal and that people are
people, no matter where they live.

Luis Murillo was an exceptional friend to
Rorschach Workshops. He gencrously opened
Stony Lodge Hospital to our efforts in 1970, and
supported our research there for nearly 15 years.
He is a superb colleague and a true model for psy-
chiatry. Irving Weiner has also been a faithful
friend, advisor, and critic since the inception of
the project. He is directly responsible for many
features of the System and shared a host of work-
shops with me, thereby lightening the burden and
increasing the enjoyment.

During the 1990s, the Rorschach Research
Council was formed. Its main functions are to
evaluate new research findings, design and/or im-
plement new studies concerning reliahility and
validity issues, and make recommendations con-
cerning additions or alterations to the System.
Those who have served, or are continuing to
serve on the Council include Thomas Boll, Philip
Erdberg, Roger Greene, Mark Hilsenrath, Gregory
Meyer, William Perry, and Donald Viglione. { ad-
mire the diligence and dedication with which
they have approached the challenges posed by the

I

test. Most of the improvements to the System that
have accurred during the past decade are a direct
result of their efforts.

I must also acknowledge the remarkable talents
of my daughter, Andrea, and my administrative as-
sistant, Karen Rogers. Not only have they become
proficient in their knowledge of the Rorschach, but
they have excetled in kecping Rorschach Work-
shops organized and on track. 1 also owe an un-
payable debt to my wife, Doris, who probably
often felt that she married an inkblot. She has been
involved in most every aspect of the work at
Rorschach Workshops and has been a continuing
source of support and encouragement to all of us.

Finally, a word for the prospective Rorschach
researcher. There is no apparent end in sight to the
conlinuing research questions posed by this awe-
some test. Although many of its mysteries have
been solved, many remain. We are still unsure
about many of the stimulus properties of the
inkblot figures and some conceptusal links be-
tween data clusters and personality or behavioral
correlates require much more study. The issue of
personality styles has received far too Little atten-
tion, not only with regard to the Rorschach but to
assessment instruments in general. These are chal-
lenges that must be addressed if the Rorschach,
and assessment in general, is to reach the level of
contribution for which we have strived, that is, un-
derstanding people and aiding in their times of
guandry. The quest for knowledge about people is
always difficult, but the rewards can endure for a
lifetime.

ILE.E
Asheville, North Carelina
June 2002
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The 10 figures that constitute the stimuli of the
Rorschach test were first unveiled to the profes-
sional public in September 1921, with the release
of Hermann Rorschach's famed rmonograph,
Psychodiagnostik {1941/1942). Since that time,
the test has generated much interest, cxtemsive
use, and considerable research. For at least two
decades, the 1940s and 1950s, its name was al-
most synenymous with clinical psychology. Dur-
ing those years, the primary role of the clinician
focused on assessment or psychodiagnosis. Al-
though the role of the clinician broadened and
diversified during the 1960s and 1970s, the
Rorschach remained among the most commonly
used tests in the clinical setting, and that status
continues today. This is because considerable in-
formation about the psychelogical characteristics
of an individual can be derived if the test is prop-
erly administered, scored, and interpreted.

Most any intelligent person can learn to ad-
minister and score (code) the Rorschach. The pro-
cedures are reasomably straightforward. On the
other hand, Rorschach interpretation is neither
simple nor mechanistic, It is a complex process
that can be demanding. It is complex because it
requires the interpreter to maintain a framework
of logical conceptualization, without which it is
jmpossible to develop meaningful conclusions.
The process is demanding because it requires the
interpreter to frequently ghallcnge the integrity
of the data. On the other hand, the routines of in-
terpretation, that is, systematically questioning
data and conceptually organizing findings, are

not difficult to learn if the student of the lest has
each of three basic prerequisites.

BASIC PREREQUISITES

A first prerequisile is a reasonably good under-
standing of people and the notion of personality.
This does not mean that the Rorschach data are,
or should be, interpreted directly in the context of
any particular theory of personality. That proba-
bly is a mistake. Rorschach-based conclusions ul-
timately can be translated into any of a variety of
theoretical models concerning personality but,
before doing so, the data should be interpreted
in a manner that is consistent with findings on
which their validity has been based.

Rorschach interpretation always proceeds with
the objective of developing an understanding of
the person as a unigue individual. Stated differ-
ently, an awareness that no {wo people are exactly
alike should prompt any interpreter to strive for
an integration of findings about characterisfics
such as thinking, emotion, self-image, controls,
and so on in a manner that highlights individual-
ity as much as possible.

A second prerequisite for Rorschach interpre-
tation is a good working knowledge of psycho-
pathology and maladjustment. This does not mean
a simple awareness of diagnostic labels, or a naive
assumption that concepts such as normal and ab-
normal establish discrete criteria from which as-
sets and liabilities can be identified. Rather, a
good understanding of psychopathology amd/or
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maladjusiment evolves from an appreciation of
how characteristics become liabilities, and how
various mixtures of liabilities breed forms of in-
ternal and/or external maladjustment.

The third prerequisite is that the interpreter
must have an understanding of the test itself. It
consists of 10 inkblot figures which, when admin-
istered in a standardized manner, prompt the in-
dividual to make a sequence of decisions that lead
to a series of responses. Once the responses are
coded or scored, compiled sequentially, and used
as a hasis for numerous catculations, three inter-
related data sets will exist:

1. The verhiage used by the subject when giving
answers or responding to questions raised by
the examiner,

2, The sequence in which the responses have oc-
curred as reflected in both the substance of
answers and the coding or scoring of them, and

3. The structural plot of frequencies for nearly
100 variabtes from which data for more than
60 variables, ratios, percentages, and indices
are derived.

Collectively, these three data sets form the
interpretive substance of the test and, typically,
will yield enough information to construct a
valid and useful description of the psychology of
the individual.

THE UTILITY OF THE RORSCHACH

Why bother using the Rorschach? There are many
assessment methods that can produce valid and
useful descriptions of people and, although a
Rorschach-based description of a person usually
is quite comprehensive, it stems from a rather
modest sample of indirect behaviors (responses to
inkblot figures). Thus, findings and conclusions
are mainly inferential. What value do these infer-
entialty based Rorschach deseriptions of people
have when contrasted with descriptions formu-
lated after a well-developed interview, findings
from other psychological tests, or a description
based on the observations of significant others?

The answer to this question is not as straight-
forward as some Rorschach advecates might
hope. In reality, Rorschach findings may have
little or mo value in some assessment situations.
For instance, if an assessor or referring party is
convinced that & “hardwired” relationship exists
between the presenting symptoms of the person
and the most appropriate treatment for those
symptoms, Rorschach findings will contribute Iit-
tle or nothing to a treatment decision. There are
other cases in which the purpose of the assess-
ment is to select a diagnostic label. Rorschach
findings can contribute to this decision, butitis a
time-consuming test and other assessment meth-
ods might achieve the “labeling™ objective more
cfficiently.

The greatest utility of the Rorschach is when
an understanding of a person, as an individual,
becomes important for the purpose of sclecting
treatment strategies or targets, or when that sort
of information is important to other decisions
concerning the individual. Few, if any, assessment
procedures can capture the uniqueness of the per-
son as does the Rorschach when used appropri-
ately. This is because Rorschach responses are
produced by a relatively broad range of psycho-
logical operations and experiences.

The same functions and experiences that gen-
erate Rorschach responses also produce other be-
haviors, such as those observed by friends or
relatives, or noted by those conducting formal in-
terviews. Behavioral descriptions of a person that
are derived from observations of significant oth-
ers or produced from lengthy interviews often are
reasonably accurate but, typically, those descrip-
tions do not include information about the psy-
chological functions that produce the observed
behaviors. The Rorschach results contain this sort
of information.

The nature of the Rorschach task prompts a
routine of decision making under the rather un-
usual conditions of looking at inkblot figures. A
host of psychological characteristics come into
play when this decision making is required and,
because of this, the responses tend to reflect the
features of the person as he or she goes about



the routine dedision making of everyday living.
Many of these characleristics are not readily ap-
parent io the observer of everyday behaviors. Ob-
servations focus on the products of psychological
processes, that'is, the behaviors. The Rorschach
findings m_a:inly reflect the processes thal gener-
ate behaviors.

It is in this context that the Rorschach interpre-
tations focus on the psychological organization
and functioning of the person. The Rorschach test
gives greater emphasis to the psychological struc-
ture or personality of the individual rather than to
the behaviors of the person. It is the sort of infor-
mation that goes beyond the identification of
symptoms and searches out etiological issues that
distinguish one person from another, even though
both may present the same symptomatology. Why
bother with the Rorschach? If a picture of the in-
dividual, as a unique psychological entity, will
contribute significantly to the well-being of that
individuat by assisting in the selection of a treat-
ment plan or contributing to other important deci-
sions, the few hours involved in administering,
scoring, and interpreting the test should be well
worth the effort.

As noted earlier, anyone intending to develop
skill in the use of the Rorschach should understand
the nature of the test and how it works. Some of
that understanding is gleaned from history, that is,
how the test originated and how it evolved.

THE ORIGINS OF THE TEST—
RORSCHACH'S WORK

Although the Rorschach has becorme an important
clinical tool, its development has not always pro-
ceeded in a very systematic manner. Notions
about what the test is, and is not, and how best it
can be used, have varied considerably over time,
and its history has often been marked by contro-
versy. It has often proved haffling to researchers,
and very irritating to those advocating the strin-
gent application of psychometric principles to any
psychelogical test, In retrospect, it scems obvious
that many of the problems that have marked the
development of the test occurred because most of
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those directly involved with it were not always
clear about Rorschach’s conceptions or inten-
tions, or not always ready to study it in the sort of
empirical framework that Rorschach established
in his own research.

Rorschach died at the age of 37, only seven
months after Psychodiagnostik, was published.
The 183 pages (English translation) that comprise
the monograph are rich with concepts, findings,
and case examples, but many issues about which
Rorschach wrote are not fully explained, and some
are addressed briefly, or in a manner that leaves
important questions unanswered, This is not sur-
prising becausé Rorschach did not regard his work
as having yielded a test per se and, by no means,
considered his work to be complete. Instead, he
viewed his monograph as a report of findings from
an investigation into perception. The original title
that Rorschach selected for his monograph was,
Method and Results of a Perceptual-Diagnostic Ex-
periment: Interpretation of Arbitrary Forms. The
issue of the title was raised in early August of
1920, when the manuscript was being reviewed be-
fore the type setting began. Walter Morgenthaler, a
close friend and colleague, who was serving as
the professional editor for the project, wrote to
Rorschach:

I take this opportunity to include a word about the
title of your work. 1 believe you are being very
modest about it. Your subject concerns more than
just Perception Diagnostics, much more than that,
and &ll together more than a “mere” experiment. 1
would, therefore, like to suggest as the main title
(in caps) PSYCHODIAGNOSTIK {or something
stmilar). ... As a subtitle T could see: “Through
the Interpretation of Chance Forms,” or “Experi-
mental Investigations With the Interpretation of
Accidental Forms.” (Morgenthater, 1920/1999)

Rorschach was not receptive to this suggestion
and two days later wrote to Morgenthaler:

Now about this title. It is not just modesty, I have a
sense of responsibility for the title. I have brooded a
long time about this . . . but nothing has come forth
that has suited me. Expressions such as Psychodiag-
nostik, Diagnostics of Diseases and Personality,
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and the like seem to me to go much too far
... Perhaps later, when there is a norm created
through controlled investigations, such an expres-
sion can be used. For now it strikes me as being too
pompouns. . . . 5o I should like to ask you to let the
title stand as it is. { Rorschach, 1920/1999)

But this did not end the matter and, for the next
several days, Morgenthaler continued to argue
forcefutly for a title change, emphasizing that
the original title could create difficulties in mar-
keting the book. Before the end of the month,
Rorschach acquiesced, “Not very happily I yield,
but your arguments are weighty and so I can do
nothing else.”

The reasons for Rorschach’s decision to inves-
tigate the use of inkblots as a way to detect char-
acteristics of people are not fully clear. It was not
an original idea, but his approach was distinctive.
There had been several attempts to use inkblots
as some form of test well before Rorschach began
his imvestigation. Binet and Henri (1895-1896)
had tried to incorporate them into their early ef-
forts to devise an intelligence test. They, like
many of their day, believed that the inkblot stimu-
tus might be useful to study visual imagination.
They abandoned the use of inkblots because of
group administration problems. Several other in-
vestigators in the United States and Europe pub-
lished articles about the use of inkblots to study
imagination and creativeness (Dearborn, 1897,
1898; Kirkpatrick, 1900; Parsons, 1917; Pyle,
1913, 1915; Rybakov, 1911; Whipple, 1914}, It
is doubtful that any of this work stimelated
Rorschach’s original study, but it is likely that he
became familiar with much of it before he wrote
his monograph.

It is certain that Rorschach often played the
popular Klecksagraphie (Blotio) game as a youth,
In fact, he even had the nickname “Klex” during
his last two years in the Kantonsschule, which
might have reflected his enthusiasm for the garne.
Ellenberger (1954) has suggested that the nick-
name may simply have evolved from the fact that
Rorschach’s father was an artist, but that notion

seems less plausible than the fact that Rorschach
himself developed considerable artistic skill dur-
ing his youth. Even before reaching adolescence,
he was in the habit of making pencil sketches in
small rotebooks, and during adolescence created
many very detailed ink drawings. In late adoles-
cence and through the remainder of his life, he
painted extensively with water colors. Most of his
sketches and paintings are relatively small, and
are quite remarkable for their realism and ex-
quisite detailing. In fact, this skill probably con-
tributed substantially to the creation of the 10
figures that were published with the monograph
and comprise what has become known as the
Rorschach Test,

It is very probable that his close friendship
with a classmate from the Kantonsschule, Konrad
Gehring, played an initial role in stimulating his
exploration of the use of inkblots with patients.
The Klecksographie game had flourished in Eu-
rope for several decades by the time Rorschach
began his psychiatric residency in 1910 at the
Miinsterlingen Asylum on Lake Constance. The
game was a favorite of both adults and children,
and had several variations. Inkblots (Klecks)
could be purchased in some stores or, as was more
commonplace, players of the game could create
their own. Sometimes, it was played by creating
poem-like associations to the blots (Kerner,
1857). In another variation, a blot would be the
centerpiece for charades. When children played
the game in school, they or the teacher usuatly
would create the blots and then compete in devel-
oping elaborate descriptions.

Konrad Gehring became a teacher at an in-
termediate school close to the Miinstertingen
Asylum, and he and his pupils often visited the
hospital to sing for patients. Gehring had discov-
ered that if he contracted with his students to
work diligently for a period of time and then per-
mitted them to play Klecksographie, it not only
provided an incentive, but his classroom manage-
ment probiems also were reduced considerably.
This routine caused Rorschach fo gquestion
whether Gehring's gifted pupils demonstrated



more fantasy in their inkblot responses than did
the less gifted pupils. In 1911, a brief “experi-
ment” ensued, lasting only a few weeks, but the
procedure and results caused Rorschach to be-
come intrigned with the management potential
that the game seemed to offer, and also provoked
an interest in making comparisons between the
Klecksographie responses of Gehring’s male ado-
tescent students and his own adult patients. Thus,
in a very casual and unsystematic manner, they
worked together for a brief period, making and
testing out different inkblots.

It is possible that litle would have come from
the Rorschach-Gehring “experiment” had not an-
other event occurred during the same year.
This was the publication of Eugen Bleuler’s
famed work on Dementia Praecox in which the
term schizophrenia was coined. Bleuler was
one of Rorschach’s professors and he directed
Rorschach’s Doctor’s Thesis, which concerned
haltucinations. The Bleuler concepts intrigued
the psychiatric commaunity, but they also posed
the very important issue of how to differen-
tiate the schizophrenic from those individuals
with other forms of psychosis, especially those
with organically induced dementia. As almost a
passing muatter, Rorschach noted that patients
who had been identified as schizophrenic seemed
to respond quite differently to the Klecksographie
game than did others. He made a brief report of
this to a regional psychiatric society, but little in-
terest was expressed in his apparent finding.
Thus, Rorschach did not pursue the matter with
any thoroughness for several years.

In 1910, Rorschach married a Russian, Olga
Stempelin, who was studying medicine in Switzer-
land, They agreed to ultimately practice in Russia.
Rorschach completed his psychiatric residency in
1913 and moved to Russia with the expressed in-
tention of remaining there for quite some time. He
obtained a position at the Krukova Sanitorium
where he worked for about five months, but then
returned to Switzerland and accepted a position as
a resident psychiatrist at the Waldau Mental Hospi-
tal near Bern, where he was to work for the next 14
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months, Tt was during that time that he renewed
his close friendship with Walter Morgenthaler, a
senior psychiatrist at the hospital. T¢ is very evident
that Morgenthaler stimulated Rorschach’s think-
ing about the potential usefulness of inkblots,
and he played a key role in the publication of
Rorschach’s monograph.

In 1915, Rorschach obtained a position as a Se-
nior Psychiatrist at the Krombach Mental Hospital
in Herisau, and later became the Assoclate Direc-
tor of that facility. It was at Herisay, in late 1917
or early }918, that Rorschach decided to investi-
gate the Klecksographie game more systemati-
cally. It is likely that the stimulus to that decision
was the publication of the “Doctor’s Thesis” of
Szymon Hens, a Polish medical student who stud-
ied under Bleuler at the Medical Policlinic in
Zurich. Hens developed his own series of eight
inkblets which he group administered to 1,000
children, 100 nonpatient adults, and 100 psychotic
patients. His thesis focused on how the contents of
responses were both similar and different across
these three groups, and he suggested that a classi-
fication system for the contents of responses
might be diagnestically usefal (Hens, 1917).

There is no doubt that Rorschach questioned
the conclusions offered by Hens. Hens® approach
to classification was very different from the one
Rorschach and Gehring had conceptualized in
their casual 1911 exploration. Unlike the Hens
emphasis on classifying content, Rorschach was
interested in classifying other salient characteris-
tics of the responses. He was familiar with much
of the literature on perception and seemed in-
trigued with, and influenced by, the concepts of
Ach, Mach, Loetze, and Helmholtz, and espe-
cially the notion of an apperceptive mass. That
concept is subtly pervasive in much of his writing.

Rorschach began his systematic investigation
with the premise that groups of individuals, when
presented with a series of inkblots, would be dif-
ferentiated by the characteristics of their re-
sponses to the question, What might this be? It is
evident that one of his basic postulates was that
this variation of the Klecksographie procedure
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might ultimately lend itself as a way of differen-
tiating schizophrenia,

Rorschach made dozens of inkblots in prepar-
ing for his experiment. It is certain that he made
at feast 40, and tried out different combinations
of 15 to 20 at the onset, Shortly after beginning
this pilot work, he decided against using simple
inkblots. He did not write much about that deci-
sion, His failure to do se, plus the mamner in
which he described the “Apparatus” in his mono-
graph, caused many to assume that the figures of
the test are largely ambigucus inkblots. But that
is not true.

Each of the figures in the test contain numer-
ous distinctive contours that are reasonably com-
mensurate with objects with which most people
have familiarity. Nonetheless, for several decades
after the test was published, most who used and
researched it were unaware of the substantial fre-
quency of potentially reasonable answers that
seem to be readily available to most people. There
are probably several reasons for this, beginning
with Rorschach’s report of his experiment. In the
monograph, Rorschach wrote, “The production of
arbitrary forms is very simple: a few large ink
blots are thrown on a piece of paper, the paper is
folded, and the ink spread between the two hakves
of the sheet” (p. 15). This description carries the
implication that the stimulus figures are ambigu-
ous inkblots. Beyond this point in the monograph,
he discontinued the use of the term inkblot
(klecks) and referred to the materials as pictures
(bilder), plates (tafeln), or figures (figurs),

He also wrote, "Not all figures so obtained
can be used, for those used must fulfill certain
conditions . . . the forms must be relatively sim-
ple . .. [they] must fulfill certain requirements
of composition or they will not be suggestive,
with the result that many subjects will reject
them as “simply an inkblot ...” {p. 15). Most
who are familiar with the monograph have
iended to assume that the figures he selected for
use in the test were selected from a larger group
of inkblots that he created, but that assumption
probably is not entirely correct.

Rorschach typically made his inkblots on tis-
sue paper. A large number of them were donated
to the Rorschach Archives and Museum in
1998-1999 by his son and daughter, Wadim and
Elisabeth Rorschach. They had been safekecping
a large guantity of their father’s papers, proto-
cols, tables, correspondence, figures, and artwork
until a satisfactory site could be established for
their storage and display. Between 15 and 20 of
the tissue paper blots have some similarity to the
published figures, but none contain the exquisite
detailing that is evident in the figures used in the
test. Seven or eight of the tissue paper blots might
easily be confused as being the published figures
at first glance, but even a casual comparison re-
veals the published figures are much more pre-
cisely detailed.

It is possible that Rorschach discovered some
method for creating much more detailing when
creating inkblots, but it seems more likely that he
used his considerable artistic talent to detail and
embellish the figures that he produced, and add
some of the colorings. In doing so, he added many
more contours and colors to those that appeared in
the original blot. He did this to ensure that each
figure contained numercus distinctive features
that could easily be identified as similar to objects
stored in the memory traces of the individual.
This was important in constructing the figures be-
cause the premisc underlying his experiment was
based on the perception of arbitrary “forms.”

Rorschach did not elaborate further on the man-
ner in which the figures were created, but he did
briefly mention the importance of “two or three
parallel series” that he was creating, or intending
to create, with the objective that each parallel fig-
ure should be designed so that, “the number of an-
swers should compare favorably. Plate I of the new
series should give approximately the same number
of F's and M's as Plate I of the original, and so on.
Plate V of the parallel series should present an ob-
ject equally easy to recogrize . . ." (p. 52).!

!'The fact that Rarschach failed to emphasize the exquis-
ite detailing of the figures created for the test tended to




After a few months, he had created a series of
15 or |6 figures that seemed most useful for his
purpose. He used at least 15 figures through
much of 1918, and possibly into early 1919. Then,
apparently after reviewing his findings, reduced
the series to 12 figures, and continued to admin-
ister the 12 figures until circumstances caused
him to eliminate two more,

During the period from 1917 to 1919, he main-
tained frequent contact with Morgenthaler and
also presented three brief papers concerning his
experiment at professional meetings. It was in this
time frame that Morgenthaler encouraged him to
publish information about his experiment and, by
mid-1919, Rorschach became convinced that his
work had progressed sufficiently to warrant publi-
cation. He was especially interested in having the
figures that he was using printed in a standard for-
mat so that they could be used by the numerous
colleagues who had expressed interest in his work.

‘The data that Rorschach had analyzed by mid-
1919 were sufficient for him to demonstrate that
the method he had devised offered considerable
diagnostic usefulness, especially in identifying
schizophrenia. In the course of the investigation,
he also discovered that clusterings of high fre-
quencies of certain kinds of responses, mainly
movement or color responses, appeared related to
distinctive kinds of psychological and/or behav-
ioral characteristics. Thus, the method seemed to
have both a diagnostic potential and the possibil-
ity of detecting some qualities of the person
which, in the terminology of contemporary psy-
chology, would probably be called personality
traits, habits, or styles.

Tn addition to Morgenthaler, other colleagues,
inctuding Bleuler, were impressed with Rorschach’s
experiment and the diagnostic potential that it

reinforce the notion that the figures are largely ambigu-
ous, an assumption that played an important role when
the projective psychalogy movement evolved two decades
later. He also included information about his investiga-
tion that seemed to support that notion and led those
working to develop the test into a direction that, gener-
ally, ignored the stimulus properties of the figures.
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seemed to hold. Several pleaded with him for 2 loan
of the figures he was using so that they could try
them out and numerous colleagues encouraged
Rorschach to publish his findings in & form from
which others could learn to use the method. Gradu-
ally, Rorschach became enthusiastic abont this
prospect, but emcountered a significant obstacle
when he proposed the work to several publishers.
They were uniformly negative about the printing of
the inkbiot figures, citing the complexities and ex-
pense involved. One publisher expressed interest,
provided that the printing of only one figure would
be required. Another agreed to publish a manuscript .
but with the proviso that the number of figures be
reduced to six. Rorschach rejected these possibili-
ties but continued with his work, adding more sub-
jects to his samples.

It was at this point that Morgenthaler inter-
ceded on Rorschach's behalf. Morgenthaler was,
at that time, a consulting editor for the firm of
Ernst Bircher, a publishing house specializing in
medical books. Morgenthaler had agreed to
organize a series of works, to be published by
Bircher, concerning various issues in psychiatry.
He was also well along toward the clompletion of
two books to be Included in the series. One of
these, planned as the first in the series, was a
book about one of Morgenthaler’s patients named
Wolfli, which attracted much interest after it was
published (Morgenthaler, 1921/1992). It con-
tained considerable artwork that was difficult to
reproduce accurately. The manner in which
Bircher addressed the problem of the Wolfli art-
work convinced Morgentialer that he could also
deal successfully with the problems involved in
reproducing the blots that Rorschach had created,
and he appealed to Bircher to undertake the publi-
cation of Rorschach’s monograph.

Bircher agreed, somewhat reluctantly, but
some compromises were necessary. Bircher re-
fused to reproduce more than 10 inkblot figures
and also decided that those used by Rorschach
were too large. Although probably dissatisfied,
Rorschach agreed to rework the various data ta-
bles that he had created so that they would reflect
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the accumulated findings for only 1G figures. He
also agreed to a one-sixth reductjon in the size of
the figures, but even well into 1920, before the
final manuscript was submitted, appealed for at
least one more figure to be added to the series.?

After the final manuscript was submitted in
July 1920, Rorschach had to reduce it by more
than 60 pages because of cost factors, but more
significant problems occurred as the proofs of the
figures were created. When they were reproduced,
some of the colors were altered substantially, es-
pecially en Cards VIII and IX, and a much greater
differentiation in the shades of grey and black
were produced in the achromatic figures. Whereas
three of Rorschach’s originat figures (IV, V, and
VI) had been created with atmost no shading, the
printing process created very notable contrasts in
the tones. Ultimately, Rorschach accepted these
“glitches” as offering new possibilities (Ellen-
berger, 1954}, but it is clear that he was not enthu-
siastic about them at the onset. Proof versions for
all of the original figures were made al least
twice, and as many as four proofs were created for
some of the plates. Finally, in October 1920,
Bircher wrote to Rorschach, “. . . the glitches can
no longer be changed . .. I cannot do it because
cach print costs too much.”

The manuscript was finally published in Sep-
tember 1921, Much of it is based on the findings
that had accumnlated for 405 subjects, of which
117 were nonpatients that he subdivided into “ed-
ucated” and “noneducated.” The sample also in-
cluded 188 schizophrenics who comprised his

2 Although Rorschach used 12 figures well into 1919,
there is a definite possibility that he anticipated using
onfy 10 figures in the final set well before that time.
Some of his correspondence to colleagues, contributed to
the Rorschach Archives and Museuwm by his son Wadim
and daughter Elisabeth, in 1999, includes letters in which
10 figures are mentioned. Whether these were written
prior to his verbal discussions about a monograph with
Morgenthaler is not clear, but clearly raises the possibil-
ity that ne was not disappointed, as I have suggested,
about having only 10 figures printed. It also secems likely
that the two Figares that were deleted from the 12 blot se-
ries were ultimately inciuded in the parallel series that
became know as the Behn-Rorschach.

Dasic target population. True to his casual 1911
observations, the schizophrenic group did te-
spond to the figures quite differently than did the
other groups. His major thrust avoided and/or
minimized content and, instead, focused on the
development of a format for classifying responses
by different characteristics. He developed a set of
codes, following largely from the work of the
Gestaltists (mainly Wertheimer), that would per-
mit the differentiation of response features. Gne
set of codes, or scores as they have come to be
called, was used to represent the area of the blot
to which the response was given, such as W for
the whole blot, D for large detail areas, and so on.
A second set of codes concerned the features of
the blot that were mainly responsible for the iden-
tification of the image reported by the subject,
such as F for form or shape, C for chromatic
color, and M for the impression of human move-
ment. A third set of codes was used to classify
contents, such as H for human, A for animal, An
for anatomy, and so0 on.

Rorschach sternly cautioned that his findings
were preliminary and stressed the importance of
much more experimentation. It is apparent that he
tooked forward to much mare research with the
method and invested himself vigorously in it dur-
ing the next several months, But then tragedy
struck. On April 1, 1922, he was admitted to the
emergency room at the Herisau hospital after hav-
ing suffered abdominal pains for nearly a week,
He died the next morning from acute peritonitis.
He had devoted ess than four years to his investi-
gation of the “Blotto Game.” Had he lived to ex-
tend his work, the nature of the test and the
direction of its development might have been
much different than proved to be the case.

It is evident that Rorschach was disappointed
about the seeming indifference to his work after
Psychodiagnostik was published. The only Swiss
psychiatric journal did not review it and other Eu-
ropean psychiatric journals did little more than
publish brief summaries of the work. The mono-
graph was a financial disaster for the publisher.
Only a few copies were sold before Rorschach died



and before the House of Bircher entered bank-
ruptcy. Fortunately, the subsequent auction of
Bircher goods left the monograph and the 10 plates
in the hands of a highly respected publishing house
in Beern, Verlag Hans Huber. Huber’s reputation
for qua[ityl;publications, plus a few favorable re-
views of the monograph, stimulated interest in
pursuing Rorschach’s work further. However,
Rorschach’s death, and the fact that the figures
created in the printing were somewhat different
than those used by Rorschach in his experiment,
posed a significani problem for those who would
try to centinue his work. But, as discussed in the
next chapter, those were only the basic seeds of
problems for those who became interested in de-
veloping and using Rorschach's method.
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CHAPTER 2

Development of the Test: The Rorschach Systems

Although several of Rorschach’s colleagues con-
timted to use his Formdeutversuch (Form Inter-
pretation Test) after his death, none followed a
systematic approach to data collection as he had
done, Instead, they attempted to focus on clini-
cal and/or vocational applications of the test.
Rorschach had deliberately avoided theorizing
about the nature of his method and, as noted ear-
lier, cautioned repeatedly about the limitations
of his data and the need for more research. He
also tended to discount the importance of content
per se, postulating that content analysis would
yield little about the person. But this did not de-
tract many users of the test from trying to apply
it more directly to the increasingly popular
Freudian theory.

Three of Rorschach’s colleagues became the
strongest advocates of the Form Interpretation
Test. They were Walter Morgenthaler, Emil Ober-
holzer, and Hans Behn-Eschenberg. Behn-Eschen-
berg, a psychiatric resident who worked directly
with Rorschach at Herisau, was the first to apply
the method with school children (1921). In his
study, supervised by Rorschach, he used 10 of the
plates that Roeschach had created while attempt-
ing to develop a paratlel series. These ultimately
became known as the Behn-Rorschach, and later
were touted as a paralled series (Zulliger, 1941).

Morgenthaler and Oberholzer initially based
their advocacy on the premise that the method was
well suited for the differentiation of schizophrenia,
but like many others in the psychiatric community,
felt that Rorschach’s work was incomplete mainly
because of the lack of content interpretation. They

12

both remained faithful to Rorschach's method
for scoring answers, but each sought to extend
his wark by giving greater emphasis to the usc of
the content. Oberholzer, a psychoanalyst and
close friend of Rorschach,
about the inkblot project. A few weeks prior to
his death, Rorschach sought Oberholzer’s com-
ments about a paper that he had been preparing
1o present to the Swiss Psychoanalytic Society.
Although Rorschach did not complete a final revi-
sion, Oberholzer decided to publish it because it
included some new concepts and the identification

was enthusiastic

of two new scoring categories, one for chiaroscuro
(shading) features and the second for vulgar (Pop-
ular) answers {(Rorschach & Oberholzer, 1923).
The articte has been included as an addition to
subsequent editions of Psychodiagnostik. Ober-
holzer alse was to play an important role in the ul-
timate development and use of the test,

Although most of the early European users of
Rorschach’s test were interested in response con-
tent, none exploited the use of content interpreta-
tion inordinately. At the same time, none seemed
to have the understanding or motivation, to ex-
tend Rorschach’s postulates concerning the per-
ceptual properties of responses. No new scores or
scoring categories were advocated for the format
until 1932, when Hans Binder published an elab-
orate scheme for scoring achromatic and shading
responses. But unlike Rorschach, Binder’s format
was logically intuitive rather than empirically
developed.

Many people and events were 1o become influ-
ential in determining the expansion and growth



of Rorschach’s method and, as noted ecarkler,

growth of the test in the United States. By the
mid-1920s, he had become a widely respected
psychoanalyst who included a specialty in chil-
dren among his varied talents. Because of that
repufja.‘tion, an  American psychiatrist, David
Levy, petitionéd for and received a grant to study
with Oberholzer in Switzerland for ome year.
During that year, Levy learned about Rorschach’s
work and, on his return to the United States,
brought along several copies of the blot photos
(they were not yet routinely mounted on card-
board), with the intent of exploring their use with
children. Other interests deterred Levy from his
intent to use and study the test, but he did publish
a translation of one of Oberholzer’s papers about

itin 1926. At that time, Levy was a staif psychia-

trist at the Institute of Guidance in New York
Cify. The Institute was interdisciplinary and was
a resource for the New York City schools to serve
the needs of children, mainly those whose aca-
demic performances were substandard, but also
to provide psychiatric consultation and service to
disturbed children from the greater New York
area, It was & natural training facility for students
in psychiatry and psychology.

In 1927, Samuel I. Beck, a graduate student at
Columbia University, was awarded a student fel-
lowship at the Institute, He worked a few hours
each week, learning to administer and interpret
various tests of intelligence, aptitude, and achieve-
ment. By 1929, Beck was actively searching for a
research topic that might be acceptable for a dis-

“sertation. In a casual conversation one afternoon,

Levy mentioned to Beck that he had brought copies
of the Rorschach figures with him on his return
from Switzerland. He showed them to Beck and
loaned him a copy of Rorschach’s monograph, Beck
became intrigued with thé lest and practiced with
it under Levy’s supervision at the Institute. Subse-
quently, Beck broached the idea of a standardiza-
tion study to his dissertation advisor, the famed
experimental psychologist Robert S. Woodworth.
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Woodworth was not aware of Rorschach’s work, but
was familiar with some of the experiments of the
Gestaltists in which inkblots were used as a part of
the stimulus field. After reviewing the test with
Beck, Woodworth agreed that--a-standardization
study, using children, might contribute to the liter-
ature on individual differences. Thus, nearly seven
years after Rorschach’s death, the first systematic
investigation concerning his test was initiated, one
that would launch Beck into a carcer that was to
make him one of the truly great figures of the test.

Beck took nearly three years to collect and ana-
]yze. the data for his study. It involved testing about
150 children. During that period, he maintained
contact with two close friends who he had first met
some 10 years earlier while working as a newspa-
per reporter in Cleveland. They were Ralph and
Marguerite Hertz. Shortly after Beck began his
study, the Hertzes visited New York. At that time,
Marguerite Hertz was also a psychology graduate
student, studying at Western Reserve University in
Cleveland. During the visit, Beck shared some of
his notions about Rorschach’s work with her and
showed her the test figures. She was quick to recog-
nize the vast potential of the method, and she also
petitioned to do her dissertation about the test. She
devised a study similar to Beck’s, but with several
variations in sampling. Thus, the second system-
atic jnvestigation of the test began. Both disserta-
tions were completed in 1932, After graduating,
Hertz z2ccepted a position involving an elaborate
multidisciplinary study of children at the Brush
Foundation in Cleveland, whereas Beck took a joint
position at the Boston Psychopathic Hospital and
Harvard Medical School.

Neither Beck nor Hertz added any new compo-
nents to Rorschach’s format for coding or scoring
answers in their dissertations. Their findings did
add important data about how children responded
but, probably more important, was the breadth of
experience each gained, which led to a better un-
derstanding of the Rorschach’s
framework, Both completed their work with a
marked awareness of the need for more research.
¥ someone had predicted the developmental

conceptual
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future of the Rorschach Test at that time, it is
doubtful that any anticipation of future controversy
would have been mentioned. Both Beck and Hertz
were trained in programs with stringent empirical
orientations. Many of their findings were similar,
as were most of their conclusions. But events of the
world would ultimately alter this scemingly har-
monious beginning very significantly.

The most important of those events was the rise
to power of Adolph Hitler in Germany. The ulti-
mate chaos that was created affected the lives of
three other psychologists and, as a result, each be-
came extensively involved with Rorschach’s test.
The first to experience the impact of the power of
the Nazis in Germany was Bruno Klopfer. Klopfer
had completed his doctorate in 1922, at the Uni-
versity of Musich, He became a specialist in chil-
dren and focused mueh of his work en emotional
problems as related to academic progress or lack
thereof. Ultimately, ke became a senior staff mem-
ber at the Berlin Information Center for Child
Guidance. Tt was an institute similar in design and
scope to the Institute for Child Guidance in New
York where Beck did his early research. But un-
like Beck who, by 1932, had become deeply inter-
ested in the test, Klopfer had no interest in the
Rorschach. Both his training and orienfation were
strongly phenomenclogical, and his abiding inter-
est was in the Freudian and Jungian psychoana-
Iytic theories. He had begun personal apalysis in
1927 and training analysis in 1931, with the objec-
tive of becoming a practicing analyst. By 1933,
the many directives from the government to the
Berlin Information Center for Children concern-
ing studies on, and services for, Aryan and non-
Aryan children, as well as (he increasing pressure
on Jews, led Klopfer to decide to leave the country.
Klopfer’s training analyst, Werner Heilbrun,'
aided him in contacting many professionals out-
side of Germany, seeking assistance for him. One

! About four years after aiding Klopfer's flight from Ger-
many, Heilbrun left his own practice to join the Interna-
tionat Brigade in the Spanish Civil War. He was to become
immortalized in some of Ernest Hemingway's writing as
he was the model for “the physician” about whom Hem-
ingway wrote.

who responded positively was Carl Jung, who
promised a position for Klopfer if he could reach
Zurich, which he did during 1933.

The position that Jung found for Klopfer
was that of a technician af the Zurich Psycho-
technic Institute. The Insfitute served many func-
tions, among which was psychological testing of
candidates for various types of employment. The
Rorschach test was among the techriques used rou-
tinely, and Klopfer was required to learn how to ad-
minister and score it, His instructor was another
technician, Alice Garbasky. During the pine
months that he held this post, Klopfer became in-
trigued with some of the postulates offered by
Rorschach in Psychediagnostik, but he did not be-
come strongly imterested in teaching or using the
test. Instead, his first love remained psycheanaly-
sis, and his stay in Zurich provided the opportunity
for considerable personal experience with Jung.
His role as a technician was far less satisfying to
him than had been his much more prestigious posi-
tion as a senior staff member in Berlin. He per-
sisted in solciting other employment, both in
Switzerland and other countries. Ultimately, he
was offered, and accepted, a position as a research
associate in the Department of Anthropology at
Columbia University. He immigrated to the United
States in 1934, This was about the same time that
Beck went to Switzerland, under a Rockefeller Fel-
lowship, to study with Oberholzer for a year. Beck
anticipated that his study in Switzerland would
fead him to a better understanding of Rorschach’s
concepts and postulates.

By 1934, Beck had already published nine
articles describing the potential merits of the
Rorschach for the study of personality crganiza-
tion and individual differences. The first three of
these appeared before Beck completed his disser-
tation, so that, by 1934, considerable interest
had began to develop about the test in the
Tpited States.? This interest was evident in both

IwWoodworth was very enthusiastic about Beck's project
and pressed him to publish early and frequently about it.
Beck admitted (Personal Communication, June 1963} that
Woodworth’s status as an editor for the American Journal
of Psychology mads this easy to do.



psychiatry andpsychology and was similar 10 the
interest that had developed in Europe during the
first decade.after Rorschach’s death., But, unlike
the situation on most of the European continent,
where the test had gradually gained widespread
use, the Anierican student of the test was faced
with two problems. First, Rorschach’s mono-
graph was not readily available, but even if a copy
were located, the reader had to be quite skilled in
German, because it was not translated into En-
glish until 1942. Second, and more imporiant,
was the fact that it had not gained widespread use
as was the case in Europe. Consequently, there
were few opportunities to learn the technigues of
administration and scoring, or the principles of
interpreting the results.

Beck taught the method at Harvard Medical
School and the Boston Psychopathic Hospital for
about two years, and Hertz began teaching the
method to technicians at the Brush Foundation
and to students at Western Reserve University.
David Levy left New York in 1933 to head a new
children’s unit at Michael Reese Hospital in
Chicago, and he trained a few technicians there
how to administer the test. But, other than those
three tocations, no formal instruction in the test
existed. It was not uncommeon for the interested
student to be frustrated because formal training
about the test was not readily available. It was this
situation that had a major impact on the career of
Bruno Klopfer and led him into a role as one of
the most significant figures in the Rorschach
community.

In late 1934, some of the graduate students at
Columbia University learned that Klopfer had
gained considerable experience with the test in
Zurich and petitioned their department chair-
man, Woodworth, for a seminar about the test to
be conducted by the Research Associate from
Anthropology. Woodworth was reluctant to
arrange a joint appointmient for a relative un-
known to his department and, instead, suggested
that he would try to arrange for some formal
training in the test by Beck, after Beck’s return
from Switzerland. The studemts were not to
be deterred from their interest, however, and
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enticed Klopfer to conduct an informal seminar
in his apartment two evenings a week. Klopfer
agreed to do so with the proviso that at least
seven students would participate, each paying a
small stipend for the six-week seminar.

It had been Klopfer’s intention to teach the
fundamentals of administration ard scoring der-
ing that first private seminar, but that format was
subverted by the incompleteness of Rorschach’s
work. At ahmnost every meeting, when partici-
pants would discuss responses that they had col-
lected in.their practice with the test, the lack of
precise designations for the variety of blot areas,
that is, whether an area being used was commion
or unusial created much disagreement, More im-
portant, the lack of codes or scores to differenti-
ate the variety of responses that emphasized the
shading of the blots led to debates that would
often continue well into the night. Klopfer readily
perceived that the future of the tesi could easity
hinge on the resolation of these problems. He was
a masterful teacher and an excellent organizer. As
he found his own intrigue with the test rekindled
by the enthusiasm of the students, he became ex-
cited about the challenge posed by the incom-
pleteness of the test.

By the end of the seminar, the students had al-
ready decided to continue for a second six weeks,
and other students from Columbia University and
New York University asked Klopfer to form a sec-
ond group. The second led to a third and so on. In
each of these seminars, possible new scores for
location and to identify responses that included
shading fealures were discussed, and decisions
were made to add them to the existing scoring for-
mat. By late 1935, several new scores had been
added, and more were being considered. The
Klopfer groups approached the problem of the
shading answers by drawing extensively from
Binder's (1932) suggestions, but then redefining
some, and creating others.

By 1936, Klopfer was devoting most of his
time to the test. It is important to note that, dur-
ing the time when Klopfer and his pupils were
seeking to develop the test, the atmosphere was
not readily conducive to intuitive innovations.
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American psychology looked askance on phe-
nomonology, having established itself as closely
aligned with the traditions of “pure science.” Be-
havicrism was a byword, and anyene willing to
depart from the rigors of empiricism, or unwilling
to accept its tenets, wonld often be regarded with
a somewhat jaundiced eye. This was to create a
significant problem for Klopfer, and even more so
for the development of the test.

Klopfer was quick to recognize the need to dis-
seminate information about the Rorschach, espe-
cially because in each of his seminars new scores
were being adopted or new formulations about the
test evolved. He began to publish a mimeographed
newsletter in 1936 that he called The Rorschach
Research Exchange, later to become the Journal of
Projective Techniques, and ultimately the Journal
of Personality Assessment. Its original purpose
was to provide updates concerning the develop-
ments of the test as they evolved in the many
seminars that Klopfer conducted privately and in
the supervisory seminars he began teaching at
Columbia. But there was also a secondary pur-
pose: Klopfer perceived the Exchange as a poten-
tial vehicle through which to share data, ideas,
and experiences with the test. In that context, he
invited Beck, Levy, Hertz, and Oberholzer to con-
tribute, and anticipated that a dialogue among
those experienced with the test would stimulate
more rapid development. But this was not to be
the case.

Shortly before the first issue of the Exchange
appeared, an article was published by Beck
(1936) in another journal that was extremely
critical of some of the Swiss psychiatrists, espe-
cially Bleuler and his son Manfred, who were
applying the test in ways Beck felt were too sub-
jective, especially in the way that the responses
were being scored. The title of the article,
“Autism in Rorschach Scoring,” provides some
indication of the vigor with which Beck attacked
deviations from the coding or scoring format
that Rorschach had developed. As he had done in
previous articles, Beck pointed to the need for
careful, systematic research that would lead to

fixed standards for administration, scoring, and
interpretation.

It is not surprising, in light of that firm posi-
tion, to find that Beck reacted to Klopfer's move-
ment to expand the scoring format for the test
with a marked coolness. There is no question that
the scoring format the Klopfer group developed,
which was presented in the first issue of the Ex-
change {Klopfer & Sender, 1936), was well orga-
nized and carefully thought through. But the
absence of any database, plus the fact that the for-
mat diversified the scoring well beyond any peints
that Rorschach had conceptualized or defined, or
that either Beck or Hertz had explored in their
work, made it difficult for anyone committed to an
empirical framework for the test to accept.

Things went from bad to potentially disastrous
in early 1937. After Beck received an invitation
to write for the Exchange in 1936, he sent Klopfer
a copy of 2 manuscript that he had been preparing
for nearly two years. It was his first book, Intro-
duction to the Rorschach Method, published as the
first morograph of the American Orthopsychi-
atric Association in 1937, later to become known
as “Beck’s Manual.” Klopfer decided to devote a
major portion of a 1937 issue of the Exchange to a
review of Beck’s Manual {Klopfer, 1937a). As
might be expected, the review was more negative
than positive, discussing Beck’s reluctance to add
scores and his criteria for the defipition of good
versus poor form quality responses. It provoked a
reply from Beck, which Klopfer published in the
second volume of the Exchange (Beck, 1937h).
That article, “Some Rorschach Problems,” was
very critical of the Klopfer approach, and clearly
documents the fact that an important schism ex-
isted between the two orientations. In the next
issue of the Exchange, 2 series of comments on the
Beck article was published, most written by fol-
lowers of Klopfer, or by those who tended to favor
his orientation. Many were very critical of Beck,
and some were openty hostile. Collectively, they
only served to strengthen Beek’s resolve.

Hertz, much to her disappointment, also be-
came caught up in the controversy between Beck



and Klopfer. Slie agreed with Beck about the need
for further development of the test, and her com-
mitment to that nced never waned. Her relation
with Klopfer, first through correspondence and
then personal contact, led her to take a positive
stance toward his efforts for a consolidated ap-
proach to studying the test. But, like Beck, she
was committed to careful investigation. When the
Beck-Klopfer schism became so apparent in the
Exchange, she attempted to assume the role of a
mediator. Her first effort was put forth in a 1937
Exchange article (Hertz, 1937), in which she
noted the relatively limited database from which
Beck had drawn many of his conclusions, and at
the same time criticized the Klopfer group for,
“refining scoring to the extent of becoming in-
volved in a maze of symbols.” Although the arti-
cle did little to reconcile Beck and Klopfer, it did
point te the potential flaws of each approach.
Nornetheless, she remained hopeful for some more
unified approach to the test and periodically is-
sued a new plea for reconciliation and compro-
mise (Hertz, 1939, 1941, 1952b).

In spite of the efforts of Hertz and others to
strike some form of compromise between Beck
and Klopfer, the schism continved to grow, and
by 1939 reached a point where reconciliation was
no longer considered possible by either. After that
time, no further communication, verbal or writ-
ten, was to occur between them. After his return
from Switzerland, Beck was enticed by David
Levy to accept a joint appointment at the Michael
Reese Hospital and the University of Chicago.
During the period from 1944 to 1952, he pub-
lished a three-volume series concerning the
Rorschach, representing his approach to its use
(Beck, 1944, 1945, 1952), Klopfer remained in
New York, holding appointments at Columbia
University and the City University of New York
until the end of World War II. Then he accepted a
professorship at the University of California at
Los Angeles. His first book about the test ap-
peared in 1942, coauthored by Douglas Kelley.
Between 1954 and 1970, Klopfer and his col-
leagues also published a three-velume series that
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generally reflects the system he organized for
using the test (Klopfer, Ainsworth, Klopfer, &
Holt, 1954; Klopfer, Meyer, Brawer, & Klopfer,
1970; Klopfer et al., 1956).

Hertz remained in Cleveland, as a professor at
Western Reserve University, She published more
than 60 articles concerning the test, plus a very
claborate set of frequency tables, which were re-
vised several times, for use in scoring form qual-
ity (Hertz, 1936, 1942, 1952a, 1961, 197003 In
effect, each went their own way, developing the
Rorschach in the context of their own theoretical
and/for empirical bias. As such, the Rorschach be-
came fragmented into three separate systems that
were quite different from each other. But further
diversification of the test was to occur.

Among the participants in Klopfer’s first sem-
inar was-Zygount Piotrowski; a-postdocteral fel-
low at the Neuropsychiatric Institute in New
York. Piotrowski had been trained as an experi-
mental psychologist, obtaining his doctorate in
1927 from the University of Poznan in Poland. He

" wanted 10 broaden his education by studying at a

variety of universities and, after obtaining his de-
gree, spent two years at the Sorbonne in Paris. He
then accepted a position as an instructor and
postdoctoral fellow at the Columbia University
College of Physicians and Surgeons. His primary
objective was to learn more about neurology be-
cause, at that time, he was very interested in the
development of symbolic logic. He knew little
about the Rorschach test, although he had been a
subject, while a graduate student, for someone

3 Hertz began a manuscript deseribing her own approach
to the test during the mid-1930s. Tt included large guanti-
ties of data collected at the Brush Foundation. When
the Foundation closed, it was inadvertently destroyed, a
tragedy she deseribed in personal correspondence (1968):

One day it was decided 1o dispose of the matecial no longer
in use and which the authorities felt was worthless. I was
called and told that I may have my material. T went over at
once with graduate students and a truck, but to my dismay I
learned that my material kad already beenr buzned by mis-
take. All the Rorschach records, all the psychological data,
all the waorksheets, plus my manuscript wen? vp in smoke. Of
course the foss was irreparable.
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learning to use the test, From that experience, he
had a vague notion about the nature of the test,
but had little interest in it.

As a postdoctoral fellow at Columbia, he came
into contact with many of the graduate students
from psychology, and on the encouragement of
one of them, he decided to attend Klopfer’s first
seminar. The result of that casual decision was
the onset of considerable intrigue with the test,
not so much concerning its development as
Klopfer encouraged, but more with the potential
of the test to differentiate creativeness. He was
especially interested in how those with neurolog-
ically related problems might function in the test
situation. Plotrowski continued in a close rela-
tionship with Klopfer during the period of the
first few Klopfer seminars, contributing ideas for
some new scores that would become permancnt
fixtures in the Klopfer System. But, as the Beck
criticisms of the Klopfer approach became more
intense, he backed away from the Klopfer group
and devoted more time to studies of the neurolog-
ically impaired under the tutclage of Kurt Gold-
stein, with the intent of returning to his homeland
in 1939,

The German invasion of Peland, in September
1939, caused Piotrowski to alter his course, and
he accepted a position at the Jefferson Medical
School in Philadelphia where he was able to con-
tinue his studies of the neurologically impaired
and, at the same time, test some of his own ideas
about the Rorschach. Ten years later (1950), he
published a monograph that contained the nucleus
for his own approach to the test. Later he pub-
lished an elaborate text about the use of the test,
Percepranalyszs {1957}, in which he mtegr'ited his
own 1dcas about perceptual mterpratatlon into a
system for using the test. Thus, a fourth approdch
to the Rorschach, different from Beck, Klopfer,
or Hertz, came into being.

Before Piotrowski completed his work with the
test, another figure was to have a significant impact
on the development and use of the Rorschach in the
United States. This was David Rapaport. Like
many others of his time, Ra’p?p‘“or.} fled Europe in

1938, shortly after completing his doctorate at the
Royal Hungerian Petrus at Pazmany. His orienta-
tion was strongly psychoauakytlc and during his
trammg he became intrigued with the process of
thinking, especially pathological thifking. He had
some limited experience with the Rorschach, but
no strong commitment to it or any other psycholog-
ical test. His forte was theory, and primary among
his professional dreams was to augment contempo-
rary concepts about the functions of the ego in the
classic analytic model. After coming to the United
States, he worked briefly at Mount Sinai Hospital
in New York, and then took a position at 2 state
hospital in Oswatomie, Kansas. His decision to ac-
cept the Kansas position came partly from finan-
cial need, but mainly because it brought him closer
to the mecca of psychoanalytic thinking and prac-
tice, the Menninger Foundation. His position at Os-
watomie afforded him frequent contact with the
Menninger Foundation, and when a staff position
opened there in 1940, he was appointed to it, and
became head of the psychology department two
years later. His work with the Rorschach and other
tests convinced him that they could be used to
study ideational activity. He was also strongly in-
fluenced by the writing of Henry Murray (1938}
concerning the process of projection and its rela-
tion to the study of personality.

Following a directive of Xarl Menninger, Rapa-
port organized an elaberate project to study the ef-
ficacy of several psychological tests for the
purpose of deriving a broad picture of the psycho-
logical functioning of the person. He was aware
that his own training did not equip bim well for
psychometric research, but was able to surround
himself with a brilliant research team, drawn both
from the staff of the ¥oundation and from the
graduate student body at the University of Kansas.
This team included Merton Gill, a staff psychia-
trist at the Foundation, and Roy Schafer who was
an intern there and & graduate student at the Uni-
versity of Kansas. That project culminated in a
masterfully written two-volume series, Diagnostic
Psychological Testing (1946), that focused on the
clinical applications of eight psychological tests,



including the _Rorschach. That work has been
largely responsible for the notion that a battery of
tests will provide the sorts of data from which an
integrated and rich understanding of the person
can evolve. .

Rapaport” was very aware of the dispute be-
tween Beck and ch;l:.vfer- and took pains 10 avoid
takirig' sides. The approach fo the Rorschach that
he ultimately selected is similar to Klopfer in
some ways, yvet also quite different from Klopfer
and more influenced by his allegiance to psycho-
analytic propositions. The two volumes were fre-
quented with charts and graphs that highlighted
data, but the conclusions often ignored or went
well beyond the data, reflecting much of Rapa-
port’s logic about the psychology of the person,
Had the Rapaport and Klopfer groups merged in
their respective efforts to develop the test, the re-
sult might have been much more striking and in-
fluential concerning the use of the Rorschach, and
some of Rapaport’s tendencies to deviate markedly
away from Rorschach’s basic methodology might
have been thwarted. But this was not to be and, by
1946, the seeds of a fifth approach to the test were
firmly sown in ways that were incompatible with
each of the other four approaches.

Following the publication of the two volumes,
Rapaport was to drift away from psychological
testing and back to his first love: developing a
more detailed model about ego functioning.
Nonetheless, the system he had developed was to
influence many users of the Rorschach and was
enriched by Schafer’s 1954 classic work, Psycho-
analytic Interpretation in Rorschach Testing. It not
only added considerably to the Rorschach model
that Rapaport had created, but also represents a
milestone in the use of content analysis to derive
a broad review of the dynamics of personality. In
effect, what Rapaport began, Schafer extended
enormously.

Thus, during a period oF slightly more than 20
years (1936-1957), five American Rorschach sys-
temns developed. They were not completely differ-
ent from one another, but most of the similarities
consisted of elements that each had incorporated
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from Rorschach’s original work. Beyond those
features, the five systems were incredibly diffei-
ent, so much so that they defied comparison for
many issues of scoring and approach to interpreta-
tion (Exner, 1969).

In Europe, during this same period, literature
concerning Rorschach’s test also became ex-
tensive, but it appeared largely in journals.
Rorschach’s monograph remained a basic text
untif 1957, when Ewald Bohm’s work, Lehrbuch
der Rorschach Psychodiagnostik was published.
In it he hrought together the basics of adminis-
tration and scoring, remaining very close to
Rorschach's concepts and presenting a thorough
and sophisticated description concerning the in-
terpretation of the test. He was familiar with the
works of Beck, Klopfer, Hertz, and Piotrowski,
and frequently integrated some of their notions
into his recommendations about interpretation.
In effect, Bohm created a sixth system, which
gained widespread use in Europe.

In spite of these different approaches, the
Rorschach methodology flourished as one of
the mainstays in psychodiagnosis. Practitioners
and researchers alike often tended to ignore the
presence of five or six markedly different ap-
proaches to the method, Either they were not fully
cognizant of the breadth of the differences that
existed across the separate systems, or they mini-
mized those differences unrealistically. Most pre-
ferred to believe that a single test, the Rorschach,
existed, and could be described in laudatory or
criticaly terms depending on one’s perspective
about it. That notion probably persisted because
of another common thread that was to link the
systems together by altering the way in which the
test was characterized: the concept of projection.

THE CONCEPT OF PROJECTION AND
PROJECTIVE TECHNIQUES

During the first three decades of the twentieth cen-
tury, applied psychology was mainly involved with
the use of tests to siudy intelligence and
operations related to intelligence such as aptitudes,
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achievement levels, motor skills, and the like.
There were methods devised to study some fea-
tures of personality, but typically, they were de-
such as
introversion, dominance, flexibility, and so on. In

signed to measure single traits,
those instances when a personality description or
diagnosis was called for, a thorough interview and
sacial history provided the bulk of the data (Lout-
tit, 1936). The tests used wers constracted on
traditional psychometric principles whereby spe-
cific scores could be judged against group means,
with little or no regard for the contents of a sub-
ject’s response,

Most of the early Rorschach research, such as
that of Beck and Hertz, followed that same for-
mat. The concept of projection, as applicable in
psychological testing, had not really been formu-
lated beyond the implications offered in Jung's
Word Association Test (1910, 1918), which fo-
cused more on the issue of emotional arousal than
projection as such. In Rorschach’s experiment, he
concentrated on score frequencies to develop a
psychogram. He noted that “occasionally” the
content of responses might offer some information
about the characteristics of the person, but he ex-
pressed skepticism that this would be of major
value in the method. He stressed the fact that the
task required adaptation rather than the evocation
of a stream of associations (pp. 122-123). Nearly
two decades passed before the notion of projection
would be applied to Rorschach’s test.

About the same time that Klopfer began his
first seminar, Morgan and Murray {1935) intro-
duced the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT),
based in part on the premise that people reveal
something of their own personality when con-
fronted with an ambiguous social situation. Three
years later, Murray (1938) offered an elegant de-
scription of how the process of projection oper-
ates in an ambiguous stimulus siteation. Murray’s
concept was, in part, derived from Freud’s postu-
late about projection as a form of ego defense (the
translation of internally experienced dangers
into external dangers), thereby making the inter-
nal dangers easier to deal with (Freud,
1894/1953a, 1896/1953b, 1911/1953¢), which he

later described as a natural human process (Freud,
1913/1955). Murray drew largely from Freud’s
1913 concept, describing projection as a natural
process in which defense may or may not be rele-
vant, Murray’s concept of projection was formu-
lated simply as the tendency of people to be
influenced by their needs, interests, and overall
psychological organization in the cognitive trans-
lation, or interpretation of perceptual inputs,
whenever the stimnlus field included some ambi-
guity. This concept was crystallized by Frank
(1939) in a paper in which the term projective Iy-
pothesis was coined. Frank suggested the label
“projective methods™ for a variety of techniques
useful to the clinician in evoking this kind of ac-
tion. The Rorschach was cited as one technique
with this potential.

The Zeitgeist of psychology and psychiatry was
ripe for this movement, and very quickly the
availability of methods such as the Rorschach and
the TAT began to change the orientation of clini-
cians away from one based largely on nomothetic
comparisons toward a more intense effort to
study the idiography of the persen. Psychody-
namic theory was gaining in popularity and
this change in direction—emphasizing the unique
needs, interests, conflicts, and styles of the in-
dividual—afforded the clinician a new status
among professionals. By the early 1940s, case
studies, research papers, opinions, and arguments
concerning projective methods were appearing in
the professional literature in a virtual torrent.
During that decade and the next, many new pro-
jective techniques were developed. Louttit and
Browne (1947) found a 60% turnover occurred
among the 20 tests used most frequently in climi-
cal settings between 1935 and 1946. Sundberg
(1961) repeated the Louttit and Browne survey
using data through 1959, and found ihat the
turnover rate between 1936 and 1959 had reached
76% for the 20 most frequently used tests. In the
Louttit and Browne survey, the Rorschach and
TAT ranked fourth and fifth among the most fre-
quently used instruments. in the Sundberg survey
they ranked first and fourth, respectively. It is
clear that the emphasis on projective methodology



became broadly pervasive in clinical testing dur-
ing the 1940s and 1950s and continued in popu-
larity through the next decade. Lubin, Wallis, and
Paine (1971) collected data about test use through
1969, and found that the Rorschach ranked third
and the TAT seventh.

During these three decades, a torrent of publi-
cations concerning the Rorschach appeared. All
of the Rorschach systems were firmly in place by
1957, and none of the systematizers were oriented
toward integration or compromise. Some of the
research published between 1950 and 1970 was
system specific, but much was not. It was common
for authors, readers, and practitioners to interpret
almost any report in the literature, whether posi-
tive or negative, as applicable to the Rorschach. A
substantial disregard for the differences among
the systems existed.

INTERSYSTEM DIFFERENCES

A comparative analysis of the five American ap-
proaches was published in The Rorschach Systems
(Exner, 1969). That comparison was provoked by
Becek and Klopfer. They had been encouraged to
participate in a face-to-face discussion of their
respective positions. Both declined, but in deing
0, each recommended that their differences be
carefully reviewed in a journal article (Beck,
1961; Klopfer, 1961). That project seemed simple
at the onset, yet the significant following of those
trained in, or aligned with the Hertz, Piotrowski,
or Rapaport-Schafer approaches to the test argued
for a broader comparison that would include all
five. Thus, what was to be an article became a
book and required several years to complete be-
cause the literature concerning each of the sys-
tems was extensive, scattered, and sometimes
very distorted.

The final yield of the comparison illustrated
the enormous magnitude of.the differences across
the five American systems. For instance, only two
of the five used the same seating arrangements,
and none of the five used the same instructions. In
fact, none of the instructions used in one system
were even remotely similar to those used in any of
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the other systems. Each system collected the data
of the test differently, making any comparison of
the respective vields questionable. If the differ-
ences befween the systems had involved only seat-
ing and instructicns, some resolution could have
occurred easily through a systematic study of the
effects of those differences on test performance.
But the differences weat far beyond these two eas-
ity studied variables.

Each systematizer had developed his or her
own format for coding or scoring responses, and
they were markedly different. AN had included
most of Rorschach’s original scoring symbols, but
most altered some or all of the criteria for their
application. Ultimately, 15 different codes or
scores were formulated among the five systems to
idenfify the location area of the blot used in a re-
sponse. Not one of those 15 codes was defined in
the same way across all of the systems. All five
included Rorschach’s scoring symbol F to denote
that the form features or contours of the blot were
important to the response, but each of the five
used a different criterion to determine whether
the form had been used accurately. Nore of the
five scored the report of movement the same as
any of the other four, and each defined the pres-
ence of a movement percept differently than the
other four. Sixteen symbols existed among the
systems to code the presence of chromatic color
in a response, but even when the same symbol ap-
peared in more than one system, the criterion for
its application was likely to be different than in
the other systems. The greatest disagreement for
scoring among the systems concerned the use of
shading or achromatic color in a response. Each
system had a relatively unique set of symbols and
criteria for their application, This is not surpris-
ing because Rorschach's original work did not in-
clude this feature because most of his blots did
not become markedly shaded until the second edi-
tion of the monograph was published.*

4 Rorschach did become concerned with the need to score
responses based on the shading features that appeared
more distinctively in the figures that were created by the
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The differences in scoring led to many differ-
ences copcerning interpretation. The systematizers
differed about which scores should be calculated
and what relationships between scores would be
important to interpretation. They differed concern-
ing the meaningfulness of many variables, and
which configurations of variables might be inter-
pretively meaningful. In spite of their substantial
differences, several interpretive postulates ap-
peared in each of the systems that were the same or
similar. For the most part, these were drawn from
Rorschack’s original work but, to the casual ob-
server, that common thread conld easily convey the
impression that the systems were much more simi-
lar than was actually the case. Major differences
existed across the systems for issues about which
Rorschach was not definitive or had offered no pro-
cedures or postulates.

The major conclusion drawn from the compar-
ative analysis was that the breadth of differences
among the systems was so great that the notion of
the Rorschach was more myth than reality, In ef-
fect, five uniquely different Rorschach tests had
been created, They were similar only in that each
used the same Swiss stimulus figures, and that
each had included most of Rorschach's original
scores and basic interpretive postulates, but even
some of those had been uniquely embellished by
some of the systeniatizers.

THE COMPREHENSIVE SYSTEM

Although the comparative analysis of the five ap-
proaches to Rorschach’s test yielded important
findings, two questions remained unanswered.
Which of the five demonstrated the greaiest em-
pirical sturdiness, and which of the five had the
greatest clinical utility? In 1968, the Rorschach
Research Foundation was established to address

publisher, Bircher. He began to use the coding (C), de-
scribing this in the unfinished paper that was published
posthumousty in 1923 on his behalf by Emil Oberholzer,
and which has been included a s a part of the menogragh,
Psychediagnostik since the printing of the second edition,

those issues.* Among the first projects completed
at the Foundation were three surveys, conducted
to determine how clinicians were using the
Rorschach, and what problems in design and
analysis were being encountered by those doing
research with the method,

The first of the three surveys (Exner & Exner,
1972) involved a questionnaire sent to 750 clini-
cians whose names were drawn randomly from the
membership listings of the Division of Clinical
Psychology of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation and the Society for Personality Assess-
ment. Among the 30 items asked: In which of the
five systems had the respondent received formal
teaining? Which of the five systems did he or she
nse in everyday practice? and a number of items
pertaining to seating, imstructions, scoring, and
interpretation. A total of 395 (53%) usable ques-
tionnaires were returned, and the results were
striking. Nearly three of every five responding
had received some formal training in the Klopfer
method, and about one in every two in the Beck
approach. Only about one in every five had re-
ceived some formal training in the Piotrowski sys-
tem, and about 0% had received training in
either the Hertz or Rapaport approaches. Al-
though that distribution was not necessarily unex-
pected, two other findings were very much so.

First, nearly 22% of the respondents had aban-
doned scoring altogether. They used the method
exclusively for the subjective analysis of content.
Second, 232 (75%) of the 308 respondents who
did score the test admitted to personalizing the
scoring, by integrating scores from one system to
another system and/or adding wnique scores devel-
oped from personal experience with the test. An
overwhelming majority also admitted that they
did not necessarily follow the prescribed tactics
for administration specified in the system from
which they derived most of their scoring, and the
same was true for interpretive postulates. For

3 Although the legal title, Rorschach Research Foundation,
continues to exist, the Foundation has actually become
more widely known by its nickname, Rorschach Workshaps.



instance, one Might administer the Rorschach
using the Rapaport face-to-face seating {which
was disavowed in all other systems); score re-
sponses using criteria drawn from Klopfer, Beck,
and Piotrowski; and draw from at least as many
sources o develop interpretive postulates con-
cerning the resulting data. The fact that clinicians
using the test tended to piece together an assort-
ment of features from the several systems, and
from their own experience with the test, indicated
that the five major approaches to the method had
become astronomically proliferated into almost as
many different tests as there were fest users.

The findings, although striking, should not
have been surprising. Jackson and Woh! (1966)
conducted a survey of university Rorschach
instructors and found that 12% did not teach scor-
ing, and that the variability of methods for ad-
ministration, scoring, and interpretation was
remarkable. They also found that approximately
60% of those teaching Rorschach in the university
setting had little or no postdoctoral training with
the test, and that 46% would have preferred to be
teaching something else. The Jackson and Wohl
findings highlighted the failure to standardize the
teaching of the test, and emphasized that those
teaching it at that time were often less well quali-
fied to do so than might be desired. The findings
suggested that the generation of clinicians pro-
duced during the 1960s might be led to use the
test in ways that could be substantially deviant
from those for which the test was intended.

The second survey conducted by the Founda-
tion involved a 90-item questionnaire, mailed to
200 Diplomates of the American Board of Profes-
sional Psychology. The return yielded 131 com-
pleted questionnaires, but 20 were discarded
because the respondents indicated that they used
the Rorschach fewer than 20 times per year. The
remaining 11! provided information about the
practices and opinions of tlinicians who used the
test at least 20 times per year, and who averaged
12 years of postdectoral experience. Eighty-three
of the respondents (75%) had received formal
training in at least two of the systems, usually
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Beck or Klopfer, plus one or iwo of the others,
and 95 (85%) considered themselves knowledge-
able in at least three of the systems. Only seven
had discontinued scoring, but 62 (56%) admitted
that they intermixed the procedures of adminis-
tration and scoring from more than onc system,
and almost all used interpretive postulates drawn
from more than one of the systems,

In effect, the same broad proliferation of ap-
proaches indicated in the results of the first sur-
vey also existed among this group of highly
quatified _practitioners who were using the test
with a substantial frequency. In fact, when the
data from the two surveys were combined, it was
revealed that only 103 of the 506 respondents
(20%) faithfully followed any single system. Ob-
viously, the divergence of Rorschach methodology
into five major approaches, and the subsequent
proliferation of those appreaches, did little to pro-
mote a more thorough understanding of the
method as a test, or to enhance its development,

The third survey consisted of a 55-item ques-
tionnaire concerning issues of design and analysis
in Rorschach research, It was mailed to 100 au-
thors who had published research-based articles
concerning the method between 1961 and 1969,
The return yielded 71 uvsable replies. Nearly half
of those responding (34) had abandoned Rorschach
research in favor of a different topic. Those per-
sisting were typically focusing their efforts on the
study of single scores, or the development of new
scores to address spectfic issues such as anxiety,
body boundary, cognitive development, ego de-
fense, and the like, The majority had received
training in more tharn one system, but almost all
were following research plans specific to a system.
The results highlighted three broad areas of con-
cern Lo most investigators,

1. The first concerned difficulties in recruiting
subjects and/or the problem of requiring mul-
tiple examiners to avoid an experimenter bias
effect,

2, The second involved the complexities of
data analysis, especially the applicability of
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parametric statistics to some data, and/or the
problem of controlling for the number of re-
sponses.

3. The third represented the most common com-
plaint, that of adequate control groups and/or
the lack of extensive normative data Lo use for
general comparisons.

The respondents uniformly agreed that the
complexities of the Rorschach often generated
more discouragement than reinforcement to the
researcher. Most identified important research
objectives concerning the method, but many also
elaborated on the difficulties that made the
achievement of those goals seemingly impossible.

Concurrent with the three surveys, another
project was completed at the Foundation in 1970
that involved a systematic review of alt published
Rorschach research. The purpose of the project
was lo calegorize, cross reference, and evaluate
studies as they related to the variables of admin-
istration, scoring, and the interpretive postulates
that had evolved in each of the five systems. By
1970, the Rorschach literature consisted of nearly
4,000 articles and 29 books, plus Rorschach’s
monograph. In spite of the voluminous literature,
a surprisingly large number of issues had not been
researched systematically.

For example, sealing arrangements had never
been subject to experimental manipulation, and
only one study compared different instractions,
and for enly two systems. No research had been
published for 16 scoring variables and only a
handful of studies had appeared concerning six
other scores. Similarly, many interpretive postu-
lates had not been addressed, and for many oth-
ers, the data were equivocal because of probleins
in research design andfor data analysis. In fact,
problems in design and/for analysis marked a very
Jarge number of the published research studies
concerning the Rorschach.

About half of the nearly 4,000 articles that
had appeared about the Rorschach were purport-
edly research works. However, when scrutinized
against confemporary standards for adequacy of

design and/or data analysis, more than 600 were
judged to be seriously flawed to the extent that
the conclusions probably were not valid. Another
group of nearly 800 artictes also contained flaws
that rendered them of questionable value. These
evaluations should not be interpreted to mean
that most Rorschach research was shoddy, incom-
petent, or illogical. The majority of studies re-
viewed were published between 1938 and 1958,
an era in which the tactics of design and data
analysis for all of psychology were continuatly
being improved, so that works deemed adequate
by the standards of one period might be consider-
ably less sophisticated when compared with the
methodology of another. This was especially the
case for much clinical research. Por instance, by
1970, 24 studics had been published addressing
the issue of “blind analysis™ in Rorschach inter-
pretation. Although all were well intended, no
more than pine of the 24 would meet contempo-
rary standards for adequacy of design to test the
issue. Similarly, 26 studies were published prior
to 1970 focusing on the stimulus characteristics
of the blots. Less than half would be considered to
be free of flaws by contemporary standards.

The evaluation of Rorschach literature yiclded
nearly 600 research works that were methodolog-
ically sound and included appropriate data analy-
sis. Collectively, those works provided a basis
from which many elements of the various systermns
could be evaluated. The majority of these re-
ported positive findings, but many also reported
negative or equivocal results. In some instances,
two or more adequately designed and analyzed
studies reported contradictory findings. Many of
these were works involving small samples, a find-
ing that argued for replication using a larger num-
ber of subjects.

The most important project undertaken at the
Foundation during the first two years was the cre-
ation of a data pool to permit direct comparison
of the five Systems, By early 1970, that pool con-
sisted of 8§35 Rorschach records that were submit-
ted by 153 psychologists in response to a mailing
request sent to 600 members of the Division of



Clinical Psychology of the American Psychologi-
cal Association, and instructors of Rorschach
courses at eight universities. The 835 were se-
ltected from more than 1,300 that were submit-
ted. Each was accompanied by a questionnaire
concerning the demographic features of the sub-
ject, purpose of the examination, and information
concerning the training and test procedures of the
examiner. The protocels included 204 from non-
patients and 631 from a variety of inpatient and
outpatient psychiatric groups.

When subdivided for the procedures of admin-
istration by system, the breakdown was: Klopfer,
329; Beck, 318; Rapaport, 78; Piotrowski, 66;
and Hertz, 52. Numerous comparisons of the
records of each system with the others were com-
pleted, and most of the results confirmed the
main opecrational hypothesis that protocols of one
system would be substantially different from
those of the other systems in several ways. For in-
stance, they differed significantly for the average
number of responses. The records collected using
the Xlopfer (original Rorschach) instractions
vielded a mean R of 23.9, as contrasted with mean
R’s of 31.2 for the Beck instructions, 32.9 for the
Hertz instructions, 33.8 for the Piotrowski in-
structions, and 36.4 responses if the Rapaport in-
structions were used,

By early 1971, the accumulated data tended to
support three broad conclusions. First, the inter-
system differences in procedures did produce five
relatively different kinds of records. Second, each
system included some scores, scoring criteria,
and interpretive postulates for which no empirical
support existed, or for which negative findings
had been discovered, Third, each of the systems
did inclade many empirically sturdy elements. In

&Those selected to receive the mailing were professionals
whose place of work was shown in the Directory of the
American Psychological Association 1o be a hospital or
clinic. A total of 1,342 protocols were submitted, but 507
were discarded because of illegibility, no completed data
sheet, no inquiry, or because the procedures used in tak-
ing the record were grossly different from those recom-
mended in any of the five systems.
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fact, if any system were applied faithfully for ad-
ministration, scoring, and interpretation, a con-
siderable positive yield would result. On the other
hand, some of the positive yield might be offset
by the flaws of the system either in scoring or in-
terpretation.

Those findings, plus those from the surveys
concerning test use, led to a decision to alter the
primary mission of the Foundation. The throst
was changed from one studying each system for
ils merits to one designed to inlegrate the features
of all systems for which empirically defensible
data existed or could be established. During the
next three years, the protocol pool was increased
to nearly 1,200, and more than 150 investigations
or analyzes of various data sets were completed
concerning the array of elements that were con-
sidered as possibilities for an integrated system.

In the early phases of the project, focus was on
fundamental issues such as seating, instructions,
recording, and inguirying responses, and the se-
lection of the codes or scores to be used. The
issue of interscorer reliability was broached so
that no coding category was included in the “new”
system unless a minimum .85 level could be
achieved easily for groups of 10 to 15 scorers
across at least 10 to 20 protocols in which the tar-
get score occurred with a reasonable frequency.
This caused the initial rejection of many seem-
ingly useful scores that have subsequently been
added to the system by using a revision of the cri-
teria for their application.

Each of dozens of inferpretive postulates was
explored, and no procedure or score was included
in the new system unless it was supported by some
validation data that seemed credible. Several new
approaches to coding or scoring answers evolved,
and several derivations of scores that contributed
to interpretation were discovered. Computer tech-
nology aided enormously by permitting easy data
storage and very complex analyzes, which only a
decade earlier would have required an inordinate
amount of time to be performed.

The basic ingredients of the Comprehensive
System were published by Exner in 1974, The title
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seemed appropriate because il represented the
fact that the System was an integration of the
hard wen, empirically demonstrable wisdoms that
marked the growth of the test from the time of
Rorschach’s monograph in 1921 to the most cur-
rent thinking and research of the early 1970s. As a
composite, it represents the work of all of the
systematizers, plus the findings of many dedi-
cated researchers who coatributed to the study of
a complex procedure used to generate information
about personality erganization and functioning.

Although the 1974 version of the Comprehen-
sive System seemed reasonably complete, that was
not the case. Even at that time, new projects were
underway to collect additional data regarding
some of the variables that had been included, and
some of the decisions that had been made. New
data, or the reanalysis of old data, led to many
changes and additions to the System during the
nearly three decades that have followed. At vari-
ous intervals, it has seemed as if the System was
finally all in place, but invariably, new concepts
or findings have continued to push the project for-
ward, The result is an approach to the use of
Rorschach’s test that is more sophisticated than
in prior decades. It is a standardized method for
using the test, which seems to be easily taught,
manifests a respectable level of interscorer agree-
ment, and includes interpretive premises that are
grounded in reasonably sound validation data.

As a test, the Rorschach procedure prompts a
complex set of psychological features into actiom.
The coding of responses, and the derivation of
scores from those codes, provide indirect informa-
tion about those features. That information pro-
vides the substance from which a description can
be created about the psychology of the individual.

REFERENCES

Beck, S. I (1936). Autism in Rorschach scoring: A
feeling comment. Character and Personality, 3,
83-85.

Beck, S. J. (1937a). Introduction to the Rorschach
method: A manual of personality study. American
Orthopsychiatric Association Monograph, 1.

Beck, S. 1. {1937b). Some recent research problems.
Rorschach Research Exchange, 2, 15--22.

Beck 8. 1. (1944). Rorschach’s Test I Basic processes.
New York: Grune & Stratton.

Beck, S. J. (1945). Rorschach’s Test JI: A variety of
personality piciures. New York: Grune & Stratton,

Beck, 8. ). (1952). Rorschach’s Test III: Advances in
interpretation. New York: Grune & Stratton.

Beck, S. I. (1961). Personal communication.

Behn-Eschenberg, H. (1921}, Psychische Schiilerunter-
suchengen mit dem Formdeutversuch. St. Gallen,
Switzerland: Zolliker & Cie.

Binder, H. (1932). Die helldunkeldeutungen in psychodi-
agnostischen experiment von Rorschach. Schweiz
Archives Neurclogie und Psychiatrie, 30, 1-67.

Bohm, E. (1957}, Lehrbuch der Rorschach Psychodiag-
nostik. Bern, Switzerland: Huber.

Exner, 1. E. (1969). The Rorschach systems. New York:
Grune & Stratton.

Exner, §. E. (1974). The Rorschach: A comprehensive
systent (Vol. 1). New York: Wiley.

Exner, 1. E., & Fxner, D. E. (1972). How clinicians use
the Rorschach. Journal of Personality Assessment,
36, 403-408.

Frank, L. K. {1939). Projective methods for the
study of personality. Journal of Psychology, 8,
389-413.

Freud, S. (1953a). The anxiety neurosis. In Collected
papers (Yol 1, pp. 76-106). Londom: Hogarih
Press. (Original work published 1894}

Freud, S. (1953b). Further remarks on the defense
of neuropsychoses. In Collected papers (Vol. 1,
pp. 155-182). London: Hogarth Press. (Original
work published 18%96)

Freud, S. (1953c). Psychoanalytic notes on an autobio-
graphical account of a case of parancia. In Col-
lected papers {(Vol. 3, pp. 387-396). London:
Hogarth Press. (Original work published 1911)

Freud, S. (1955). Totem and tahoo. In Collected papers
{Vol. 3). London: Hogarth Press. (Original work
published 1913)

Hertz, M. R. (1936). Frequency tables to be used in
scoring the Rorschach Ink-Blot Test. Cleveland, OH:
Western Reserve University, Brush Foundation.

Hertz, M. R. (1937). Discussion on “Some reccnt
Rorschach problems.” Rorschach Research Exchange,
2, 53-65.

Hertz, M. R. (1939). On the standardization of the
Rorschach method. Rorschach Research Exchange,
3, 120-133.



Hertz, M. R, (1941). Rorschach: Twenty years after.
Rorschach Rescarch Exchange, 5, 90-129.

Hertz, M. R. (1942). Frequency tobles for scoring
Rorschach responses (2nd ed.). Cleveland, OH:
Western Reserve University Press.

Hertz, M. R. {1952a). Frequency tables for scoring
Rorschach responses (3rd ed.). Cleveland, OH:
Western Reserve University Press.

Hertz, M. R, {1952b). The Rorschach: Thirty years af-
ter. In D. Brower & L. E. Abt (Eds.), Progress in
clinical psychelogy. New York: Grune & Stratton.

Hertz, M. R. (1961). Frequency tables for scoring
Rorschach responses (4th ed). Cleveland, OH:
Western Reserve University Press.

Hertz, M. R. (1970). Frequency tables for scoring
Rorschach responses (5th ed.). Cleveland, OH:
Western Reserve University Press.

Jackson, C. W., & Wohl, J. (1966). A survey of
Rorschach teaching in the uaiversity. Journal of
Projective Techniques and Personality Assessnient,
30, 115-134.

Fung, C. G. (1910). The association method. American
Journal of Psychelogy, 21, 219-269.

Fung, C. G. (1918). Studies in word association. Lon-
don: Heineman.

Klopfer, B. (1937). The present status of the theoreti-
cal development of the Rorschach metheod.
Rorschach Research Exchange, 1, 142147,

Klopfer, B. {1961}. Personal communication.

Klopfer, B., Ainsworth, M. D., Klopfer, W. G., & Holt,
R. R. (1954). Developments in the Rorschach fech-
nique. I Technique and theory. Yonkers-on-Hud-
son, NY: World Books.

Klopfer, B. ard others. (1956). Developments in the
Rorschach technigue. II. Fields of application.
Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY: World Books.

Klopfer, B., & Kelley, D. (1942). The Rorschach tech-
nigue. Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY: World Books.

Klopfer, B., Meyer, M. M., Brawer, F. B., & Kiopfer,
W. G. (1970). Developments in the Rorschach
technigue. IHI: Aspects of personality structure.
New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Development of the Fest: The Rorschach Systems 27

Klopfer, B., & Sender, S. (1936). A system of refined
scoring symbols. Rorschach Research Exchange, 1,
19--22,

Louttit, C. M. (1936). Clinical psychology. New York:
Harper & Row.

Louttit, C. M., & Browne, C. G. (1947). Psychomeiric
instruments in psychological clinies. Jowrnal of
Consulting Psychology, 11, 49-54.,

Lubin, B, Wallis, R. R., & Paine, C. {1971). Patterns of
psychological test usage in the United States
1935-1969. Professional Psychology, 2, 70-74.

Morgan, C., & Murray, H. A, (1935). A method for in-
vestigating fantasies: The Thematic Apperception
Test. Archives of Neurology and Psychiatry, 34,
289-306.

Murray, H. A, (1938). Explorations in personality.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Piotrowski, Z. (1950). A Rorschach compendinm: Re-
vised and enlarged. In J. A. Brussel, K. 8. Hitch, &
Z. A. Piotrowski (Eds.), A Rorschach training man-
ual, Utica, NY: State Hospitals Press.

Piotrowski, 7. (1957). Perceptanalysis. New York:
Macmillan,

Rapaport, D, Gill, M., & Schafer, R. (1946). Diagnos-
tic psychological testing (Vols. 1 & 2). Chicago:
Yearbook Publishers.

Rorschach, H., & Oberholzer, E. (1923). The applica-
tion of the form interpretation test to psychoanaly-
sis. Zeitschrift fiir die Gesamte Neurclogie und
Psychiatrie, 82, 240-274,

Schafer, R. (1954). Psychoanalytic interpretation in
Rorschach testing. New York: Grune & Stratton,
Sundberg, N. D. {1961). The practice of psychological
testing in clinical services in the United States.

American Psychologist, 16, 19-83.

Zulliger, H. (1941). Der Behn-Rorschach-Versuch
(Be-Ro-Test). I. Band: Test, II. Band: Tafeln. Ar-
beiten z, angew. Psychiairie Bd. 6. Bern, Switzer-
land: Verlag Hans Huber.



CHAPTER 3

Controversy, Criticism, and Decisions

As noted in the preceding chapter, Lubin, Wallis,
and Paine (1971) coliected data about test use
through 1969, and found that the Rorschach
ranked third and the TAT seventh among the 30
tests used most frequently in the clinical setting.
In a 1982 reptication of that survey, Lubin, Larsen,
and Matarazzo (1984) found the Rorschach ranked
fourth and the TAT fifth among the 30 tests
listed. Similar findings were reporied in 1995 by
Watkins, Campbell, Nieberding, and Hallmark,
Although these surveys indicate the popularity of
the Rorschach and of projective methods, they fail
to illustrate the extensive comtroversy that has
swirled around projective techniques, and espe-
cially about the Rorschach, for more than a half
century.

CORE ELEMENTS OF
THIE CONTROVERSY

Even though the Rorschach was not designed as a
projective method, or developed in thal context
during the first two decades of use, it quickly be-
came hailed as an importani test in the projective
movement as it gained momentum during the
1940s. This is not surprising because the nature of
the test procedure, and characteristics of ifs stim-
uli, permit a broad range of responses. Often, the
elaborations that a person includes when giving
his or her responses can be very revealing about
the individual and contribute to the test interpre-
tation. During the 1940s, and into the 1950s, it
was commmon for authors describing tests to differ-
entiate structured versus unstructured tests. The
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latter designation was used to identify tasks that
permitted an almost unlimited variety of possible
responses, Unstructured tests usually were de-
scribed as disguised procedures, that is, the indi-
vidual is rarely aware of the type of interpretation
that will be made of his or her responses (Ana-
stasia, 1954), It was a reasonable form of differ-
entiation. However, during the 1950s, it became
common fo categorize psychological tests more
simply, using either of two classifications: (1) ob-
jective or (2) projective.

The objective-projective dichotomy tended to
foster a schism among many psychologists inter-
ested in measurement, individual differences, and
personality assessment. Those committed to basic
measurement principles became prone to align
themselves with empirically based tests that were
developed in accord with the fundamental stan-
dards of measurement., Those intrigued with a
more idiographic approach to the study of persons
were more disposed to embrace projective method-
ology and, with the exception of intelligence test-
ing, used methods for which empirical support was
less substantial or, sometimes, nonexistent.

The objective-projective differentiation, some-
times actively encouraged by those closely aligned
with the projective psychology movement, gradu-
ally fomented two basic implications. One is that
objective tests have been developed in accord
with fundamental measurement principles, that is,
they are scoreable, standardized, and have demon-
strated credible reliability and validity. The sec-
ond implication is that projective tests lack some
or all of the measurement features, and that data



derived from them are interpreted more subjec-
tively. A natural by-product of these implications
is that projective tests are considerably less scien-
tific than are‘objective tests.

Although there is evidence from which such
conclusions-tan be defended, the dichotomy itself
is grossly oversimplified. In reality, any stimulus
situation that is not structured to elicit a specific
class of response, as are arithmetic tests, true-
false inveniories, and the like, may evoke projec-
tion. This is independent of whether or not the
basic rules of measurement have been used in de-
veloping the test, or if there are data concerning
the scientific merits of a test. For instance, intel-
Hgence tests are regarded as being objective tests
because they are structured and developed in a
psychometric framework, but some intelligence
tests include items, or whole sections, that permit
open-ended forms of response.

Many psychological tests have been deliber-
ately designed to permit a broad range of re-
sponses. The TAT is one of the best known, and
is appropriately tdentified as a projective test be-
cause that is what it was designed to be. Other
tests, designed to evoke projection, such as some
sentence-completion tests, also may meet the
standards for an objective test. For example, the
sentence completion developed by Rotter and
Rafferty (1950) includes an elaborate format for
scoring, and has been sufficiently researched to
establish extensive normative data and address the
issues of reliability and validity successfully. It
is a projective technique, yet it is also an objective
test, and to force classification into one or the
other of the two categories is very misleading.

The dichotomization of tests as objective or
projective caused added focus on an older issue in
psychology concerning individual differences. The
phenomenor of individual differences has plagued
psychologists since the inception of the discipline.
During the pineteenth century, it was already cre-
ating problems for those seeking to establish scien-
tific laws to account for behaviors in the areas of
perception, memory, and learning, and led Wil-
helm Wundt (1893) to issue a famous, but often
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forgotten, caution to his colleagues, “there is no
psychological law {o which the exceptions are not
more numerous than the agreements.” The intrigue
of psychology with the issues of personality and
individual differences has varied substantially
since that {ime,

Concerns with personality as a psychological
entity developed much more recently than con-
cerns with individual differences. Prior to the
1930s, the term personality was often used syn-
enymaousty with psychopathology. It became con-
ceptualized as an entity only when a movement
called the Psychology of Personality bégan to gain
interest during the 1920s. Concurrently, a marked
interest in methods of personality evalnation took
root, and by the early 1930s had become an im-
portant area in both theoretical and applied psy-
chology. The area evolved rather rapidly, in spite
of the fact the uniqueness of the individual con-
tinued as a stambling block for both personality
theorists and those in quest of nomothetically
based rules that would accurately explain behav-
jors. During the next 15 to 20 years, the specialty
of clinical psychology gradually became well re-
garded for the expertise that it offered about pa-
tients regarding issues of diagnosis and treatment
planning.

That recognition was due in no small part to
the fact that personality evaluation, or psychodi-
agnosis as it became called during the 1940s, typ-
ically involved a multimethod approach designed
to collect and integrate nomothetic and idio-
graphic data. The focus of the approach invelves
the study of people as individuals. It is based on
the premise that people are like many others in
some ways, like a few people in other ways, but
also different from everyone else in special ways
that mark each person as unigue. Implicit in this
process is the premise that information about an
individual’s assets, liabilities, traits, conflicts,
and so on, will contribute in some significant way
to his or her therapeutic well-being.

The vsefulness of focusing extensively on indi-
vidual differences through psychodiagnosis was
called into question during the 1950s. In 1954,
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Meeh! published an important work, Clinical ver-
sus Statistical Prediction, that tended to define
and perhaps broaden the nomothetic versus idio-
graphic schism that was developing. He reviewed
20 studies, all but one of which showed that an
actuarial method was equal to, or better than, the
clinical technique, which customarily included
the use of projective methods. He argued for an
abandonment of the clinical approach to assess-
ment, favoring less time-consuming technigues
that are actuarially based, such as the MMP], fo
atlow chlinicians more time for other important
worl, especially psychotherapy.

Later, Gough (1963} and Sawyer (1966} pub-
lished surveys of predictive studies that appear to
support Meehl’s argument-—although Gough did
observe that no adequate test of the clinician’s
forecasting skills had yet been carried out, Holt
{1958, 1970), in two rejoinders to the Meehl argu-
ment, pointed out that many of the studies cited
by Meeht used extremely inadequate or even con-
taminated criteria, In his 1970 article, Holt called
attention to the fact that another survey of predic-
tive studies (Korman, 1968) reported positive
findings for the clinical method. Holt noted, with
a sense of dismay, that the Sawyer and Korman
studies were published within two years of each
other, but their respective bibliographies showed
absolutely no overlap. That finding illustrates
very well how a selective use of literature could
be used to support almost any bias.

EARLY CRITICISMS OF
THE RORSCHACH

The designation of the Rorschach as a projective
test did not diminish efforts to establish its psy-
chometric credibility. Beck and Hertz remained in
the forefront among many researchers working to-
ward that goal, and their efforts were joined by
many who sought to demonstrate the empirical
sturdiness of the test. By the early 1950s, some of
that research had a positive yield. Both Beck and
Hertz had published useful normative data, and
each had also published actuarially based tables

for the discrimination of adequate form fit of
responses. Nonetheless, as the Rorschach became
conspicuously listed among the projective tests in
the objective-projective dichotomy, the general
implications concerping projective tests were rou-
tinely attributed to it. Criticism of the test began
to grow, and some of it was clearly warranted.

By 1950, the Rorschach literature had bur-
geoned to more than 2,000 books and articles.
Some were very sound research pieces relating to
the validity of many of the scoring variables, but
they constituted a very modest segment of the 1it-
erature. Much of the literature consisted of clini-
cal studies or were research works containing
negative or contradictory findings. Critics of the
test often cited the latter as evidence for conclud-
ing that the Rorschach was of little use if ganged
against stringent scientific standards.

As the use of the Rorschach became more
widespread, so teo did scrutiny regarding its appli-
cations and the manner in which it was being re-
searched. There is no doubt that many of the
research studies included in the early Rorschach
literature were inadequate in design and/or data
analysis. Cronbach (1949} wrote a classic article
in which he commented on the issue of research
designs and focused extensively on guidelines
for analyzing Rorschach data. He stressed the dis-
advantages of comparing means when analyzing
data concerning many variables, and encouraged
the analysis of frequency data to detect true dif-
ferences among groups, He also emphasized the
importance of addressing some issucs by catego-
rizing frequency data. As Murstein (19635, p. 355)
pointed out, Cronbach’s article had a considerable
influence on Rorschach research “which rose sev-
eral notches after its publication.”

One segment of the Cronbach article concerned
variations in R and the difficulties that presented
for those analyzing data. Although Cronbach de-
voted only two of the 36 pages of his article to this
issue, it, plus another study concerning R (Fiske &
Baughman, 1953), frequently were cited to sup-
port the conclusion that Rorschach data are not
readily subject to methods of statistical analysis



(Holtzman, Thorpe, Swartz, & Herron, 1961;
Murstein, [965). Other critics argued that, at the
least, scores should be normalized in relation to R
for purposes 0f analysis, or a partialing procedure
to account for R should be included as a matter of
routine when contending with Rorschach data.
That position has tended to persist and probably is
best summarized by Kinder (1992).

Actually, the sample of 289 protacols to which
Cronbach referred in forming his comments, in-
cluded about 25% of records in which R ranged
from 5 to 19 responses, and another group, repre-
senting nearly 30% of the data set, contained R’s
between 40 and 109 answers. The 790 protocol
sample used by Fiske and Baughman (1953) from
which to frame their comments, was subdivided
into nine categories. The first included records in
which R ranged from zero to nine, the second con-
tained the protocols with R’s between 10 and 14,
the third group with R's between 15 and 19, and
so on. The last group included records with R’s
between 50 and 175. In effect, both samples al-
lowed for much greater variation in R than occurs
when a standard format is used to administer the
test (Bxner, 1992).

In part, the matter of variations in R was ex-
acerbated by the fact that five different methods
of administering the test were commonly used,
leading to substantial differences in the average
number of answers. The issue was made even
more complex by the fact that none of the five
systems had addressed the issues of brief or
lengthy records, However, the matter of unequal
R’s was only one source on which criticisms
of the Rorschach were based during the 1950s
and 1960s.

Many critics of the Rorschach—and of projec-
tive methads in general—were also critics of psy-
choanalytic theory and often naively linked the
two. The erroneous assumption was that the pro-
cess of projection, as formulated by Murray
(1938), related directly to unconscious operations
as defined in the Freudian concept (Lindzey,
1961; Sargent, 1945; Symonds, 1946; Wiggins,
Renner, Clore, & Rose, 1971). In reality, very few
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so-called projective methods are based on such a
direct theoretical linkage, least of all the
Rorschach., Nonetheless, many clinicians trained
during the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s were strongly
imbued with psychodynamic concepts, and that
model was commonty used as the framework for
interpreting any test data, The tendency to do so in
the clinical setting served to broaden the schism
between those committed to a “global approach” to
assessment and those who advocated a more actu-
arially based approach to assessment, Meehl's
book (1954) indirectly served to increase the dis-
taste of some for the Rorschach, even though the
Rorschach was oot the focal point of the work.
Both Holt {1970} and Weiner (1972) noted that
Meechl focused on prediction, whereas the major
focus of the diagnostician is description and under-
standing. However, those kinds of arguments did
little to dissuade critics, and it was natural for the
Rorschach to become the centerpiece for criticism
because, typically, it did have a nuclear role in the
assessment routines of clinicians.

Much of the criticism directed at the Rorschach
during the 1950s and into the 1970s focused on
validation issues, and often it was inflamed by the
fact that many Rorschach advocates overestimated
the usefulness of the test, frequently making unre-
alistic claims about its efficacy. Some even
likened it to an x-ray of the mind, in spite of a
growing number of publications that reported con-
tradictory or negative findings for issues such as
diagnostic accuracy, reliability, and validity.

In retrospect, some of the criticisms were jus-
tified, but some were naive, often fomented from
bias, ignorance, or simply a misunderstanding of
the method and the principles that led to its explo-
ration by Rorschach. The matter was made more
complicated by the fact that both advocates and
critics, and especially researchers, more or less
ignored the fact that there were five markedly dif-
ferent approaches to the test, or technique as
some preferred to call it. It was common to over-
look or downplay those differences as being irrel-
evant to the Iarger issue of whether the method
had merit.
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In spite of the criticisms, the use of the
Rorschach, in its various forims, continued to be
widespread during the 1960s and into the 1970s.
This was a period in which the very character of
clinical psychology began to change extemsively.
Through the 1950s, the major role of the clinician
was psychodiagnosis but, during the 1960s, the pro-
fession began to broaden its scope and role, New
models of behavior and intervention became popu-
lar, and most clinicians found themselves more in-
volved in plapsing and conducting intervention.
Some universities reduced training in the use of
tests for assessment (a term that gradually replaced
psychodiagnosis) by the end of the decade, but in
most clinical settings, assessment continued as an
integral part in the life of the professional, and the
Rorschach remained one of the standard methods
used. Nonetheless, criticism of the Rorschach be-
came more widespread during this period, and
many openly judged its worth with contempt and
advocated its abandonment as a test for clinical
work (Jensen, 1958, 1965; Zubin, Eron, & Schumer,
1965).

NEWER ELEMENTS IN
THE CONTROVERSY

During the past two or three decades, psychology
and psychiairy, in their quest to appear as scien-
tific as possible, have become less concerned with
matters of individual differences than had been
the case earlier. Continued research, plus new and
improved methodology, has fomented the growth
of personality assessment to reasonably sophisti-
cated levels. However, this growth has not always
been smooth, The emphasis on maintaining scien-
tific diseipline in psychology has sometimes cre-
ated a sense of disdain between those committed
to establishing nomothetically based rules to ac-
count for behavior, and those seeking ways fo
account for the idiography of individuals. Even
those directly vested in personality research have
often disagreed about whether it could be investi-
gated as a series of traits or must be regarded as a
unitary entity.

The trend away from concern for issues of indi-
viduality has gradually impacted more and more
on the procedures used to reach diagnoses and for-
mulate and/or implement treatment plans, Cer-
tainly, the fragmentation of the once reasonably
homogeneous specialty of clinical psychology has
contributed. The most marked de-emphasis on the
uniqueness of the individual occurred when radi-
cal behaviorism became prominent among some
practicing in clinical psychology. It brought with
it the notion of the black box, and the message that
there is no such thing as personality, or even if
there s, it can not be measured through psycholog-
ical testing. This movement created a new group
of psychologists who not only avoid personality
assessment, but campaign actively against it.

The tendency to neglect individual differences
in treatment planning has also been afforded con-
siderable impetus in psychiatry by the continnally
increasing emphasis on the biclogical basis of
psychopathology. Pharmacological intervention is
often touted as an appropriate substitute for some
of the more traditional psychotherapeutic models
of treatment. Even when it is proposed as an ad-
junctive method of treatment, the proposition is
based on the argument that pharmacotherapy will
reduce treatment time significantly and breed
change more rapidly. As training programs in
psychiatry have de-emphasized the tactics of
individual therapy in favor of pharmacological
methods, the door opened wider in psychology for
an increase in training for psychotherapy. As a re-
suit, the new clinical psychology clearly focuses
on treatments.

During this same era, the development of more
sophisticated statistical procedures has reassured
researchers that the issue of individual differ-
ences might be minimized or ignored by drawing
conclusions based on laws of probability and the
use of sometimes questionable estimation levels
of significance. Theorists have tended to side-
step the issue of individual differences by resort-
ing to esoteric generalizations. By choice, both
theorists and empiricists have tended to preoc-
cupy themselves with generalized truths, When a



particular charicteristic or behavior appears to
pecur with a greater frequency in ome class of
individuals, as contrasted with other classes of
individuals, a generalized theorem or law is set
forth concerning that class of people. Theorems
concerning -classes of individnals, especially
those who are troubled, become additive to the
point that mythicat classes of people are created
that tend to ignore the individuality that marks
each human being.

The quest to be as scientific as possible has also
resulted in the expansion and revision of the DSM
listings (1980, 1987, 1995, 2000) of characteris-
tics regarding various classes of people that, in
turn, have become accepted as sacred guidelines
by many practitioners in applied psychology and
psychiatry. FThese checklists of symptoms and be-
haviors are used to diagnostically classify people
in distress. Essentially, the DSMs are bookkeeper
manuals and those responsible for their formula-
tion have been careful to disavow direct relation-
ships between diagnostic categories and treatment.
However, these cautions are often disregarded, and
many practitioners make decisions regarding the
selection of a treatment model by applying the for-
maula that the composite of presenting symptoms
and/or accurately derived diagnostic conclusions
automatically identify the adeguate treatment
model.

The tendency to apply this formula has in-
creased substantially during the past two decades
because of another element that tends to disregard
the individual, and that has become pervasively in-
fluential in the era of managed care. It is the re-
markable accemulation of pharmacological and
psychotherapeutic fads concerning disorders and
their treatment. As a result, there is a marked ten-
dency among practitioners in psychiatry and psy-
chology to emphasize symptoms and develop
redimentary treatment plans based on the presen-
tation of symptoms plus soipe modest history data.
These treatment plans are usually defended on the
premise that the symptoms identify what is wrong
with the patient and that the methodology to treat
the symptoms is readily available, A logical
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conclusion is that a more thorough psychological
assessment of the patient is unnecessary because it
is time consuming, not cost effective, and will con-
tribute little more to a treatment plan than is al-
ready obvious.

This form of logic ignores the individuality of
the patient and disregards research findings con-
cerning personality, psychopathology, and treat-
ment efficacy. The assumption that symptoms
identify the appropriate treatment tactics may be
valid for some cases, but it always carries with it
the significant risk of selecting an inappropriate
treatment because it neglects individual differ-
ences and dismisses the fact that similar symp-
toms may have very different psychological
origins. It also focuses largely on issues of imme-
diate relief or symptom management and tends to
ignore the issue of long-term treatment effective-
ness. For instance, numerous articles concerning
the treatment for depressive symptoms, using
brief cognitive-behavicral intervention meodels,
report considerable relief in reasonably short pe-
riods of time. Unfortunately, most fail to include
follow-up data, thereby sidestepping the fact that
the few longitudinal studies published concerning
depression cite reasonably high rates of treatment
failure, or relapse during the 12 to 24 months
after treatment has been terminated (Evans et al.,
1992; Galtagher-Thompson, Hanley-Peterson, &
Thompson, 1990; Gortner, Gollan, Dobson, &
Jacobson, 1998; Kovacs, Rush, Beck, & Hollon,
1981).

There is no doubt that various symptom-defined
treatment models of intervention can be used suc-
cessfully with many patients who have similar
symptoms, but extrapolating from Wundt's 1393
caution, the failures may be more numerous than
the successes. This is because a similarity in
symptoms does not mean that a similarity in per-
sonality and/or psychological features exists, or
that there is a homogeneous origin of the symp-
toms. Most any competently done personality as-
sessment demonstrates this guite well. Various
assessment approaches can be used to study peo-
ple as individuals when treatment plans are being
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formulated, and they are economically cost effec-
tive, especially if the long-term impact of treat-
ment is included as an objective. Unfortunately,
during the 1990s, the rapid growth of managed

care models caused a marked limitation of ser- -

vices to mental health clients, including some re-
strictions on psychological testing (Backlar,
1996; Milter, 1996). C. Piotrowski, Belter, and
Keler (1998) reported on the results of a survey
sent to 500 randemly selected psychologists
listed in the National Registry of Health Service
Providers in Psychology. The authors note that, of
the 137 persons who responded, the five tests
listed as “most important” in current practice
were the same five tests Hsted most frequently as
“no longer used.” Both lists included the
Rorschach,

CONTEMPORARY CRITICISM OF
THE RORSCHACH

When the Comprehensive System was vaveiled in
1974, those aligned with a global approach to clin-
ical assessment viewed it, at best, with caution.
Stricker (1976) commented: “Had it been written
in the glory years of the Rorschach it might have
proven to be a work of great impact. Unforiu-
nately, the tenor of the times makes the prognosis
for any new Rerschach system poor, regardless of
its merit.”” Another reviewer suggested, “the author
... has unsuccessfully attempted to leave history
in order to become part of it as Exner, the System
Maker,” but also noted that the work represents,
“, .. an excellent how-to historically anchored
manual on the Rorschach Psychodiagnostic Inkblot
Test” (Allen, 1976). The Comprehensive System
was not closely scruntized for sometime by those
directly involved in tests and measurement, but it
was acknowledged as an “ambitious effort to put
the Rorschach on a psychometrically sound basis,”
and noting that a uniform system, “permits compa-
rability among the research findings of different
investigators” (Anastasia, 1932).

As the system evolved, the psychometric prop-
erties of the test have been reasonably established,

and most of the other basic requirements for a
psychological test have been met. Generally, it
has been well received and its use has become rel-
atively widespread throughout the Rorschach
community. During the first 20 years after its ap-
pearance, most criticism of the system came from
within the Rerschach community. For instance,
some have criticized it as being overly weighted
in favor of quantifiable features {scores, ratios,
percentages, etc.), while failing to afford appro-
priate emphasis to, or even rejecting, some of
the traditional qualitative approaches, that were
commonplace during the height of the projective
movement, to interpret Rorschach responses
{Aronow, Reznikoff, & Moreland, 1994). Others
have been irritated by the fact that the system has
not become static. Many changes have occurred in
the system as it has developed (Exmer, 1978,
1986, 1991, 1993), and these have often frus-
trated those who have began to feel comfortable
in their knowledge of the system only to find that
some calculations, criteria, or interpretive princi-
ples have been added, deleted, or modified.
During the first two decades after its publica-
tion, interest in the system, and in the Rorschach
in general, appears to have waxed and waned in a
manner that parallels the use of assessment to
evaluate personality, study individual differ-
ences, reach diagnostic conclusions, or formulate
treatment plans. Some of the older criticisms of
the test, and especially quotes or paraphrases of
Jensen's (1965) proclaiming that the Rorschach is
a very poor test with no practical worth, have
continued to appear from time to time in the liter-
ature (Dawes, 1994), However, more specific
criticism of the test and of the system began (o
appear with greater frequency during the 1990s,
Nezworski and Wood (1993) questioned the
validation data used to form interpretations re-
garding reflection responses and the egocentric-
ity index. Subsequently, Wood, Nezworski, and
Stejkal (1996) offered a more elaborate critique
of the system in which they raised questions con-
cerning interscorer agreement findings, and the
validation data underpinning several variables or



indices in the System, They also questioned the
possible integrity of some unpublished Founda-
tion studies reperted in various editions of this
book that were not published separately in peer-
review journals.

The Wood, Nezworski, and Stejkal critique
sparked a dialogue in the literature concerning the
merits, or lack thereof, of the Rorschach in gen-
eral, and more specifically of the Comprehensive
System. It prompted Meyer (1999) to organize a
series of articles concerning the clinical utility of
the test. Stricker and Gold (1999) have stressed
the vatue of both nomothetic and idiographic ap-
proaches, depending on the objective of assess-
ment. They suggest that indirect measures, such as
the Rorschach, tend to be most useful when inter-
est concerns upconscious, longirudinal, and struc-
tural dimensions of functioning. Viglione (1999)
reviewed 138 research articles, published during
the preceding 20 years, concerning numerous
Rorschach variables and indices. He concluded
that the Rorschach yields information about “how
various life domains interact with the coping and
psychology of the individual.” He suggests that the
test is especially useful for individualizing case
conceptualizations and interventions and predict-
ing or evaluating outcomes.

Hunsley and Bailey (1999) also reviewed con-
siderable Rorschach literature and conclude that
there is little scientific evidence to support the
clinical utility of the Rorschach. They suggest that
even if the test could provide valid information
about personality structure, there is no replicated
evidence to indicate such evidence would have
a meaningful bearing on services, or improve
treatment outcome. Hiller, Rosenthal, Bornstein,
Berry, and Brunell-Neuleib (1999) presented a
meta-analysis comparing criterion related valid-
ity evidence for the Rorschach and the MMPL
They found the unweighted mean validity coeffi-
cients were not reliably different. The MMPI had
larger vatidity coefficients for studies using diag-
noses and self-report measures as citerion vari-
ables, where the Rorschach had larger validity
coefficients for studies using objective criterion
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variables. Dawes (1999) noted that some ap-
proaches to the study of Rorschach variables may
be inappropriate and suggested two methods for
studying the incremental validity of a variable.

Ganellen (1996) compared the diagnostic effi-
ciency of the MMPI, the MCMI-II, and the Ror-
schach. He found that ali three are relatively
comparable in their sensitivity to detecting depres-
sion but that the MMPI and MCMI-II have higher
false positive rates than the Rorschach. He also
noted that the Rorschach is more sensitive to the
detection of psychotic disorders and suggested that
the Rorschach indices are promising psychometric
markers. Wood, Nezworski, Stejkal, Garven, and
West (1999} challenged Ganellen’s conclusions
and suggest that there is no compelling empirical
evidence supporting the efficacy of the Depression
Index (DEPI). In turn, Ganellen (2001) argued
that the Wood et al, characterization of empirical
evidence concerning the DEPI should be viewed
with caution and questions the objectivity with
which Wood and his coworkers approached the
subject.

Wood, Nezworski, Garb, and Lilienfeld (2001}
cited findings concerning 123 nonpatients re-
ported by Shaffer, Erdberg, and Haroian (1999)
in which substantial differences exist for several
variables when compared to the published sample
of nonpatient data for the Comprehensive System.
Wood and coworkers proceeded to collate data
from 32 nonpatient samples of various sizes, most
of which were collected as control groups for var-
ious studies. They report statistically significant
differences for 14 variables between the collated
data and the published sample of 600 nonpatients.
They conclude that the data for the published
sample are probably not representative of nonpa-
tients and increase the likelihood of overdiagnos-
ing psychopathology if they are used to identify
deviations,

The Shaffer et al. (1999) findings concerning
ponpatients prompted the initiation of a new proj-
ect to collect nonpatient data (Exner, 2002). Find-
ings for the first 175 persons tested are relatively
similar to those in the published sample of
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600 nonpatients (see Chapter 12). In another
study related to criticism of the system, Meyer
et al. (2002) examined the interraler reliability for
coding among eight rcasonably large data sets.

Wood et al. (1996) had suggested that interscorer -

reliability may be poor, and argued that data pre-
sented in this work, and earlier editions of it, con-
cerning percentages of agreement among caders
are unsophisticated and misleading. Meyer’s find-
ings indicate that, across all samples, reliability
coefficients are generally excellent, with intra-
class correlation coefficients ranging from .82 to
.97, However, they caution that the retiable use of
the system is ultimately dependent on the coding
skills of the user, and caution that coders should
maintain a “vigilant stance” toward proper coding
to avoid lapses and errors.

Weiner (2001), formulating comments mainly
after a review of the Viglione (1999), Hiller et al.
(1999), Hunsley and Bailey (1999), and Dawes
(1999} articles, concludes that the Rorschach ex-
emplifies the sound principles of a scientific test.
He notes that there is a need for added validation
data and longitudinal studies to examine person-
ality development and change. He criticizes the
Hunsley and Bailey conclusions, suggesting that
they put forth unreasonable evidentiary require-
ments for the Rorschach. Conversely, Garb, Wood,
Nezworski, Grove, and Stejkal (2001) offer sup-
port for the criticisms put forth by Hunsley and
Bailey (1999), and take issue with the conclusions
of Stricker and Gold (1999), Viglione (1999), and
Hiller et al. (1999). They point out that temporzal
consistency data have not been offered for some
variables in the system, and suggest that the
Rorschach does not provide unique information
for clinical diagnoses. They also challenge the in-
cremental validity of the test and suggest that its
use may not be appropriate for minorities because
separate norms have not been developed for dis-
tinct ethnic groups.

Rosenthal, Hiller, Bornstein, Berry, and
Brunell-Neuleib (2001) focused on the Garb et al.
(2001) criticisms of the Hiller et al. (1999)
Rorschach-MMPI meta-analyzes. They presented

two new sets of meta-analytic results supporting
their position. Viglione and Hilsenroth (2001)
have also addressed several of the arguments and
criticisms put forth by Hunsley and Bailey (1999)
and Garb et al. (2001). They suggest that much
recent criticism of the test is biased or with-
out merit, and they support their position with a
review of research in several areas, including
reliability, incremental validity, normative data,
cross-cultural applications, and clinical judgment.
Hunsley and Bailey (2001) have reaffirmed their
earlier position, arguing that many Rorschach
scores do not have a solid theoretical foundation,
and questioning the extent to which the test is
used in a standardized manner, They maintain
that even if the Rorschach, or any test, helps clini-
cians and patients to understand personality, this
is not a useful end in itself. They posit that the
clinical utility of any test must be measured by the
extent to which it demonstrably improves patient
outcome or lowers treatment attrition rates.

Meyer and Archer (2001} have presented a
more elaborate meta-analysis of an earlier study
(Parker, Hanson, & Hunsley, 1988). They con-
c¢lude that the Rorschach can provide valid find-
ings, noting validity coefficients that are similar
to those for the MMPT and 1Q measures. They em-
phasize that the Rorschach has both conceptual
and empirical limitations, and discuss several is-
sues that should be afforded priority. They include
clarification of the Rorschach’s locus of effec-
tiveness, updating normative data, examining the
reliability and adegquacy of test administration,
adding studies regarding temporal stability, re-
searching understudied variables, and continuing
to study issues of incremental validity and clinical
utility,

AN OVERVIEW

Some of the contemporary comments and criti-
cisms of the Rorschach, and of the Comprehensive
Systern, may seem confusing, especially to the
Rorschach novice. Certainly, as Weiner (2001) and
Meyer and Archer (2001} have pointed out, some



of the criticisms have been justified because there
are many issues concerning the Rorschach that
have not been addressed sufficiently, and require
much further research. However, as Viglione and
Hilsenroth (2001) have indicated, many of the crit-
icisins seemed marked by a sort of naivety, bias, or
lack of understanding about the Rorschach. As
noted earlier, these elements also marked many of
the criticisms of the test leveled during the 1250s
and 1960s.

Although the contemporary criticisms focus
specifically on the Rorschach, it may be reason-
able to suggest that they also tend to reflect an un-
dercurrrent of distaste that some in psychiatry, and
especially in psychology, have for personality as-
sessment in general. They tend to renew Meehi’s
1954 argument for an abandonment of the clinical
approach to assessment, in favor of less time-
consuming, actuarially based technigues. In a
broader perspective, some of the contemporary
criticisms of the Rorschach seem aimed, at least
indirectly, at the general use of psychological tests
in clinical assessment. For instance, Hunsley and
Bailey (1999, 2001) suggest that clinical utility
should be defined as demonstrably improving pa-
tient ouicome setting an admirable, but probably
very unrealistic standard, which, at best, would be
extremely difficult to demonstrate for any test or
ofher assessment method.

DECISIONS CONCERNING THE USE
OF THE RORSCHACH

The Rorschach may be included in various assess-
ment approaches, but the decision to de so should
be carefully thought through. Before laying hand
to the Rorschach cards, the person responsible for
the assessment must decide if the potential yield
of the Rorschach is appropriate for, and relevant
to the objectives of the assessment. As noted in
Chapter 1, there are many assessment methods
that can produce valid and useful descriptions of
people. Thus, the decision about whether to use
the Rorschach probably is best determined by
evaluating the potential usefulness of a Rorschach
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based description of a person, as contrasted with
descriptions that could be formulated from other
sources. Typically, data from interviews, obser-
vations, or self-report tests, yield descriptions
that focus on symptoms andfor behaviors. De-
scriptions formulated from Rorschach findings
focus much more on the psychological processes
that generate symptoms and/or behaviors,

The decision to usc the Rorschach will usually
be predicated on the assumption that a psycho-
logical portrayal of a person, as an individual, will
be useful to the assessment objectives and con-
tribute to the well being of the client or the resolu-
tion of issues concerning the client, In that the
range of psychological operations involved in pro-
ducing Rorschach responses are similar to these
that produce other behaviors {(see Chapter 11}, the
findings from the test usually render a picture of
the individual that gives emphasis o a unique mix-
ture of assets, liabilities, and response tendencies,
When a person is characterized in this framework,
it becomes a source for addressing etiological is-
sues and can serve as a guideline for identifying
treatment objectives and selecting ireatment
methodology. It can also be relevant to many other
important decisions concerning the individual,

it is important to emphasize that the Rorschach
does not provide data from which answers fo all
questions can be derived. Rorschach findings may
have little or no value in some assessment sitna-
tions. For instance, when assessment questions
focus on issues of intellectual functioning or ques-
tions of nenrological involvement, the Rorschach
is not a test of choice. Some elements in the
Rorschach do correlate positively with indices of
intelligence, but not to the extent that the
Rorschach can be used as a reliable and valid sub-
stitute for an intelligence test, Similarly, there are
some elements in the Rorschach that have a rea-
sonably high probability of occorrence in some
conditions of neurologically related dysfunction-
ing, but none have proven to be diagnostically dif-
ferentiating except in those cases where the
dysfunction is so severe that it can easily be de-
tected by visually observing the individual. Thus,
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if the primary purpose of the assessment relfates to
questions of intelligence or precisc issues regard-
ing cognitive functioning, the Rorschach may be
uscful only as an adjunct to provide some informa-
tion concerning the personality of the individual.

As also noted in Chapter 1, there are instances
in which a referring party is convinced that a
“hardwired” relationship exists between the pre-
senting symptoms of the person and the most ap-
propriate treatment for those symptoms. When this
is the case, it is doubtful that Rorschach findings,
or probably any other findings concerning person-
ality, will add anything to the already established
conclusion about treatment. Likewise, there are
cases in which the only purpose of the assessment
is to aid in the selection of a diagnostic label. Al-
though Rorschach findings can contribute to this
decision, they are time consuming to accumulate
and other assessment methods might achieve the
*labeling” objective in a more cost efficient way.

Time is another issve that should be considered
in making a decision about whether to use the
Rorschach. Some introduction to the test is re-
quired, which usually takes less than 0 minutes,
but exceptions to that estimate do occur, Most
people complete the test in less than an hour but,
again, there are exceptions and some people may
take considerably longer. When a decision is made
to include the Rorschach in an assessment routine,
it is vitally important that the examiner has allot-
ted sufficient time to go through the test proce-
dure properly, and not feel pressured because of a
time problem.

THE RORSCHACH AND THE
TEST BATTERY

In some instances, the yield from the Rorschach
may be sufficient to address the assessment issues
that have been raised, but usually assessors will
use multiple procedures, Typically, this involves
the interview and a battery of tests. The latter
sometimes may inclede as few as two or three
tests, but may also include more than three. The

rationale for the use of a multitest method has
been expounded considerably (Harrower, 1965;
7. Piatrowski, 1958; Rapaport, Gill, & Schafer,
1946). The premises underlying the approach are

- essentially twofold, The first is that ro test is so

broad in its scope to test everything. Different
tests focus on different dimensions or functions
of the person, and the test battery provides a
broader database from which to evaluate the total
person, Second, various tests do overlap to some
extent, thereby affording the possibilities of
cross-validating information derived from any
single test, The multitest approach is argued to
minimize error and maximize accuracy. Propo-
nents of the test battery approach have suggested
that it can be viewed as multiple samples of be-
havior, noting that data from a single instrument
will generate greater speculation, whereas the
composite of data from several instruments pro-
vides for greater certainty in conclusions.

Unfortunately, there remain far too many in-
stances where a clinician perseveres in the use of
the same series of tests, no matter what the ap-
pointed task, and regardless of what data become
available during the testing process. This tactic of
assessment harks back to the 1940s and 1950s
when the primary role of the clinician was psy-
chodiagnosis, and assessment routines often were
no! very flexible, Great chunks of data are not
necessarily required for most assessment goals,
and the amount of time consumed in assessment
should not be disproportionate to the objectives of
the process.

Another important decision that must be made
by the assessor is the placement of each procedure
in the process. For instance, Van de Castle (1964
found that test order could alter the incidence of
human content responses in the Rorschach. Grisso
and Meadow (1967) reported differences in WAIS
performances depending on whether the WAIS was
administered prior to or after the Rorschach. Exner
and Hark (1980) found that Rorschachs adminis-
tered after three hours of prior testing do have a
significantly lower average number of responscs
than those administered after only 90 minutes of



prior testing. It is also probable, although not
proven, that Rorschach productivity will be af-
fected by almost any procedures in the assessment
process that are stressful to the subject.

For example, persons with some cognitive dys-
functioning ‘will often have difficulties on the
Categories Test or the Tactual Performance
Test of the Halstead-Reitan Battery. Thus, it is
probably oot wise to administer the Rorschach
immediately after either of these procedures un-
less the person has performed quite well on them.
Similarly, it is probably best not to administer the
Rorschach immediately after the MMPIL Al-
though the MMPI can yield very important
information concerning a person, it can also pro-
duce a fatigue effect that could impact Rorschach
performance.

Whernever a test battery approach is selected,
the time factor can be critical, Usually, when neu-
ropsychological issues are not involved, the total
assessment process should be completed within a
three-hour time frame. In contemporary assess-
ment that would be targeted toward a reasonably
full picture of the person, three tests might best
be considered as forming the nucleus of the as-
sessment procedure: (1) one of the Wechsler In-
telligence Scales, (2) the Rorschach, and (3) the
MMPL. Each is empirically sturdy, and each pro-
vides a wealth of information from which the
well trained clinician can generate many im-
portant and meaningful hypotheses concerning an
individual.
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CHAPTER 4

Rorschach Administration:
Decisions and Procedures

Before using the Rorschach cards in the testing
situation, the person responsible for the assess-
ment must make a decision about whether the
Rorschach is appropriate for the task at hand. The
Rorschach does not provide data from which
answers to all questions can be derived. The data
that unfold from the test represent a complex
specimen of behaviors {(responses to 10 inkblot
figures) that, when scored and studied for its ap-
parent idiosyncrasies, can be translated into a se-
ries of descriptive statements concerning the
individual. The issue for the assessor is whether
such a description will be useful, either to the
client being evaluated, or to the person who has
requested the assessment.

Descriptions generated from Rorschach data
can be lengthy, focusing on features such as re-
sponse tendencies, affectivity, cognitive opera-
tions, motivations, preoccupations, and personal
and interpersonal perceptions. Usually, the de-
scription wilt include reference both to overt and
covert behaviors, the characterization of either
being determined mainly by the richness of the
protocol. Many statements may be made with con-
siderable sureness, whereas others may be more
speciiative. Most will represent the person as he
or she is, rather than how he or she may have been
or will be. It is common for the description to in-
clude some information concerning etiological
factors, and possibly to offer predictions, but, gen-
erally, these staiements are derived less directly
from the data of the protocol. More likely they are
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the product of using inductive and deductive logic
to integrate the data from the record with other
available information concerning the person. As
such, they are more speculative, relying heavily on
the accumulated knowledge of the interpreter re-
garding personality, response styles, psychopath-
ology, and behavior.

Rorschach findings can be used legitimately to
speculate about the past or the future and, by
piecing together data concerning the variety of
assets and liabilities of the subject, can lead to
logical recommendations about intervention ob-
jectives and alternatives. Similarly, an evaluation
of the apparent strengths and/or relationships of
certzin response tendencies can generate logical
speculation about the chronicity, or even the ori-
gins, of such tendencies.

In good assessment practice, it follows that the
assessor will use procedures appropriate to the
questions for which answers are being sought.
For instance, questions concerning parent inter-
action, religious preference, hobhies, supervisor
or teacher ratings, sibling relationships, sexual
preference, or the frequency of sexual activity can
be relevant in some cases. Any or all of these
may be important questions, but, at best, most
Rorschach data would be only indirectly related to
any of them, There are much better methods than
the Rorschach to gain this kind of information. A
good interview or a thorough social history should
provide most of it. Just as questions of this sort are
inappropriate to the Rorschach, so too are certain
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classes of prediction, such as success or attrition
in some types of training, marital success, ulti-
mate family size, length of hospitalization, or
the probability of parole violation. Most of these
are intelligent questions and the well-equipped
psychologist, given appropriate information and
adequate criterion measures, might attack them
with considerable success, buf not from the
Rorschach alone, and possibly not using the
Rorschach at all.

Other assessment questions are often asked that
may seem more compatible with the Rorschach
method but are not necessarily so. These concern
issues of intellectual functioning and problems of
reurological involvement. Both have been consid-
ered in research with the Rorschach and some pos-
itive relationships have been found. Seme elements
in the Rorschach do correlate positively with in-
dices of intelligence, but not to the extent that the
Rorschach can be used as a reliable and valid sub-
stitute for an intelligence test. Similarly, there are
some elements in the Rorschach that have a reason-
ably high probability of occurrence in some condi-
tions of neurologically related dysfunctioning, but
none have proven to be diagnostically differentiat-
ing except in those cases where the dysfunction is
so severe that it can easily be detected by visually
observing the subject. Thus, if the primary pur-
pose of the assessment relales to questions of intel-
ligence or cogritive functioning, the Rorschach is
not the test of choice. It may be useful in the over-
all assessment of a person, but only as an adjunct
to provide some information concerning the psy-
chological organization of the individual if that
seems relevant,

THE RORSCHACH AND THE
TEST BATTERY

Ordinarily, when the Rorschach is selected for
use, it will be part of a multimethod approach to
assessment, The approach may include as few as
two or three tests, but, not uncommonly, it will
comprise more than three, and ofter more than
five. The rationale for the use of the multimethod

approach has been expounded considerably (Ra-
paport, Gill, & Schafer, 1946; Piotrowski, 1958;
Harrower, 1965). The premises underlying the ap-
proach are essentially twofold. The first is that no
test is 50 broad in its scope o test everything.
Different tests focus on different dimensions or
functions of the individual, and a multimethod
approach provides a broader database from which
to evaluate the rotal person. Second, various tests
do overlap to some extent, thereby affording the
possibilities of cross-validating information de-
rived from any single test. The mulit-method pro-
cedure is argued to minimize error and maximize
accuracy. Proponents of this approach have sug-
gested that it can be viewed as multiple samples
of behavior, noting that data from a single instru-
ment will generate greater speculation, whereas
the composite of data from several instruments
provides for greater certainty in conclusions and
can be essential for some kinds of descriptive or
predictive conclusions (Holt, 1958, 1970).

The positions favoring the multimethod ap-
proach have been challenged in several studies
(Sarbin, 1943; Kelly & Fiske, 1950; Gage, 1953;
Kostlan, 1954; Giedt, 1955; Garb, 1984). Each sug-
gest that clinicians often do not use all of the infor-
mation available to them, or are prone to weigh
some segments of data inordinately. These critics
also argue that a ceiling of predictive accuracy is
usually reached quickly, and adding more data pro-
vides only slight, if any, increase in the predictive
correlation, There are studies that appear to refute
these criticisms about the multimethod approach,
demonstrating that it does work well in the clinical
situation (Vernon, 1950; MacKinnon, 1951; Stern,
Stein, & Bloom, 1956; Luborsky & Holt, 1957). In
each, validity increased as the data increased.

Whenever the Rorschach is included as part of
a multimethod assessment, another decision
must be made concerning the placement of the
test in the process, For instance, Van de Castle
(1964) found that test order could alter the inci-
dence of human content responses in the
Rorschach. Grisso and Meadow (1967} reported
differences in WAIS performances depending on
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whether the WAIS was administered prior to or
after the Rorschach. Exner and Hark (1979)
studied 200. WAIS records, 100 of which were
administered prior to the Rorschach and 100 ad-
ministered after the Rorschach. No significant
differences were found for any of the WAIS sub-
test scores or for the distributions of Rorschach
scores. Nonetheless, good judgment should be
exercised in the placement of the test in the as-
sessment process.

For example, Exner and Hark (1980) found
that Rorschachs administered after three hours of
prior testing do have a significantly lower average
number of responses than those administered
after only 90 minutes of prior testing. It is also
probable, although not proven, that Rorschach
productivity will be affected by almost any pro-
cedures in the assessment process that are stress-
ful to the subject. For instance, subjects with
some cognitive dysfunctioning will often have
difficulties on the Categories Test or the Tactual
Performance Test of the Halstead-Reitan Baitery.
Thus, it is probably not wise to administer the
Rorschach immediately after either of these pro-
cedures unlkess the subject has performed quite
well on them. Similarly, it is probably best not to
administer the Rorschach immediately after the
MMPL Although the MMPI can yield very im-
portant information concerning a person, it can
also produce a fatigue effect that could impact
Rorschach performance.

Whenever a multimethod test approach is
used, the time factor can be critical. Usually, if
neuropsychological issues are pot involved, the
total procedure can be completed within a three-
hour time frame. In contemporary assessment,
targeted toward developing a reasonably broad
picture of the person, three tests might best be
considered as forming the nucleus of the proce-
dure: (1) ore of the Wechster Intelligence Scales,
(2) the Rorschach, and (3) the MMPI. Each is em-
pirically sturdy, and each provides a wealth of in-
formation from which the adept climician can
generate many important and meaningful hy-
potheses and conclusions about the client.

PROCEDURES OF ADMINISTRATION

Once the decision has been made to use the
Rorschach, it is vitally important that the testing
be done properly, There is no way to overempha-
size the importance of proper test administration,
It is a reasonably straightforward procedure, but it
does require skill, sensitivity, and good judgment.
It is a procedure that can be botched easily by
those who are unprepared or unsure of themselves,
ot by those who approach it in a caswal manner.
Factors such as seating, instructions, recording re-
sponses, and inquiring responses are all critical.
When reasonably standard procedures concerning
each of these factors are followed faithfully, the
result should be an interpretively reliable and valid
protocol. However, any violation of the standard
procedures can influence several elements of the
test, especially the number of answers given and
the articulations by the client concerning the char-
acteristics of responses. Such alterations can, in
turn, present a less clear or even confusing picture
of the individual.

S.eating L }i'{’;‘) -

Seating is very important and never should be
face-to-face. Most examiners choose o sit next to
the client at a table, but some prefer to arrange two
comfortable chairs side-by-side and work with a
clipbeard, with materials on a small table next to
the examiner, away from the client, There are two
reasons for the side-é?ﬁﬁd_é%gating. The first, and
most important, is to reduce the effects of inad-
vertent and unwanted cues from the examirer that
may influence the subject. The second is that the
side-by-side position affords the examiner a much
better view from which to see the features of the
blot as they are referred to by the client.
Rorschach was interested in viewing the fig-
ures so that he could more easily note the fea-
tures referred to by subjects, and he used a
side-by-side seating. He probably was not very
aware of examiner influence issues, which also
were not of great concern to some of those who
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extended his work. Klopfer and Hertz systemati-
cally used the side-by-side seating. Bohm recom-
mended that the examiner sit at a right angle to
the client or sit side-by-side. Piotrowski recom-
mended the side-by-side position, but noted that
it should not be used if it necessitated a change
in the regimen used in interviewing or prior test-
ing. Beck preferred to sit behind the client, and
Rapaport recommended a face-to-face seating on
the assumption that it is the most natural for
interviewing and testing. Actually, there is no
psychological test that requires the face-to-face
arrangement. Even when materials must be laid
before the subject, as in some intelligence test-
ing, the examiner can sit next to the client.

The impact of the examiner, or cues given by
the examiner, should not be regarded lightly in
any testing situation, and especially when the
Rorschach is involved. Coffin (1941) was among
the first to note this potential by demonstrating
that when unstructured elements, intended to pro-
voke projection, exist in the situation, an increase
in the individual’s susceptibility to influence or
suggestions is likely to occur. Schachtel (1945)
was among the first to offer a major conceptual
position concerning this element. He stressed the
client’s problem in reacting to the test sitnation,
noting that it includes apparent freedom, yet si-
mmlitaneous control, and is compounded by the re-
lationship between the examiner and client. He
suggested that the client tends to create a “subjec-
tive definition” of the situation. Schafer (1954)
extended this idea considerably, emphasizing the
interaction between the client and the dynamics
of the situation. He suggested that factors such
as required levels of communication, violation of
privacy, the lack of situational control, and the
danger of premature self-awareness arouse anxi-
ety and defensiveness from which specific reac-
tions to the examiner evolve. Neither Schachtel
nor Schafer posited that the Rorschach perfor-
mance can be altered completely by the examiner-
client relationship, but both warned that many of
the test variables can be affected.

Research on examiner influence has yielded
some important findings. Lord (1950) used three
female examiners in a counterbalanced design to
test 36 male subjects. Each subject was tested
three times, once by each of the examiners who
varied their examiner roles across three models.
One was designed to make the subject feel ac-
cepted and successful, a second to make the sub-
ject feel rejected and a failure, and the third a
more standard procedure of affective neutrality.
Her results were clouded by the complexity of the
retest design, but many significant differences
did occur across the different rapport models.
However, the largest and most frequent differ-
ences occurred across examiners, regardless of
the rapport model that they employed.

Baughman (1951) studied the protocels ob-
tained from 633 adults by 15 examiners. He found
that the records obtained by most of the examin-
ers were highly comparable, but records obtained
by some examiners continually deviated quite
markedly. He attributed those deviations to varia-
tions in procedure or to the examiner-client rela-
tionship. Gibby, Miller, and Walker (1953) also
found substantial differences among examiners
for length of protocol and certain classes of
scores, especially pure form, color, and shading.

Masling (1965) hypothesized that unintentional
reinforcement by examiners could be a major fac-
tor underlying the observation that subjects pro-
duce different responses for different examiners.
He created an especially clever design to test this
proposition, using 14 graduate studeats, naive to
the Rorschach, who volunteered for special irain-
ing in the test that would be quick and efficient,
Randomized into two groups, all received identical
instruction except that one group was given the set
that experienced examiners always elicit more
human than animal responses. The second group
were given the opposite set, After the training ses-
sions were completed, each student tested two
people. The sessions were audio recorded with the
expectancy of finding evidence for verbal condi-
tioning by the student examiners, The two groups
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did differ in the predicied direction for the ratio of
human to animal responses, but no evidence was
found for verbal conditioning. Masling logically
concluded that the examiners influenced clients
with postural, gestural, and facial cues.

Exner, Leura, and George (1976} used a mod-
ification of the Masling design to test the impact
of seating on the outcome. They trained 24 stu-
dent volunteers, randomized into four groups of
six cach, to administer the test. Two of the
Eroups used a face-to-face seatmg, whereas the
second two groups were trained to sit side-by-
side, One face-to-face group and one side-by-side
grbhp were given the set that competent examin-
ers obtain more human than animal responses,
and the other two groups were set to believe the
opposite, After the training was complete, each
student examiner tested three subjects and the
sessions were videotaped. The two groups using
the face-to-face seating did differ from each
other in the predicted direction for the ratio of
human to animal responses, and behavicral rat-
ings of the videotapes confirmed Masling's hy-
pothesis that more postural, gestural, and facial
cues would occur when the person gave a re-
sponse related to the set, Similar differences in
the behavioral ratings for postural, gestural, and
facial activity were found for the two groups giv-
ing the test using the side-by-side seating, but
they did not differ for the ratio af human to ani-
mal responses.

The foregoing should not be interpreted to sug-
gest that all, or most all Rorschach variables can
easily be altered through some subtle set given
either to the examiner or the client. Exner (1980),
and Haller and Exner (1985), found the distribu-
tions of most scores do not differ even though per-
sons are instructed to give different responses in a
retest administered a few days after they had taken
the test for the first time. In the same context, Fos-
berg (1938) found no major differences in a retest
design in which subjects were asked to give their
best and weorst impressions. Carp and Shavzin
(1950) used the same technique and obtained

similar results. Similarly, the basic features of the
protocol do not change as a product of ego-altering
sets (Cox & Sarason, 1954); by requests to respond
as quickly as possible (Williams, 1954); when the
test is introduced as one of imagination (Peterson,
1957); or when the person is led to believe that
there are right and wrong answers {(Phares, Stew-
art, & Foster, 1960).

Even when the face-to-face position is used,
some variables are not affected when sets are given
to examiners concerning desirable responses. In two
studies (Strauss, 1968; Strauss & Marwit, 1970) ex-
aminers were set to expect records-in which a
higher number of human movement (M), or a higher
number of chromatic color responses (FC, CF, C}
would occur, and also created an expectancy for
leng or short records. The results indicate no signif-
icant differences for any of the sets. On the other
hand, Goodman (1979) found that more experi-
enced examiners wilt generally be rated as warmer
in their interactions with a client, and will also be
more likely to obtain records in which at least an
average number of answers are given,

It would be folly to assume that the side-by-
side seating eliminates all examiner influence,
but it does reduce the prospect of the individual
being influenced inordinately by the nonverbal
behaviors of the examiner, and this is probably
true of any test. Unfortunately, the accumulated
information concerning behavior modifying tech-
niques has made considerably less impact on as-
sessment procedures than should logically have
been the case. The examiner who fails to weigh
the potential impact of those behaviors in the as-
sessment situation only makes his or her task
more difficult and may even provide a disservice
to the client.

Introducing the Test

No special elaboration concerning the Rorschach
should be required if the person has been prepared
properly for the overall assessment process. In most
cases, this will be done after a relatively brief
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interview, during which the examiner seeks to en-
sure thal the person has a reasonable awareness of
the purpose of the assessment. Most people are
aware of the general purpose of assessment but,
unfortunately, moch of that awareness includes
some negative or erroneous assumptions. In in-
stances when a person is self-referred, the respon-
sibility for clarifying the purpose will rest with
the examiner. In cases where the individual is re-
ferred for assessment by someone else, it is the re-
sponsibility of that person to explain why the
referral has been made but, often, that does not
occur. Many clients are not well prepared by those
who refer them, and examiners should take some
time to ensure that the client is not likely to be
harboring negative oF erroncous assumptions
about the assessment process. In that context, it is

_ very important for the examiner to explore what-

"ever el the person may have about the purpose for
the assessment and, provide the client with an in-

_+ - troductory overview of the procedures to be used,

including the Rorschach.

The purpose of the overview about procedures
is to ease any mistrust or anxiety that the person
may have about the situation. But beyond that, the
client is entitled to know what will be happening,
what will be done with the results, when they will
be available, who will receive them, and what
kind of feedback can be expected and whe will
provide it. The routine should be honest, but the
dcscriptioniof the procedures need not be overly

Jx_:_{‘_, elaborate. The purpose is to describe the proce-

dures, not how they are interpreted. For example,
if one of the Wechsler Scales is planned as a part
of the routine, the examiner might say, “One of
the tests we will be doing has several parts. In one
I'll ask you to remember some numbers, in an-
other P11 ask you to create some designs using
some blocks, in another I’ll ask you to tell me
what different words mean, and so on.”

in the course of the overview, a statement
such as, “And one of the tests we will be doing is
the inkblot test, the Rorschach. Have you ever
heard of it, or have you taken it?” When a person
implies that they have some awareness about the

Rorschach, the examiner should take time to ex-
plore what the person knows, or what they think
they know abeut it. The Rorschach, or facsimilies
of it, have appeared in various media, usually car-
toons, movies, or television, and the manner in
which the figures have been discussed or displayed
often creates erroneobs sets about the test. it may
be necessary fo correct false impressions. Usually,
this is done easily with a brief, honest explanation
such as, It is a test that gives us some infornation
about the characteristics of people, and by having
that information we can. . . . The completion of the
statement should relate to the reason for the as-
sessment (plan your treatment better; understand
your problem better; make some recommendations
that your doctor has requested; get some idea about
how your treatment is progressing, etc.). If the per-
son is naive about the Rorschach, typically, it is
best to simply indicate that, Jt’s just a series of
inkblots that I will be showing you and ask what
they look like to you.

The pretest procedures deseribed are applica-
ble for almost atl persons being evaluated, includ-
ing young children. However, some childeen may
be so hyperactive or resistive that they are diffi-
cult to manage easily during the assessment rou-
tine. For many such youngsters, the Rorschach
may not be an appropriate test. If the Rorschach is
deemed important, it may be necessary to alter
the introduction and/or the seating. Some young-
sters may prefer to stand or sit on the floor for
most of the testing. Frequently, children have
very short attention spans and like to proceed as
quickly as possible with the task at hand. In such
cases, the examiner should use good common
sense about any deviations from standard proce-
dures and be acutely aware that altered proce-
dures are not common.

A cooperative working relationship with any
client is an absolute requirement when using the
Rorschach, and this is especially true when work-
ing with children. It is often difficult for a young
¢hild to endure lengthy periods of testing, even if
a good relationship has been established. If sev-
eral tests are to be used, the testing times should
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be planned realistically. The average adult will
usually complete the Rorschach in 40 to 60 min-
utes. Young children usually take less time, with
those under the age of 10 usually averaging be-
tween 30 and 45 minutes.

Assuming that the seating is appropriate, and
the client has been prepared for testing, the pro-
cedure of administering the Rorschach becomes
relatively straightforward. A brief introduction to
the client is in order (e.g., Now we are going to do
the inkblot tesf). The specific content of the intro-
duction will depend largely on what dialogue en-
sued when the examiner did the overview of all
procedures. There are some instances when the
test might be identified as the Rorschach, but the
term inkblot will probably be preferable in most
cases, and can be used freely. In a few instances,
some explanation about how inkblots are made is
appropriate, especially if the client is a young
child, In other instances, a particularly anxious
person may ask something about correct answers,
and the standard response should be that people
see all sorts of things. But this kind of commen-
tary should be avoided whenever possible and,
most specifically, it should not include any refer-
ence to card lurning, right or wrong answers, or
any statement that might create a set about the
quantity of answers to be given. The ultimate na-
ture of the pretest phase of Rorschach administra-
tion must be left to the judgment of the examiner.
No two clients or testing situations will be com-
pletely identical; however, it is important that the
examiner accomplish the pretest procedures as
smoothly as possible within the realities of the
test situation.

Usually, the blots will be visible to the subject,
stacked face down, and in the appropriate order,
with Card I on top. They should be within easy
reach of the examiner but¢ not of the client. The
Location Sheet that will be used during the In-
quiry phase of the test should not be visible at this
time. Because all responses will be recorded ver-
batim, the examiner should be well prepared with
plenty of paper, and an extra pen or pencil can
sometimes prove very important.

Instructions

The test begins by handing the person the first
card and asking: onTl Kijfj?ﬁ;ﬁ'%IESﬁ
U LORARY

P
What might this bé‘?ﬂE

This is the basic instruction, and nothing need be
added. This instruction sets off a series of com-
plex cognitive operations that involve scanning,
encoding, classifying, comparing, discarding, and
selecting.

If, in spite of the pretest preparation, the per-
son comments, 7t's an inkblot, the examiner should
counter with an acknowledgment plus a restate-
ment of the basic instruction, such as, That’s right,
that’s what ir is, but I want you to tell me what
might it be, what else does it look Iike?

The Response Phase

The period during which the person is giving re-
sponses to the blots has often been called the Free
Association (Bxner, 1974, 1978; Exner & Weiner,
1982), but that label is mi’srlgélcjﬁﬁé because the in-
dividual is not really associating fo the figure,
Instead, he or she is defining it and selecting re-
sponses for delivery. Almost all people find it
easy to form several potential answers to each fig-
ure, and this happens very quickly, probably be-
tween two to four seconds. The task is really not
finding possible answers, but deciding which of
fha potential answers available to select and give
as a response. Most of the time devoted to the Re-
sponse Phase of the test is devoted to this issue.

It is during this time that the examiner’s re-
sponsibilities become somewhat more complex
than during the pretest preparation. The examiner
must record all verbal material verbatim quickly
and efficiently, field questions on occasion, and
in some instances provide a nondirective form of
encouragement. The examiner must avoid inject-
ing any set, bias, or direction into the situation
except in those few instances when encourage-
ment is required. Silence by the examiner is the
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rule, interrupted only during the exchange of
cards, or when a comment is necessary, but even
then the verbalizations from the examiner should
be formulated with care. As noted earlier, it is the
perfunctory utterance that has the potential to
create sets in the situation. Even the most simple
response, such as “mmm-hmm,” can operate as a
significant influence without any awareness by
the client.

The client should held the card. If some reluc-
tance to do so is manifest, the examiner should
say, Here, take it. If the person opts to place the
card on the table, the examiner should not inter-
fere, but fnitially it should be placed in the indi-
vidual’s hand.

Questions and Encouragement

It is not uncommon for people to ask a variety of
questions, especially early into the test. The re-
sponse from the examiner should be nondirective,
conveying the general notion that people respond
to the figures in different ways. The following are
examples of questions commeonly asked, and re-
sponses that usually would be appropriate.

4

Can I turn it?

=

: It’s up to you.
: Should I try to use all of it?

.mcn

: Whatever you like. Different people see dif-
ferent things.

tn

: Do you want me to show you where I see it?

et

: If you like. (It is probably best at this point to
avoid any mention of the Inquiry.)

w

: Should I just use my imagination?

E: Just tell me what you see there, what does il
look like. (It is more appropriate to use the
word see rather than “reminds you of” to
questions of this sort, stressing perception
rather than association.)

S: (After giving a response.) Is that the kind of
thing you want?

E: Yes, just whatever it looks like to you,

S: Is that the right answer?

E: There are all sorts of answers.
§: Does it look like that to you?
E: Oh, I can sce a lot of things.

S: How can you make anything out of what 1 see?

=

+ Why not wait until we are done and I'll try to
explain it a bit more.

w

Do you buy these or just make them?

We buy them.

Do you always show people the same ones?
Yes.

How many of these are there?

E: Just 10.

S: How long will this take?

E: Not very long.

There is another class of question, the response
to which will depend on the point at which it oc-
curs in the Response Phase. These are questions
concerning how many responses should be given.
Often, before giving any answers, or after giving
only one response to Card I, a person will ask,
“How many things should 1 fird?" The standard
response should be: If you take your time, I am sure
that you will find more than one. Others will some-
times give more than one response to the first card
and then ask, “How many should I see?” The stan-
dard response is, It's up to )'ou.' This same response
should be used if the client raises a question about
the quantity of answers while viewing cards after
Card L.

Prompting

There is a different circumstance in which the ex-
aminer should be more direct in encouraging an-
swers. This is when the person gives only one
response to Card I, and then attempis to return
the card. When that happens, a standard prompt is
employed:

If you take your time and look some more I
think that you will find something else, too.



Rorschach Administration: Decisions and Procedures 53

The objective of the prompt is to “set” the per-
son to give a record of sufficient length to permit
a valid interpretation. If the person fails to give a
second answer to Card I, the examiner should ac-
cept that decision, but be prepared to inject an op-
tional second prompt if the circumstances seem
appropriate.

The decision about whether to use the optional
prompt occurs if & prompt has been given on Card
I, and the client has given no more than two an-
swers to Card [, and subsequently, gives only one
response to Card II, one to Card I1I, and one to
Card 1V, after which he or she attempts to return
the card. In this circumstance, the examiner may
decide not to accept the card and, instead, say:

Wait, don't hurry through these. We are in no
hurry, take your fime.

This form of encouragement is not as direct as
that used on Card I. It simply encourages the per-
son to take more time, Although the prompt does
not specifically ask for more answers, as does the
prompt used on Card I, the implication is there.

The opticnal prompt should not be used rou-
tinely, and definitely not simply because a person
has given only five answers to the first four cards.
That occurs often among people who give 20 or
more answers in the entire test, The decision to
use the optional prompt should be based on the
examiner’s beliel that a brief record is inevitable
if no intervention occurs.

THL PROBLEM OF BRIEF PROTOCOLS

Brief protocols often pose a nightmare for the
Rorschacher. In fact, records containing less than
14 answers probably are not valid. Ordinarly, they
have very little interpretive value. Research find-
ings indicate that the overwhelming majority of
records of less than 14 responses will not have the
level of reliability prerequisite to the assumption
of interpretive validity (Exner, 1988). There is no
easy way to distinguish the low R record that is
valid from one that is not. Even protocols of 14,

15, or 16 answers are usually difficult for inter-
preters to glean a full picture of the psychology of
the client, and often are marked by some situa-
tionally related resistance.

Unfortunately, brief records occur more often
than might be expected. There are several reasons
that people give brief records. Intellectually chal-
lenged individuals often find the task somewhat
overwhelming and frequently limit their involve-
ment with it. Actually, the Rorschach is probably
not a good test of choice for those who have
marked intellectual deficiencies. Similarly, per-
sons who have recently experienced significant
neurological impairment often find the task diffi-
cult and frequently try to avoid becoming overly
involved. Sometimes, the brief record simply may
be the result of a person following imstructions
very concretely and failing to generalize from en-
couragement given during Card I. Typically, these
are persons who do not understand the assessment
procedure.

Probably the most common causes of brief
records are haste or resistance that, frequently, is
attributable to the examiner’'s preassessment prepa-
ration of the client. Some people, especially chil-
dren, want to go through the test as quickly as
possible, and their haste produces a short record.
Sometimes, the set to hurry is created when an ex-
aminer does not create a good working relationship
with the individual. Likewise, the nature of the sit-
vation, and/or the failure of an examiner to ade-
quately prepare a client, can lead to a tendency
to resist the assessment. This resistance is likely to
manifest most directly when the person is taking
the Rorschach. The brief record that results is a
reflection of the person’s attempts to avoid the de-
mands of the test situation, In effect, these perfor-
mances represent subtle refusals to take the test. If
examiners find themselves frequently obtaining
brief records, they should carefully review, possibly
with consultation, their pretest procedures,

As a rule, protocols that contain less than 14
responses should probably be discarded on the
premise that they are unreliable and, as such, are
not interpretively valid. In fact, records of less



54  Administration and Scoring the Rerschach

than 14 answers should not even be inquired,
There will be some obvious exceptions, especially
records that indicate severe disturbance, and for
which other data exist confirming the magnitude
of the disability.

Ordinarily, when a record of less than 14 R is
taken, the examiner should consider either of two
options. The first is to discard the test and rely on
other assessment data that are available to formu-
late an evaluation of the clent. On the other haﬂd,
a second option exists if Rorschach data are of
importance to the assessment issue(s) that have
been posed. It involves an immediate retest fol-
lowing the Response Phase of the test. To do so,
the examiner should interrupt the standard proce-
dure of proceeding to the inguiry, and explain to
the subject:

Now you know how it's done. But there’s a
problem. You didn’t give enough answers for us
to get anything out of the test. So we will go
through them again and this time [ want you to
make sure to give me more answers, You can
include the same ones you've already given if
you like, but make sure fo give me more an-
swers this time,

Most people seek direction under this new cir-
cumstance and ask, “How many should I really
give?" The responsc depends mainly on whether
the examiner feels that the person had tried to be
cooperative. For example, if the person seemed
cooperative, it is appropriate to say: Well, it’s re-
ally up to you, but you only gave . . . answers, and
I really need more than that 1o get anything out of
the test. If the individual has been more resistive
or guarded, the examiner should bhe more direc-
tive if a question is asked, such as: Well, it's up to
you but I really need several more answers than
you gave.

Fxaminers usually are loathe to use this tactic,
but there does not seem to be other options that
are viable when Rorschach data are
portant to the overall assessment. French and
Gaines (1997) have explored a tactic with
younger clients wherein, following the production

im-

of a record of less than 15 responses, the child is
asked to give at least one more answer to each
card. Then, all responses that have been given
are inquired together. This procedure may be
structured excessively, and might produce a
more distorted data set. In fact, French and
Gaines report that the expanded protocols in
their study tended to appear more deteriorated
as contrasted with a summary of the responses
initially given.

Potential Rejections

In a few cases, especially resistant clients’ at-
tempt to reject the card. Usually the person will
say, “It doesn’t look like anything to me” or, “1
just don’t see anything there” or, “All 1 can see is
an inkblot, nothing else.” If this occurs when the
person is responding to Card I, or to Card 11 after
only one answer was given to Card I, it probably
is an indication that the examiner has not created
sufficient tapport with the client during the
overview of purposes and procedures. When this
occurs, the administration should be halted, and
the examiner should review the purpose of the as-
sessment with the individual once again. Some
people simply do not want to be tested and, unfor-
tunately, there is no magic formula that will en-
sure their cooperation, If this proves to be the
case, efforts to administer the Rorschach should
be abandoned. This is a very unusual circum-
stance that occurs with the extremely guarded
and hostile client or, cccastonally, with some who
are extremely disorganized because of an active
psychotic state. The person who is chaotically
psychotic should not have been referred. As for
the angry and guarded individual, the judgment
and skills of the examiner must dictate the matter
of disposition.

The most common attempts to reject cards do
not oceur with Cards I or IL Instead, they usually
occur later in the test, and most often with Card
IX, which seems to have the highest level of diffi-
culty. If a person has been giving responses to the
preceding cards, the attempted rejection can be
taken as an indicator of the discomfort that the
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person is experiencing as the task proceeds. But it
does not mean that the client cannot respond, On
the contrary, it suggests that he or she is having
difficulty in the discarding and selection compo-
nents of the response process. Some reassurance
can be helpful such as: Take your time, we are in
no hurry. If the client persists in the rejection at-
tempt, the examiner should be more firm, re-
sponding with, Look, take your time, everyone can
find something. We've got all day if we need it
This sort of pressure should be applied only in the
exceptional circumstance where no other tactics
can be used to avoid the rejection. It is likely that
the remainder of the record will be brief and pos-
sibly more guarded than might otherwise be the
case but, unfortunatly, the alternative is to have a
record that is missing responses to one or more
cards, and it will not be valid.

THE PROBLEM OF LENGTHY RECORDS

Whereas the most common problem in Rorschach
administration involves the excessively short
record, some people become overly involved in
the test and will give endless numbers of answers
if permitted to do so. In the early days of the
Rorschach, and extending through the 1960s, ex-
aminers had ro guidelines to use in halting a
client if e or she seemed determined to provide a
large numbers of answers to each figure, and
probably every examiner of that era experienced
at least one client whose record exceeded 75 re-
sponses, and some suffered with the necessity to
record more than 100 answers.

The instructions employed by Rorschach, and
selected for use in the Comprehensive System,
produce an average range for R of between 17
and 27 answers. In selecting Rorschach’s original
instructions for inclusion in the system, Exner
(1974) noted instructional tactics designed to in-
crease R, such as those used by Beck (encourag-
ing for more than one response on each of the
first five blots) yielded an increase in the average
R by nearly 10 responses. However, the majority
of the “prompted” increase consists of answers in
which a common detail area (D) is used, that are

based on pure form (F), and involve animal (4)
content. In effect, an instructionally increased
number of responses does not contribute signifi-
cantly to the interpretive yield. Conversely, pro-
tocols obtained using the standard Comprehensive
System instructions that exceed the average range
by as much as three S1s (28 to 42 responses), are
often quite rich, and usually include materjal that
broadens the interpretive yield. Nonetheless, the
study of instructions and protocol length did not
contend with the substantialiy longer than aver-
age protocols (imore than 42 responses) that are
vohluntarily produced. -

In a study completed for the second edition of
this work (Exner, 1986), protocols from various
patien{ and noppatient groups, ranging in length
from 45 1o 85 answers, were drawn from the data
pool for study. Each of these 135 records were re-
typed, but included no more than the first five re-
sponses per blot. Both sets of records, the original
full-length one and the reduced one, were inter-
preted by at least two of a group of six judges,
working independently of each other, and they
were also processed through a computer interpre-
tation program. When the interpretive descriptions
and conclusions were examined in pairs (i.e., one
derived from the original and one derived from the
condensed version), the interpretations were strik-
ingly similar. In some instances, the longer record
produced firmer, but not different, conclusions,
Other differences that evolved were not consistent.
These findings suggest that it is reasonable to limit
the number of answers that a person is permitted
to deliver, under some circumstances.

When a person gives five responses to Card I,
and retains the card with the obvious intention of
giving additional responses, the examiner should
intervene by taking the card from the client and
saying, Alright, let's do the next one. If the person
gives five responses to Card I the same proce-
dure should be used. This tactic should continue
to be used for each subsequent card as long as the
client continues fo give five answers and still keeps
the card. However, if at any time the ¢lient gives
fewer than five responses to a card, the procedure
should be discontinued. No further intervention
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should occur throughout the remainder of the test
even though the client may give more than five an-
swers to subsequent blots.

If the procedure of intervening after five
responses persists through the entire record, 50
responses will be given. Conversely, if the proce-
dure is discontinued during the test it is possible
for the record to be much longer. For instance, in-
tervention might be used for the first three blots
but discontinued on Card IV because the person
gives only three responses. A total of 18 answers
would have been given to that point. However, the
individual may then give three answers to Card V,
five answers to Card VI, seven responses to Card
VTI, nine answers each to Cards VIII and IX, and
14 responses to Card X, thereby creating a record
of 65 responses.

There are rare occasions, probably less than
once in 500 administrations, in which a person may
give only two or three answers each to the first few
cards, or gives less than five answers to one of the
first few cards, but then proceeds to give many
responses, sometimes 10 or more, to subsequent
cards. Thus, it is possible to ohtain a very lengthy
record, sometimes exceeding 70 responses, These
are painful experiences for examiners. There is no
hard and fast rule about how best to deal with these
situations. If standard procedures are followed, all
answers should be included in the final tally of the
protocol, but logic and experience argue against the
acceptance of extremely long records,

When examiners find themselves in this diffi-
cult sitvation, good judgment should be exercised.
For instance, assume that a client gives less than
five responses to each of the first three cards but,
surprisingly, gives eight or ten answers t0 Card
TV. Logically, no intervention should occur at this
point because the unexpectedly large number of
responses to Card IV may be a “one time"” incident
and they may include some answers that, interpre-
tively, are very important. However, if the client
proceeds to offer more than five responses to
Card V, the examiner probably should remove the
card after the sixth or seventh response, and con-
tinue with that procedure through the remainder

of the test, or until the person gives no more than
five responses to a card.

There are numerous variations of this model
that might be applied, but the decision to use
any should be made cautiously and logically. This
form of intervention should be used only in
those instances in which the judgment of the
examiner leads to the conclusion that an inordi-
nately lengthy record will result if it is not em-
ployed. The tactic of interveming to prevent
very lengthy records has some hazards and it
can affect the integrity of some ratios in the sum-
mary of data, It is a trade-off that attempts (o
keep administration time within some reasonable
parameters and produce a protocol that is inter-
pretively manageable.

RECORDING THE RESPONSES

Each response must be recorded verbatim. This may
seem like a difficult feat for the Rorschach novice,
but it is not as arduous as it might appear. Most
Rorschachers use a relatively common scheme of
abbreviations in recording answers. These combine
the use of phonetics, the coding abbreviations for
tesponse content, and some logically derived ab-
breviations not untike those found in speed writing.
Some of the more common abbreviations are shown
in Table 4.1, There are two reasons that responses
must be recorded verbatim. First, the examiner
must be able to read them later to decide on the
coding (scoring) for the response. The codes or
scores are based on the presence of specific words
or phrases. Responses that are not recorded verba-
tim cannot be coded accurately. Second, the verba-
tim recording creates a permanent record of the
test so that others can also read the record and
know exactly what the person said. This is fmpor-
tant for purposes of consultation, but even more so
if the client is retested at another time to cross val-
idate the findings, or to review changes that may
have occurred as the result of treatment.

It is important that the examiner set wWhatever
pace that he or she is comfortable with in admin-
istering the test. Time should not be afforded
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Table 4.1 Ahbreviations Commonly Used in
Recording Responses.

Phonetically . Derived

Derived Logically Derived from Scores
b be abt  about H human
¢ see arnd  around A animal
g Bee at anything bl blood
o oh bec  because ¢g clothing
r are bt butterfly ¢l eloud
U you bk back ex explosion
y why «¢b could be fd food
dk don't know fi  fire
et everything ge geography
frt front Is landscape
j just na nature
ko kind of sc  science
lik like Xy X-ray
It tooks like
mayb maybe
rite  right
scfic  science fiction
5§ some sort
st something
W woman
wng wing
-8 -ing

undue weight when administering the test. It is far
nore important that the examiner set a pace that
will ensure that all of the data have been collected
properly in a form that is easily used. Some
clients tend to speak very rapidly, almost as if to
challenge the examiner. Although it is not desir-
able to interrupt a subject, it is necessary in some
instances to ask a person to repeat part of an an-
swer, or simply to request that he or she verbalize
more slowly, For instance, an examiner might say,
Wait! I'm having trouble keeping up with you. Go
a little slower please.

If it is necessary to ask a person to repeat part
of an answer, the examiner should use the last
few words that were recorded in forming the
question, such as, I'm sorry, I didn’t get all of that,
You said two people with hats and . .. ? This tac-
tic increases the likelihood that the same re-
sponse will be repeated by the individual, but be
sure to repeat the words of the client exactly as
they were said.

Laying Out the Record

One of the most important aspects of administer-
ing the test is the way in which the record is laid
out. The responses should be recorded in a man-
ner that makes them easy to use. In other words,
not only should each answer be recorded legibly
and verbatim, but they should be easy to review,
For instance, it is very important that the re-
sponse is aligned with the material given later in
the Inquiry concerning that answer. This is im-
portant for both scoring and interpretation. Typ-
ically, the Inquiry will consist of many more
words than the response. Thus, it is necessary to
leave considerable space between the responses
as they are given, so that space is available to
align the Inquiry material later. It is a good prac-
fice to record no more than two or three answers
on one page and always begin a new page for
each card,

Most examiners prefer to use a format for
recording responses in which the page is set hori-
zontally, not vertically. A small section to the left
is reserved for the card and response numbers.
The section next to that, which should not quite
extend to the middle of the page is for recording
the responses. The next section to the right is the
largest. It is used for the Inquiry. Some examiners
reserve a column at the right margin to enter the
scoring, but this is an option that is less appealing
because the coding may include several special
scores and require more space than is available in
a small area. Most examiners prefer to have the
entire right side of the page available for the In-
quiry material and usually enter scores beneath
the responses in the left section. An illustration
of a layout in which scores are entered beneath re-
sponses is shown in Figure 4.1.

As illustrated, responses should be numbered
in consecutive order through the entire test. Tt will
also be noted that carat marks (v > <), first sug-
gesied by Loosli-Usteri in 1929, are used to note
the position of the top of the blot when the card is
not being held in the upright position. It is also
good practice to enter the name or ID number of
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Card Response and Scores Inquiry

1 1. Ths 1l a bat to me, but I’'m not
sure, yeah I guess a bat, I thot
of a bird but I thk a bat is
better a bat

E: (Rpts Ss response)

S: Yeah, it has the wgs & the body & I guess thes cb the feelers, [
dk if bats have feelers, but I guess thy do, yeah it maks me thk of
abat w the wgs out, flyg

E: Show me where ur seeg it
S: Oh, all of it, ¢ thes r wgs (points) outstrechd lik flying along &

Wo FMa.FC' 0 AP 1.0

ths is the body in the catr, its all colord lik bats

E: Colord lik bats?
S: Yeah, thyr blk lik ths

{S wants to retuen card)

E: Ithk if u tak ur time & look some more u'll find s.t. else too

2. I guess the centr part cb a wm
stndg ther w her hands up

E: (Rpts Ss response)
S: Yeah, ¢ here (outlines), it's lik the shape of a wm to me, her dress

is kinda transparent, at lest it 1} tht to me

D + Ma.FVo H,Cg 4.0 GHR

E: Transparent?

§: Wetl, thes wb her legs & waist, its just curvy, lik a wm, u don’t ¢
her head too well, ¢ her hands r up here, lik she’s wavyg ors.t., u
kind of ¢ her body thru her dress, like it was transparent or mayb

{8: Can I turn it ovr?}
E; Sur, whtevr u lik
<>

3. No, its bettr ths way, it cb lik
a mask, smthg lik for
halloween

thers a light shining behind her

E: (Rpts Ss resp)
S: Yeah, lik an A mask, the white is for the eyes and mouth & thes
thgs stickg out 1 lik straps tht u tie arnd your head, it sortall a

cat rnask to me

WSo Fo (Ad) 3.5

E: Where rucg ths
S: hisall of it

Figure 4.1 Format for recording Rorschach responses.

the subject on each page that is used and on the
Location Sheet during the Inquiry.

Recording Questions and Comments

Any questions asked by the client should be
recorded, as should the response of the examiner.
Similarly, any comments made by the client, such
as “That’s an ugly one,” or “Look at all the col-
ors,” should alse be recorded. In most cases, they
will contribute little or nothing to the interpretive
yield but, in some instances, they may add useful
information.

THE INQUIRY

Unfortunately, the Inquiry has been one of the
most misunderstood and abused features of the
Rorschach. When done correctly, it completes the

richness of the test data. When done incorrectly,
it can muddle a protocol terribly and often gener-
ates data that may be of clinical interest but that
represents something other than true Rorschach
data. The overall purpose of the Inquiry is to en-
sure that the coding (scoring) of the response is as
accurate as possible. The code is designed to rep-
resent what the person perceived at the time when
the response was delivered. Thus, the immediate
objective of the Inquiry is for the examiner to see
what the client has seen or, at the very least, Lo
understand where in the blot the person sees
something, and what features of the blot cause it
to be seen that way.

The Inquiry is the phase of the test when the
client shares responses with the examiner. It is not
a new test and it is not a time when new informa-
tion is developed. It is simply a time when old in-
formation is reviewed and clarified. It is a delicate
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phase of the test that, if misunderstood by the
client or mishandled by the examiner, can lead to
many problems in coding responses and/or inter-
preting the test data, It was mentioned earlier that
the examiner should set his ar her own pace when
administering the test. That is even more impor-
tant during the Inquiry. Whereas the average time
for the Response Phase of the test is usnally less
than 20 minutes, the average time required for the
Inguiry is rarely less than 30 minutes.

The actual amount of time involved for the In-
quiry will depend largely on how cooperative
and/or articulate the client may be. If he or she
has been properly prepared for the Inquiry, it will
usually proceed quickly and easily. Conversely,
when the client is not adequately prepared for the
Inquiry, the questions and directions of the exam-
iner can easily provoke anxiety, irritation, and
defensiveness.

Introducing the Inquiry

The importance of introducing the Inquiry cor-
rectly cannot be overemphasized. It is critical that
the client understand why the Inguiry is being
conducted and what is expected. As noted earlier,
the goal is for the examiner to see what the person
h—e_gs reporied, as the person sees it, It follows that
if the examiner can see what the client reported,
the coding of the response is likely to be done
.easily and accurately., The standard explanation
to introduce the Inquiry is:

Now we are going to go back through the cards
again. It won’t take very long. I want to see the
things that you said you saw and make sure
that I see them like you do. We'll do them one
at a time. I'll read what you said and then I
want yout to show me where it is in the blot and
then tell me what there is there that makes it
look like that to you, so that I can see it too,
Just like you did. Is that clear?

At this point some people ask questions ranging
from, “Why do we have to do this?" (So that I can
see the things that you saw) and “What do you

want me to tell you?” (Just help me to see it. Show
me where you saw it and what makes it look like
that) to “Should I find other things too?” (No, I'm
only interested in the things you saw before). An-
swers should be direct and honest and always de-
signed to keep the purpose of the Inquiry in focus.

Once the person implies an understanding of
the task, the Inquiry can begin but not before
then. If a client seems unsure about or resistive to
the process, some sort of restatement concerning
the task or additional explanation concerning the
procedure is wise such as, Remember, I need to
see it as you do. I need to know where it is and
what about the blot makes it look like that.

The Inquiry Procedure

Once the examiner is satisfied that the person is
ready to begin, the first card is given to the client
with the comment, Okay, let's try the first one.
Subsequent cards are handed to the client one by
one, with the examiner saying, Here you said . . .
of Then you said . _ . and finishing with a verbatim
reading of what was given as the answer. If the
persen has truly understood the prefatory instruc-
tions, he or she will proceed to specify the area
that was involved and identify some of the main
features of the object that has been reported,

In some cases, a client who appeared to under-
stand the task may flounder at the onset. For ex-
ample, after hearing the verbatim response read,
the subject might say, “Yes, that’s right.” If this
happens, it becomes necessary to repeat the pur-
pose and procedure as in: Remember now why
we're doing this. I need to see it too, so you have to
help me. Show me where it is and tell me what
makes it look like that. Sometimes, especially
with younger clients, an individual may peint out
where the object has been seen with ro difficulty,
but then falter in attempting to articulate features
as in, “I don’t know why, it just looks like that to
me.” When this happens the examiner should be
supportive yet firm: I know it looks like that to
you but remember, I need to see it too, So help me.
Tell me about some of the things you see there that
make it look like . . ..
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In rare instances, it may be appropriate (o
practice a bit with a young child. If this is to be
done, ready access to a well-defined, easily iden-
tified object is essential (a toy fire truck, for ex-
ample). When placing the object before the child,
the question is asked, What is that? After the
child replies the examiner says, That's right, but
how do vou know it’s a fire truck? prompting the
child to articulate features that distinguish it such
as the ladders, wheels, coloring, and other fea-
tures. After the child has identified some fea-
tures, the examiner provides some reassurance
and returns to the task of the Inquiry, See, you did
that fine, now let’s do these.

Decisions to Question

Each response should be inquired by first reading,
verbatint, the person’s answer. Reasonably cooper-
ative people catch on to the task quickly and usu-
ally provide more than encugh information for the
scoring decision 1o be made. Under optimal condi-
tions, the examiner will not have to ask any ques-
tions during the entire Inguiry. On the other hand,
the optimal is not commonplace, and for most
records the examiner will have to inject questions
to clarify where or why something was seen.

The examiner must be thoroughly familiar with
the coding or scoring possibilities. That knowl-
edge forms the basis from which decisions to
question or not to question are made. The basics of
the response can be divided into three categories:
(1) Location (Where is it?)}, {2) Determinani(s)
{What makes it look like that?) and, (3) Content
(What is it?). If information concerning these
three features is given by the subject, the response
can be coded (scored) correctly.

The third category (Content) is usually the
casiest to define as the response itself almost al-
ways tells what the object is. Similarly, for most
responses, the first category {Location) is almost
always delineated by the subject. When the loca-
tion is specified, the examiner should note this on
the Location Sheet, either by using the symbol W
together with the response number, such as 3=W

if the whole blot has been used, or if only an area
of the blot has been used by carefully outlining
that area on the Location Sheet and entering the
number of the answer next to the outline. Some
experienced examiners often record the area used
in a parenthesis in the Inquiry verbiage, such as
(W3, (D4), (Dd21}, and so on, and this is a good
practice when possible. The overall objective in
recording location is for anyone to be able to re-
view the protacol and be able to identify the area
used for a response easily.

Whoever scores the protocol must know ex-
actly where the individual’s response appears.
Without this knowledge, it may not be possible to
judge the form qualicy of the response. If the re-
sponse might be difficult for others to identify
easily, or if it inclades unusual features, some of
the specific characteristics of the object should
also be noted on the Location Sheet.

If the person does not specify the location of
the answer or if the location is not clear, a ques-
tion is posed. It can range from, Where do you see
that? to I don't think I see it correctly, run your
finger around if, or in extreme instances, I'm not
sure where it is, put your finger on the ... (nose,
head, wing, wheel, etc.). This is dene on the blot
not the Location Sheet.

Most Inquiry problems focus on the second
basic categery (Determinants). Whereas the re-
sponse itself typically reveals the confent and
most people readily identify location, the issue of
why it looks like that can be another matter. Ob-
jects look as they do because of shape, color,
shading, or in some instances because of apparent
movement. It should be assumed that the client is
noi [ully aware of this, and this list of possibili-
ties is not provided by the examiner. Thus, the
verbal report of the person, free of direction or
sets, constitates the data from which the coding
or scoring decisions are generated.

Unfortunately, the reperts of some people are
vague or do not include features suggested by
clues contained in the response. The process
wonld be easy if the person could be asked di-
rectly about the determinant(s}, but several studies
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indicate that the number of answers based exclu-
sively on the form features will decrease, and the
number that include the
of color, movement, or shading will increase if
this direct method is employed (Gibby & Stotsky,
1953; Klingensmith, 1956; Baughman, [958,
1959; Zax & Stricker, 1960), Only one study sug-
gests that this will not be the case (Reisman,
1970). The Rapaport et al. (1946) approach to the
test included the Inguiry after each card. When
records taken by the Rapaport method were com-
pared with those delaying the Inquiry until re-
sponses to all 10 cards were given, a significant

of answers use

increase was found in the frequencies of move-
ment, color, and shading answers (Exner, 1974).

Basic Inquiry Questions

Any questions that are posed to the client must be
nondirective and free of cues that might provoke a
set, It is important that the person’s response to
the question be as accurate as possible but not
inclzde more than was seen originally, when the
response was given. There are several routine
questions or prompts that will suffice in the ma-
jority of inslances_, but in many cases the exam-
iner will have to formulate a question from the
verbal material the person has given carlier in the
response or the Inquiry. The basic prompt is:

I’m not sure I see it as you do, help me.

This serves as a reminder to the person about the
task at hand, Unfortunately, if it is nsed repeat-
edly it sounds boring and/or stupid. Thus, varia-
tions of it such as, You'll have to help me, I don’t
think I'm seeing it yet, are often in order.

In some instances, a question that focuses on
the determinant issue will be more appropriate: I'm
not sure what there is there that makes it look like
that, This is probably the best alternative to the re-
minder prompt because it asks directly for clarifi-
cation. When the client seems resistively vague, it
is appropriate to combine the basic prompt with the
more focused question as in: [ know it looks like

that to you, but remember I have to see it, too. So
help me to understand why it looks Iike that to you.

Questions Based on Key Words

Although basic prompts and questions usually witl
suffice for most answers in which the person has
not been precise, there is another class of answers
for which questioning is necessary even though the
client may have been cooperative. These are an-
swers in which key words were used in the re-
sponse, or have been included spontaneously early
into the Inquiry. Key words are those which imply
the possibility of a determinant that has not been
articulated by the individual, Some key words are
adjectives, such as, pretty, delicate, bumpy, ficrce,
gloomy, hurt, bright, and so on. Others may be
nouns or verbs, such as circus, party, happy, picaic,
blood, fur. The examiner must be alert for any
word(s) that implies the presence of a determinant,
and when one is detected, an appropriate question
should be posed. For instance:

RESPONSE

It ¢cb a very pretty flower

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts S’s response verbatim)
S: Yes, ths cb the stem & here 1 the petals

At this point, the client has provided the basic lo-
cation and has implied the use of contours in
forming the answer. However, a key word, pretty,
has occurred in the Response. It must be pursued
because it implies the possible use of color,

E: U mentioned it is pretty

If the person had not used the word pretty in the
response, the examiner would not have posed any
question in the Inguiry, even if the response were
given to a chromatically colored area of the blot.
Inguiry questions are posed only when there is a
reasonable implication that an wnarticulated de-
terminant exists. Consider another example:
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RESPONSE
1t 2 peopl doing sthg at nite

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts S's response)

S: Yes, ¢ here thyr, their heads & legs & thes r the
arms

The location and form features have been delin-
cated, and a movement determinant (doing some-
thing) has also been given. But two issues remain
in doubt. Is the movement active or passive, and
does the word night imply the use of the achro-
matic features of the blot. A single question can
be used to address both issues, such as, You said
doing something at night? However, if no comment
about the word night is forthcoming, a second
question will be required, You alse said it was
at night?

In some instances the key word does not occur
in the response, but does oceur spontaneously in
the Inquiry. The decision to pursue it should be
conservative. As a general rule, key words that
appear for the first thme in the Inquiry should be
pursued if they occur during the first verbaliza-
tion in the Inquiry or, if they occur spontaneocusly
in response to the first guestion asked by the ex-
aminer. There are some exceptions to this rule.
The eritical test in deciding to pursue a key word
is the extent to which the examiner is reasonably
convinced that the feature was present at the time
the response was given. Consider, for example,
the following answers to Card I, which contains
chromatic coloring (red):

RESPONSE
That 11 2 bears to me

INQUIRY
E: (Rpts S’s response)
8: Yeah, c here & here, like theyr fighting

The word fighting signifies an active movement
determinant, but it also raises an issue about

whether the red coloring might be involved. Be-
cause the word is offered spontaneously, it should
be questioned: You said like they are fighting? 1f
the client replies, *Yes, that red looks like blood,
like they are hurt,” the use of color is confirmed.
However, presume that the answer and Inquiry
unfolded in the following manner:

RESPONSE
That 11 2 bears to me

INQUIRY

L: (Rpts S’s resp)

8: Yeah, c here & here, like thyr do-g sthg
E: Doing sthg?

8: Yeah, maybe thyr fitg or sthg

In this instance, the active animal movement de-
terminant is confirmed, but the indecisiveness of
the person suggests that the issue should not be
pursued further. Had the person said, "Well it
looks like they are hurt so they’ve probably been
fighting,” a question concerning the word Aurt
would clearly be in order.

The puidelines about whether or not to pose a
question when a key word appears in the Inquiry
should be applied intetligently by the examiner. If
there is reason to believe that the person is simply
reporting something that he or she saw during the
Response Phase, it should be gquestioned. On the
other hand, if the examiner has been asking many
questions as the Inquiry proceeds, and believes
the client is simply reexamining the response in an
effort to assist the examiner in seeing the object
reported, no further questioning should ensue.
These decisions are never made easily, but conser-
vatism should always be the guideline.

Inappropriate Questions

There are some classes of guestion that should
pever be posed during the Inquiry. These are direct
or leading questions, or questions that are oriented
to elicit material that is not related directly to the
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coding issues. Direct questions such as, “Did the
color help?” or “Are they doing anything?” can
only serve to cloud the coding issues and create
unwanted sets about the procedure, The same is
true of leading questions such as, “Which side of
the skin is up?” or “Can you tell me anything else
about it?” These create the same sort of unwanted
sets, It is sometimes very tempting to ask a person
to elaborate on a response such as, “Are they males
or femates?” or “Why do you think he feels sad?”
These are questions that are completely foreign to
the coding issues, and although the answers might
appear to be clinically useful, they only serve to
contaminate the test.

The Examiner and the Inquiry

There is no doubt that the Inquiry is a compli-
cated procedure that requires the examiner to be
especially astute. The verbiage, which usually is
longer than in the Response Phase, must also be
recorded verbatim. The examiner must carefully
think through the material to decide if question-
ing is necessary, or what question to pose, and the
Location Sheet must be completed with care. In
some ways, the Inquiry is the Achilles’ heel of the
test because it can be botched badly when done by
the unskilled or casual examiner. There is no ab-
solute set of questions to be asked and the exam-
iner should avoid feeling compelled to ask about
the possible presence of every determinant,
Brevity should be the rule, and the questions must
be nondirective. Finally, the examiner must be
aware that the client is now operating under a new
set of guidelines that Levin (1953} has likened to
a second test.

Resistance in the Inquiry

In many instances, the Inquiry promotes a sense
of relief for the client because the task now be-
comes more well defined. When this occurs, it is
not uncommon for some, especially children, to
offer new responses during the Inquiry. Those ad-
ditional answers should be faithfully recorded,

because they may have some qualitative useful-
ness, but they are not coded or used directly in the
basic interpretation of the test. On the other hand,
the new guidelines of the Inquiry can provoke a
sense of threat in some people because of the per-
ceived need to justify their responses. In some
such cases, the person may accuse the examiner of
a recording error such as, “I didn’t say that. Yon
must have wrote it wrong.” In other instances, a
person may attempt to avoid a response by saying
either, “That’s not what I really saw,” or “It
doesnt’t look like that now,” or “I can’t find it
now.” The examiner who encounters this form of
resistance showld proceed tactfully but firmly. In
the case where the person denies the responses, the
examiner should counter with something such as:
No, I'm sure I wrote every word, here look at what I
wrote. Now let’s find it so you can show it to me. If
the client states that it does not look like that now,
or worse, reports that it cannot be found, the exam-
iner should be firmly reassuring, saying something
such as, Sometimes things look different when you
look again, but let’s try to see it like you did before,
Take your time, and let me tell you again what you
said. The following are some illustrations of how
resistance during the Inquiry might be handled:

RESPONSE PHASE
Maybe sk of animal

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts S's resp)

S: Tdk, mayb here (vaguely cutlines)
E:UmnotsurIcit

§: Just there

E: Wait, [ kno u ¢ it but help me ¢ it
St Ok, the head & legs here

(This is sufficient and no further questions are
required.)

A face
E: (Rpts S’sresp)

S: Tdon’t ¢ it now
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=i

: Take ur time, u saw it once I'm sur u can find
it again

w

Nope, its not there

: Keep trying don’t hurry

: It’s not there

: Do u remember what kind of face?
: Tdk, an A 1 guess

: Try a little longer

R

(If S continues to deny the response, the Inquiry
¢ffort concerning the response should be aban-
doned and a minus form quality score assigned
such as, Ddo F- Ad.}

Maybe an airplane

S: (Rpts §’s resp)

§: Yeahitcouldb

E: Show me where u ¢ it
8: Allofit

E: I'm not sur what makes it 1 an airplane

8: 1t just does

E: I kno it does to u but help me ¢ it too
S: Idkitjust does

E: Show me some parts of it

S: C the wgs lik a plane

(This is sufficient and no further questions are
required.)

A parachute

E: (Rpts S’s resp)

S: It doesn’t 1 tht now, it Il a tree

E: Ok, we'll talk about the tree in a minute, but
1st let’s try & c it as a parachute

§: But it's not lik that now

E: 1kno, but it did before, let’s try to ¢ it tht way
1st

8: Well I thot of ths big top here
E: Run ur finger around it 4 me
S: {Outlines)

{This should be sufficient to score, and at this
point the examiner should record and inguire
about the additional tree response.)

Although redundant, it seems important (0
reaffirm the importance of preparing the client
for the Inquiry. If this is accomplished skillfully,
the examiner will be free to use a greater latitude
in posing questions that otherwise might provoke
extreme fesistance to the process by the client.

Inquirying Comments

As noted earlier, all comments and questions
asked by the client during the test should be
recorded. Most of these will have nothing to do
with the Inquiry process. However, a person may
say something that seems to be a comment but
might be a response. For instance, if a figure has
chromatic coloring, a client might say, “Oh, blue
and pink,” which, if a response, would be coded
for color naming, but if it is a comment about the
blot, it would not be pursued in the Inquiry. Or a
client might say, “That’s an ugly looking thing,"”
raising the issue of whether this is 2 comment
concerning the blot or the identification of an
ugly looking object. In these instances, the exam-
iner should, at the appropriate point in the In-
quiry, read what the subject said verbatim and
ask, “Did you mean that as an answer?” Most sub-
jects will offer clarification quickly and the ex-
aminer should proceed accordingly.

THE LOCATION SHEET

Completion of the Location Sheet is also a very
important part of the Inquiry procedure. It is a
single page on which the blots are reproduced in
miniature. The recording is done by ouilining
the area designated by the client on the miniature,
using am ink or a fell-tip pen, and recording the
number of the response close to the outline. When
the whole figure has been used, the scoring sym-
bol W is recorded on the Location Sheet together
with the number of the response.
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The value of a carefully completed Location
Sheet cannot be overstated. Tt provides a perma-
nent record that will be used when the test is
coded, and is available later for others to use when
reviewing the test, The examiner should also take
the time to identify some features of the object re-
ported if they are not obvious to the casual ob-
server. The [ess common the response, the greater
the likelthood that these added notations will be
important during scoring or in a Iater review of the
protocol.

For instance, if the response involves a human
or an animal, some notation concerning the areas
where the nose, legs, or arms have been identified
can be helpful. Similarly, some responses inclede
several separate objects such as, “a man riding a
bicyele with a child running in front of him as
they are passing a pond.” Here, each of the four
features (man, bicycle, child, and pond) should be
noted on the Location Sheet.

TESTING OF LIMITS

There is a form of post-Inguiry questioning that
may be worth considering for some cases. This is
the Testing-of-Limits procedurs, recommended
originally by Klopfer and Kelley (1942). It was
designed to test out hypotheses that respenses (ob-
jects) may have heen classified but later rejected
in the response process. The procedure can be
taken to extremes and, as such, has ro useful pur-
pose. Nonetheless, there are instances, especially
with psychotic people, when a very low number of
Popular responses have been given, and the ques-
tion arises about whether the person did not clas-
sify, or simply failed to report the common object,
This is especizally important to differentiate the
person whose perceptual processes are impaired
versus those who discard the obvions in favor of
more idiosyncratic answers.

Testing-of-Limits proceeds with the examiner
selecting blots to which the most common Popu-
lar responses ordinarily occur (usually Cards III,
V, and VIII) but have not been given, and simply

asking the person if he or she might see that ob-
ject there, The directions are simple, “Sometimes
people see...here. Do you see anything that
looks like that?” These findings can be important
for treatment planning.

SUMMARY

The task of administering the Rorschach is not
simple, but it is not difficult to learn. The key to
the procedure is proficiency in coding. No one can
be competent in the tactics of administering the
Rorschach unless they can code responses easily
and accurately. Once the decision is made that the
data of the Rorschach will be relevant to the as-
sessment issues, the examiner becomes committed
to a complex procedure that relies heavily on cod-
ing expertise. But competent administration of the
Rorschach is not contingent only on that skill,
Good examiners also exercise good judgment
when administering the test, and deal with their
subjects in a tactful, sensitive, and honest manner.

REFERENCES

Baughiman, B. E. (1951). Rorschach scores as a func-
tion of examiner differences. Journal of Projective
Technigues, 15, 243-249,

Baughman, E. E. (1958). A new method of Rorschach
inquiry. Jowrnal of Projective Technigues, 22,
381-389.

Baughman, E. E. (1959). An experimental analysis of
the relationship between stimulus structure and be-
havior on the Rorschach. Journal of Projective Tech-
niques, 23, 134183,

Carp, A. L., & Shavzin, A. R. (1950). The susceptibil-
ity to falsification of the Rorschach diagnostic
technique. Jowrnal of Consulting Psychology, 3,
230--233.

Coffin, T. E. (1941). Some conditions of suggestion
and suggestibility: A study of certain attitudinal
and sitnational factors infiuencing the process of
suggestion, Psychological Monographs, 53(Whole
No. 241).

Cox, F. N, & Sarason, S. B, (1954). Test anxiety and
Rorschach performance. Journal of Abnormal and
Sacial Psychology, 49, 371-377.



66  Administration and Scoring the Rorschach

Exner, 1. E. (1974). The Rorschach: A Comprehensive
System. Volume 1. New York: Wiley.

Bxner, 1. E. {1978). The Rorschack: A comprehensive
system: Vol. 2. Current research and advanced in-
terpretation. New York: Wiley.

Exzer, J. E. (1980). But it’s only an inkblot. Journal of
Personality Assessment, 44, 562-577.

Exner, J. E. (1986). The Rorschach: A Comprehensive
System. Volume I: Basic foundations. New York:
Wiley.

Exner, J. E. {1988). Problems with brief Rorschach
protocols. Journal of Personality Assessment, 52,
640--647.

Exner, 1. E., & Hark, L. 1. (1979). Order effects for
WAIS and Rorschach scores. Rorschach Workshops
(Study No. 262, unpublished).

Exner, J. E., & Hark, L. 1. (1980). Freguency of
Rerschach responses after prolonged cognitive
testing, Rorschach Workshops (Study No. 271, nn-
publisked).

Exner, | B, Leura, A. V., & George, L. M. (1976). A
replication of the Masling study using four groups of
new examiners with two seating arrangements and
videe evaluation. Rorschach Workshops (Study No.
256, unpublished}.

Exner, J. E., & Weiner, L. B. (1982). The Rorschach: A
comprehensive system: Vol. 3. Assessment of chil-
dren and adolescents. New York: Wiley.

Fosberg, I. A. (1938). Rorschach reactions under var-
ied instructions. Rorschach Research Exchange, 3,
12-30.

French, A. P., & Gaines, R. N. (1997). Clinical experi-
ence with brief Rorschach protocols, 1I. American
Journal of Forensic Psychology, 15, 65-68.

Gage, N. L. (1953). Explorations in the understanding
of others. Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment, 13, 14-26.

Garb, H. N. (1984). The incremental validity of infor-
mation used in personality assessment. Clinical
Psychology Review, 4, 641-655.

Gibby, R. G., Miller, D. R., & Walker, E. L. (1953).
The examiner’s influence on the Rorschach
protocol. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 17,
425--428,

Gibby, R, G., & Stotsky, B. A. (1953). The relation of
Rorschach free association to inquiry. Jewrnal of
Consulting Psychology, 17, 359-363.

Giedt, F. H. (1955). Comparison of visual, content,
and awditory cues in interviewing. Journal of Con-
sulting Psychology, 18, 407-416.

Goodman, N. L. (1979). Examiner influence on the
Rorschach: The effect of sex, sex pairing and warmth
on the testing atimosphere. Doctoral dissertation,
Long Island University, NY.

Grisso, J. T., & Meadow, A. {(1967). Test interference
in a Rorschach-WAIS administration sequence.
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 31, 382--386.

Haller, N.,, & Ezner, I. E. (1985). The reliability of
Rorschach variables for inpatients presenting
symptoms of depression and/or helplessness. Jour-
nal of Personality Assessment, 49, 516-521.

Harrower, M. (1965). Differential disgnosis. In B.
Wolman (Ed.}), Handbook of clinical psychology.
New York: McGraw-Hill,

Holt, R. R. (1958). Clinical and statistical prediction:
A reformuiation and some new data. Journal of Ab-
normal and Secial Psychology, 56, 1-12.

Holt, R. R. (1970), Yet another look at clinical and
statistical prediction: Or, is clinical psychology
worthwhile? American Psychologist, 25, 337-349.

Kelly, E. L., & Fiske, D. W. (1950). The prediction of
success in the VLA, training program in clinical
psychology. American Psychologist, 4, 395-406.

Klingensmith, S. W, {1956). A study of the effects of .

different methods of structuring the Rorschach in-
quiry on determinant scores. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Pittsburgh, PA.

Kiopfer, B., & Kelley D. M. (1942). The Rorschach
technique. Yonkers-on-Hudson, NY: World Books.

Kostlan, A. A. (1954). A method for the empirical
study of psychodiagnosis. Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 18, 83-88.

Levin, M. M. (1953). The two tests in the Rorschach.
Journal of Prajective Techniques, 17, 471--473,

Eoosli-Usteri, M. (1929). Le test de Rorschach ap-
plique a differents groupes d’enfants de 1013 ans.
Archives de Psychologie, 21, 51-106.

Lord, E. (1950}. Experimentally induced variations in
Rorschach performance, Psychological Mono-
graphs, 60{Whole No. 316).

Luborsky, L., & Holt, R. R, (1957). Tie selection of
candidates for psychoanalytic training. Journal of
Clinical and Experimental Psychopathology, 18,
166-176.

MacKinnon, D. W. (1951). The effects of increased
observation upon the accuracy of prediction [Ab-
stract}. American Psychologist, 6, 311.

Masling, J. (1965). Differential indoctrination of ex-
aminers and Rorschach responses. Journal of Con-
sulting Psychology, 29, 198-201.




Rorschach Administration: Decisions and Procedures 67

Peterson, L. C. (1957). The effects of instruction vari-
ation on Rorschach responses. Unpublished Mas-
ter’s thesis, Ohio State University, Columbus,

Phares, E. L, Stewart, L, M., & Foster, J. M. {1960),
Iastruction variation and Rorschach performance.
Journal of Projective Techniques, 21, 28-31.

Piotrowski, Z. A. (1958). The psychodiagnostic test
battery: Clinical application. In D. Brower, & L. E.
Abt (Eds.), Progress in clinical psychology (Vol. 3).
New York: Grune & Stratton.

Rapaport, D, Gill, M., & Schafer, R. (1946). Diagnos-
tic psychological testing (Vol 2), Chicago: Yearbook
Publishers.

Reisman, J. M. (1970). The effect of a direct inquiry
on Rorschach scores. Journal of Projective Tech-
nigques and Personality Assessment, 34, 388-390.

Sarbin, T. R. (1943). A contribution to the study of ac-
tuarial and individual methods of prediction. Amer-
ican Journal of Sociology, 48, 593-602.

Schachtel, E. G. (1943). Subjective definitions of the
Rorschach test situation and their effect on test
performance. Psychiatry, 8, 419-448.

Schafer, R. (1954). Psychoanalytic interpretation in
Rorschach testing. New York: Grune & Stratton,

Stern, G. G., Stein, M. 1, & Blcom, B. 8. (1956).
Methods in personality assessment. Glencoe, IL:
Free Press.

Strauss, M. E. (1968). Examiner expectancy: Effects
on Rarschach experience balance. Journal of Con-
sulting Psychology, 32, 125-129.

Strauss, M. E., & Marwit, S. J. (1970). Expectancy ef-
fects in Rorschach testing. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 34, 448.

Van de Castle, R. L. (1964). Effect of test order on
Rorschach human content. Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 28, 286288,

Vernon, P, E. (1950). The validation of civil service
selection board procedures. Occuparional Psychol-
ogy, 24, 15-95.

Williams, M. H. (1954). The influence of variations in
instructions on Rerschach reaction time. Disserta-
tion Abstracts, 14, 2131.

Zax, M., & Stricker, G. (1960). The effect of z struc-
tured inguiry on Rorschach scores. Journal of Con-
sulting Psychology, 24, 328-332.




CHAPTER 5

Scoring: The Rorschach Language

The full value of the Rorschach is realized only
from the complete sum of its parts. A neglect of
any available Rorschach data, whether quantitative
or qualitative, is an abuse of the test and a disser-
vice to the client. This principle has been empha-
sized by all of the Rorschach Systematizers, Beck
{1945, 1967), Klopfer (1942, 1954), and Rapaport-
Schafer (1946, 1954) each stressed the importance
of using the total configuration of the record.
Hertz (1952, 1963) accented the same principle
in her “interactionist approach” and Piotrowski
{1957) elaborated on this in his “principle of inter-
dependent components.” In essence, the concept of
total Rorschach acknowledges that few if any sin-
gle test variables will have a consistently high cor-
relation with any internal or external behavior.
Instead, this concept is predicated on the notion
that an understanding of any feature of an individ-
ual can be useful only when it is judged in the con-
text of other features. It is the knowledge of how
the characteristics of a person merge in a series of
complex interrelationships that breeds a reason-
able understanding of that person.

Much rich information concerning the charac-
teristics of & person, and the interrelationship of
those characteristics, is derived from the scoring
summary of the Rorschach. These are the data
that provide the nucleus of interpretation. The
issue of scoring and the symbols to be used have
been topics of much discussion in the literature. In
fact, it was the scoring issue that formed the orig-
inal seeds of divergence among the various sys-
tematizers, and ultimately led them in different
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directions in extending Rorschach’s work (Exner,
1969). Tt was alsc on this issue that the major crit-
icisms of the Rorschach unfolded during the
1950s and 1960s. Much of the research published
during that period focused on single variables
rather than constellations or configurations of
variables. The resuit was a sizable body of litera-
ture concerning the test that reported negative or
equivocal findings, provoking some, such as
Zubin, Eron, and Schumer (1965}, to argue that
the test should not be considered in the “measure-
ment” framework at all.

As noted in Chapter 3, critics such as Zubin
have, to some extent, been correct in the assump-
tion that all Rorschach “scores” do not have some
of the usual psychometric characteristics that are
commen in most psychological tests. For instance,
many scores are not normally distributed, making
the application of parametric statistics, at best,
difficult, Others are valid, but not temporally con-
sistent, and some have levels of temporal consis-
tency or reliability that account for less than half
of the variance. Moreover, atl protocols are not of
the same length. Even when the total number of
responses is the same for two records, it is highty
unlikely that the distribution of codes or scores to
each of the 10 cards will be the same. This is both
an asset and a liability for the test. It is a liability
because it restricts the full usefulness of norma-
tive comparisons and makes for greater difficulty
in establishing useful normative data (Cronbach,
1949), Holtzman pointed out, “Providing a subject
with only 10 inkblots and permitting him to give




as many or as few responses as he wishes charac-
teristically results in a set of unreliable scores
with sharply skewed distributions.”! The Cron-
bach-Holtzman criticism concerning the variabil-
ity of the number of responses cannot be denied,
but they erred in suggesting that this makes the
test psychometrically unapproachable. It is quite
true that this composite of measurement problems
constitutes a difficult challenge for the statisti-
cian, and a virtual nightmare for the psychometric
purist, but none have been unresolvable in the con-
text of contemporary statistical methods, plus the
use of reasonably large samples of data.

As noted in Chapter 3, much of the criticism
of the test was fomented by a lack of understand-
ing about the nature of the test. But some of the
misundesstanding was also generated by a mis-
use or overgeneralization of the term score. The
procedure of translating Rorschach responses
into Rorschach symbols traditionally has been
called scoring. Unfortunately, the use of the
word score carries with it, in the realm of psy-
chology, some concepts of measurement that are
not always useful or appropriate to Rorschach
scoring. Once a protocol has been collected from
a subject, each response is coded. The coding is
called scoring, but most of the coding assigned
does not involve numbers. They are not ordinal
scores as used in an intelligence or achievement
test. In effect, the coding procedure reduces the
response into a logical and systematic format, a
special Rorschach language. It is like a system of
shorthand used to record various components that
exist in a response. It is only in very rare instances
that the score or code for any single response be-
comes interpretively important. For instance, a re-
sponse scored Do Fo A simply indicates that the

'In fact, Holtzman devised an inkblot test consisting of 45
blots in which subjects are permitted to give only one re-
sponsé per blot. By controlling for the number of responses,
statistical manipulations are accomplished more easily and
the use of a psychogram is appropriate. Although consider-
able normative and reliability data have been reperted for
the Holtzman Inkblot Method, data concerning validity are
somewhat more limited.
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person responded to a common detail area of the
biot, and gave a frequently reported animal re-
sponse using the contours of the blot to delincate
the animal,

The Rorschach scores that are crucial to inter-
pretation are the frequency scores for each of
the codes and the numerous percentages, ratios,
and other metricatly useful derivations that are
calenlated from them. Collectively, they repre-
sent the Structural Swmmary of the record. Al-
though some substance of the response is lost in
the coding {scoring) translation from words to
symbols, the data derived from those codes allow
an evaluation of many psychological features of
the person that otherwise would not be possible.
The procedure of scoring or coding each response
is critically important, because each contributes
to the Structural Summary of the protocol.

The codes selected for use in the Comprehen-
sive System represent a combination of those
derived from other systems for which empirical
support has been established, plus some new cod-
ings that have evolved as the system has matured.
Most of Rorschach’s original symbols are in-
chided. He recognized the importance of coding
responses and devised a format for doing so that
consisted of five categories: (1) Location (to
which feature(s) of the blot did the subject re-
spond?), (2) Determinant {What features of the
blot coniribute to the formulation of the answer?),
(3) Form Quality (Is the object described appro-
priate for the blot contours used?), (4} Content
{What is the class of content to which the response
belongs?), and (5) Popular (Does the response
occur with a high frequency in the general popula-
tion?). Bach of the systematizers retained this
basic format ir their own systems and it has proved
useful.

Beck (1937) and Hertz (1940) added a sixth
category for Organizational Activity, to account
for responses involving the meaningful integration
of blot features. Rapaport ct al. (1946) also added
a category of Special Scores designed to note
strange verbiage and pathognomic features in re-
sponses. The work of Friedman (1952) has led to
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the development of an eighth category related to
the location selection, which concerns the Devel-
opmental Quality of that selection. Although the
number of specific codes or scores within each
category has increased or decreased as the resuit
of research findings, each of these eight cate-
gories remains useful to the ultimate richness of
interpretation that is derived from the structural
data. Some responses are coded for as few as five
of these categories, whereas others will be marked
by coding from six, seven, or all eight.

There is only one symbol (P) if the response is
Popular, used for each of 13 high-frequency an-
swers. Each of the remaining seven categories have
multiple symbols. There are three symbols for the
Location, W (whole blot}, I {(commeon detail area),
and Dd (unusual detail area}, and the symbol S is
added to any of the three if white space is also in-
volved. One of four Developmental Quality (DQ)
symbols is added to the Location coding. Many
more options exist when coding the Determinants,
Symbols are used to denote the use of form, chro-
matic color, achiromatic color, each of three kinds
of shading, and each of three kinds of movement.
One of four symbols is used to signify the appro-
priateness of the form use {FQ). The symbols for
coding the content of the responses are logical ab-
breviations, such as A for human, A for animal, B
for botany, and so on. When responses involve in-
tegrating or organizing the blot or blot areas in a
complex manrer, a aumerical score for Organiza-
tional Activity {(Z Score) is also assigned fo that
answer. Two kinds of Special Scores are used.
They are also abbreviations. One kind notes the
presence of cognitive slippage in the response,
such as DV, which is the abbreviation for deviant
verbalization, The second set of Special Scores is
used to note unique characteristics of the response,
such as AG, which is employed for movement an-
swers in which the action is aggressive.

The constancy of the Rorschach language per-
mits interpreters to recognize the same charac-
teristics in a single record, and across records.
The composite frequencies for each code yicld a
base of data, and when those frequencies are

numerically translated into ratios and percent-
ages, the breadth of information concerning
personality features and/or psychopathology be-
comes very substantial.

The cardinal rule of coding (or scoring)
Rorschach responses is that the code {or score)
should represent the cognitive operation that oc-
curred at the time the person gave the answer,
This is a very difficult objective to achieve and
this is the main reason that the Tnquiry creates
some hazards to the overall process. Nonetheless,
the objective of coding only the process reflected
in the original response cannot be emphasized
enough, particularly to the Rorschach novice. The
coder-interpreter must resist the temptation to
consider the original response and the informa-
tion developed in the Inguiry as being continuous,
for this is an illogical assumption. Many events
transpire between the original response and the
Inquiry and, as noted earlier, the latter occurs
under a much different structure than the former.

Although the cardinal rule in coding is casy
to understand {although not always easy fo
apply), the second most important rule in coding
is that all of the components that appear in the
response should be included in the coding.
Rorschach endorsed this principle, although his
scheme for coding was much less elaborate than
developed by those following in his footsteps.?
Each of the Rorschach Sysiems developed after
his death made some provision for this, atthough
Klopfer later deviated from this principle.? Some

2Rorschach’s format for coding is much more brief thar
developed by other systematizers. In part, this is because
his premature death left much of his work incomplete.
However, possibly more important, the blots used in his
investigation contained very little shading. Most of the
shading components that exist in the figures now used
were either created, or exaggerated, by printing problems
that developed when his monograph was published. In the
subsequent development of the test, several newer codes
have been required to account for responses that include
the use of shading.

3In the carly 1940s, Klopfer, out of concern that determi-
nants were being scored too liberally, decided to adopt the
position that only one determinasnt should be given full
weight in the interpretation. Thus, instead of using the




illustrations of the coding process may be useful
before specifically addressing each of the eight
coding categories, Bach of these illustrations in-
volves a relatively common or Popular response
to Card 111,

RESPONSE

IH Ths 1l a person, mayb a man, I guess

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts §’s response)

S: Yes, right here (points to D9)

E: I'm not sure I'm seeing it lik u 1, help me.
S: Here is his head & body & legs

This is a simple response. The person has re-
ported only one figure, whereas most people re-
port two in this blot. Nonetheless, it is still a
cominon answer. The coding for this answer is:

Location Determinant
& PpQ & FQ Content Popufar
Do Fo H P

The coding of Do Fo H indicates that the person
used a common detail area of the blot, D, and iden-
tified it as a single or unitary object, 0. The Deter-
minant of F indicates that only the form of the blot
area was identified to justify the object. The Form
Quality code, o, indicates that the use of the form
was conventional, and the Content of the response,
H, signifies that it is a human. The code P indi-
cates that it is a frequeantly given response,

principle of blended determinants that had been suggested
by Rorschach, ke moved to a tactic of scoring only one de-
terminant as the “main”™ determinant, and a!! others in 2
response were called “additional™ and quantitatively as-
signed half weight. In a 1965 interview at Asilomar, Cali-
fornia, Klopfer expressed some regret about that decision.
However, he maintained that the Main-Additional di-
chotomy he created did, in fact, preclude the interpreter
from overemphasizing determinants that may not have ex-
isted in the response proper but which might have been
provoked by questicning in the Inquiry,
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A second response to Card I1I shows how the
coding will become more complex as the response
increases in complexity:

RESPONSE
111 Ths 1 2 wm stirring sthg in a pot

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts §’s response)

8: That’s right, thy r here (points to D), one on
each side, ¢ their breasts & thy hav hi heels on

E: U said there’s a pot?

S: (points to D7) Ths here 11 a pot & it il thyr
stirring sthg in it, I dkno wht

In this example, the client provides most of the in-
formation necessary for coding during the Re-
sponse Phase. Human figures are reported, and
described in movement. The onset of the Inquiry
confirms the location of the humans, and a sec-
ond content (shoes) is added. The examiner ap-
propriately questions about the location of the pot
with an awareness that the person may sponfa-
negusly add other features not previously re-
ported. If this occurred, they would be pursued
further in the Inquiry. The coding will be;

Location Determinant 7
&DQ & FQ Pair Contents Popular Score
D+ Mao (2) HHhCg P 3.0

This coding/scoring also shows that the person
used a common detail area of the blot (D) and,
in doing so, some form of synthesizing activity
occurred (+). In other words, he or she mentally
broke up the area into separate objects (two people
arid a pot) and then organized them in 2 meaning-
ful way. The Determinant (Ma) indicates that the
response was based on form features and involved
active human movement, The notation of a pair
{2) indicates that the person reported two similar
objects, using the symmetrical features of the blot
as the basis for this impression. The Contents of
the response are human (H) for the women, house-
hold (f1#) for the pot, and clothing (Cg) for the
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shoes. It is a Popular response and, because it is
complex, it is assigned an Organizational Activity
7. score of 3.0, which is the value used when the
objects organized are in adjacent detail areas on
this blot. Some responses will have multiple deter-
minants, and can have more than one Special
Score. The following is an example:

RESPONSE

I It's a cpl of skeletons in a battle, it looks really
vicious

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts 8’s response)

§: Yeah wow, ¢ here thy r {points to DJ) c the
heads & legs, thy don’t look real, more lik a
skeleton

E: More lik a skeleton?

St Thyr kinda narrow & stiff lookg, the head is
just round, it all looks boney, thy both do

E: U said thyr in a battle, really vicious

S: Yeah, lik thyr fiting w eo & thy got bld all
over ths wall in back, the red splotches r lik
bld on the wail behnd thm

This response is a good illustration of how infor-
mation developed spontaneously in the Inquiry
can contribute to the coding of the response, It is
not until after the examiner has asked for clarifi-
cation (in a battle, really vicious), that the per-
son reveals the presence of two determinants,
color (red bloed), and dimensionality (behind
them), that were not obvious in the basic re-
sponse. They have been given without provoca-
tion and will be included in the Determinant
coding for the response. When muttiple determi-
nants occur in a response, each is separated from
the next by a dot () that notes a determinant
Blend. The complete coding for this response is
shown below.

The entire blot was used (W), plus the white
background (§). There is synthesis of the reported
objects. Therefore, a DQ code of + is added to the
jocation scoring. There are three determinants in
the response, aclive human-like movement (Ma),
chromatic color without any specific form (C), and
dimensionality (FD). Thus, the blend of Ma.C.FD,
Although the response is strange, the use of the
form features is appropriate, and the FQ code of 0
{ardinary) has been added to the Determinant cod-
ing. There are two similar objects reported, using
the blot symmetry as the basis, requiring that a
pair (2) be coded. The Content codes are (H), to
denote human-like figures, and BI for blood. There
is organizing activity, and a Z Score of 5.5 has
been entered. Finally, two Special Scores are as-
signed, The first identifies the implausible rela-
tionship of the skeletons in activity. Skeletons do
not fight, except in cartoons and there is no impli-
cation that this is a cartoon. Also skeletons do not
bleed. When highly implausible relationships are
reported, they are called Fabulized Combinations,
and scored as FABCOM. The second Special Score
is used to note the characteristic of the movement.
1t is clearly aggressive, and the score AG is in-
cluded in the coding.

In most instances, the coding for a single re-
sponse will have Lttle or no interpretive signifi-
cance, regardless of whether it is simple, as in
the first illustration, or complex ‘as in the last ex-
ample. As noted earler, the codes are converted
into frequency data, and numerous ratics and
proportions are gemerated from those data. The
frequencies are derived by listing each of the
codes or scores separately in consecutive se-
quence. This is called the Sequence of Scores. A
printout of a scoring sequence for a protocol is
shown in Table 5.1 on page 72. The numbers that
have been entered after the Location codes iden-
tify which area of the blot has been used for the
Tesponse.

Location  Determinant Y Special
& DO & FQ Pair Contents  Popular  Score Scores
WS+ Ma.C.FDo (2} {H), Bl 5.5 FABCOM, AG



[

Table 5.1 Illustration of a Sequence of Scores.
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Card No. Loc., No. Determinani(s) (2) Content(s) Pop Z Special Scores
I i WSo I FC’o Art,(A) 3.5 AB
2 W+ 1 Fu 2 Art,(H) 4.0 GHR
1f 3 W+ i FMa.FC’.CFo 2 A,BL 4.5 AG,MOR,PHR
4 DS+ 5 ma.VFu S¢,Cl 45
I 5 D+ i Mao 2 H,I1d P 3.0 AG,GHR
[ Do 3 Fa Sc
v 7 W+ 1 Ma.FD.TFo H,Cg,Na P 4.0 MOR,PHR
\'% 8 Wo 1 FMa.FC'u A 1.0 AG,PHR
VI 9 Wo 1 FTo Ad P 2.5 MOR
10 D+ 4 mao Sc,Na 2.5
11 Dv 1 c’ An MOCR
vII 12 W+ 1 Mao 2 H,Ls P25 AG,GHR
VII 13 Wo 1 FC.FC'o Art 4.5 AB
14 DSoe 3 Fo An 4.0 PER
IX 15 W+ 1 FD.FC.FVu Art 5.5
X 16 Dv 1 CEmpo Na,Art
17 D+ 10 FCo 2 A 4.0 FAB
18 DSo Il FC'— Xy 6.0
19 B+ 6 Mao 2 H,Cg 4.0 COP,GHR

The Sequence of Scores makes it easy to tally
the frequency for each of the variables, and they
are entered in the upper section of the Structural
Summary. The ratios and percentages that form
the basis of the interpretive process are then
calculated and entered in the lower section of the
Structural Summary. A printout of the Structural
Summary, derived from the Sequence of Scores
shown in Table 5.1, is presented in Table 5.2 on
page 74.

When completed, the Structural Summary pro-
vides a wealth of information concerning some of
the psychological characteristics of the person.
It is vital that the coding be accurate. The codes
used have been selected and defined to minimize
ambiguity and maximize the research yield con-
cerning each variable. Numerous studies have been
conducted to ensure adequate interscorer reliabil-
ity for each variable, using a minimum standard of
85% correct agreement among coders. Two such
studies were completed for the 3rd Edition of this
work, one involving 20 coders and 25 nonpatient
records, and the second involving 15 coders and 20

psychiatric records. The results of these studies
are included in the various sections of the next
several chapters, in which the codings that consti-
tute the Rorschach language are described in detail
for each of the eight basic calegories.

REFERENCES

Beck, 8. J. (1937). Iatroduction to the Rorschach
method: A manual of personality study. American
Orthopsychiatric Association Monograph No. 1.

Beck, S. L (1945). Rorschach’s test. I1: A variety of
personality pictures. New York: Grune & Stratton.

Beck, S. 1., & Molish, H. B. (1967). Rorschach’s test.
II: A variety of personality pictures {2nd ed.). New
York: Grune & Stratton.

Cronbach, L. 1. (1949). Statistical methods applied to
Rorschach scores: A review. Psychological Bulletin,
46, 393-429,

Bxner, L. E. (1969). The Rorschack systems. New York:
Grune & Stratton.

Friedman, H. (1952). Perceptual regression in schizo-
phrenia: An hypothesis suggested by the use of the
Rorschach test. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 81,
63-98.



74

Administration and Scering the Rorschach

Table 5.2 Illustration of a Structural Summary.

Structural Summary

Location Determinants
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CHAPTER 6

Location and Developmental Quality:

Coding and Criteria

The first, and least complex, of the coding deci-
sions concerns the location of the response, that is,
to which part of the blot did the response occur?
The open-endedness of the test permits either of
two approaches in formulating answers. The per-
son may decide to use the entire blot or may select
only a portion of it. When the former occurs, itis a
whole response and the coding is straightforward,
using the symbol W. All other answers are Detail
responses, and the symbol used in coding the loca-
tion will depend on whether the area selected is
one that is commonly used. If so, the symbol D
will be used to note this. Conversely, if the area se-
lected is not among those used frequently, the
symbol Dd is assigned. Whenever the person in-
cludes use of the white space {ground), the symbol
S is added to the location code.

The symbols and criteria used in the Compre-
hensive Systern for coding location are essentially
those described in the Beck methodology, which
follows from Rorschach's suggestion. The discrimi-
nation between D and Dd is based on empirical
findings, thereby avoiding some of the arbitrary or
overinclusive features that exist in some of the
other approaches to coding location. In some in-
stances the information necessary for deciding on
the location code will be given in the response, such
as, “Well the whole thing looks like ..., or “If 1
use only this upper part it could be....” When
this occurs, only a brief verification concerning
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location area is required in the Inquiry. However, in
many responses, the person does not specify the
area of the blot being used for the respense, and this
matter becomes an important target during the In-
quiry, Ocdinarily, it is easily derived, especially
when the client has been prepared properly for the
Inquiry, which will include mention of this abjec-
tive. Nonetheless, some people remain vague about
location and when that occurs, the examiner must
persist by using instructions such as, Run your fin-
ger around it carefully, or Peint to some of the fea-
tures so that I can see it, too. The four symbols used
in coding location and the criterion for each are
shown in Table 6.1,

THE W RESPONSE (WHOLES)

The criterion for coding or scoring W constitutes
an either-or issue. Either the person uses the en-
tire blot, or less than the entire blot, Only the for-
mer is coded W, It is quite imporiant that the
examiner verify that the entire blot has been used
in a response. Occasionally, a person will report a
response that is like those commonly given to the
whole but, in fact, has not used the entire blot in
forming the answer. For example, the response,
“hat,” is the most frequently given answer to both
Cards 1 and V. About 97% of persons who give
either of those responses use the entire blot, buta
small minority exclude some portions of the blot
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Table 6.1 Symbels Used for Coding the Location of Responses.

Symbol Prefinition Criterion

W Whole response Where the entire blot is used in the response. All portions
must be used.

D Common detail response A frequently identified area of the blot.

bd Unusual detail response An infrequently identified area of the blot.

8 Space response A white space area is used in the response (scored only with

another location symbol, as in WS, DS, or DAS).

in order to be more precise about the answer,
Those kinds of responses are not coded as Weven
though only a few small segments are omitted.!

Under the rowtine conditions of administration,
there should be no reason for misidentification of
whole answers. In two interscorer reliability stud-
ies, one involving 20 scorers and 25 records and
the second involving 1S scorers across 20 records,
the percentage of agreement for coding W is 99%
in both, with the disagreements resulting from
SCOLET error.

THE D RESPONSE (COMMON DETAILS)

The criterion for coding D follows the suggestion
of Rorschach. He referred to these as “Normal”
details of the plates. He suggested that the differ-
entiation of these areas from other areas of the
blots should be based on the frequency with which
people respond to them, During the early develop-
ment of the Rorschach, several efforts were made
to codify the obvious detail areas with numerical
designations to provide easy identification of the
areas. These efforts were not always based on the
same format for decision making, nor did those

! Two of the systematizers, Klepfer and Hertz, added a sec-
ond type of W response, that of the cutoff whole, using the
symbol W for coding. The rationale was that Rorschach
sometimes coded a W for Card 1Tl even though the outside
red areas were omitted in the response. Klopfer later de-
fined the cutoff whole as any response using at least two-
thirds of the blot. Investigation of this code revealed fow
interscorer reliability, and no empirical basis for interpret-
ing it differently than Dd responses. Thus it was excluded
rom those variables integrated into the Comprehensive
System.

involved always agree on Rorschach's intent. The
result was several schemes for identifying the dif-
ferent blot areas. When the nucleus of the Com-
prehensive System was formulated in 1972, it was
decided to use the Beck method of coding detail
areas. That decision was based on three consider-
ations. First, Hertz (1970) had compared her for-
mat for designating details with that used by
Beck, Piotrowski, and Klopfer. She noted that she
and Beck agreed on 90 of 97 areas, which she had
designated as being appropriate for scoring D.
Second, the Beck scheme included the designation
of 25 other areas that Hertz does not consider.
Third, two surveys (Exner, 1974; Exner & Exner,
1972) revealed that most practitioners were al-
ready familiar with the Beck format.

in preparation for the second edition of this
volume, two random samples, each consisting of
1,500 records drawn from a larger protocol pool,
were used {o review the frequency of responses to
each of the 103 blot areas designated as D by the
Beck format. One sample included 750 nonpatient
adults and children and 750 nonschizophrenic
adulf and children outpatients. The second con-
sisted of 750 psychiatric inpatients, including 150
schizophrenics, and 750 nonpatient adults and
children, The distribution of the responses by the
various groups, including schizophrenics, is not
significantly different from those given by any of
the other groups. The purpose of the review was
to provide some cross validation for the Beck for-
mat of distinguishing common (D) from uncom-
mon (Dd) detail areas. Thus, a cutoff criterion of
5% was established by which an area would con-
tinue to be designated as D if at least 5% of the
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subjects gave at least one response 1o the area.
The results indicated that 26 of the 103 areas des-
ignated by Beck as D fall short of the 5% crite-
rion. This is not too surprising, because Beck
apparently tended to number D areas in terms of
the frequencies that he observed in his relatively
small samples. In other words, he assigned the
designation DI to the area most frequently used,
D? to the next most frequently used, and so on.
Most of the D areas, specified by Beck, that did
not meet criterion involve higher numbers, such
as D7, D8, and s0 on.

In addition to the discovery that 26 areas pre-
viously specified as D shonld be reclassified as
Did, it was also found that there are five areas, one
each on Cards IV, VI, VII, VIII, and [X, that had
not been numbered by Beck, to which more than
5% of subjects respond. These have been added to
the listing of D areas. Thus, the current format
for the Comprehensive System includes 82 areas
that are designated as D. Some are used much
more frequently than others. This is because they
are more discrete or semidiscrete stimuli in the
field or, more often, because they have contours
or other characteristies similar to known or imag-
ined objects that are easily identifiable as possi-
ble responses. For instance, about 95% of all
persons taking the test report the D1 area of Card
VIII as a separate object, usually an animal. It is
both discrete and has contours that are readily
identified as an animal form. There are some
areas in every card that are used more frequently
in forming answers by persons taking the test.

Many D areas encompass large segments of the
blot, but this is not always the case. Several involve
only small portions of the total figure. The num-
bering of the D areas is shown by card in the fig-
ures that are included in Table A of the Appendix.

THE Dd RESFONSE {UNUSUAL DETAILS)

Any response that is not a W or a D is coded as
Dd. These are areas of the blots that are used in-
frequently. A criterion of less than 5% of use, by

subjects, has been established to define Dd
areas. It could be argued that a cutoff of 5% is
too low. Although that is possible, it is important
to note that most D areas are selected by 20% or
less of the subjects taking the test. Actually, a
few D locations are selected by a high percent-
age of subjects (40% or more). A second, larger
grouping of D areas are selected for use by be-
tween 15% and 20% of subjects. This second
grouping of D locations is selected significantly
more frequently than a third grouping of D
areas, which is used by between 5% and 10% of
persons taking the test. This finding could be
used as a basis to favor a differentiation of two
or three types of common details. Kiopfer at-
tempted this, but research conducted in relation
to the formation of the Comprehensive System
indicates that such a differentiation has no inter-
pretive usefulness.

None of the areas identified as Dd approach
the 5% selection frequency criterion. A few are
selected by as many as 3% of subjects, but most
have selection frequencies of 1% or 2%, and
many are selected by less than 1% of people tak-
ing the test, These are areas that attract little at-
tention for the majority of people taking the test,
or if they do attract attention, the potential re-
sponses generated from them are apparently dis-
carded most of the time. Beck (1937, 1944) found
it useful to provide numerical designations for
some Dd areas. His listing has been expanded by
adding those areas that he had specified as D but
which do rot meet the 5% criterion, plus some
other areas that have been identified in research
at the Rorschach Research Foundation.

The majority of Dd areas involve small seg-
ments of the figures, but size is not necessarily a
determining factor. Tn many instances, a person
may deliberately eliminate some small areas of
the whole blot, or of a common detail area, in an
effort to'be more precise, This creates a Dd area.
In fact, the majority of Dd selections are ot nu-
merically designated. This is because the fre-
quency of each is so low, any attempt to number
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them systematically would create an unmanage-
ably large listing.

THE § RESPONSE (WHITE
SPACE DETAILS)

The symbol 5 is included in the Location coding
whenever a white space area of the card is in-
cluded in the response. The use of white space
can oceur in either of two ways. The person may
integrate the white space with other blot areas, or
may elect to give a response that involves only a
white space area. Regardless of which form of
space use occurs, the S is never scored alone as a
location code. Instead, it is always used in con-
junction with one of the three primary location
codes, as in WS, DS, or DdS. The rationale for
using S only with another location code is to
maintain consistency in evaluating the three pri-
mary types of location selections.

LOCATION CODING FOR
MULTIPLE D AREAS

Some D areas are a combination of other D areas.
For example, the DI area on Card I11 is actually
the composite of the two D? areas plus D7, Simi-
tarly, the composite of DI and D3 on Card IX con-
stitutes the D12 area, Naturally, a response to an
area listed as D will be coded as D, However, there
are instances when people will combine D areas
when giving a response. In some of these answers,
the appropriate cading will be D, whereas in others
the coding of Dd is correct, The differentiation de-
pends on whether the combination involves only
one object. If so, the answer will be coded as Dd.
Conversely, if each of the combined D areas repre-
sent separate objects, the location code will still
be D even though more than one common detail
area is involved. These are synthesized responses
and will be roted as such by the coding for Devel-
opmental Quality.

For example, on Card 111 someone might report
a person (D9 working on some pottery (D7). In

this answer, the integrity of each D area is main-
tained by reporting separate objects, one for the
person and one for the pottery. On the other
hand, the same two areas might be integrated more
uniguely if the response were a person (D9) with a
geotesque hand (D7}, In this answer, the individual
reports the composite of the two D areas as a sin-
gle object (person). The combination of D9+ D7
is ot a D area. Thus, the coding of Dd is required.

Once a coder has become familiar with the D
areas, misidentifications of D, Pd, and S should
not occuranless the coder is negligent, In the two
interscorer reliability studies mentioned previ-
ously, the percent correct coder agreement for D
is 99%, for Dd is 99%, and for § is 98%. In each
instance when disagreement occurred, it was the
result of coder error.

DEVELOPMENTAL QUALITY (DQ)

The interpretive value of the data concerning loca-
tion selection is increased substantially by the ad-
dition of a second code to differentiate the qualiry
of specification and/or organization that marks
the response. All responses, regardless of whether
they involve W, D, Dd, or S areas, are not formu-
lated im the same manner. Rorschach recognized
these differences and discussed them as “Apper-
ceptive” (Erfassungstypen) approaches. He noted
that some people manifest a “keen imagination” in
forming responses, whereas others approach the
figure in a more simplistic or even concrete man-
ner. All of those involved in the development of the
test after Rorschach’s death have described these
differences, using such words as unorganized, sim-
ple, organized, combinatory, and superior.

For example, the unorganized response is one in
which the person uses the blot in a manner that
does not require the specification of features, Re-
sponses such as clouds, blood, paint, dirt, an is-
land, and so on are examples of this concrete and
somewhat nonchalant use of the stimulus field. The
field is identified in a way that circumvents the ne-
cessity to organize specific stimulus features in
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meaningful relationships. Clouds, islands, skins,
and so on, can take any of a broad variety of ex-
ternal shapes and there are no specific form de-
mands concerning the internal characteristics of
the object. At a higher, but still economical, level
the blot or blot area is defired as a single object
that has specific features such as, a bat, a person,
a tree, the skin of a leopard, the island of Barba-
dos, and so on. In forming these types of answexs,
there is the necessity of organizing some of the
stimulus features in a meaningful way, Combina-
tory or superior responses require a higher level
of cognitive action, such as “two people picking
up a large boulder,” of “a woman running after a
child up a small hill,” or “a submarine gliding
through the water with its shadow being cast in
the moonlight,” The location eodes do not provide
information concerning the organization of fea-
tures that is required in forming the response.
Consequently, a second code is necessary 1o iden-
tify this characteristic.

Meili-Dworetzki (1939, 1956) was among the
first to recognize the potential in the Rorschach
for differentiating levels of mental complexity
and flexibility. She studied levels of location se-
lection in children of various ages, basing her in-
vestigations on the assumptions of Rorschach
(1921), Piaget (1924), and Beck (1933). She
found a general “enrichment™ in location selec-
tion and integration with increasing age levels,
and suggested the possibility of studying cogni-
tive development through a differentiation of
various location responses. Rapaport, Gill, and
Schafer (1946) perceived the same potential and
suggested an experimental approach to differen-
tiate types of W responses, Priedman (1952,
1953) developed the most elaborate method for
differentiating location specification. His work
is based on Werner’s (1948, 1957) theory of cog-
nitive development. It is similar to, but more in-
clusive than the Rapaport approach, being
applicable to both whole and detail responses.
The Friedman approach employs six categories
for evaluating location specification, three of
which are considered ‘“‘developmentally high”

codes or scores, and three reflecting “develop-
mentally low” scores. Research on the Friedman
method appears to establish that the technique
can be useful for the study of developmental lev-
els of cognitive functioning.?

Atternpts to integrate the Friedman approach
for coding DQ directly into the Comprehensive
Systemn encountered three problems. Two of the
categories tend to overlap for criteria, creating
considerable difficulty in establishing adequate
levels of interscorer agreement, Two other cate-
gories are based on a questionable assumption
that five of the blots are markedly different than
the remaining five in terms of stimulus unity.
Possibly most important, one of the “developmen-
tally low™ categories is directly correlated with
the inaccurate use of the blot contours, that is, the
form quality (FQ) of the response, Whereas the
DQ codes are related to levels of cognitive func-
tioning, the coding for FQ relates to perceptual
accuracy. Although there is some correlation be-
tween the two, it is far less than is implied by the
direct relation used in the Friedman criteria for
ceding DQ.

When the Comprehensive System was first pub-
lished (Exner, 1974), no solution to the overlap
problem between DQ and FQ was readily apparent;
however, the other two issues were resolved by re-
ducing the number of categories from six to four.
The four categories were represented by the sym-
bols + (synthesis), ¢ {ordinary), v (vague), and —
(arbitrary). The arbitrary code () is the one di-
rectly related to FQ, and research ensaed during
the next several years to resolve the interpretive
problem created by that spurious relationship. The
issue was ultimately resolved by reviewing findings
concerning levels of cognitive activity that had
been differentiated in a series of problem-solving
studies, plus data that had been collected using the

2 Although the Friedman methed dees distinguish differ-
ences in children, as idextified by chronclogical and men-
tal age, it probably deals more specifically with general
cognitive operations. Thus, the concept of development as
used traditionally in psychology in the study of chitdren is
not directly applicable.
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Halstead-Reitan -neuropsychological test battery.
Each data set was divided into quartiles and the
first and fourth quartiles compared with special at-
tention to responses that had been coded either v
or — for DQ, but which also included some synthe-
sis activity. Those types of answers were assigned
either of two experimental DQ scores, v/ or —f+
{Exner, 1983). As hypothesized, persons with a
higher frequency of synthesized responses (+, v/+,
or —/+) fall more often in the upper quartile. In
other words, they demonstrate higher levels of per-
formance in problem solving, concept formation,
and have better performances on the conceptual
tests in the Halstead-Reitan battery. Conversely,
persons with few synthesis responses and a higher
than average frequency of — and v responses, fall in
the lowest quartile of the distribution based on
these kinds of performance.

The second step in this analysis was to deter-
mine if the presence of the arbitrary code, —, con-
tributed significantly 1o the differentiation of the
first and fourth guartiles of the distzibution. The
results were essentiaily negative, The Friedman ar-
bitrary DQ coding occurred only slightly, but not
significantly more often among persons in the low-
est quartile. These findings led to the elimination

of the arbitrary code for DQ, and the addition of
another code to signify synthesis activity occur-
ring in responses that previcusly would have been
coded as v (vague). It is the code v/+, used to
identify answers in which some synthesizing ac-
tivity has occurred among chjects for which there
is no form demand. Thus, four DQ codes are vsed
in the Comprehensive System. The criterion for
each is presented in Table 6.2. In the two previ-
ously cited studies concerning interscorer relia-
bility, the percent eorrect agreement for the +
code is 95%, for v/+ is 94%, for o is 96%, and for
v is 95%. As with the coding for location selec-
tion, interscorer disagreements resulted from
SCOFer error.

Synthesis Responses

For each of the two types of synthesis (+ and v/+)
responses the criterion statement includes, “. ..
separate but related.” More than one object must
be involved and they must be reported in a mean-
ingful relationship to each other. For example,
twe birds sitting on a fence, would be coded + be-
cause there are three objects in the response and
all are interrelated, The two birds are sitting on

Table 6.2 Symbols and Criteria Used for Developmental Quatlity.

Two or more objects are described as separate but related. A? leass one

of the objects involved must have a specific form demand, or be
described in a manner that creates a specific form demand (e.g., a dog
walking among some bushes, a man with a funny hat on, an airplane
flying through some clouds, the head of a little girl, she has a hair

An area of the blot is identified as a single object which has features

that create a natural form demand or the description of the object is

Symbotl Definition Criterion
+ Synthesized response

ribbhon).
o Ordinary response
Vi Synthesized response
v Vague

such as to create a specific form demand (e.g., a fir tree, a cat, a totem
pole, a maple leaf, a bat, a flag, a man’s head),

Two or more objects are described as separate but related. None of the
objects involved have a specific form demand and the articulation does
not introduce a form demand for any of the objects (e.g., clouds coming
together, some sort of bay with the vegetation around the shore, a rock
and some dirt around it).

An object is reported which has no specific form demand, and the
articulation does not introduce a specific form demand for the object
(e.g., a cloud, the sky, the colors of sunset, some ice).
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the same fence. If the response had been, “two
birds,” alluding to the symmetry of the blot, the
DO code would be o (ordinary) as there is no
meaningful relationship between them.

A response such as twe clouds coming together,
would be scored v/+ as the words “coming together”
creates the required relationship, but neither object
(clowuds) includes a specific form requirement. Con-
versely, rwo clouds are building up, like expanding,
and coming together, would be coded + because the
person has injected a form requirement with the
words, “building up, like expanding.”

If the separate objects involve clothing on a
figure, the clothing must be specified in a way
that alters the natural contour of the figure, ot be a
discrete blot area itself for the synthesis coding of
-+ to be assigned. For example, people often report
one or two human figures on Card III. Occasion-
ally, the figure is described as wearing a tuxedo,
which is defined because the figure is dark in col-
oring. This is coded o rather than + because the
same blot area is being used for both the figure
and the clothing, and the clothing does not change
the natural contour of the figure. On the other
hand, if the figure (D9) were described as wearing
a jacket and the lapel (Dd27, which is part of D9)
is sticking out, or a person (D9) wearing mittens
{Dd31}, a+ would be appropriate. In the first ex-
ample the lapel has altered the natural contour of
the person. In the second two, discrete blot areas
have been used. Similarly, if the figure (D9) is de-
scribed as wearing shoes (Dd33, which is part of
D9}, the coding of -+ is appropriate.

The Issue of Form Demand

The criteria for the DQ codings of + and ¢ include
the requirement of specific form demand, This
means that the object being reported generally
has a consistent form, that is, when the noun iden-
tifying the object is used, some specific shapes
are implied. For example, the words man, bird,
butterfly, spider, lion, chair, ship, house, and so
on, each identify a class of objects that have some

specific form characteristics even though some
variations may exist within each class. Men may
be short or tall, thin or fat, and so on. Similarly,
chairs can come in a very wide variety of shapes,
vet they all have some common features or form
requirements.

Any object that does have a specific form re-
quirement must be coded as o (ordinary), or +
(synthesis) if it is in a meaningful relationship
with another object even if the second object does
not have a form demand.

Other words such as cloud, lake, island, fo-
liage, paint, abstract art, represent classes of ob-
jects that can take almost any of a wide variety of
shapes. The objects in each class do not have a
specific form requirement or demand. When ob-
jects that have no specific form demand are re-
ported, the DQ coding will be v (vague), or v/+
(synthesis) if it is meaningfully combined with an-
other object that also has no form demand. How-
ever, at times, a person will report an object that
has no specific form requirement, but in elaborat-
ing on the object the individual may inject a form
demand, For example, the response, “cloud” will
usually be coded v, however, a person might elab-
orate, “building up like a cumulus cloud.” This in-
jects a form demand, requiring the coding of o
rather than v. Similarly, a leaf or a bush, or blood
will usually be coded v, but some sort of form de-
mand can be injected into any of those. For exam-
ple, a leaf that has these three pointed parts o1, a
leaf, here's the stem and the pointed top, are both
answers in which a form demand has been in-
cleded by the person, and the DQ coding would be
0. Likewise, blood that is running down includes
form demand, as does a bush with all the branches
sticking up. Both would have a DQ coding of 0.

Examnples

The location component of each response will al-
ways include two symbols, one for the area used
and the second for the developmental quality.
Some examples of the varicus types of codings
are shown in Table 6.3.
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Table 6.3 Examples of Coding for Location and Developmental Quality.

Location and

Card Response DQ Coding
¥ Two witches dancing around a woman (W) W+
A piece of coral (D) Dv
Two ghosts (DdS30) climbing up a hill {(Dd24) DdS+
11 Two dogs rubbing noses (D6) D+
Some sort of colorful map (W) Wy
Icicles (Dd25) Ddo
31 Some pieces of a puzzle (W) Wy
A person seeing his reflection in a mirror (DI} D+
A catfish {D2) Do
v A man sitting on a tree sfump (W) W+
Some storm clouds coming together (W) ’ Wr+
A couple of boots, one on each side (D6) Do
v A bat (W) Wo
An x-ray of some insides (W) Wy
A map of the United States (W) Wo
Y1 A piece of torn fur (D1} Dy
A bearskin rug, thes r the leg parts {D1) Do
Some shrubs or somthg on a hill (D3) Dvi+
VII A necklace (W) Wo
An island in the occean (WS) Wsv/t
A bird (Dd25) gliding toward his nest (D6) Dd+
VI A brightly it chandelier (W) Wo
Some insides of a dissected animal (W) Wy
Some torn cloth hanging on a stick tht goes up betwn thm (D5) D+
IX A big explosion (V) Wy
An atomic explosion with the mushroom cloud (W) Wo
A dried-up bloodstain (Dd28) Ddy
X A lot of underwater creatures swimming around these rocks, like fish and eels (W) W+

A lot of things like you see in the water, like fishes {(D2) and crabs (DI} and thgs (W) Wo

A Buddha (Dd529) with a jewel in the navel (D3)

Dds+

SUMMARY

Accuracy in coding location is essential, Although
the criteria are reasonably straightforward, the
process may seem to be more simplistic than is
actually the case, and caution is always in order.
The overall impact of the location coding on the in-
terpretation of the protocol can be considerable.
Several interpretive hypotheses concerning cogni-
tive functioning, perceptual scanning, needs for
achievement, awareness of convention, and prone-
ness to economize are often based on the composite
of these data. If they are accurate, so too will be

the interpretive postulates but, if they are inaccu-
rate, the interpretive yield can suffer significantly.
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CHAPTER 7

Determinants: Coding and Criteria

The most important and most complex of the cod-
ing decisions concerns the response determi-
nant(s). These are the features of the blot that
have contributed to the formation of the response.
Usually, when people identify things in the
environment, they are influenced by multiple
stimulus efernents, such as shapes, colors, shad-
ing, apparent movement. This is also true with the
Rorschach figures that, in a microcosmic way,
contain several of these kinds of visual stimuli.

Although the Rorschach figures are nothing
more than a series of arbitrary forms, colors, and
shades, each does have many salient stimulus fea-
tures that are similar to, but not exactly the same
as, objects known or imagined by the person
taking the test. This similarity permits the indi-
vidual to classify the inkblot figures, or parts of
them, when confronted by the question, What
might this be? This process of classifying actually
creates more potential answers than are required.
Thus, some must be discarded.

Usually, after several possible answers are dis-
carded, there are still more than enough to meet
the demands of the task, and another decision pro-
cess oceurs. It is the selection of which answer(s)
to deliver from those stilt available. This final se-
lection is influenced very markedly by the habits,
or personality features, of the person, plus the
psychological state of the individual at the time of
taking the test. The needs, attitudes, sets, con-
flicts, response styles, and so on, all can become
influential in the final selection of the answers
that are delivered.

85

Unfortunately, there is no way to measure this
complex intrapsychic process accurately when it
occurs during the several seconds hetween the
presentation of the card and the delivery of the
first answer. However, the product of the process,
the response itself, usually will contain elements
that reflect some of the features that have been
involved in the process. When these elements are
coded correctly, the coding represents something
about the psychological operations or features
of the person. The coding for a single response
provides little, if any, useful information about
the characteristics of the person, but frequency
data for each of the codes can be used to generate
a broad array of information about the psychol-
ogy of an individual. The determinant coding is
especially important in contributing some of this
information.

Determinant coding would be a relatively easy
task if all responses could be discretely identified
as being based on only one stimulus feature but,
often, that is not the case. Usually, more than one
of the various stimuli is involved as in, g yellow
rose with a long stem (color and form), or, @ man
in the dark shadows (form and shading). In other
answers, form features may be used to create the
impression of movement as in @ person bowing, or
a bat flying, Sometimes, the symmetry of the blot
is used to create the impression of a reflection,
such as, a woman seeing herself in a mirror. In still
other instances, the form may be used simply for
purposes of identification as in, I looks like a bat
because of the shape of the wings and the body.
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The numerous ways in which the stimulus
features of the figures can be used to create re-
sponses have continuaily posed a challenge to
those seeking to devise a systematic coding for re-
sponses. Recommendations for determinant codes
have varied considerably from system to system
and, often have been focal points of Rorschach
controversy. Rorschach originally suggested five
codes for the identification of determinants, one
for form (F), one for human movement (M), and
three for chromatic color (FC, CF, and C), two of
which were used to indicate the relative im-
portance of form in the color answer (1920). It
was a relatively simple system that discounted the
importance of separate codings for responses in
which persons reported animal or inanimate
movement, perceived dimensionality, reflections,
or the use of the achromatic coloring as color. It
contained no codes for shading type responses be-
cause most of the blots with which Rorschach did
his work contained little or no shading. He became
intrigued with the exaggerated shading features
that were produced when the figures were printed,
and introduced a sixth scoring symbol (C) in his
last, posthumously published, paper (1923}, to be
used for “chiaroscuro” responses.

Rorschaclt’s six codes provided the base from
which others continued to study and refine the
test. Unfortunately, each Rorschach systematizer
preferred to use codes and criteria that, more
often than not, are different than those selected
by arother systematizer and, in some instances,
even different than those that Rorschach had sug-
gested, The end product was an astonishing lack
of agreemeni, Even where the same coding ap-
pears in two or more systems, the criterion for
that code probably differs. In fact, there is no sin-
gle determinant code for which all five American
systematizers agreed on the criterion, and there
are only a few determinant codes for which even
two of the systematizers agreed to the criterion
(Exner, 1969). For example, 16 different codes,
representing 12 different types of color response
were suggested, and an even greater number of
codes were recommended for shading responses.

The selection of the codes and criteria for de-
terminants in the Comprehensive System would
have been relatively wncomplicated if any one
system could be demonstrated as clearly superior
tG the others, but that is not the case. Some are
overly elaborate, including components for which
there is no empirical base, or containing “subscor-
ings” that tend to misrepresent summary data.
Others omit important components, or alter com-
ponent crileria in such a way as to be inconsistent
with coding definitions. Each of the codings for
determinants, from each system, were considered
and evaluated against research findings.

Consequently, 24 codes have been selected for
use in the Comprehensive System to identify de-
terminants. Five are the original codes that were
used by Rorschach. Most of the others, and the
criteria for them, have been selected from the var-
ious systems, mainly the Beck and Klopfer ap-
proaches. A few have been selected from research
findings that have evolved since 1970. Collec-
tively, the 24 codes represent seven broad cate-
gories, each of which characterizes the way in
which the stimulus field has been used. The seven
categorics are: (1) Form, (2) Movement, (3) Color
(chromatic), (4) Color (achromatic), (5) Shading,
(6) Dimensionality (form), and (7) Symmetry
Use. The 24 coding symbols, and the criteria for
them, are shown in Table 7.1.

THE FORM DETERMINANT (F)

Rorschach selected the symbol F as the appropri-
ate coding for answers in which form features
contribute to the identification of an object. This
code has been incorporated into all subsequent
systems, using essentially the same criterion. F/ is
coded for any response that includes Form as one
of the determinant features, and is coded sepa-
rately when no other determinant is involved.
There are many ways in which a person may
specify the use of form in his or her response.
Probably the least frequent is the use of the word
form. Instead, people often use the word shape, or
more commonly, they simply allude to different
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Table 7.1 Symbols and Criteria for Determinant Coding.

Category

Symbol

Criterion

Form

Movement

Chromatic color

Achromatic color

Shading-Texture

Shading-Dimension

Shading-Diffuse

F

M

FA

m

CF

FC

Cn

TF

FT

VF

FV

Form answers. Used for responses based exclusively on the fore featuzes
of the blot.

Huntan movement response. Used for responses involving the kinesthetic
activity of a human, or of an animal or fictitional character in human-like
activity.

Anintal movement response. Used for responses involving a kinesthetic
activity of an animal. The movement perceived must be congruent to the
species identified in the content. Animals reported in movement not
common to their species should be coded as M.

Inanimate movement response. Used for responses involving the movement
of inanimate, inorganic, or insensate objects.

Pure color response. Used for answers based exclusively on the chromatic
color features of the blot. No form is involved.

Color-fornt response. Used for answers that are formulated primarily
because of the chromatic color features of the blot. Form features are
used, but are of secondary importance,

Form-color response. Used for answers that are created mainly because of
form features. Chromatic color is used, but is of secondary importance.

Color naming response. Used when the colors of the blot are identified by
name, and with the intention of giving a response.

Pure achromatic color response. Used when the response is based
exclusively on the grey, black, or white features of the blot, when they are
clearly used as eolor. No form is involved.

Achromatic color-form response. Used for responses that are created
mainly because of the black, white, or grey features, clearly used as color.
Form features are used, but are of secondary importance.

Form-achromatic color response. Used for answers that are based mainly
on the form features, The achromatic features, clearly used as color, are
also included, but are of secondary importance.

Pure texture response. Used for answers in which the shading components
of the blot are translated to represent a tactual phenomenon, with no
consideration to the form features,

Texture-form response. To be used for responses in which the shading
features of the blot are interpreted as tactual, and form is used
secondarily, for purposes of elaboration and/er clarification.

Form-texture response. Used for responses that are based mainly on the
form features. Shading features of the blot are translated as tactual, but
are of secondary importance.

Pure vista response. Used for answers in which the shading features are
interpreted as depth or dimensionality. No form is involved.

Vista-form response. Used for responses in which the shading features are
interpreted as depth or dimensionality. Forrm features are included, but are
of secondary importance.

Form-vista response. Used for answers that are based mainly on the form
features of the blot, Shading features are also interpreted to note depth
and/or dimensionality, but are of secondary importance to the formulation
of the answer.

Pure shading response. Used for responses that are based exclusively on
the light-dark features of the blot that are completely formtess and do not
involve veference to either texture or dimension.

(continued)
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Table 7.1 Continued.

Category Symbol

Criterion

YF

FY

Form Dimension FD

Pairs & Reflections (2)

¥

Fr

Shading form response. Used for responses based primarily on the light-
dark features of the blot, not invelving texture or dimension, Form features
are included, but are of secondary importance.

Form-shading response. Used for responses that are based mainly on the
form features of the blot, The light-dark features of the figure, not used to
articulate texture or dimension, are included as elaboration and/or
clarification and are secondary to the use of form.

Form based dimensional response. Used for answers in which the
impression of depth, distance, or dimensionality is created by using the
elements of size and/or shape of contours. Ne use of shading is involved in
creating this impression.

The pair response. Used for answers in which two identical objects are
reported, based on the symmetry of the blot. The objects must be
equivalent in all respects, but must rot be identified as being reflected or
as mirror images.

Reflection-form response. Used for answers in which the blot or blot area
is reported as a reflection or mirror image, because of the symmetry of the
blot. The object or content reported has ro specific form requirement, as
in clouds, landscape, shadows, etc.

Form-reflection response. Used for answers in which the blot or blot area
is identified as reflected or a mirror image, based on the symmetry of the

blot. The substance of the response is based on form features, and the
object reported has a specific form demand.

form features of the object reported. The exam-
iner should not be concerned if the words,
“form,” or “shape” are not used, provided that
the form characteristics to which the individual
refers are obvious, as in, These are the wings, and
the body, and the tail, or, This is the head and
here are the legs, and this is the tree trunk.

The symbol F will always be included with the
coding for other determinants when form fea-
tures are used, exceps when the coding for human
or inanimate movement (M or m) are the only
ones assigned to an answer. Form is subsumed in
the codes M and m. The absence of a specific form
demand for an object does not necessarily mean
the absence of form. For instance, the response a
rain cloud might not include any specific form
use as in, It’s just all black like a rain cloud, which
would be coded only for achromatic color (C).
Conversely, the person might not mention the
achromatic color and simply say, /t’s all irregular
and more narrow at the top like rain clouds, which
would be coded F.

The decision to code F is straightforward when
no other determinant is included in the response.
However, examiners sometimes struggle with the
issue of whether form is primary or secondary
in an answer when another determinant is in-
volved, This probably occurs most often when
chromatic color is the other determinant. For ex-
ample, the response, A very pretty flower, expli-
cated in the Inquiry is, Well, it's red like a rose and
this would be the petals and the stem is here, in-
cludes both chromatic color and ferm. How-
ever, the issue lingers about whether form is pri-
mary of secondary in forming the answer. The
combination of words given in the response plus
the first Inquiry explanation could be used as a
basis from which to argue in favor of either a CF
or FC coding.

Examiners always should attempt to resolve
these issues by a prompt, such as, I'm not sure I
see it as you do, help me. If the person responds to
the prompt by saying, It just looks like a rose, see
the petals and the stem, the coding of FC is most



appropriate as the new information focuses on the
form. Conversely, if the response to the prompt
is, ft's just so preity, like a bright red rose, here
are the petals, the coding of CF is correct because
the individual has re-emphasized the coloring and
not the form. Unfortunately, some people will
respond to an Inquiry prompt by simply rephras-
ing the things that have been stated earlier, such
as, Well, it's like a rose, it's red and has the petals
- and stemt. When that occurs, the decision about
whether the form use is primary or secondary be-
comes a judgment call made by the examiner.

Responses based exclusively on the Form fea-
tures usually comprise the largest single determi-
nant category in a record, and ordinarily Form
features will be included in more than 95% of all
responses given.

THE MOVEMENT DETERMINANTS

Three kinds of movement responses may occur in
Rorschach answers: (1) those involving humans
or human-like behaviors, (2} those involving ani-
mals, and (3) those involving inanimate or inor-
ganic objects or forces. Rorschach scored for only
one type of movement, that involving humans or
human behaviors. He specifically discounied ani-
mal movement as having the same meaning as
human movement, and provided ro scoring for it.
Beck (1937, 1944, 1961) defended Rorschach’s
position and also excluded any scoring for animal
or inanimate movement in his method. Klopfer
(1936, 1942, 1954}, Hertz (1942, 1951, 1570),
and Piotrowski (1937, 1947, 1957) each took the
opposite position, suggesting that animal and inan-
imate movement answers have some of the same
process as human movement respenses. They in-
cluded scorings for animal and inanimate move-
ment, using the same coding symbols, but each
offered different criteria for the scoring of inani-
mate movement.

Both positions are, at least partially, correct.
There is very little empirical evidence to suggest
that the three types of movement all represent dif-
ferent levels of the same psychological process.
However, research suggests that the three types of
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responses represent relatively different mental
operations. Thus, codings for the three types of
movement are included in the Comprehensive
System.

Human Movement (M)

The symbol M, and its criterion, are taken from
Rorschach’s work. Each of the systems developed
after Rorschach include this code for human
movement answers and three of those (Beck,
Klopfer, & Hertz) use Rorschach’s criterion. The
Piotrowski (1947, 1957) and Rapaport-Schafer
(1946) systems both include modifications of
Rorschach’s criterion. Piotrowski restricts the
scoring of M to responses occurring to an area
sufficiently ambiguous as to make any type of
movement or posture equally plausible. It is a cau-
tion designed to avoid scoring M falsely, as in re-
sponses where movement is injected to explain
form features. Rapaport restricts the scoring of M
to responses that include complete, or nearly com-
plete, human figures. Neither of the arguments for
these criterion restrictions follows from an empir-
ical base, nor is the logic strongly persuasive.

M is coded for human activity. The movement
may be active such as in ronoing, jumping, fight-
ing, and arguing, or it may be passive, such as in
sleeping, thinking, smiling, and looking. In either
instance, M is scored, As noted earlier, the code F
is not used when M is scored. The M coding as-
sumes form, although there are rare instances in
which no form exists in an M response, such as
when the only content is a sensory experience
such as, It looks like gloom, or, It reminds me of
happiness, or, It has a bad smell.

M should not be assumed simply because
human figures are reported. The movement itself
must be articulated for a response to be scored M.
In most answers, the moverent is reported in the
response phase but, often, the movement is not re-
ported until the Inquiry for the response. For ex-
ample, a person might respond to Card II1, It looks
like two people here, which appears to be only a
form answer. If, however, after the examiner be-
gins the Inquiry the person says, Yes, they are
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right here, it looks like iwo people doing some-
thing, it seems logical to assume that movement
had been perceived during the response phase but
had not been articulated. Spontaneity should be
the guideline and M should never be scored if
there is reason to believe that the movement was
provoked by an Inquiry question of the examiner.
Although most M responses involve human or
human-like figures, M may alse occur where the
content is animal. These are answers in which the
movement described involves a human activity
that is not commnen to the animal species. For ex-
ample, Two beetles arguing would be coded M, as
would Twe bears playing gin rummy. Conversely,
Twe beetles fighting over something, or Two bears
playing together, would not be scored M, but in-
stead would be coded for animal movement (FM).

Animal Movement (FM)

This coding was originally suggested by Klopfer
and Sender (1936). Klopfer's justification for the
use of FM was based primarily on Rorschach’s
posthumously published 1923 article, in which he
referred to a special consideration for responses
that are form based but which also tend toward the
use of movement or color. Because some of
Rorschach's examples included animals in move-
ment, it was natural for Klopfer to include the des-
ignation of animal movement in this category.
However, by 1942, Klopfer decided to use a differ-
ent symbol to represent “tendencies toward” (—>},
and reserve the FM coding exclusively for animal
movement responses. His criterion for coding FM
is used in the Comprehensive System.

FM is coded for any respense involving ani-
mals in activity that is common to the species,
such as A dog barking, A bat flying, or A leopard
stalking its prey. Most FM answers include a
whole animal, but some will involve only a partial
animal figure such as, Two animals scampering
behind a bush, you can only see their legs. Some-
times, the content of the FM response will be fic-
tional or mythological, such as a dragon or a
unicorn. However, examiners should be careful to

distinguish science fiction creatures described as
animals in animal activity from those in human-
like activity. The coding for the latter is M. In
rare instances, an animal will be reported in an
animal activity that is not cormon to its species
such as, A snake flying along, These responses are
coded M to reflect the human fantasy that has
been invelved in forming the answers.

Inanimate Movement ()

The third type of movement response involves
inanimate, inorganic, or insensate objects. The
code m, first suggested by Piotrowski (1937}, is
used to identify these responses. Klopfer and
Hertz use m in their systems, but with a substan-
tially broader criterion than devised by Pi-
otrowski, including in it, phallic forces, facial
expressions, and human abstracts. The Piotrowski
criterian are used for the coding of inanimate
movement in the Comprehensive System. It is rea-
sonably precise and does not overlap with either
the M or FM categories. The m is used to code any
movement reported that involves nonhuman and
nonanimal objects.

Inanimate movement responses span a broad
range, such as fireworks, explosions, blood drip-
ping, water falling, trees bending, a flower open-
ing, clouds rising, a flag flying, cloth being torn,
a bullet smashing through something, flames
leaping up, a leaf floating, and so on, In some in-
stances, the inanimate movement is static. For in-
stance, a skin stretched to dry, or, a coat hanging
on a post, are both coded m because there 1s an
unnatural tension state. Likewise, a hanged man
dangling from a rope is coded m, whereas a dead
person lying on the ground is rot coded m. On the
other hand, a dead person lying on the ground
with his head tilted up, would be coded m. The de-
termination that an unnatural tension state exists
when considering the coding of m for static ob-
jects is very important. Occasionally, inanimate
objects are reported in human-like activity or
having human characteristics, such as trees danc-
ing a waitz, or, a flower feeling bad because it's
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wilting. These kinds of responses should be coded
M rather than m.

In twe studies concerning correct interscorer
agreement (see Table 7.9), coders identily the
three types of movement correctly for more than
90% of the responses involved. Most of the dis-
agreements concerning M and FM were caused by
coder neglect, but some legitimate disagreements
gccurred about coding M or FM for science
fiction creatures in human-like behavior. Most of
the disagreements about s concerned amswers in
which an object was reported in a form erro-
necusly identified as static movement, such as a
rug laying on the floor, which should not be coded
m because no unnatural tension state exists,

ACTIVE-PASSIVE SUPERSCRIPTS (%, 7)

A second important ceding must be added io all
movement answers. It is a superscript that notes
whether the movement is active or passive (* for
active, ? for passive). Rorschach suggested the im-
portance of evaluating movement answers for
“Flexion” (moving toward the center of the blot)
or “Extension” {moving away from the center of
the blot). Beck et al. {1961) called attention to a
third movement stance, static. Plotrowski (1957,
1960) studied various kinds of movement answers
and suggested differentiations such as active-
passive, cooperative-noncooperative, and aggres-
sive-friendly, Research findings from several
studies designed to test some of Piotrowski's
hypotheses indicate that the active-passive di-
mension provides the most consistently valid in-
terpretive yield.

One of the more frustrating issues associated
with the development of the Comprehensive Sys-
tem has involved attempts to establish precise
criteria for the application of the a and p super-
scripts. That objective has not been achieved, but
most people do seem able to agree on the meaning
of the terms active and passive when applied to
movement answers. Reliability studies, in which
trained coders are instructed to differentiate large
nuntbers of movement answers as either active or
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passive, have a surprisingly positive yield. For ex-
ample, 10 postdoctoral fellows show a 93% agree-
ment for 150 movement answers, whereas 10
briefly trained high school students show a 94%
agreement for the same 150 answers (Exner,
1978). In another study, 20 nonpatient adults (none
trained in psychology), and 20 second-year psy-
chology graduate students, completing a course in
assessment that included Rorschach training, were
asked to code 300 words, most of them verbs, as
either active or passive. The lay group was pro-
vided with a few examples lo create a conceptual
framework, such as “leaping,” “brawling,” and
“zooming” to illustrate active movement and
“oliding,
trate passive movement. The students were asked
to cede in the context of their Rorschach training,
The 20 students agreed unanimously on 213
(71%) of the 300 words, and at least 15 of the 20
(75%) agreed on the coding for 70 of the remain-
ing 87 words. The overall percentage of agree-
ment among the student group was 95%. The lay
group agreed unanimously on only 112 (37%) of
the 300 words, but at least 15 of the 20 lay raters
agreed on 121 of the remaining 188 words. The
overall percentage of agreement for the lay group
was 86%. These data indiate that, even when cod-

” o

thinking,” and “languishing” to illus-

ing oceurs without the context of the full response,

there is very high agreement among those with
formal Rorschach training, and substantial agree-
ment among those who have no training, Table 7.2
shows the 300 words used in this study, and in-
cludes the coding for each agreed to by the major-
ity of persons in each group, and the number of
persons that constitute the majority. It is included
here only as a reference for those learning to
make the active-passive differentiations, but it
should not be used as a guide for coding decisions.

The decision to code active or passive must be
made in the context of the complete response.
Research findings concerning the interpretation
of the relationship between active and passive
movement suggest that “tatking™ should always be
coded passive. Thus, “talking™ serves as a bench-
mark against which questionable issues are judged.
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Table 7.2 Results of an Active-Passive Word Study for Twe Groups for 300 Items, Showing the Majority
Agreement for Each Hent for Each Group, with * Indicating That Within Group Agreement Is Less than 75%.

Lay Group Students Lay Group Students
N=20 N=20 N=20 N=20
Ttem Score N Score N Item Score N Score N
Abandoned p 9 p 18  Challenging a 18 «a 20
Accelerating a 20 a 20  Charging a 20 a 20
Accusing a 20 a 19 Chasing a 20 @ 20
Acting a 17 a 18 Chewing a 18 a 20
Admonishing a 19 a 20  Clapping a 19 a 20
Aggravated (looks) a 18 a 16 Climbing a 2 a 20
Aggressive a 20 a 20 Clinging (helplessly) p 20 p 20
Agitated a 18 a 19 Clutching a 18 a 20
Ailing P 16 p 19 Composed (fooks) p 16 p 18
Aimless (feeling) P 20 p 20  Confused (looks) p 17 p 20
Alarmed a i8 a 20 Creeping (animal) a 18 a 20
Amazed (looks) 4 14* p 15  Crouched (animal) r 16 p 20
Amused (fooks) p 15 p 18 Crying r 17 p 20
Anchored P 2 p 20  Cuddled P 18 p 20
Angry (looks) a 20 a 20 Dancing a 20 a 20
Anguished (looks) r 6 p 14%* Dealing (cards) a 18 a 20
Animated a 15 a ig Deciding a 14* a 17
Annoyed (looks) p 4 p 16  Defensive {looks) 14 15 p 19
Anxious a 17 a 15 Defeated (looks) P 19 p 20
Apologizing P 16 p 14* Demanding a 20 a 20
Arguing a 20 a 20  Pemoralized P i§8 p 20
Ascending {(smoke) r 9 p 20  Depressed p 20 p 20
Aware (looks) P 14* p 13*  Deprived (locks) p 17 p 20
Bad (looks) a 11* p 12*  Deteriorating p 20 p 20
Bafiled P 16 p 17 Determined (looks) a | 7 B 19
Baking P 18 p 16  Determined (feels) a 19 a 20
Balancing (a top) a 17 a 20 Disappointed (feels) p 18 p 20
Basking {in the sun) P 19 p 20  Discussing a 17 a 20
Bathing a 14* «a 16  Disturbed (upset) a 14* p 13*
Battering a 20 a 20  Dreaming P 6 p 20
Battling a 20 a 20  Dripping (water} ? 20 p 20
Beaming (the sun) r 16 p 20  Drowning a 13* p 18
Bending (in wind) P 19 p 20  Dropping (leaf) p 20 p 20
Bewildered (looks) p 18 p 20  Dying P 20 p 20
Bleeding r 20 p 20 Ejecting a 16 a 18
Blissful (looks) p 17 p 20  Embarrassed P 13* p 17
Blowing (hair) P 18 p 20  Erect (penis) a 19 a 20
Boasting a 20 a 20 Euphoric (looks) a 4 a 15
Bouncing (ball} a 20 a 17 Hxcited a 20 =& 20
Breaking a 18 a 16 Exhausted 4 20 p 20
Bumping (balls) r 14* p 15 Expleding a 20 =« 20
Burning (fire) P 13* p 17 Facing P 4% p 20
Calmly p 19 p 20  Falling p 20 p 20
Calling a 20 @ 20 TFeeling (physical) a 16 a 14%
Carrying a 20 =@ 20 Feeling (mental) P 18 p 16
Carving a 18 a 20 Ferocious a 20 a 20
Casual (looks) P 17 p 20 Fighting a 20 a 20
Catching a 20 a 20 Filling {a pool) P 14* p 19
Celebrating a 20 a 20 Firm (muscle) a 15 a 18
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Table 7.2 Coutinued.
Eay Group Students Lay Group Students
N=20 N=120 N=20 N=20

Item Score N Score N Item Score N Score N
Fixing a 20 a 20 Leading a 17 a 20
Flapping (in wind) P 20 p 20 Leering (a wolf) a 15 a 20
Flapping (bird} a 18 a 20 Leaning (against) 7 17 p 20
Fleeing a 20 a 20 Lifting a 20 a 20
Floating P 20 p 20 Limping a 14* a 13#
Flowing {river} r 19 p 20 Loading (cargo) a 20 a 20
Flying a 20 a 20 Longing (looks) 7 14* p i8
Frightened (looks} P 18 14 20 Loosely (held) P 11* p H
Gambling a 16 a 20 Loving (2 people) a 18 a 20
Gasping (for breath) a 17 a 12 Lustful (looks) a 15 a 20
Gazing P 18 p 20 Lying (down) P 20 p 20
Glaring (at someone) a 17 a 24 Mad (looks) a 17 a 20
Graciously a 14 p 16 Magical a 14* p 13*
(standing) Making (a cake) a 20 a 24
Grinding a 17 a 19 Mashing a 20 a 20
Growing (plant) a 15% p 14*  Mean {looks) a 16 p i5
Hallucinating a 13* p 17 Meditating P 14* p 20
Hammering a 20 a 20  Menstruating P 16 p 20
Hanging (man) )il 18 p 20 Miserable {(looks) P 20 p 20
Happy (looks) a 17 a 19 Mixing a 20 a 20
Harassed {looks) P 14% p 17 Modeling (standing) p 14* p 20
Helping a 20 a 20 Modeling (clay) a 11* a 18
Hesitant P 15 p 19 Mounting a 20 a 20
Holding a 17 a 20 Moving a 20 a 20
Hostile (looks) o 20 a 17 Mugging a 20 a 20
Hunting a 20 a 20 Murdering a 20 a 20
Hurting a 20 a 20 Musing (alone) P 15 p 20
Idle P 19 p 20 Nervous (feels) a 13* p 18
Imagining a 13* p 18 Nervous (looks) P 12¢ p 20
Impatient (looks) a 14* p 14*  Nodding (to sieep) r 20 p 20
Impulsive a 18 a 24 Noticing (someone) a 17 p 20
Inclining P 13* p 20 Numb (feels) p 18 p 20
Inert P 20 p 20 Objecting a 20 a 20
Injured P 20 p 20 Oblivious p 20 p 20
Inspecting a 16 p 14*  Observing P 16 p 20
Intercourse a 20 a 20 Offensive (looks) a 13* p 14*
Interested a 13* ga 17 Oozing P 20 p 20
Isclated (feels) p 18 p 20 Opening (a door) a 16 = 20
Jeering a 20 a 20 Opposing a 18 a 20
Jerking a 19 «a 20 Outraged a 20 @ 20
Jogging a 20 a 20 Pacing a 20 a 20
Joining (2 people} a 18 a 20 Painful {feels) P 14* p 20
Jovial (looks) a 17 a 18 Panting (a dog) p 13* «a 16
Jumping a 20 a 20 Passing a 20 a 20
Kidding (2 people} a 20 @ 19 Peaceful (logks) r 20 p 20
Killing a 20 a 20 Perplexed (looks) p 15 p 20
Kaowingly (looks at} p 14* a 17 Picking up a 20 @ 20
Laboring a 20 a 20  Playing a 20 @ 20
Landing (plane) a 18 a i6 Pleased (feels) P 13% p 17
Laughing a 15 a i3* Pleased (locks) ) 15 p 20
Laying r 20 p 20  Pondering r 12 p 20

{continned)
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Table 7.2 Continued.

Lay Group Students Lay Group Students
N=20 N=20 N=20 N=20

Item Score N Score N Item Score N Scoze N
Preaching a 20 a 20  Smoking (fire) P 7 p 20
Pretending (sleep) P 1* p 16 Smoking (person) a 18 =« 20
Prowling a 20 a 20 Sniffing a ¥ p 19
Puffed (balloon) P 4% p 20  Speaking a 16 a 14*
Pulling a 20 a 20 Spilling (water) P 14* p 20
Pushing @ 20 a 20 Springing a 16 a 20
Putting (golf) a 20 a 20 Squall (rain) a 14* a 8
Queer (looks) r 16 p 20 Stabbing a 20 a 29
Querulous (fooks) P 15 p 20 Standing P 13* p 20
Quiet P 20 p 20 Steaming water P 18 p 20
Quivering a 3* p 14*  Stormy a 13* a 20
Racing a 20 a 20 Stroking a 11* a 16
Raging (river) a 20 a 20 Struggling a 20 a 20
Raising (a log) a 20 a 20 Stuck (in mud) 14 20 p 20
Ramming (2 cars) a 20 a 20 Subdued (looks) P 16 p 20
Rapturous a 16* p 18 Suffering a 13* p 17
Reaching a 20 a 20 Suspicicus (looks} p 12¢ p 20
Ready (to run) a 20 a 20 Swimming a 20 a 20
Reckless (tooks) a 12 p 20 Taking a 18 a 20
Refreshed p 13* p 11*  Talking a 3% p I8
Remorseful 4 15 p 17 Tapping a 20 «a 20
Reposing 14 20 p 20 Tearful P 17 p 20
Resigned P 16 p 20 Telling a 14* p 18
Resolute (looks) a 13* a 15 Terrorized (feels) P 16 p 20
Reticent {looks) r 11* p 17 Thrilled a 14* @ 13#
Revolving a 17 a 20  Throwing a 20 «a 20
Riding (a horse) a 20 «a 20 Thumping a 20 o« 20
Ringing (bell) a 14% q 18  Tilted P 14 p 20
Ripping fabric a 20 a 20 Toasting (people) a 17 a 20
Roaring (lion) a 20 a 20 Tormented (feels) P 15 p 20
Roaring {water} a i3* p 18 Touching (2 people) a 14* a 17
Rolling (ball} P 17 p 20 Tranquil (looks) P 20 p 20
Rowing a 20 a 20  Troubled (looks) r 13* p 20
Running a 20 a 20 Turning {(around) a 20 «a 10
Sad (looks) r 18 p 20 Uncenscious 4 20 p 20
Sad (feels) r 20 p 20 Unsteady P 14* p 20
Sagging j2 16 p 20 Upset (feels) P 13* p 20
Sailing (boat) P 14* p 20 Vaulting (animal) a 18 a 20
Satisfied (feel} P 13*= p 19 Vibrating a 20 «a 20
Screaming a 20 a 20 Vigorous a 20 a 20
Seated )3 17 p 20 Violent a 20 a 20
Seeing P 15 p 20 Waiting P 16 p 20
Seething a 16 a 20 Walking a 20 a 20
Shaking a 16 a 18 Wanting p 11* p 16
Shocked P 13*= p 20 Watching a 13* p 20
Singing a 20 a 20 Weary (feels) 4 15 p 20
Sinister (look) a 13* a 16 Whirling a 20 a 20
Skimming a 17 a 14 Wounded r 17 r 20
Sleeping P 20 p 20 Writing a 20 a 20
Slipping p 15 p 20 Yielding P 18 p 20
Smelling a 12% p 17
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n that context, “whispering,” “standing,” “look-
ing,” and the like, are easily defined as passive,
whereas “yelling” and “arguing” are easily de-
fined as active,

Some movement responses are always coded as
passive. They are the answers in which the move-
ment reported is static. The static feature of the re-
sponse is usually created by qualifying the answer
to make it an abstract, a caricature, or a picture.
These are all coded p regardless of the description
of the movement reported, Many static responses
involve inanimate movement, such as, An abstract
of fireworks exploding on the Fourth of July.
The movement, “exploding,” is clearly active,
but it is quatified by the word abstract, and should
be coded mf Likewise, A painting of two people
struggling to lift something, or, A drawing of two
lions climbing a mountain, both involve active
movement that is static because of the qualifica-

tions of “A painting ...” and “A drawing ...”
These responses should be coded M” and FMY
respectively,

It is important to make sare that the person has
qualified the response rather than simply used a
quatifying word as a manner of articulation. For
instance, children often use the words picture or
painting in their responses, referring to the blot
rather than the answer itself. Differentiation be-
tween the static response and the articulation
style is sometimes difficult. Typically, the latter
will oceur in several responses (It looks like a
picture of a bat), but when in doubt, a clarifying
question should be asked in the Inquiry.

Some examples of the three types of movement
answers and the active-passive coding are shown
in Table 7.3. Most include only the response but,
for some, critical parts of the Inquiry are in-
cluded in parentheses.

CHROMATIC COLOR DETERMINANTS

The coding symbols for chromatic color re-
sponses are the same as used by Rorschach, and
the criteria for them are very similar to those that
he prescribed. He observed that people frequently
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are impressed with the chromatic colors, and use
them as factors in forming their responses to the
five blots that contain those features. He dif-
ferentiated these answers into three categories:
(1) those based exclusively on the color features
(€Y, (2) those based primarily on the color fea-
tures but also invelving form (CF), and (3} those
based primarily on form but aiso involving color
(FC). He also used a separate coding (CC) in one
of his example protocols to note an instance in
which the colors were named.

BEach _of the incorporated
Rarschach’s scoring categories for chromatic color
responses into their respective methods, but some
altered the criteria for their application. Beck
remained most faithful to the Rorschach criteria,
and Kiopfer and Rapaport deviated most from
them. Each, except Beck, also proliferated the
chromatic color scoring categories somewhal ex-
tensively. Special codings for “color projections,”
“color denial,” “crude color,” “color description,”
“color symbolism,” “arbitrary color,” and “forced
color™ are found in the various systems, and all,
except Beck, also include color naming, although
the criterion varies from system to system. There
are no empirical findings to support the usefulness
of the variety of proliferated categories for coding
chromatic color answers, with the possible excep-
tions of color naming and color projection, The
data concerning color projection suggest that it
shouid be coded separately rather than as a deter-
minant. Thus, the Comprehensive System includes
four symbols for coding answers that include chro-
matic color, € {Pure Color), CF (Color-Form), FC
(Form Color), and Cn (Color Naming).

systematizers

The Pure Color Response (C)

The C coding is used for answers based exciu-
sively on the chromatic features of the blot. It oc-
curs least frequently of the three types of color
responses, and is identified by the complete lack
of form. The decision to cede pure C is usually
based on the fact that color alone has been speci-
fied, or implied, in the response with no attempt
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Table 7.3 Examples of the Three Types of Movement Responses.

Card Location Response Coding
I D4 A wm stndg w her arms raised Mp
I W Two witches dancing arnd some symbol Ma
I W A bf gliding along FMp
1 Dd24 A church bell ringing (Dd3! is clapper) ma

1 W A fallen leaf disintegrating (St Ths little pieces out to the sides r prts fallg off)  mp
I W Two clowns dancing in a circus Ma
Ir D3 Menstruation Mp
n D6 Two dogs fighting FMa
i1 D4 An erect penis Ma
II Dss A top spinning ma
1 Di Two people leaning over something Mp
I D1 Two people picking something up Ma
III b3 A bf flyg between two cliffs Fha
I D2 A bat hanging upside down, asleep FMp
HE D2 Blood running down a wall mP
v W A mag sitting on a stump Mp
v W A giant looming over you Ma
w ni A caterpillar crawling along FMa
v W A bf floating along FMp
v W Someone dressed up like a bunny doing a ballet dance Ma
v W Two people resting against each other Mp
Vi D3 An erect penis Ma
V1l < DA A ship passing silently in the night mp
Vi Ddi9 A speedboat racing up & river ma
Vil D2 A little boy looking in the mirror Mp
A g Two wm dancing Ma
Vil D4 (Half of blot including D1) An animal climbing up something FMa
VI M4 A frog leaping over something FMa
Vit b5 Two flags waving in the breeze mp
X W Tntercourse (D9 male, remainder of blot female) Ma
1IX > Di A wm runaing after a child Ma
v W An atomic explosion ma
X DS8 A waterfall mp
X D1 A crab grabbing something {(D12) FMa
X D2 A collie dog sitting down FMp
X Dd (Upper D@ each side) Two boys talking to each other Mp
X VDo Someone swinging in a swing (D5 is the person, D4 s the swing} Ma
X VDo Two people reaching out to each other Ma
X 114 Fireworks ma
X D7 A deer jumping FMa
X D3 A seed dropping to earth mp
X W A lot of seaweed floating aleng mp
X D11 Two animals trying to ¢limb a pole Fia




to articulate form features. Among the more com-
mon examples of the pure C response are blood,
paint, water, and ice cream. Any of these might
be articulated in a manner that includes some
form, such as Blood running down, or, A scoop of
ice cream, When this occurs, the coding will be
CF rather than C,

Sometimes, the Rorschach novice finds it dif-
ficult to identify the pure C response, being
overly influenced by the fact that everything has
some form. Although that fact is unrefutable, it is
not an issue here. The issue is whether the person
processes and arficulates the use of the form in
creating and selecting the response. The failure o
do so signals some disregard and/or dysfunction
in processing, mediating, or integrating the stim-
ulus characteristics that are present. For instance,
a drop of blood has a contour, but that contour can
take an infinite number of shapes. If a person
identifies a drop of blood, and adds no more, the
cdgnitive operations have, in effect, discarded or
disregarded the possible use of contours. Con-
versely, an individual might say, An almost per-
Jectly round drop of blood, or, A drop of blood that
looks like it has splattered outward. In each of
these responses, the person has included some
meaningful, albeit not necessarily definitive, use
of contour in the response and the appropriate
coding is CF. In some instances, the form use will
not be injected until the Inguiry. Two similar re-
sponses serve as examples. Both are whole re-
sponses to Card X,

RESPONSE

Gee, a lot of paint

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts §'s response)

S: Yeah, all over, lik somebody threw a lot of
paint there

E: I'm not sure why it looks like paint

S: All those colors, that’s like paint

In this response, the absence of form is implied in
the response and confirmed immediately in the
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Tnquiry, and a code of C is appropriate. The sec-
ond example is somewhat different even though
the response is similar.

RESPONSE
Oh, a lot of paint

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts §'s response)

S: Yes, all of it [1 an abstract of some sort
E: An abstract?

S: Yes, i’s the same on both sides as if to give
each of the colors a double meaning, as if the
painter was trying to convey s.t. by the design
that he selected which is very pretty by the way

In this answer, the person injects the possibilily
of form use at the onset of the Inquiry, and con-
firms that after the examiner’s question. In most
instances of this type, the form use is implied in
the response, such as Oh, an absiract painting,
but this person did not do so. Assuming that no set
has been offered by the examiner during the In-
quiry that would produce a form orientation, this
response would be coded CF rather than C.

When C is the only determinant for a response,
the DQ coding will be v, denoting the absence of
form demand. However, the pure C code may also
be applicable for responses that do include some
form object(s) for which the color is not used. For
example, on Card IIT a person might say, Two
people in a vicious fight (D1), all this red (D2 &
D3) looks like blood. In such an answer, the deter-
minant coding would be M* (two people fighting),
and C (blood), and the DQ coding would be +.

The Color-Form Response (CF}

The CF response is one in which the answer has
been formulated primarily because of the color,
but also inclades form use. As illustrated above,
some of these answers may involve cbjects that do
not have a specific form demand, but form use is
injected by the person giving the answer, sach as
two scoops of raspberry sherbet (Card VIII), or
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orange flames shooting up from a forest fire (Card
IX). However, the majority of CF answers will in-
volve objects that do have some form demand.

It is usually easy to make the distinction be-
tween pure C and CF answers, but the distinction
between CF and FC codings tends to pose a more
frequent dilermna. This is because there is no ab-
solute rule of thumb that can be applied easily to
make this differentiation. Most CF responses can
be identified because the emphasis on color is
clearly evident. But that emphasis spans a consid-
erable range. Consider the following illustrations,
which include only the verbiage related to the
coding for color:

RESPONSE
A pretty flower

INQUIRY

S: It's a beautiful orange with green leaves and
this is the stem part

RESPONSE

It's a forest

INQUIRY

S: Ti's all different colored plants and trees

RESPONSE

A very exotic butterfly

INQUIRY

S: it’s a beautiful red, unusual in its color, these
are the wings

RESPONSE

Eggs fried in butter

INQUIRY

S: Theyr yellow, like fried in butter, ¢ the yoke in
the cntr

Each of these answers should be coded as CF
because, in each, the color is emphasized and only
modest form use has occurred. But, in each, the

color was not mentioned until the Inquiry. Actu-
alty, any or all could have developed into an ¥C
answer, or even into pure F answers. Consider the
possible variations shown next:

RESPONSE
A pretty flower

INQUIRY

S: Here's the stem, these r the leaves & this is
the flower, it's in a pot

E: U said it is pretty?
S: Yeah, it’s a pretty orange flower
RESPONSE

It's a forest

INQUIRY

S: U can c the shapes of some trees & bushes, &
ths mite b a road running down the midd}

RESPONSE
A very exotic butterfly

INQUIRY

S: It has unusuval wings & a narrow body, I thk
rare bf’s r like tht, som r red like ths too

RESPONSE
Eggs fried in butter

INQUIRY

S: Thy hav an irregular shape, lik eggs do after u
break thm & fry thm, & ths is the yoke

E: U said fried in butter

S: Well, thyr yeliow, so I thot thy eite b fried in
butter

Three of these answers (flower, butterfly,
eggs) should be coded FC because color has been
used, but the main emphasis is on form. The
fourth (forest} is coded F because nothing but
form is used and there is no key word or phrase
that might cause the examiner to inquire further.




Examiners should avoid developing or adopt-
ing any hard-fast rule for distinguishing between
CF and FC answers. For instance, Klopfer and
Hertz, suggested differentiating FC from CF by
using the form requirements of the content as a
guide, Thus, all flowers, which have a relatively
commeon form, would be FC, whereas all lakes,
which have only ambiguous form requircments,
would be CF. Although the intent of such a rule is
worthwhile, the logic is not sound, and disregards
the fact that all people do not become equally in-
volved with color stimul, even if they use the
same content, Thus, the only rule for making the
CF-FC distinction is that it must be made on a
response by response basis, carefully weighing the
verbiage of the person. Practically any response
to a chromatically colored area might be pure C,
CF, FC, or F, depending on what the person says.

For instance, consider the response to Card X,
It looks like flowers, in the context of verbiage
from four Inquiries:

81: It's just a lot of different colors, pink & blue
& yellow, like flowers are colored that way
(cade C).

82: It’s all very pretty with the different colors,
like in a garden with different colored flowers
laid out in a way to give the impression of a
neatly planned arrangement {code CF).

S3: It's like a bouquet, with the long pink gladic-
lus, the little yellow daisy-like flowers with
the short stems, & these blue ones ¢b mums
the way thy r shaped lik pom-poms with elon-
gated leaves next to them & some stems with
brown leaves here. It's an attractive bouquet
{code FC).

S4: Well, if u look down on a garden, u ¢ all the
different shapes of leaves and flowers like ths.
I really don’t kno much about flowers. (E: U
said a garden?) S4: Well, I suppose so, I really
can’t think of anything else that might be laid
out like this. (E: I’m not sur why thy mite b
flowers) 84: Well, thyr all diff shapes like diff
flowers (code F).
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The Form-Color Response {(FC)

The FC response represents the most conirolled
use of color. As noted in describing the CF re-
sponse, FC is coded when the form features are
given primary emphasis in the answer and the
color is also used for purposes of elaboration or
clarification. Typically, the emphasis on the form
features will be obvious as illustrated in the three
answers below:

RESPONSE
A butterhy

INQUIRY
E: (Rpts §'s resp)
S: Yeah, a red one, thes r the wgs & the litfle body

RESPONSE

An anatonty chart

INQUIRY
E: (Rpts 8’s resp)
S: Well, the side 11 the pink lungs, the rib cage is

here (points) & I guess this prt is the lower or-
gans, it’s prob the stomach or intestines

E: The stomach or intestines?

S: Well, it’s just a blob, T thk those organs are
sort of in a blob lik ths

RESPONSE
Yellow daffodils

INQUIRY
E: (Rpts S's resp)
S: I thk daffodils have petals lk ths, ¢ the stem

here (points), & the flower prt. Most daffodils
are yetlow lik ths

Any of these answers could have been a CF
response, especially the anatomy and daffodil
answers. In fact, it is likely that the examiner in-
quiring about the anatomy chart asked about the
“stomach or intestines” with some anticipation
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that a more blatant use of color would be forthcom-
ing. The fact that it did not is a good illustration of
the importance of altending to the verbiage of the
client when making FC-CF differentiations.

It is true that most FC responses concern ob-
jects that have specific form features, but that is
not a rule or guideline in determining whether an
answer is FC. The possibility that an answer
should be coded FC should never be rejected sim-
ply because the object reported does not have a spe-
cific form requirement. Numerous contents with
ambiguous form requirements, such as anatomy,
foliage, sea animals, and even blood cells, can be
articulated in a manrer that emphasizes the form
features while also including reference to color,
and any might be appropriately coded as FC.

The Step-Down Principle

Where the distinction between CF and FC answers
will, at times, seem knotty, the distinction be-
tween C and CF is usually less of a dilemma. The
C answers are often blatant, such as, This red, it's
like blood, all red like that, or It's blue so it could
be water, or Just a lot of different colored paint,
that’s all, or It’s blue, like ice gets blue sometimes.
These illustrations are the obvious C responses,
but sometimes an object that ordinarily would be
scored as C must be coded as CF because it is
touching a formed object,

Tor instance, The red must be blood, it's on
these bears that are probably fighting with each
other. Whereas red blood would typically be
coded C, the coding is stepped down one interval
to CF because of the direct proximity to an object
with form, If the response had been, Two bears
that gre fighting, maybe they are hurt because this
red in the background is like blood, the coding
would remain € because the blood is not on the
bears, even though it is associated with them.

Confirming Color Use

Either of two circumstances can occur that lead
to a quandary about whether color has been used.
First, many people will articulate color to denote

the location of an object, such as, This red looks
like a butterfly, or This blue is like a spider. Nei-
ther of these statements warrants a decision te
code for color as both simply identify location.
Either or both might ultimately contain color,
but, if that is true, the presence of color as a de-
terminant would be revealed by other wording.

The second circumstance usually is more frus-
trating for the examiner. If oceurs because an in-
dividual has reported an object in a colored area
of the blot, and it seems almost certain that color
has influenced the formation of the answer. But
the person has not reported the color, either di-
rectly or through implication. A good iHustration
of this is, This looks like a very beautiful flower.
In the Inquiry, the examiner bases the question on
the key word, You mentioned it is beautiful? to
which the person responds, Yes, if looks very thin
and very delicate. Color is not coded for this re-
sponse, even though the entire area used might be
colored. The coding must reflect the verbaliza-
tion of the client.

Direct Unequivocal Color Use

There are some responses in which the way that a
person articulates a color makes it clear that the
color is being used as a determinant. These are in-
stances in which the color and content converge
directly. For example:

That red looks like blood to me.
That orange looks like a foresi fire.
The blue is the water.

The green is the leaf.

In these answers, the use of color seems unequivo-
cal and should be scored. However, most color use
is rot so obvious, even in many responses in which
the color and content appear to converge. For ex-
ampte:

That red could be blood.

The orange might be a fire or something.
This blue part might be water.

The green part is probably a forest.




In these responses, the person has not been defi-
nite. Instead, there is equivocation (could be,
might be, is probably). Thus, the examiner should
inquire further to test the color use by asking, I'm
not sure what makes it look like . .. or, What is
there about it that makes it look like . . . ?

The Color Naming Response {Cn)

Rorschach gave little attention fo color naming
other than to score it CC and to note that he ob-
served it in the records of deteriorated epileptics.
Piotrowski (1936} introduced the use of the symbol
Cn for color naming in his studies of organics. He
does not consider it to be a genuine color response
but rather an acknowledgment of the presence of
color. The limited research on color naming sug-
gests that it can have diagnostic value. The erite-
rion adopted for Cr in the Comprehensive System
follows Klopfer and Rapaport. The chromatic col-
ors in the figure are named (That's red, or It's
green and yellow and biue) and the naming is in-
tended as a response.

Examiners should not confuse occasional spon-
taneous comments, which some people give when
presented with chromatically colored cards, with
color paming. Comments such as “Oh, how pretty,”
or “My, look at all the colors,” are not color nam-
ing. They can be interpretively important, but
should not be considered the same as, or even sim-
ilar to, the Cn answer. Most Cn responses are
given with an almost mechanical or detached fla-
voring, manifesting the difficulties that the person
has in integrating the complex stimulus material.

Some examples of the four types of chromatic
color responses are provided in Table 7.4, The In-
quiry material includes onfy that relevant to the
coding decision, so that in some instances, the In-
quiry is omitted and in other instances only a por-
tion of the Inquiry is shown.

THE ACHROMATIC
COLOR DETERMINANTS

Rorschach did not suggest a coding for the use
of achromatic color as a determinant. The first
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formal scoring for these kinds of responses was
devised by Klopfer and Miale (1938), using the
symbol C’, Klopfer's decision to create a separate
scoring for the achromatic color response was, at
least in part, based on Rorschach’s apparent disre-
gard of the determinant, plus the subsequent writ-
ing of Binder {1932), who proposed an elaborate
system for evaluating “chiaroscuro” responses.
Binder, like Rorschach, did not suggest a separate
coding for the achromatic color responses, but did
imply that they are interpretively different than
responses using the light-dark features as “shad-
ing.” Klopfer defined the C’ response as one in
which the black, gray, or white features of the blot
are used as color. This code and criterion were
adopted by Rapaport and variations of it are in the
Piotrowski and Hertz methods,

Campo and de de Santos (1971} reviewed the
literature regarding approaches to coding re-
sponses hased on the light-dark features of the
blots and concluded that the C" answer is discrete
from other categories. Similarly, research find-
ings indicate that C” responses represent different
operations than do shading responses, and as such,
the coding provides useful interpretive informa-
tion, The codes and basic criteria used by Klopfer
to identify these responses have been incorpo-
rated into the Comprehensive System, and follow
a form-related continuum similar to that used for
the coding of the chromatic color answers.

The criterion requires that the use of the achro-
matic features of the blot, as color, nust be clear
and unequivocal. Fortunately, most achromatic
color responses will include the words, “black,”
“white,” or “grey,” used in a manner that settles
the issue quickly. For instance, It's black, like most
bats, or It’s white like snow, or It must be a shadow
because it’s all grey. In each of these answers, the
use of achromatic color is quite clear.

Two other key words, often used to convey the
use of achromatic color, are light and dark. Either
may be used to denote color but, unfortunately,
gither may also be used to indicate the use of
shading. For example, It's all dark like at night, in-
dicates the use of the grey-black features as color,
but, it's all dark, like it is deeper here, indicates
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Table 7.4 Examples of the Feur Types of Chromatic Celor Responses.

Card Location Response Inquiry Coding
11 D3 This red Il bioed 8: Its all reddish C
II D3 A ted bf FC
11 D2 A fire, like a bonfire §: Well its all red like a bonfire sort of CFEma
blazing upward
1 W Two clowns, in a circus §: I thought of a circus because of the red hats FC
I D2 Bad meat 8: The color makes it look spoiled to me C
It Vv D2 Blood running down a 8: Its red & u can c it like its running down CEmP
wall or s.t.
Viii W A dead animal S: It looks like the insides, all decayed OF
E: Decayed?
8: Yes ail the different colors 1l decay & u can
¢ some bones
VIII D5 Two blue flags FC
VIH W Pink and orange & blue Cn
VIH oy An ice cream sundae S: It 1l orange & raspberry ice cream, like CF
two scoops
X w A forest fire S: Well the fire here (D3} is coming up over ma.CF
ths trees & stuff
E: Trees & stuff?
8: C, the green here cld b trees & ths other cld
b bushes
X D4 A newborn baby $: U can c the head, that’s all, it must b FC
newborn hecause its pinkish
X vVWw An atomic explosion 8: The top prl is the mushroom cld & dwn here  ma.CF
the orange is the fire blast & the green area
¢ld b smoke
X vV D4 A seahorse 8: Tt has that shape & its green FC
X D9 Coral §: Its colored like coral c
X W Some sort of really neat §: Well the artist has taken pains to make it the FC
abstract same on both sides the shapes are identical
on each side & he’s represented his different
thoughts with different colors,
X W An abstract painting of §: Really neat abstract thought I guess, its CF
some kind preity good
X Di3 A potato chip 8: Well it's kind of shaped like a potato chip & FC
it has the same color as one
X DIs A flower S: I don’t koo what kind, it is a pretty yellow, FC
there isn't much of a stem tho u can only c
the flower part itself, like the petals and that
X Diz2 A leaf S: Its green like a leaf CF

the use of the shading to produce the impression of
depth, which is coded as vista, and It’s lighter up
here like at the top of a cloud, indicates the use of
diffuse shading. X-ray responses almost always in-
volve either the use of achromatic color or diffuse
shading features, but it is possible that they might
be coded as F

If the intent is not clear that the words light or
dark, or the phrase, the way the colors are, per-
tain to achromatic color, the coding for diffuse
shading should be entered. Caution must also be
used about other key words that convey achro-
matic color, black, white, grey, because, some-
times, they simply denote location selection, as



in, This white part looks like . . . or This dark area
could be . ... As in the case of chromatic color
answers, the decision to code for achromatic
color hinges on the rute that the intent of the per-
son is clear and unequivocal.

The Pure Achromatic Color
Response (C)

The C' response is one based entirely on the
achromatic features of the blot. It is very uncom-
mon, and is identified by the absence of form. In
some cases, the color will be used directly in the
response, as in white snow, but in most cases, a
formless content is offered in the response
and the achromatic color is mentioned in the In-
quiry. Two responses to Card V serve as good
examples.

RESPONSE

1t 1l mud to me

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts §’s resp)

8: Yeah, it's black

E: I'mpot sure I ¢ it as u do

S: Allofit, it’s black just like mud

RESPONSE

Some coal

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts S’s resp)
S: Ir's dark
E: 'mnotsureIcitasudo

S: It must b coal, it’s dark like coal

In each of these responses, no effort has been
made to develop the form characteristics and, in
each, the achromatic color is offered sponta-
neously, If the second response had been a piece
of coal, accompanied by some attempt at form
differentiation, such as jagged, the coding would
be C'F.
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The Achrematic Color-Form
Response (C'F)

The C'F response is based primarily on the
achromatic color features, and form is used sec-
ondarily as an elaboration. In almost all of these
responses, it is clear that the answer would not
have been formulated without the achromatic fea-
tures of the blot being involved, and the form fea-
tures often are vague or undifferentiated.

RESPONSE
A black sky with white clouds

INQUIRY
E: (Rpts S’s resp)
S: It's all black & ths thgs r like white clouds

RESPONSE

Pieces of black coral

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts 8’s resp)

8: There r 4 of them, thyr black like pieces of
coral, black coral, they mak jewlry out of it

In the first example, the differentiation, by con-
tent, of the blackness of the whole blot from the
white spaces is a vague form use, sufficient to
warrant scoring C'F rather than C’. In the second
example, the differentiation of blot into “pieces”
also justified the inclusion of F into the coding.
Occasionally, people will perceive “smoke” be-
cause of the achromatic color and, depending on
the extent of form use, the scoring will be ¢’ or
C'F. However, most “smoke™ responses are per-
ceived because of the shading rather than the
achromatic color and the coding decision must be
formulated carefully. It is quite common for peo-
ple to use the word color to designate shading fea-
tures rather than achromatic color.

The Form-Achromatic Color Response {FC’)

The FC’ code is used when form is the primary de-
terminant and achromatic color is used secondarily.
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It is the most frequent of the achromatic color re-
sponses and is usually easy to identify because of
the emphasis on form features. Among the more
comrmon FC’ tesponses are a black bat or bird to
Cards I and V; Halloween figures in ghost costumes
to Dd§26 of Card I (Inguiry: They are white);
African woman to Card 111 (Inquiry: They are dark
like African people); A silhouette of a tree on Card
TV; and grey ants or insects to the D& area of
Card X.

THE SHADING DETERMINANTS

The coding of responses in which the light-dark
features of the blot are used as a determinant has
been one of the most controversial aspects of the
Rorschach. Although discussed extensively, it
has been the least researched of the determinant
categories. It has been previously noted that
Rorschach made no mention of shading or
“chiaroscuro” features in his original monograph
because the cards on which his basic experiment
was based contained only modest variations in
hue. These characteristics were exaggerated
when the figures were printed and, according to
Ellenberger (1954), Rorschach immediately per-
ceived the possibilities created by the mew di-
mension. Rorschach, during the brief period in
which he worked with shaded cards, scored all
references to shading as (C) to denote the Hell-
Dunkel interpretations.

Binder (1932) was the first to systematically
develop 2 more extensive scoring for the shading
features, following some of the inferences that had
been offered by Rorschach. The Binder approach
differentiates four basic types of shading re-
sponses but suggests codings for only two of these.
Those two are Hell-Dunkel (using the symbol Hd),
which refers to answers based on “the diffuse total
impression of the light and dark values of the
whole card,” and F(Fb) in which shading is differ-
entiated within the blot area. Binder also noted
that people sometimes use the shading contours as
form, or use the light-dark features as achromatic
color. Because neither meet his criteria for Hd or
F(Fb), he offered no special codings for them.

Binder's work has been quite influential to the
decisions of the systematizers in their respective
approaches to shading answers. Piotrowski, in ad-
dition to coding for achromatic color, used two
categories for shading responses. One, ¢ or Fe, is
for shading and/or texture responses prompted by
the light shades of gray. The second, ¢’ or F¢' is
used where the dark nuances of the blot are in-
volved, or when a dysphoric mood is expressed.
Rapaport also included two categories for shad-
ing. The first, Ch, ChF, or FCh represents all
shading responses except those falling into the
second category. The second, coded (CHF or F(C),
is for the chiaroscuro answer in which the shading
components specify important inner details, or
for Color-Form responses that include reference
to texture.

Hertz includes three categories of shading re-
sponses, in addition to achromatic color. The
first, ¢, ¢F, or Fe, is for responses in which the
shading features produce a textural, surface, or
reflective quality, The second, employs the sym-
bols {C), (C)F, and F(C), is for answers where
shading precipitates the interpretation of a three-
dimensional effect. The third, Ch, ChF, or FCh, is
used for ail other shading responses. Beck also
uses three categories for shading responses, One,
T. TF, or FT, denotes answers in which the shad-
ing features create the impression of texture. The
second, V, VF, or FV, is for responses in which
shading contributes to the interpretation of depth
or distance, and the third, ¥, ¥F, or FY, is used for
all other types of shading responses, and is also
used when achromatic color is involved.

The Klopfer approach to shading is the most
complex. Klopfer was actually the Iirst, after
Binder, to formulate multiple categories for the
coding and interpretation of shading responses
{Klopfer, 1937). In addition to coding achromatic
color, Klopfer formulated four categories of shad-
ing. The first, ¢, cF, or Fe, is used for responses in
which shading is interpreted to represent textural,
surface, or reflective qualities. It is the same as
used by Hertz and the criterion is nearly the same
as used by Beck in his coding of 7. The second uti-
lizes the symbols K and KF for responses in which



the shading is perceived as diffuse. It is similar to
Binder's Hd, the Rapaport and Hertz Ch, and the
Beck Y. The third, FK, represents instances where
chading is used for vista, linear perspective, re-
flections, and landscapes. Some components of
this criterion are similar to the Hertz use of (C)
and the Beck V. The fourth category, &, kF, or Fk,
defiped as a three-dimensional expanse projected
on a two-dimensional plane.! This category ap-
plies mainly to X-ray or topographical map re-
sponses. Klopfer’s approach is made more
complex by a number of idiomatic rules for spe-
cific types of responses, The end product is that
some responses are coded for shading even though
the response does not meet the criterion for the
category. The majority of these idiomatic rules
involve the use of the Fr, although some call for
the use of FK. For example, all transparencies are
Fe, as are answers in which achromatic color is
interpreted as bright color. Similarly, most re-
sponses that emphasize roundness are Fe rather
than FK, and Fc is also used when the fine differ-
entiations in shading are designated to specify
parts of objects, The FK idioms include both vista
and reflection responses even though shading is
cot mentioned.

The selection of symbols and criteria for the
coding of shading responses in the Comprehensive
System is based on several considerations. Al-
though the Klopfer methoed is the most compre-
hensive, the coding idioms tend to violate the
criteria and imply the feasibility of interpreting
relatively different types of responses as the
same, The empirical data available concerning
shading responses are complex because it is diffi-
cult to translate findings derived by one method of
coding to another coding approach. However, it is

! Klopfer remarked during a 1964 interview with me that
he had been continuously dissatisfied with the various
criteria for the scoring of shading responses in his sys-
tem, especially the k category. Howsver, he quickly added
that he felt his own approach was superior to others de-
veloped, and expressed the belief that it would be unreal-
istic to attempt to change his system in that it had been in
use for nearly 30 years by that time.
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clear that reflection answers are interpretively
different from vista responses, and that percepts
that inclede an emphasis on roundness are differ-
ent from transparencies. Data have also been re-
ported suggesting that the kind of shading
perceived in X-ray responses is different than that
used in topographical maps, the former being
either achromatic color or diffuse shading, the lat-
ter involving the use of shading as vista. These
factors argue in favor of an approach in which the
criteria are distinct, avoids idiomatic scorings,
and which neatly differentiates the various types
of shading responses. Therefore, the approach se-
lected for use in the Comprehensive System is es-
sentiatly that of Beck (T, ¥, & ¥), but the criteria
for two of the three catepories are more restricted
than suggesied by Beck. The Vista category in-
cludes only responses in which shading is present,
and the Diffuse Shading category excludes achro-
matic color responses.

The decision to code for shading sometimes
seems more difficult to the Rorschach novice than
is really the case. This is because many peopte do
not use the word shading, However, most examiners
quickly learn that people commonly use the word
color to denote contrast effects, as in, The way the
colors are here, or The different colors are like that.
In other instances, a person may say, It's the way
the lines go in there, which sounds like form use but
really is a reference to different levels of satura-
tion. Once shading use has been identified, the dif-
ferentiation about which type of shading is simply
based on a process of elimination.

THE TEXTURE DETERMINANT

One of the three codes for texture (FT, TF, or T) is
used when the shading features are interpreted to
represent a factua! impression, In these answers,
the person eclaborates on the composition or
texture of the object. The elaboration carries with
it, explicitly or implicitly, the notion that the ob-
ject has tactual features such as being soft, hard,
smooth, rough, silky, grainy, furry, cold, hot,
sticky, or greasy. Texture should not be assumed
simply because such words are used. They are
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Iegitimate clues to the probability that shading is
involved but this is not always the case, Thus, the
Inquiry skill of the examiner is often important. It
is not uncommen, for example, for a person to use
words such as rough, shaggy, or furry as form
elaborations, with no concern for shading fea-
tures. Similarly, objects may be perceived as hot
or cold because of color, In the optimal situation,
the person will indicate the use of shading when
giving the response, but this is the exception
rather than the rule. In most cases, the response
will contain some clue that texture may be in-
cluded, such as using words like shaggy, furry,
hot, and so on, or the nature of the object itself
may raise the possibility as in a rug, a coat, some
ice, or so on. These clues form the basis of In-
quiry questions. Some people, especially chil-
dren, will actually rub the blot but not necessarily
articulate the shading. This is sufficient evidence
of the tactile impression to code texture. The se-
lection of which coding to use for texture depends
on the extent of form involvernent.

The Pure Texture Response ()

The T response is the least common of the three
kinds of texture, It is for answers in which the
shading components of the blot are represented as
textural, with no form involvement. The criterion
for differentiating a T from a TF answer is essen-
tially the same as for differentiating C from CF.
In other words, no effort is made by the person to
use the form features, or inject a form demand
concerning the object reported. Responses such
as wood, flesh, ice, fleece wool, grease, hair, and
silk all represent examples that might be coded T
provided shading is involved and has been per-
ceived as texture, and no form is used. When
form is used, or a form demand injected, even
though relatively ambiguous, the coding shoutd
be TF rather than 7.

The Texture-Form Response (TF)

The TF response is one in which the shading fea-
tures are interpreted as texture and form is used

secondarily. In most instances, the object speci-
fied will have an ambiguous form such as a
chunk of ice, an oily rag, a piece of fur, or some
very hard metal. Less commonly, TF will be

-coded when a specific form is used but it is clear

that the shading features precipitated the re-
sponse. For example, Something breaded, like a,
well, like shrimp, yeah, that’'s it, fried shrimp
(Card VII), The coding of TF for abjects of spe-
cific form must meet the requirement that the
shading, perceived as texture, is primary in the
response, and form has been used secondarily.
Three very similar responses to Card VI provide
examples of how form and texture may vary in
importance.

RESPONSE

Gee, ths is a funny one, I guess it cb a skin, lik
spotted, an A skin

INQUIRY

E: (Rpts 8's resp)}

S: Well, yeah its all kinda fuzzy & ths here cld b
legs

In this example, there is no indication in the
response that form has been primary. Quite the
contrary, the respondent is rather vague in the re-
sponse, and uses the word skin first, and then
clarifies it as an animal skin. To this poeint, there
is no form demand. The first material in the In-
quiry concerns shading (kinda fuzzy), and only
after that is some reference to form injected. This
response is coded TF. In a second example, the re-
sponse is similar but the coding is different.

RESPONSE

It} an A skin to me

INQUIRY

E: (Repts 8’s resp)

S: Well, the shading gives it a very furry appear-
ance and the edging is very rough like an A
skin wid b & there is the distinct impression
of legs and & the haunch part too




The appropriate code for this response is FT,
even though the shading is mentioned first in the
Inquiry. The decision to code FT rather than TF is
based on the fact that the response is reasonably
definitive and could be form dominated, and the
bulk of the spontaneously given Irquiry material
is form oriented. The necessity of weighing the
possibility of form domination in the response is
demonstrated by a third example,

RESPONSE
Well, it cld b an A skin

INQUIRY

Ti: (Rpts S's resp)

S: Yes, its not very well done either, it 1! the
skinner didn’t get as much of the frt prt as he
could have

E: I'mnot sure I'm seeg it likur

S: Well all of it except ths top prt looks that way,
here r the rear legs & I sappose ths r the ft legs

This response involves no shading, The total
emphasis is on the form features, and the coding
must be F. The Rorschach skeptic may argue that,
because most animal skin responses to Card VI
often do involve the use of shading as texture, the
coder would be justified in scoring FT even
though it is not articulated, Empirical findings
argue against this notion. Bavghman (1959) ob-
tained animal skin responses to cards presented
in sithouette form and to those in which shading
features had been eliminated. It has also been
demonstrated (Exner, 1961) that the frequency of
skin responses to Cards I'V and V1is not altered if
the gray-black features of the cards are made
chromatic.

The Form-Texture Response (FT)

FT is used when form is the primary determinant
and the shading features, articulated as tactual,
are used secondarily. Most responses coded as FT
will involve objects that have specific form re-
quirements. For example, the commonly perceived
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animals on Cards II and VIII are sometimes elab-
orated as furry because of the light-dark features.
Similarly, the human-like figure, often reported
to Card IV, is frequently perceived as being furry.
However, there is a glaring exception to the guide-
line that FT will usually involve objects that have
a specific form requirement. This is the animal
skin response to Card VI, which is the most fre-
quentiy given of all texture answers, and usually
is coded FT.

This is ilkustrated by a comparison of the propor-
tion of F7, TF, and T answers in a randomly se-
lected sample of 250 adult nonpatient records and
850 records of adult nonschizophrenic patients.
These 1,100 protocols contain 22,311 responses, of
which 851 have a texture coding. The 851 include
364 responses {(43%) to Card VI, of which 337 are
the common animal skin responses and 318 of those
are coded FT. The distribution of texture responses
to Card I'V is the second largest for this group, con-
stituting 202 (24%) of the answers, of which 161
are FT, about equally divided between animal skin
responses and human or human-like figures with
fur or fur coats. Only 112 of the texture responses
(13%) occurred to Cards I, II, ITI, and V, whereas
173 of these answers (20%) occurred to Cards VII,
Vill, IX, and X. A total of 727 of the 851 texture
responses (85%) are coded as F7, 107 (13%) are
TF, and only 15 (2%) are pure T.

THE SHADING-DPIMENSIONALITY
DETERMINANT (VISTA)

The least common use of the light-dark features
of the blot involves the interpretation of depth or
dimensionality. These answers are marked by the
use of the shading to alter the flat perspective of
the blot stimulus as in, It’s down in, It’s behind,
It’s rounded at the edges, 1t’s higher than, It's
folded over, It's an aerial view of . . . and so on.
Usually, the presence of the depth or dimension
impression is obvious, and the task of the examiner
is to determine if it is based on the shading or if
the impression is simply created because of the
size or the contour features of the blot, When the
latter accurs, the coding is FD and not vista. The
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most troublesome differentiations concerning
vista are those involving the possibility of texture,
For instance, it is relatively easy to discriminate
the rough mountain range (vista) from rough sand-
paper (texture), but sometimes words like bumpy,
indented, or rough can imply either vista or lex-
ture. For example, This looks like the brain, see
the way the lines are there gives the impression of
the convolutions, it looks very bumpy. This is a
vista answer because the shading is used {the way
the lines are) and there is no implication of tactile
impression (it fooks very bumpy). I the response
had been, It looks like it would fee! very bumpy if
you touch it, texture would be coded instead of
vista,

At times, the dimensicnal guality of a response
is subtle and examiners should be alert to the ne-
cessity of asking a relevant Inquiry question. For
instance, a response to Card IV might be, A mon-
ster with his head between his legs. This might con-
vey dimensionality, either based on form or based
on shading. In either event, the examiner must pur-
sue the issue with a question such as, You said his
head is between his legs? Three codings are used
for vista responses.

The Pure Vista Response (V)

The pure V answer is extremely rare. The coding of
V requires that the person report depth or dimen-
sicnality based exclusively on the shading charac-
teristics of the blot, with no form involvement.
These responses are somewhat dramatic because
they ignore the form qualities of the stimulus. For
instance, It just looks deep (Inquiry) it's just all
dark way down, I don’t understand it. A similar re-
sponse usually will have some elaboration involy-
ing form, such as, Ir looks deeper in the middle
than on the sides, When this occurs, the coding is
VF rather than V.

The Vista-Form Response (VF)

VF is coded for answers in which the primary em-
phasis is on the shading features to represent

depth or dimensionality and use form features in
only a casual or nondescript manner. Most VF re-
sponses involve contents that do not have specific
form requirements, such as, Up and down, like
one of those maps (Inquiry) Like in a geography
class with the darker mountains and the plateaus
are lighter, or, Dark rain clouds {Inquiry) One
is partly behind the other, see this lighter one is in
front, or A deep canyon with a river running in
there (Inquiry) The dark line is the river down in
and the rest is the sides aof the canyon. II the form
features are more specific or given greater em-
phasis, the appropriate coding is £¥

The Form-Vista Response {FV}

The FV code is, by far, the most commenly as-
signed for vista responses. The form is the pri-
mary feature in the answer and the shading is used
in a more secondary manner to represent depth or
dimensionality. Most FV responses will have con-
tents with a relatively specific form requirement
but that is not necessarily an adequate guideline
for differentiating the FV and VF answers. For ex-
ample, wells or cisterns have a reasonably specific
form, yet most responses involving wells or cis-
terns are coded VF because of the way that indi-
viduals emphasize the shading rather than the
form: features.

The FV response will geﬂerally include con-
siderable emphasis or elaboration on form. Al-
most any content, ranging from frequently per-
ceived human or animal figures to very unusual
answers, may involve vista, Bridges, dams, and
waterways are among the more frequentiy given
FV responses, but the vista component may be re-
ported in almost any form-dominated response.
For example, the human figure, often reported in
the center of Card I, is sometimes perceived as
behind a curtain, or, wearing a dress you can see
through. When inquired cautiously, persons giv-
ing these soris of answers invariably cite the dif-
ferences in contrast as the source on which the
notion of dimensionality is based. Thus, FV is the
appropriate coding. Similarly, an FV answer is
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Table 7.5 Examples of the Different Types of Texture and Vista Responses.

Card Location Response Inquiry Coding
1 w A dried up leaf S: Pts r missing & fallg off & its crinkly FT
E: Crinkly?
8: It looks rough, the way the colors are there
1 D4 A wrn behind a curtain 5: U can’t ¢ all of her, just the lowr prt of her FV
body (D3) & ths is like a curtain u can ¢ thru
1 id An old torn rag w oil spots  S: Its all black and oily looking to me TF
11 D4 A circumcised penis 8: U can c the folds left thr ia the catr Fy
II Di A teddy bear §: It has that shape & it has all that fur there FT
{rubs)
1I D85 Somethg deep, lik a hole 8: U can ¢ the round edges mayb there, like a VF
bottomless pit. it gets drkr as it goes dwn & 1
don’t ¢ any bottom
11t Di Two gentlemen in velvet E: U mentioned velvet suits FT
suits S: Yes. it looks velvet to me, dark shiny velvet
11 D3 A bow tie S: It has a big bulging knot there in the middl of FV
it, the drk lines r lik bulges
13 w Hunters boot prop’d up S: The post is behind them u can tell bec it looks FV
against a post further away
E: Further away?
81 Well u ¢ where they come together the color
is different like the post was further back
v w An old bearskin 8: It looks like the fur is pretty well worn, FT
. smooth (rubs)
v D430 A red hot spike §: Its a lot lighter on the outside like very hot Fr
metal
v w A persenin a fur cape 8: U ¢ mostly the cape, it looks like fur to me Fr
(rubs fingers on card)
v lid It looks sticky if u 8: Ugh, it just 1} a sticky mess T
touched it
v W The rite half is lower 8: Thers a deep crack rite dwn the ¢ntr, ¢ the 1%
than the left drkr prt, & it 11 the rite side is lower
v W A rabbits head behnd a 8: Its here (£6),u can’t ¢ much just the outline, FV
rock of it, the drkr prt is the rock in frt
Vi DI An irrigation ditch 8: Its dwn in the cntr there, the shades helputo  FV
¢ how the diffrnt amounts of waterg have
effected the land @ it
VI D4 A chunk of ice S: Its cold lookg like ice wid b, all diff colors of TF
grey
VI W Sk of skin, lik fur S: Most of it I the furry skin ¢ the diff lines, & TF
u can still ¢ the head prt here (points)
VI Dd A deep gorge S: Ths prt (D12) is the bttm & u can ¢ the sides VF
comg up to the top
Vi1 D2 A scotty dog S: He has more fur on his chin & ft legs, where FT
its drkr
Vil W Rocks 8: 1t just 11 4 rocks next to e.0., u can c that they ~ VF
r round, especially the bottom 2, thyr drkr at
the bottom
Y11 Dd2s It I1 a dam back in theze S: Well the dam is here, ths liter prt (Dd25/centr) FV
& the frt pre is like the waterfall part, or mayb
. a river comg ths way
VI Vv Hair, a lot of hair S: It all looks hairy to me {rubs) T
VII D5 An aerial view of a forest  8: Yeah, thes drkr prts wid be the bigger trees VF
stckg up
YHI D2 Ice cream sherbet S: It looks grainy like sherbet is grainy TF

{continued)



110 Administration and Scoring the Rorschach

TFable 7.5 Continned,

Card Location Response Inquiry Coding
X Dé Cotton candy, its al Fluffy St It has like rolls, like it was flaffy like cotton VF
candy is fluffy
IX DS8& There's a plant inside a S: U can just ¢ the stem (D3) & it looks hazy FV
a glass like u were seeg it inside the glass or bowl
X D38 Like u were lookg into a §: It It an opening & u can ¢ or s.t. back into it, VF
cave its drkr there, like the cave mouth
X Dg Ths pink part lamap of  §: Tts like a map that is used in schls or s.t. to VE
a chain of mts show the way mts r formed, some 1 higher
than others, the drkr areas
X D13 A piece of leather §: Tts rough, like it hasn’t been tanned TF
E: Rough?
S: U ¢ the different colors there, they make itll  FV
tht
X D3 A maple seed §: The pods 1 a dckr color, like they r thicker,
round like

sometimes reported in the lower center area of
Card TV, A worm or caterpillar, coming out from
under a leaf. Typically, persons giving this an-
swer will note the contrast effect as the basis for
impression of depth.

Some examples of different types of texture
and vista responses are shown in Table 7.5. The
Inguiry material included consists only of that
which is directly relevant to the scoring decision;
therefore, in some instances the Inquiry is omit-
ted, and in other instances, a portion of the In-
guiry is presented.

THE DIFFUSE SHADING DETERMINANT

Any shading response that is not texture or vista
is coded as diffuse shading. This is when shading
features are used in a nonspecific, more general
manner than is the case in either vista or texture
answers. It is this type of shading response with
which Rorschach concerned himself in develop-
ing the scoring of (C). Diffuse shading may be
used as primary to the formation of an answer, or
secondary to provide greater specification to an
answer that is based predominantly on form.
Most of these decisions to code diffuse shading
are relatively straightforward although, as noted
earlier, a person may use words such as light,

dark, blackness, and so on, in an equivocal man-
ner, implying either achromatic color or diffuse
shading. In those instances, the rule concerning
achromatic color forces the decision, Namely, un-
less the examiner is convinced that the light or
dark features are being used as achromatic color,
the coding for diffuse shading should be assigned.

Sometimes people convey diffuse shading by
mentioning a contrast in colors, as in, The differ-
ent pinks makes it look rotten, or It has different
greys in it, like during a storm, or The way the col-
oring comes tagether gives the impression of dried
blood, or The colors are mixed here, like in a fin-
ger painting.

The Pure Shading Response (Y)

The scoring of Y is used for answers based exclu-
sively on the light-dark features of the blot. No
form is involved, and the content used typically
has no form feature, as in mist, fog, darkness, and
smoke, A response in which pure Y is the only de-
terminant is quite rare.

The Shading-Form Response (YF)

The YF response is one in which the light-dazk fea-
tures of the blot are primary to the formation of



the response and form is used secondarily. The
content of the ¥F answer ordinarily has an am-
biguous or nomspecific form requirement as in
clouds, shadows, nonspecific types of X-rays, and
smoke associated with a specific form object such
as, smoke coming out of this fire. The main factor
that differentiates Y¥ from pure Y is the intent of
the individual to delineate form features, even
though vague, in the response. Similarly, the YF
response is usually differentiated from the FY an-
swer by the lack of specificity or emphasis on
form. Contents having a specific form requirement
are rarely coded YF, occurring only in those cases
where the shading features are clearly of primary
importance to the formation of the response.

The Form-Shading Response (FY)

The FY code is used for responses in which form
is primary to the formation of the answer, and
shading is used as an elaboration. Shadows asso-
ciated with specific content, X-rays of specific
features, and elaborations about objects that have
specific form requirernents, such as a dirty face,
are among the more commonly reporied FY re-
sponses. Ordinarily, the FY response cait be iden-
tified by the fact that the content could be given
as a pure form answer, whereas this is not usually
the case in the YF or pure ¥ answer. A notable ex-
ception is the “cloud” response that can be based
purely on form. When shading is associated with
the cloud answer, the code is usually YF but, in
instances where form is emphasized as in, It looks
like a cloud building up with the flat top, like a cu-
mulus cloud ready to rain, it’s all dark, the appro-
priate coding is FY.

It is important to emphasize that, at times, the
shading features of the blots are used as contour.
For example, the D3 area of Card I is sometimes
perceived as the lower part of a person and delin-
eated by “these dark lines.” Similarly, & dark spot
may be sometimes identified as an eye. These are
not shading responses per se, and should be coded
as form answers. They may have interpretive
importance because the person has chosen to
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respond to the “internal” light-dark features of
the blot that create contours, but they should not
be confused with the shading answer.

Some examples of the various types of diffuse
shading responses are provided in Table 7.6. The
Inquiry material includes only that part related to
the coding decision.

THE FORM DIMENSION RESPONSE (FI)

FD is coded for answers that involve impressions
of depth, distance, or dimension that are not based
on shading features. This coding category was de-
veloped out of research related to the formation of
the Comprehensive System. There is no coding
comparable to it in the other Rorschach systems,
althongh both Beck and Klopfer have noted the ex-
istence of such answers. Klopfer idiomatically in-
cluded such responses in the FK category, even
though no shading is involved, Beck has been prone
lo score these answers FV, but only in instances
where the unarticulated use of shading seems very
probable, Beck specifically avoided the scoring of
FV for perspective or dimensionality based on size
discrimination.

Usually, size differentiation is the element that
identifies the necessity to code FI, such as, The
feet are so much bigger than the head, he must be
lying down, or it's so small, it must be way off in
the distance, or It looks like it’s in perspective,
like P'm looking up at him. Sometimes, the ab-
sence of some features of an object are translated
by the individual to mean that depth or dimension-
ality exists, as in, I can only see the leg and part of
the arm, so it niust be behind this. .. . These an-
swers are also scored FD.

Some FD answers can be much more subtle and
examiners often have to work hard to determine if
they really should be coded for dimension. For ex-
ample, a response might be, A person standing with
a hood on. The issue which must be inquired con-
cerns whether the hood covers anything, such as
the face or part of it, and if so, what gives that im-
pression, In some instances, the hood will be a
two dimensional feature, but in other responses a
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Table 7.6 Examples of Diffuse Shading Responses.

Card Location Response Inquiry Coding
I W An x-ray of a pelvis S: It's drk lik an xy & 11 a pelvis FY
I < D8 A Xmas tree at night 8: Its dark like it wld b at night FY
I W Ink §: It's just all dark like ink is dark® Y
1I D3 A very delicate bf E: U mentioned that it is delicate FY
S: You can ¢ the differnt colors, their shades I
guess, in the wgs
11 b4 A church steeple S: It looks like light is in the top, it's lighter FY
there as if the sun was shining on it
1 D7 Some sort of x-ray 8: It is different colors like an x-ray YF
Iv W Darkness S: It just 1 darkness to me, ¥ can’t tell u why Y
v D3 A multicolored flower S: It has different colors in it. like the petalsra
different color fr the middle part FY
v w A piece of retten meat S: Some of it is more zot'd than the rest YF
E: More rotted?
S: The colors r different
VI D2 A highly polishd bedpost  8: Hs very shiny lookg FY
Vi D4 It I a sailing ship croising St Its all darkish so it must be in in the nite ma.FY
in the nite
A1 W It could b clouds I guess 8: Its pretty irregular like clouds would be & it FY
has dark and lite color to it like clonds, mayb
like cumulus clouds
VII W Storm elouds S: They'r dark like a storm cloud formation is YF
dark
VII Dl A granite statue §: Its dark like granite FY
Vil Dl An animal with dirt all §: This drkr part is the circle around the eye like FY
over its face dirt, ther’s more there too, more dirt
X v w A lot of smoke and fire S: The orange part is the fire & the rest is the CFYF
smoke, u can see how the colors go together
X Dil Some bones thatr drying St It H bones drying up, ths outr prt is lighterso ~ ¥YF

it must be drier

* Had the subject indicated that it is black like ink the scoring would be C'.

person will report that, You can only see part of the
face. This is an FD answer. Some examples of FD
responses are provided in Table 7.7,

PAIR AND REFLECTION RESPONSES

Two other determinant categories in the Compre-
hensive System, not found in any of the other
Rorschach systems, relate to responses that con-
tain pairs or reflections. Each represents a re-
sponse in which the person has used the
symmetry of the blot to specify two identical ob-
jects. The importance of these categories was
identified in research that preceded the develop-
ment of the Comprehensive System (Exner,

1969a). The coding symbol used for the pair re-
sponse is the Arabic numeral 2. Because the pair
answer occurs with considerable frequency, it was
decided that the coding should be entered well to
the right of other determinants, and after the cod-
ing for form quality. This avoids cluttering the de-
terminant code and also makes the pair answers
easy to tabulate. There is only one coding for the
pair answer (2), whereas two (Fr and rF) are used
for different types of reflection answers.

The Pair Response (2)

The symbel (2) is used whenever the symmetry
features of the blot precipitate the report that two
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Table 7.7  Examples of Form-Dimensional Responses.
Card Location Response Inquiry Coding
I < D1 A tree off on a hill S: Its a ot smaller so it must be far off FD
I1 D4+ D85 Some sort of temple at §: This (DS35) is the lake & here (D4) is the FD
the end of a lake temple, u have to thk of it in perspective
1t V D420 Two trees off on a hitl with 83 These (D4) 1 the trees & this (D11} is the path FD
a path leading up to them  E: U said off on a hill
S: Ft doesn’t hav to b a hill, its just that they’r
small & the path is pretty wide so they r off
a ways
v W A person laying down S: His feet r out in front, like toward me & his ~ Mp.FD
head is way bk there, like he was flat on his
back
v D¢ An animal jumpg behnd a  §: Well here is where the bush ends & ths is the FMa.FD
bush, u only c his leg leg so it has to be behind
Vi W A religious statue on a 8: Well its a lot smler so it wid b off in the FD
hilltop distance like ths ¢ld b a hill here if u stretch
u’r immagin
Vi Ddi9 A city off in the distance  S: U can c the bidgs there FD
E: U said off in the distn
8: Its so small, it must b a long ways off
VIII D4 Two people stndg off on §: U can c the people here (Ddi4) & thiswldb  Mp. FD
- a hill the hill
X < Ddi6 A person stndg out on a 8: Yeah, here’s a ledge (most of D3} & there’s Mp.FD
iedge this person way out there, leaning up against
a tree or s.1., its quite far out there
E: Quite far?
8: He’s so small, it"s fairly hard to even see him
X V D& Two men pushing s.t. out St Their bodies 1 shaped like they were bending  Ma.FD

in front of them

forward & their arms r extended outward tike
they were pushing this thing in front of them

of the perceived object are present. The pair is in-
dependent of form specificity in the answer. The
pair coding (2) is not used when the object is in-
terpreted as being reflected, because the reflec-
tion code already denotes that two of the objects
are being seen. The articulation of pairs varies
considerably among people. Pairs are often re-
ported as, There are two ..., but in many in-
stances the word rwo is not included. Instead, a
plural of the object may be used as in, bears, dogs,
people, or a synonym for two may be employed,
such as, A couple of . ..
will allude to only one cobject in the response,
This looks like a dog, and then note that, There is
one on each side, in the Inquiry. When this oc-
curs, the pair should be coded.

- Sometimes, a person

In rare instances, an individual may report that
a pair exists, This looks like two people, but later
in the response, or in the Inguiry, will differenti-
ate the two, It looks like a man and a woman. If
the objects are differentiated in any way (this one
is bigger, this one is fatter, this one is darker,
eic.), the pair is not coded.

The Form-Reflection Response (Fr)

The coding of reflections includes the same re-
quirement as the coding for pairs, that is, symme-
try must be involved and the objects identical, but
the person also reports the object as being re-
flected, or as & mirror image. A pair is not recorded
when the reflection determinant is coded.
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Fr is coded for responses in which the form of
the blot is used to identify content that has spe-
cific form features, and which, in turn, is re-
ported as reflected or a mirror image because of
the symmetry of the blot. In many cases, move-
ment is also associated with the reflection as in,
someone looking in a mirror, o1, An animal step-
ping over some rocks, it’s all reflected down here.

The Reflection-Form Response (rf)

The rF coding is used for responses in which the
symmetry features of the blot are primary in de-
termining the answer, and form is used non-
specifically, or ambiguously, as an object being
reflected. For example, All this is reflected in
water, you see it here too. The rF answer is un-
common, and always involves content with non-
specific form requirements such as clouds, rocks,
shadows, and rain. In some instances, a person
may select a content that has no specific form re-
quirement, but injects some form demand when
describing the object(s). When this occurs, the
coding should be Fr rather than rF, The most
common exampte of this is when landscape is re-
ported as reflected in a Jake or pond. In almost all
of these cases, some form demand concerning the
landscape will be verbalized, making the appro-
priate coding Fr.

Some examples of pair and reflection re-
sponses are provided in Table 7.8.

THE BLEND RESPONSE (.}

The term blend signifies that more than one deter-
minant has been used in forming the response.
When this occurs, each determinant should be en-
tered, separated from each other by & dot (), as in
M.YF, which indicates that the answer contained
both human movement and a diffuse shading-form
determinant. The frequency of blend responses
varies considerably from record to record. A sam-
ple of 2,000 protocols, for example, shows that
slightly more than 20% of the responses are blends,
but the variance is considerable, with some records

yielding more than 50% blends and others contain-
ing no blend answers. Any combination of determi-
nants is theoretically possible in a response, and
each should be scored. The majority of blend
answers contain two determinants, but in unusual
instances three, four, or even five, separate deter-
minants may OCcCur.

There has been some disagreement among
Rorschach systematizers corcerning the appropri-
ate method for coding and evaluating the blend
answer, Most followed Rorschach’s lead for the
procedure. He simply caded multiple determinants
together when they occurred, as in MC (1921). The
proiocols published by Rorschach contain rela-
tively few blend responses, mainly because his
basic work was accomplished using blots that con-
tained few shading features. Klopfer (1942, 1954)
deviated most from Rorschach’s approach
to the muitiple determinant responses. He postu-
lated that only one determinant can be primary to
the formation of a response, and subdivided the
“Main” or primary determinant, from other de-
terminants, coded as “Additional,” and weighted
the interpretive importance of the Main determi-
nants differently than Additionals. This proce-
dure is possibly one of the major limitations to
the Klopfer system, and is compounded by the
fact that a somewhat arbitrary “hierarchical”
scheme is used to distinguish Main from Addi-
tional determinants in answers where the relative
importance is not clear; M is given preference,
with chromatic color, texture, and achromatic
color ranked in that order of importance. Origi-
nally, Klopfer followed Rorschach’s technique of
entering multiple scores but, as his recommended
technigue of Inquiry became more elaborate, and
as the number of determinant categories was pro-
liferated, he perceived the fact that large num-
bers of muitiple determinant scores would create
much difficulty in interpretation. In addition, he
became convinced that determinants relevant
only to a part of a concept, or those given some-
what reluctantly in the Inquiry, were not as im-
portant to understanding the “basic” personality
as the “primary™ determinant. In 1938, he began
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Card Location  Response Inquiry Coding
I < D2 A couple of donkeys, theres F(2)
one on each side
1 Dl Two little birds who r peeking FMp(2)
their heads out of a nest
1L < D6 A rabbit sliding on an ice pond, $: Ths white is the ice & u can ¢ his FiMa.Fr
he’s being reflected in the ice reflection in it
I 14 Two bears doing a circus act S: They have red hats on like a circus act FMa FC(2)
& they have their paws touchg
I1E DI Two people picking s.t. up Ma(2)
1IE Dl A person inspecting himself §: He’s bending forward like he’s looking ~ Mp.Fr
in the mirror at himself
IV <W ¥ u turn it ths way itH a §: Well all of ths on side is being reflected  YF.rF
reflection of s.t., mayb a clond here, its like a cloud I guess
E: I'm not sure how u c it as a cloud
S: Well its all dark like a cld at nite,
There’s not much shape to it
v D& A pair of boots F(2)
v 134 Two people laying back to back Mp(2)
vi >W All of ths is the same down S: I don’t kno what it is, mayb rocks or rF
here s.t., it's the same on both sides like a
] reflection
VI <D It 11 a submarine in the nite 8: Its all black like nitetime, u can c the FC'.Fr
being reflected in the water conning tower & the hull & here its ail
reflected
VIl D2 Ths 1f a little gir], there’s F(2)
one on each side
Vil L2 A little girt looking in the Mp.Fr
mirror
VI DS A pair of flags F(2}
VII <W An A crossing over some rocks FMa. Fr
or s.t. like in a creek, ucanc
his reflection there, he's
looking down at it
IX <D TIts like u r out in the water S: Well, its being reflected in the water, ¢ FD.rF
& u can < ths coastiine off here is the waterline {points to midline),
in the distance its all so small it must b way off in the
dist. U really can’t make much out,
mayb some trees or smthg lik tht
X D3 Two halloween witches §: They r colored like for halloween all Ma, FC(2)
orangish & theyr leaning back lik theyr
laughing
X D1? A couple of crabs $: There's one on each side, they'r the F{2)
same on both sides
X b7 Deer, like they'r jumping S: One here & one here, they'r the same, FMa(2)

w their legs outstretched lik they were
jumpg
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scoring some of the “questionable” determinants
as Additional and, subsequently, decided that it
was impractical to expect all scorers to be consis-
tent. By the time his first Rorschach text was pub-
lished {1942}, he had settled on the principle of
giving only one score for the Main determinant.’

The other systematizers differ only slightly
from each other, and from Rorschach, in coding
multiple determinant answers. Beck (1937) intro-
duced the use of the dot (), as a convenient
method of identifying and tabulating the blend re-
sponse. In each of the systems, except Klopfer's,
all determinants are given equal weight in form-
ing interpretive postulates. The decision to in-
clude Beck's approach for coding blends in the
Comprehensive System followed from three stud-
ies, The first was designed to investigate the rela-
tionship of blends and intelligence, Forty-three
protocols were used, from nonpatients for whom
Otis Intelligence Test scores were also available.
The IQ scores ranged from 84 to 122, with a me-
dian of 103. The protocols were divided using an
IQ median split, with the midranking protocol
discarded, thus creating two groups of 21 each.
The mean IQ for the upper half is 113.4, and for
the lower half 93.7. The number of blend re-
sponses was tallied for each protocol and the data
subjected to chi-square analysis. The results indi-
cate that 17 of the 21 protocols in the upper half
of the distribution contain at least one blend,
whereas only eight of the 21 protocols in the
lower half contain at least one blend, The number
of blends in a given protocol does not correlate
highly with IQ (»=.32), but the tendency to give a
blend answer apparently does require at least av-
erage intellectual ability.

2In a private interview in 1963 at Asilomar, California,
Klopfer expressed some regret concerning that decision.
He alluded to the fact that the interpreter, relying “tao
heavily” on the psychogram, could be misled ia scme in-
stances. However, he maintained the belief that the Main-
Additional dichotomy in determinant scoring did, in fact,
preclude the interpreter from “overemphasizing” deter-
minant scores that might be developed in the inquiry.

These findings prompted the second study
using the protocols of 28 psychiatric outpatients
for whom WAIS 1Q scores were also available. Full
Scale I1Q’s ranged from 97 to 132, with a
median of 110, Using a median split, and tallying
the number of blend answers for upper and lower
half, the resulting chi-square was not significant,
Twelve of the persons in the upper half gave blend
answers, whereas 10 of the 14 protocols in the
lower group contained blends. However, an inter-
esting by-product of these twe studies is the fact
that the psychiatric group tended to give propor-
tionally more blends per protocol than did the per-
sons in the upper half of the nonpsychiatric group
(31% versus 19%). This finding prompted the
third study, using two protocols from each of 21
outpatients. The first was cotlected at the onset of
intervention, and the second was taken at termina-
tion, which varied from mine to 17 months later. A
comparison of the pre- and posttreatment protocols
for total mumber of blends is not significant, al-
though there is a tendency toward decrease. On the
other hand, when the actnal number of pre- and
posttreatment records containing blend answers is
compared, a significant difference is discovered.
Twenty of the 21 pretreatment protocols contain
blend responses as contrasted with 13 of the 21
posttreatment records. Possibly of even greater in-
terest, the kinds of determinants used in the blend
answers change substantially when the pre- and
postireatment records are compared. The former
contain more shading blends, and more determi-
nants in which form is secondary such as CF and
TF, The latter yield fewer shading blends, more
blends containing FD determinants, and more de-
terminants in which form is primary. These data
appear to indicate that the blend, although some-
what related to intellect, can be useful in provid-
ing information about the complexity of a
person’s psychological processes, This interpreta-
tion is consistent with Beck's hypothesis concern-
ing the blend (1944, 1961), and argues for a
method of coding multiple determinant answers
that gives equal weight to each of the determi-
nants involved.




The coding symbols entered in the blend are
the same as would be used if any of the determi-
nants were scored separately. However, it should
be noted that the coding of F (pure Form) in a
blend is extremely rare. A review of nearly 15,000
protocols yields only 26 such responses. Almost
all are in records of neurologically impaired or
intellectually limited persons. They are responses
in which £wo or more separate contents are identi-
fied, at least one of which is based exclusively
on form, and which is not reported in relation to
the other(s). -

Answers containing an F in a blend appear
most frequently to Card III, as in, There are two
people, and a butterfly, and they are picking
something up. The answer sounds like two re-
sponses, people picking something up as one, and
the butterfly as the second. If the person does not
distinguish them as separate answers in the In-
quiry, or organize them meaningfully (it's flying
between them), the examiner should ask, Did you
mean that all as one answer? If the individual an-
swers yes, and still fails to integrate the objects
reported, the F should be included in the blend
with the other determinant, In this example, the
coding would be Ma.F. Any examiner deciding to
code an F in a blend should review the response
very carefully, because such responses are ex-
tremely rare.

Most, but not all, blends contain multiple ob-
jects, such as, A woman standing there, there is
black smoke all around her, which would be coded
Mp.C'F. In some instances, the complexity of the
answer will not be revealed until the Inguiry is
completed. For example, Two butlers, bowing to
each other seems like a simple Mp response. How-
ever, consider the Inquiry: S: These are their head
& legs, it's like at a party, they have formal suits
on. Two key words have occurred which require
questioning {party and formel). When the exam-
iner inguires, At a party?, the response is: There
are some sort of red decorations in the back-
ground, which denotes the likelihood of a pure C
{red decorations), and the possibility of depth,
(in the background). A second question, In the
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background? yields: Yeah, the red things, like the
butlers are out in front of them, confirming the C
and the FD. When the examiner poses the final
question, You said they have formal suits on, the
response is, Yeah, they are black, like a tuxedo, in-
jecting a fourth, achromatic color determinant.
Therefore, the correct coding for this answer is:
Mp.C.FD.FC.

Examiners should be cautious about coding
more than one shading determinant in a blend.
Responses containing nultiple shading determi-
nants do ogcur, but very infrequently. When shad-
ing blends occur, they are identifiable by the fact
that different verbiage is included for cach of the
determinants. For example, This looks like muddy
fields on each side of a deep gorge might contain
two types of shading, vista and diffuse. In the In-
quiry to this response, the person says, Well, the
sides are all dark and blurry, like muddy fields,
and the center part is the darkest, like it is deep
down, like a gorge or something. In this answer, a
distinction has been made between the dark and
blurry sides (YF), and the darkest, deep down
middle (VF}, justifying the ceding of the blend
YF.VF. The key to the decision about coding a
shading blend is that cach is decided by different
wording. For instance, This looks like a piece of
material, something very fuzzy, that has been
bunched together, like it was pleated, these lines
here are the folds, is confirmed to have two types
of shading in the Inquiry, It seems fuzzy because
of the diff colors (TF) and the dark lines make it
look like it's got folds in it, like pleats (VF).

INTERSCORER AGREEMENT

The percentage of correct agreement among coders
in the two reliability studies completed for this
work, for each of the Determinant codes, and by
category, is shown in Table 7.9. As might be ex-
pected, the greatest percentage of disagreement
occurs in coding the active-passive dimension
of movement. Although nearly similar levels of
disagreement occur for some other specific deter-
minant codes, a review of the levels of correct
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Table 7.9 Percentage of Coder Agreement for Two
Reliability Studjes.

20 Coders 15 Coders
25 Records 20 Records
Percentage — Percentage
Variable Agreement  Agreement
M 96 96
M 96 98
" 93 95
Movement coded a7 98
a 90 91
P 83 39
CorCn 89 91
CF 90 92
Cor CF 95 96
FC 97 26
Chromatic Color Coded 98 99
<’ 98 97
C'F 91 90
FC 94 96
Achromatic Color Coded 96 95
T 99 99
TF 96 94
FT 94 91
Texture Coded 97 97
v — 99
VF 98 96
FV a7 95
Vista Coded 99 98
Y 89 g0
YF 87 89
FY 94 92
Diffuse Shading Coded 95 97
FD 97 95
rF 92 94
Fr 93 93
{2) 98 99
F 90 91

agreement for total categories seems important, In
other words, when the guestion is, was fexture
coded (regardiess of whether it was coded FT, TF,
or T}, or was chromatic color coded (regardless if
the coding was FC, CF, or C, etc.), the agreement
levels are quite respectable. These data indicate
thal trained examiners, as were used in these stud-
ies, will generally apply the same coding to the
same responses. Some will err, and some will dis-
agree from time to time, but overall the levels of
agreement fall well within acceptable limits for a
task as complex as coding Rorschach determinants.

SUMMARY

The 24 symbols that are used for coding the ning
determinant categories contribute much to the nu-
cleus of the structural data of the Rorschach. None
have exacting correlations with behavior or with
personality characteristics, but collectively they
are used to form a caricature of response styles
and personality characteristics. There are still
other features of the response that, when coded ac-
carately, add considerably to the structural data.
Four of these are described in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 8

Form Quality, Content, Populars, and

Organizational Activity

Once the codings for Location, Developmental
Quality, and the Determinant(s) have been estab-
lished, four additional categories must be ad-
dressed. The first requires a decision about the
Form Quality of the response, This concerns the
fitness or appropriateness of the blot features to the
object reported, The second requires the selection
of a code(s) to represent the Conteni(s) of the an-
swer. The third is to check if the answer is a Popu-
lar response, that is, among those given with a
substantial frequency, The fourth is to determine if
the answer warrants a score for Organizational Ac-
tivity. This is when a synthesis has occurred among
the features of the blot, These are routine steps,
somewhat similar to the decisions about Location
and Developmental Quality, although, at times, the
coding for Form Quality will require careful
thought.

FORM QUALITY

An entry for Form Quality (FQ) is an important
feature in the coding of most Rorschach re-
sponses, It is required any time that form has
been used in the response, A coding for FQ is not
entered when the only determinant(s) for the an-
swer indicate that form has not been used in the
response, such as €, €', T, ¥, or ¥, It is also possi-
ble for formless M answers to occur, such as, This
looks like sadness, it's just black like sadness,
which would be coded Mp.C’, with no FQ entry.
The FQ coding provides information about the
“fit™ of the response, that is, does the area of the

blot being used conform to the form requirements
of the object specified? The issue of “goodness
of fit” was a major point of contention among
the systematizers who developed the test. Each
agreed that FQ is one of the most important of the
quantifiable elements of the test, and they gener-
ally agreed that responses can be differentiated
into two basic categories, those in which form is
wsed appropriately (good form) and those in
whieh it is not (poor form). This is consistent
with Rorschach’s recommendation.

However, beyond thcge two basic points of
agreement, the systematizers differ about the best
method to evaluate the appropriateness of the form
used in the response. Beck, Beck, Levitt, and Mol-
ish (1961) and Hertz (1970) followed Rorschach’s
suggestions most closely. They, like Rorschach,
used the symbol + for good form answers, and the
symbol — for poor form answers, the assignment of
either being essentially based on the statistical
frequency with which any given type of response
oceurs to specific location areas.”

Both Beck and Hertz published elaborate ta-
bles, by card and location areas, to define which
responses are + and which are —. The two differ
in that they do not always use the same location
areas, but Hertz has reported a relatively high

! Kinder, Brubaker, Ingram, and Reading (1982) have
traced the development of Beck’s decisions concerning the
assignment of the + and — symbols, and suggest that many
of Beek’s decisions were more sabjectively based than
may have been implied in Beck’s description of his waork.

120
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agreement between her table and that of Beck.
Piotrowski (1957) and Rapaport endorse the
concept of using statistical frequencies to deter-
mine the adequacy of form fit, but neither devel-
oped frequency distributions for this purpose. In
Klopfer’s early work, he also used the symbols +
and —, but he was generally opposed to statistical
frequency as a determining criterion. Rather, he
preferred to rely on the subjective evaluation of
the examiner. Ultimately, he discarded the plus-
minus codes in favor of a complex Form Level
Rating (Klopfer & Davidson, 1944).

In developing the Comprehensive Systen, it
was decided that decisions concerning form
quality should be based on an empirical ap-
proach to ensure intercoder reliability, and to
maintain a consistency in evalnating form fit
that could be subject to a variety of validation
studies. A method based on statistical fre-
quency, such as that of Beck and Hertz, seems
the best approach to achieve this goal. However,
statistical frequency methods are limited by the
fact that all + responses are not of equal quality.
Similarly, not afl — answers are equally poor in
form fit. Rapaport (1946} noted this in his work,
and suggested that form quality might be differ-
entiated into more categories. He argued that
such a differentiation of form quality would pro-
vide a clearer understanding of “reality testing”
operations.

Mayman {1966, 1970), following Rapaport’s
suggestions, developed a method of evaluating
form quality that has six categories, ranging
from exceptionally good form to exceptionally
poor form. The categories and criterion for each
are as follows:

F+ (highest level): Representing a success-
ful combination of imagination and reality
congruence,

Fo (ordinary level): Representing the obvi-
ous, casily noticed answers, requiring little
or no creative effort. This category includes
almost all responses that would be consid-
ered commeonplace.

Fw (weak level): Representing a significant
shift away from the reality adherence charac-
teristic of the F+- or Fo answers. Some Fw an-
swers border on the adequate and are coded
Fw-+ when the general contours do not clash
with the answer, whereas other Fiw answers
are less than adequate and coded Fw- when
some of the blot area used makes the form fit
somewhat incongruous.

Fv (vague level): Representing answers in
which the content avoids the necessity of spe-
cific shape.

Fs (spoiled level): Representingian essen-
tially adequate use of form that has been
spoiled by an oversight or distortion.

F- (minus level): Representing the wholly ar-
bitrary percept where there is substantial dis-
regard for the structural properties of the blot
areas unsed.

Mayman demonstrated that this method of
differentiation yields data of substantially
greater diagnostic usefulness than does the sim-
ple plus and minus differentiation. He reports
very respectable correlations with ratings of
health, tolerance for anxiety, motivation, ego
strength, and quality of interpersonal relations.
At first glance, it appeared that the Mayman
method for evaluating FQ might be appropriate
for the Comprehensive System, especially if
integrated with a format based on statistical
frequency.

A pilot study, using four coders {rained in the
Mayman method, was conducted concerning
its usefulness. Each independently coded 20 pro-
tocols only for form quality. They also used the
Beck tables of Good and Poor Form as a guide-
Hne. The results—Ilevels of correct agreement
among the four coders ranging from 41% to 83%
were disappointing. An analysis of the discrep-
ancies rendered some insight into the reliability
problem. There was considerable disagreement in
the scoring of responses as Fw+ or Fw-. There
was substantial disagreement in the use of the Fv
category, partly because some of the responses
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that might be scored Fv in the Mayman scheme
are listed as + by Beck, whereas others are listed
— by Beck, and partly because the levels of artic-
ulation varied considerably in these types of
responses. There was also considerable disagree-
ment for the scoring of Fs versus F—.

These findings prompted an investigation of a
modification of the Mayman method, in which Fv
and Fs were eliminated, and all Fw answers were
to be considered as a single score rather than at-
tempt to differentiate Fw+ and Fw—. The same
four coders independently scored a second set of
20 protocols, using this modified format, and the
resulis—percentage of correct agreernent ranging
from 87% to 95%—were quite encouraging.

Subsequently, it was decided to select a varia-
tion of Mayman's method of FQ evaluation which
utilizes the frequency distribution method fa-
vored by Beck and Hertz, but which also permits
some differentiation regarding the detailed use of
the form, and accounts for responses in which
form is vsed appropriately in responses that ap-
pear with a low frequency, The resulting four cat-
egories and the criterion for each are shown in
Table 8.1,

The FO coding is entered at the end of the de-
terminant coding. For instance, responses based
exclusively on form will be coded as F+, Fo, Fu,
or F—. Similarly, when determinants other than
pure Form are present in the answer, the place-
ment of the FQ coding remains the same, as in
Mao, FTu, FC.FD—, FMP.FC’ +, etc.

The decision concerning which symbol to em-
ploy witl begin with an examination of Table A,
which is included in the Appendix. It provides a
listing of responses, card by card, and by location
areas. Table A has been revised several times.
The most recent version was created using 9,500
protocols that include 205,701 responses. These
inchude the records of nonpatient adults (51,183 re-
sponses), nonschizophrenic outpatients {92,951 re-
sponses), and nonschizophrenic inpatients (61,367
responses). The result is & listing of 5,018 items,
or classes of items, each of which is identified as
ordinary (o), unusual {u), or minus (=).

If the item, or class of items, is designated in
Table A as ordinary (o), and involves a W or D
area, this signifies that the object was reported in
at least 2% (190 or more} of the 9,500 records,
and involves blot contours that do exist and are

Table 8.1 Symhols and Criteria for Coding Form Qualiity.

Symbol Definition Criterion

+ Ordinary-elaborated

‘The unusuatly detailed articulation of form in responses that otherwise

would be scored ordinary. Itis done in & manner that tends te enrich

the quality of the response without sacrificing the appropriateness of
the form use. The + answer is not necessarily original or creative but,
rather, it stands out by the manner in which form details are used and

specified.
o QOrdinary

The common response in which general form features are easily

articulated to identify an object. These are ¢asy to see answers that
have been reported by at least 2% of persons in the Form Quality data
pool for W and D areas, or by at least 50 persons in the pool who
responded to Dd areas. There is no unasual enrichment of the answer
by elaboration of the form features.

u Unusual

A low frequency response in which the basic contours involved are

appropriate for the response. These are UncomMIMoOn answers that are
seen quickly and easily by the observer.

- Minus

The distorted, arbitrary, unrealistic use of form in creating a response.

The answer is imposed on the blot structure with total, or near total
disregard for the contours of the area used. Often substantial arbitrary
lines or contours will be created where none exist.
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reasonably consistent with the form of the re-
ported object. There are 865 items or item classes
designated as o for Wor D locations.

If the item listed as o involves a Dd location,
this signifies that the area was used by at least 50
people, that the object was reported by no fewer
than two-thirds of those using the area, and in-
volves blot contours that do exist. Table A in-
cludes 146 items classified as o for the Dd
locations.

Differentiating Ordinary and
Plus Responses

If the object reported in a response matches an
item or item class that is listed as ordinary in
Table A, the coding for form quality must always
be either ¢ or +. Most of these responses will be
coded o as the frequency of -+ responses is quite
low in all groups. Nonetheless, examiners should
not be casual and neglect possible + answers. Re-
sponses that should be coded + are usually easy to
distinguish. This is because the person describes
more form details when describing the object(s)
than do most people who give a similar answer.
The + answers usually stand out because of the
attention to form characteristics.

For example, when most people give a human
figure response, they note the head, body, and legs.
The elaborated description will also include three
or four other features, such as noting some facial
characteristics, mentioning the arms, waistline,
and often describing the feet or shoes. Similarly,
when most people describe an animal, they include
mention of the head ard body, and sometimes the
legs. The elaborated description includes two or
three additional features, such as the nose, ears,
tail, feet, and so on.

The decision to code + versus o does include
some subjective judgment of the coder, but this
usually develops easily with experience. Most
protocols given by well-educated persons will
contain one or two + answers, but + answers also
appear in the records of less well-educated per-
sons, and examiners should always be alert for this
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possibility, Examiners should not confuse lengthy
and/or creative answers with the legitimate + an-
swer. Plus responses simply contain more form ar-
ticulation than is cuostomary. They may also be
fengthy and/or creative, but those features are not
essential,

Coding Unusual Respenses

The requirement concerning form use is no dif-
ferent for wnusual responses than for those coded
as ordinary. The answer should be appropriate for
the contours used, and it should be perceived eas-
ily by the examiner. The differentiation between
o and u answers is based simply on whether the
response has cccurred in at least 2% of the 9,500
records from which Table A was created. If an
item in Table A is designated as unusual (u), and
involves a W or D area, this indicates that it ap-
peared in fewer than the 2% criterion used to des-
ignate o answers but, in the vranimous opinion of
at least three judges working independentty of
each other, the object is seen quickly and easily
and is appropriate to the contours that are used,
Table A includes 1,611 such items.

If an item is designated as u in Table A for a
Dd area, this signifies that it was reported by
fewer than 50 people but, in the unanimous opin-
ion of at least three judges working independently
of each other, it is seen quickly and easily and is
appropriate to the contours that are involved,
Table A includes 565 items designated as u for Dd
locations.

FQ Coding by Extrapolation

Although Table A includes a large number of
items identified as ordinary or unusual, it does not
include all possible responses in those categories.
In many instances, if a response does not appear in
Table A it will probably be coded as unusual or
minus. However, the examiner should make an ef-
fort at conservative extrapolation from items ex-
isting in Table A before reaching a decision about
FQ because, for some answers, extrapolation will
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lead to the coding of o for an object not listed in
Table A, Extrapolation requires a careful search
of answers given in the table for those that are
very similar to one reported.

For instance, a gyroscope is not listed for the
DS5 area of Card I, but a review of that listing in-
dicates that a fop is listed as o. A gyroscope is 2
form of top. Therefore, it is not unrealistic to also
code a gyroscope as 0. Similarly, there is no loca-
tion number for Card V if the external D10 arcas
are excluded, but sometimes people will exclude
those areas when giving the bat, butterfly, or bird
respomses, In such instances it is appropriate o
extrapolate from the listing for W responses and
assign the coding of o because the excluded area is
very minor.

Extrapolation involves a search for like shapes.
If the object in a response is as bad as some of the
minus answers listed in Table A, it should be
scored as a minus. Similarly, if the object in a re-
sponse is similar to some of the answers listed in
Table A as unusual it should be scored as u. Ex-
trapolations are judgment calls, and it is important
to avoid overgeneralization. Examiners should be
logically conservative. At times, reported objects
will have only a remote similarity to items listed
in"Table A. When that is the case, it is best to aban-
don the notion of extrapolation and apply the rules
for wnuswal versus minus in making the Form
Quality decision.

Coding Minus Responses

The listing of minus answers in Table A is Hm-
ited. 1t includes 1,395 minus items for W and D
areas, and 436 minus items for Dd focations.
Those listed as minus have been included because
they have occurred at least four times among the
9,500 protocols in the sample. A huge number of
minus answers have not been included in Table A
to avoid making the Table unwieldy. As noted ear-
lier, when an item is not included in Table A, a
judgment call is required, and the majority of
these answers will be coded as either unusual or
minus, depending on whether the blot contours

have been used appropriately, When attempts
at extrapolation are not successful, the criterion
for distinguishing wnnsual from minus answers
should be apphied carefully and faithfully. In
other words, if the response can be seen guickly
and easily, and does not violate the blot contours
significantly, it should be coded unusual. Other-
wise, it should be coded minus.

It is important (o note that the blot areas used
for the majority of minus answers do have some
contours that are congruent with the object re-
ported. However, the overall “fit” of the object(s)
tends to violate the contours considerably. Typi-
cally, these are not responses that can be seen
quickly and casily. Many minus responses require
the person to create contours that do nat exist.
Whenever those rzonexistent contours are critical
in defining the object, the response will always be
coded as minus. Also, as a rule of thumb, it is best
to code questionable responses as minus, Some
examiners are loathe to code a response minus,
apparently influenced by the faulty impression
that a minus answer will have great interpretive
significance. This is not true! The majority of
people, from all growps, give one or more ntinus
responses.

1t is also important to note that items that are
listed as minus in Table A are not necessarily
fow-frequency answers for all groups. For in-
stance, the respense of a face, using all of Card X
inverted, is relatively commonplace among some
groups of adolescents, both patients and nonpa-
tients. It is a curious phenomenon that is not well
understood, but which apparently occurs because
those subjects tend to perceptually close the bro-
ken figure. Nonetheless, it is properly coded as
mintes because the person must create confours
that do not exist in the blot.

Multiple Object Responses

Some responses will contain multipte objects that
do not all have the same Form Quality. Some-
times, the less favorable FQ coding is assigned for
the entire response, + and o being more favorable
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than unusual, and unusual more favorable than
minus. This is done when an object with a less fa-
yorable FQ is clearly important to the overall re-
sponse. If an object that is not very important to
the overall response has a listed FQ that is less fa-
vorable than the other objects in the answer, the
more favorable form quality is assigned,

This issue occurs most often on Card X when a
whole response is given that includes several in-
sects or underwater creatures, most of which are
listed as ordinary or unusual, but includes one that
may be listed as minus. Assuming the one listed as
minus is not critical to the overall answer, the cor-
rect coding should be ordinary. This is because
Table A includes “Animals, marine,” and “In-
sects” as o, provided that any specified meet ap-
propriate contour requirements. In other words,
most of the objects in the answer are identified ina
manner that uses form appropriately. However, the
coding would be niinus if one of the insects or un-
derwater creatures is critical to the answer, such
as These are bugs and insects trying fo feed (In-
quiry), These (D8) look like ants, these (D4) look
like caterpillars, these (D1) look like spiders, but
these big bugs (D9) are pushing them out of the
way, Ant, caterpillar, and spider are all listed as o,
but bug is listed as -, and in this answer, the bugs
are very important to the total response.

Simitarly, people responding to Card IT often
report Two people doing something, and use the en-
tirc DI area. The Table A listing for DJ includes,
“Humans, 2, with D7 as a separate object” as o.
This is because the vast majority of responses to
D1 invelving two people will include D7 in a ca-
sual way and not grossly distort the use of the form
characteristics of that area. The “something” in
such an answer might be dancing around a drum,
or bending over a table, or picking some mush-
rooms, Drum, table, and mushraoms are all listed
as u in Table A and, if any were reported as sepa-
rate answers, u would be the required FQ code.
However, in this answer, the people are the central
figures and the coding of o is appropriate. If the
“something” had been, bending over pulling on
some lungs (D7) down here, the response would be
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coded minus because D7, as lungs, which are im-
portant in this answer because they are the focal
point of the activity, is listed in Table A as minus.

The coder maust use good judgment about the
separate object(s). Another example involves a re-
sponse to Card I, Two dogs (D1) in a cireus doing
an act, the red gives a circus atmosphere and they
seem to be balancing something on their noses
(D4), probably a ball. DI 8s dogs is o, but Dd as a
ball is not listed in Table A, and it really doesn’t
look much like a ball. Should the response be
coded as o, u, or even —? The logic conveyed by
the person in giving the response may help with
the final decision. The most important elements
seem to be the dogs and the circus atmosphere. To
this point the scoring is o. How important now is
the ball? Probably not very much. The person has
said that they are doing an act . . . balancing some-
thing. Tt is logical that the “something” might be a
ball, Thus, even though D4 doesn’t look much like
a ball, the logic is consistent and the form distor-
tion is not very serious. Therefore, the coding of o
is more appropriate than a ceding of either u or —.

Intercoder Agreement

The two studies regarding interscorer reliability
indicate that considerable correct agreement
does occur when Table A is used as a guideline
for coding form quality. For the group of 20
coders and 25 records the percentages of agree-
ment are: + = 93%, 0 = 97%, v = 94%, and — =
949%. For the group of 15 coders and 20 records,
the percentages of agreement are: + = 96%,

0 =97%,u = 95%, and — = 93%.

CONTENT

All responses are coded for content. The coding
used for the content should be reasonably repre-
sentative of the object or class of objects re-
ported in the response. Rorschach (1921) used
only six different symbols for content scoring.
They are H (Muman), Hd (Human Detail), A
(Animal), Ad {Animal Detail}, Ls (Landscape),
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and Obj (Inanimate Objects). In the early devel-
opment of the test, it became obvious that these six
categories do not provide adequate differentiation
of many frequently reported classes of objects.
Therefore, each of the systematizers expanded
Rorschach’s original listing considerably to pro-
vide for a greater discrimination. There is consid-
erable agreement among the systems concerning
the more commonly appearing contents, but the
agreement is far from unanimous. The listings
vary considerably in length. Beck uses the longest
(35 categories), and Klopfer and Davidson (1962)
the shortest (23 content categories). Slight varia-
tions also occur across the listings regarding the
actual symbol to be used,

The list of content symbols used in the Com-
prehensive System was developed by using more
than 13,000 responses. Each was coded for con-
tent using the Beck listing of catagories, because
it is the longest of any of the systems. Frequencies
were tallied for each of the 35 content categories,
and any category that did not show a frequency of
20 or more was deleted from the list. This proce-
dure reduced the length of the Beck listing from
15 to 19 content categories.? The rationale for this
is that any content occurring with very limited
frequency is probably quite “idiographic” when it
does occur, and may best be represented in a sum-
mary of codes in written-out form.

Next, the 19 remaining content categories
were reviewed to determine if any one category
might include twe or more frequently occurring,
but relatively different, classes of objects. Two
such categories were discovered. The scoring of
Anatomy (An) included 179 responses of anatomy
and 97 X-ray responses. Although Beck coded both
under the single rubric of An, it was decided to cre-
ate a separate scoring for X-ray. Similarly, Beck’s
coding of Fire (Fi), assigned to 317 answers,

?The 16 Beck Content scorings eliminated by this proce-
dure are Ab (Abstract), Al (Alphabet), Ag (Antiquity),
Ar (Architecture), As (Astronomy), Dit (Death), Im (Im-
plement), Mn {Mineral), Mu (Music), My (Mythology),
Pr (Personal), Re (Recreation), RI (Retigion), Ru (Rural),
Tr {Travel), and Vo (Vocational).

includes two relatively separate kinds of answer.
One is explosion, which appears in 248 answers, but
only about half of which include a reference to fire,
and fire, which appears in 69 responses that have no
reference to explosion. These findings prompted a
separate content category for explosion answers. In
addition, about 25% of the human responses, and
more than 10% of the animal responses were of
fictional and mythological humans or animals, such
as witches, giants, monsters, unicorns, and devils,
Thus, it seemed logical, following the approaches of
Klopfer, Piotrowski, and Rapaport, to add four cat-
egories, (H), (Hd), (A), and (Ad) to account for these
types of contents. Finally, a new category, Hx, was
added to account for responses involving human
emotions and sensory experiences.

The listing used in the Comprehensive System
is comprised of 26 categories. These categories
and the symbol and criterion for each are shown
in Table 8.2.

Coding Multiple Contents

Many responses will contain more than one con-
tent. All should be included in the coding with
tweo exceptions that concern the categories Nature,
Botany, and Landscape. Na always takes priority
over Bf or Ls. If a response includes Na and Br
and/or Ls, only Na is coded. For example, This is an
animal step