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1
Allen Eugene Willner

The experiment is concerned with Rorschach interpretation as a
function of interpreter, degree of information and subject, The in-
terpreters were 5 staff psychologists at 2 V. A. installations, each
of whom had at least 5 years of Rorschach experience, Five degrees of
information were employed in the study:

I. Psychograme A Beck type scoring summary was used, In
cases where the Rorschachs were scored according to an-
other system, the experimenter rescored them according
to Beck's system,

II, Protocol, minus the inquiry.

III. Core-conceptse These consisted of the major noun from
each response in the protocols

IV. Psychogram plus core conceptse

V. The whole record, minus the inquiry.

The stimuli were the Rorschachs of 15 subjects selected from the
clinic files, The records were pulled at random from the files and
the first 20 which met the following criteria were used:

(a) Between 20 and 30 responses per recorde

(b) An average of at least six words per response,

(c) The Rorschach was neither administered nor supervised

by any of the interpreters in the experiment.
Five of these twenty Rorschachs were used in a pilot study, and the
remaining fifteen were used in the experiment,

The measuring instrument was the Multi-dimensional Scale for Rating

Psychiatric Patients (MSKPP), out patient forme The MSKPP has been







2
factor analyzed into 10 personality factors, The items in eight of
these personality-factors were used in the experiment.

Every intervreter received each of the 15 Rorschachs, He was
given the Rorschach of any single subject under only one of the five
degrees of information, Every interpreter saw a total of three
Rorschachs under each of the five degrees of information, and the
order in which they saw them was systematically randomized, All in-
terpreters were asked to fill out the MSRPP for each Rorschach they
were given, The MSRPP was used as a quantifiable substitute for the
usual Rorschach interpretation, The data were analyzed as follows:

(a) A separate Letin-Square analysis of variance was employed

for each of the eight personality-factors of the MSRPP,

(b) Another Latin-Square analysis of variance was conducted

for the scale as a whole, Thus a total of nine analyses
were carried out,

A study of the results indicates that

(a) There are differences in Rorschach interpretation which

are attributable to the interpreter rather than to the
records presented to him, The data also suggest that per-
sonelity differences among the interpreters may well ac-
count for this effect.

(b) Changing the amount of information did not seem to affect

the Rorschach interpretation, Apparently even the minimal
information conditions contained enough information for an

interpretation--at least for the MSKHPP equivalent of an

interpretation,




(c) The Rorschachs of different subjects were interpreted
differently, However, the discriminstion involved was

coarse rather than fine,
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IRTRODUCTION

Most of the Rorschach literature seems to be primarily concerned
with the Rorschach es a test. If ane focuses his attention upom this
point of view, he may ask questions such as these:

What are the reliability and validity of this instrument? What
do the various Rorschach determinants measure? How &e peoplo' vho
see "M" different from those who do not? | |

Hovwever, there are many other ways 1n vwhich ene may conceptualize
the Rorschach situation, For instance, he might regard it like amy
other projective test, as essentially test plug interpreter, and focus
upon the process of interpretation. From such a point uf view the
Rorschach is regarded primarily as a source of information with which
the examiner constructs (and cross-validates) his hypotheses.

The questions which such an orientation suggests are of quite a
different order, One would wish to kmow, "How does an interpreter
make an interpretation?® One important variable in this connectien
would be the perscmality of the interpreter, and how it affected the
interpretations he made. Filer (9) has investigated this problem,
using clinical reports, j,e,, reports based on a battery of projective
tests, rather than on the Rorschach alone. His subjects were 13 male
graduate students working toward the Ph D, in Clinical Psychology.
Twelve reports vere selected from those written by each of the sub-
Jocts., Specifically, Filer's hypothesis might be paraphrased. The
frequencies with vhich certain interpretations occur in clinical
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reports are related to independent measures of the interpersomal be-
havior of the people who wrote the reports. Filer counted the mmber

of times the report-writers used words describing hostility, passive
dependency, etc., in the patient, He also had judges who knew the
report-writers rate them on the same variables using several persen~
ality inventories, such as the Guilford-Martin GAMIN. The findings

were that the dimemsions emphasised in the reports of the various ex-
aminers were related to ratings of their own persomality ohmct&ictica.

In order to answer the questions "How does an interpreter make an
interpretation?”, one must investigate still amother preliminary ques-
tions "What are the sources of information vhich the interpreter uses
in making his hypotheses?® Do all of the presumed sources provide
different kinds of Mmﬁm, or might one dispense with certain
sources without the interpretation being affected? In other words,
does the amownt of information, beyond a certain nd.nin- make any dif-
ference at all? One might ask whether interpretations of Rorschach
records vhich consisted only of the psychogram would be any different
than interpretations of the whole record. Granted that when one has a
vhole record he has more information than vhen he has only a psycho-
gram, the question would be, "Is this additional information (clinically)
useful?”

In all the voluminous Rorschach literature there seem to be only
tvo experiments which are addressed to this problem, j.e,, wvhat are
the sources of information on the Rorschach. Grant, Ives, and
Ransoni (11), in the course of a many-faceted inquiry into the reli-
ability and validity of the Rorschach, devoted some time to the
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3
exploration of this problem. In this part of their experimemt, three
Judges rated the adjustment of S's from their Rorschachs. The
Rorschachs were presented at three differemt levels of informations

(a) Only the scoring Summary.

(b) Scoring Swmsary and the Scoring Record.

(c) Entire record - including the full protocol.
BEach judge first rated S under condition A, then condition B, then C.
One or two days intervened between the rating and re-rating of the
Rorschachs. The measure employed was the percentage agreement between
raters. The authors concluded, "Concerning intra-rater sgreement there
vas no particular advantage or disadvantage to using the full Rorschach
protocol over the formal aspects alome.” The above conclusion may be
questiomed for several reasons. First, the procedure of having the
ssme judge re-rate the same Rorschach under a different condition of
information after only a period of one or two days is very question-
able., It is entirely conceivable that after so brief a lapse of time
the judge might remember his previous rating and hesitate to change
it., Secondly, it should be emphesized that the judges were asked only
to rate the adjustment of the Sts, not to interpret their Rorschachs.
There may well be a great deal of differemce between these two tasks,
and may hot necessarily be mich generalization fram ome to the other.

Caldwell, Ulett, Mensh and Granick (3) also investigated this
problem. They used 3 levels of datas

Level 1 - Complex - including content and scoring, and seeing

the S face-to-face in the testing situation.
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4

Level II - Only & transcript of the responses which judges eeuld

scere or not, depending upen their preference.

Level III - Only the psychogram or scoring sumary.

The general plan of the study was to compare the consistency of
personality ratings by three interpreterss (a) When all interpreters
hed access to the same level of data, and (b) When each interpreter
hed access to different levels of data, An experimental growp in
vhich levels were varied and a contrel group where they vere held com-
stant, were used. For the experimental group, each interpreter saw
one=third of the group under each of the three levels of data, In
this wvay, the idiosyncrastic effects associated with each examiner
were divided equally smong the three conditions. For the coatrel
group, the interpreters all had exactly the same amount of information.
The dependent variable in this study was a "weighted®™ agreement score.
This was taken as indicative of the amount of agreement between the
three judges, and the score ranged from 6 wvhem agreement was perfect
to 1 wvhen there was meximal disagreement. The authors found no sig-
nificant difference between the mean-weighted agreement scores for
the eontrol and experimental groups. They concluded, "Little inform-
ation is sacrificed by relying on these quantitative date." (i.e,,
scoring record and summary. )

One might have several reservations about the methodology em-
pleyed in this study. For one thing, it is somewhat unparsimonious
and clmy. The whole experiment could have been run without ever
using a control groupl;if an analysis of variance type design vere
employed each subject could have been his own control. Moreover,
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5
novhere in the paper is the weighted agreement score precisely defined.
Finally, a weighted agreement score which is based on only a four-
point rating scale obviously is not eapable of very great precisiom.

Since the studies cited above seem to leave the issue in doubt,

it was decided to incorporate in the present study an mvoati.gatieg of
this issue as well as several others. For the purposes of the experi-
ment, the information obtainable from the Rorschach was attributed to

throé major ao\irces: .

1. The psychogram, (A Beck (1) type psychogram was ﬁsed. Any
records vhich were originally scored by some othér gystenm,
vere rescored by the experimenter in the Beck system.)

2, The core-concepts. For each respomse ia the protocel, caly
the major noun was selested.

3. Verbalization. All the cues of verbalization suech as style
of expression, choice of words, vocabulary, etc.

The following questions were asked posed in this papers

1. Are there certain differences in Rorschack interpretation
vhich are attributable to the interpreter rather thaa to
the records presented to him?y

2. *Does increasing the amownt of information available affect
the Rorschach interpretation?® If this is the case them do
all of the various sowrces of infarmation add information
vhich is necessary for an interpretation?

3. Are the Rorschachs of different patients interproted dif-

ferently?
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METHODOLOGY

Interpreters

The interpreters were five clinical psychologists, four of whom
are staff members of the VA Regional Office, Mental Hygieme Clinic in
Detroit, Michigan. The fifth interpreter is a staff member in the
Psychology Section of the VA Hospital in Dearborn, Michigan. All in-
terpreters have had at least five years of Rorschach experience.

Rorschachs

The stimulus materials were 20 Rorschach records seleeted from
the clinic files. The records were pulled from the files at random,
and the first 20 Rorschachs which met the following criteria were
selected for the experiments '

(a) Between 20 and 30 responses per record.

(b) An average of at least six words per response.

(c) The Rorschach was neither administered nor supervised

by any of the interpreters in the experiment.

Every record was presented five times, cnce at each of five
levels of information. The five levels of informatiom were desig-
nated as Conditions I, II, III, IV, and V.

In Condition I, the Rorschach psychogram alone was interpreted.

In Condition II, the Rorschach free-sssociation alone was in-
terpreted.

Condition III ocmsisted of just the core-concept of each response.
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(e.g., the core-concept for the response "Two men in a vicious fight"
would be "Two men,®)

Condition IV consisted of the psychogram plus the core-concepts
of the responses.

Condition V consisted of the whole record, except the inquiry.

Objective Instrument for Rarschach interpretation

An objective personality test was used as a quantifiable substi-
tute for the usual Rorschach report. This was the outpatient form of
the Multidimensional Scale for Rating Psychiatric Patients, (MSRPP)
(14, 15, 16) Each of the 61 items in this test consists of a ques-
tion about an aspect of the patient's personality, snd a four or six-
point scale along which the question may be rated. Each point on the
rating scale is expressly defined. A sample item would be:

Campared to others, is he controlled, restrained, inhibited

 and wnable to show feeling, or is he more inclined to be
unrestrained, uncontrolled and free in showing emotion?

cmyi%um].y Mstincﬂ; A l:lttie less
Unrestrained Unrestrained restrained
than average
A 5 6
A 1ittle more Distinotly Conspicuously
restrained Restrained restrained or
than average frozen

The MSRPP has been used in previous research with patient popu-

7
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8
lations, and several articles about it appear in the literature. (8%
Lorr hes factor - analysed the test and described 10 personslity fae-
torss

A. BEmotienal wnder-restraint vs. Emotional over-restraint.

By Friendly trustfulness vs. Hestile Rebelliocusness.

Ce Relaxed comfort vs. anxious tension,

D. Sense of personal adequacy.

E. Motivation fer long term goals.

F. Neglectful carelessness vs. Respensible Comscienticusness,

Gs Obsessive~Phobic reaction.

H, Gastro-intestinal reaction.

I. Cardio-respiratery reaction,

Jo Sex Conflict.

All of the items included in these persenality-factors were used,
exoept for those in factors "H" and "I". These were emcluded because
they ere smswerable only from medial histories, and not from Rerschach
informatien. Thus only 45 of the 61 items in the MSRPP were used in
this experinment, 1,0,, the items which measured the remaining eight
personality factors,

Procedure

In the experiment proper, fifteen of the twenty Rorschachs were
used, (Mive had already been used in a piloet study.) Each interprete
was first asked to rate the average clinic patient, givem no Rorschach
information about him, This amounted to filling out the ratimg scale
for his stereotype of the average clinic patient.

Every interpreter received each of the 15 Rorschachs. He was
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given the Rorschach of any single patient under only one of the five
degrees of information. The amount of information each interpreter
received about each Rorschach record is indicated in Table 1. This
table also indicates the order in which the interpreters received
the records. The interpreters then filled out the MSRFP for each
Rorschach. | '

After these data were colioctod, the interpreters were asked to
rate all the MSRPP items according to their applicability to Rorschach
interpretation, i.e., how well they could be answered from Rorsechach

information,
TABIE 1
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
INTERPRETERS
RORSGHACHS A B ¢ D E
Latin 1 I I1 III Iv v
Square 2 I 11X v ' I
1l 3 III v \'f I II
4 v v I 11 I1I
5 v I I ov 1
Latin 6
Square 7
2 8 Replication of Latin Square 1
9
—
Latin 11
Square 12
3 13 Replication of Latin Square 1
14
o

I = Psychogram; II « Protocol; III « Core Concepts;
IV = Psychogram and Core Concepts; V = Whole Rorschach
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Statistical Treatment
I. Personslity Factors. A separate statistical analysis was con-
ducted for each of the eight personality factors of the MSRPP scale,
For any Rorschach record, the basic datum was the sum of the ratings
of all items included in the personality factor under consideration.
For example, if emotional restraint was being investigated, for any
record, the scores of the various items which comprise this faetor
would be added together, and the sum recorded. The data for each
of the eight personality factors were then analyzed by the Latin
Square type of Analysis of Variance (8). The design may be more
precisely described as a five-by-five Latin Square, replicated three
times, 8,g.,, each group of five Rorschachs constituted one repli-
cation.
II. Apalysls of the Whole Interpretation. Any of the eight analyses
described above was capable of indicating the effects of the variables
studied upon one part of the total interpretation, e.g,, the inter-
pretation of one personality factor. Having split the Rorschach in-
terpretation into eight parts for purposes of analysis, it now seemed
pertinent to recombine them and study the whole picture. This was
accomplished by employing the following method of analysis., A base-
line score for the "no information® condition was calculated by

ot the average clinic patient
taking the median of the ratings,by the five interpreters for each
iten in the MSRPP. Then, the median scores for all items in a per-
sonality-factor were sumated. When this was repeated for all
personality factors in the MSRPP,one score for each of the eight
personality variables was obtained. These eight scores constituted
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a baseline or "no information"™ condition. Similarly, for any
Rorschach interpretation, the sum of the scores of all the items in
a personality factor were ccnpntéd. Thue, there were eight such
scores for any Rerschach interpretatiom.

The eight perscnality~-factor scores for the baseline comditdien,
apd the correspending eight personality-factor scores for amy -
Rorschach condition, may each be considered as a separate pattern
of scores. Statistical measures of pattern similarity have recently
been intensively studied (4,7,17,20). The D-score, described by
Cronbach and Gleser (5,6), is very semsitive to differences between
patterns of scores. In this experiment, D-scores were camputed as a
measure of the difference between the pattern of scores for the base-
1line condition, and the pattern of scores for amy Rorschach cemdition.
The D-score was computed as follows: For each personality-variable,
the baseline score was subtracted from the Rorschach interpretation
score. Thus, there were eight deviation scores, ome for each per=-
sonality v-riablé. Each of these eight deviation scores was aquirod.
Next the squared scores were added together, and finally the square
root of the sum was taken. The resulting mmber is the D=score.

The 75 (15 Rorschachs x 5 interpreters) D-scores were the data which
vwere used in the statistical analysis. The data were then analyzed
by means of analysis of variance.
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RESULTS

An examination of Table 3a shows that the ratings of the “average

clinic patient® by the five interpreters are very similar. There ap-
pears to be a fairly strong "patient" stereotype which also extends
to the interpreter in the Dearborn Hospital,

Three major questions were investigated in this study. All of
them were evaluated once for each of the eight personality variables
in the MSRPP and also for the entire MSRFPP scale,

Interpreters

The first question asked whether there were certain differences
in Rorschach interpretation whieh wvere attributable to the interpreter
rather than to the records presented to him. An examination of Table
21 shows that the interpreter variance was significant at or beyond
the .001 level of confidence for personality factors B, C, E, and J,
and also for the scale as a whole. The interpreter variance was sig-
nificant at the .01 level for personality factors D and G. However,
there was no significant interpreter variance for personality factors
A and F, (emotional under-restraint vs emotionsl over-restraint, and
neglectful carelessness vs responsible conscientiousness). Personality
factors J and B (sex conflict; and friendly trustfulness vs hostile
revelliocusness) elicited the greatest amount of fnterpreter variance.

Thus the first question was answered in the affirmative for all
personality factors except A and F. The fact that the interpreter
variance vas very significant would seem to confirm the hypothesis.
Hovever, there are several alternative explanations which must also
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be considered. First, these interpreter variances could have re-
sulted from differential sets for filling out rating scales. In
other words, the interpreter variance might refle::t a sort of ratipg
scale behavior wvhich had nothing to do with the Rorschach. To check
this possibility, each interpreter's rating of the average clinic
patient was compared with the ratings of the other four interpreters
and his deviation from their ratings noted. This gave an example of
interpreter variation in a non-Rorschach rating situation. There was
very little interpreter variation in the average patient rating. It
would be very difficult to explain the large interpreter variance in
the experiment in the faceﬁ of minimal interpreter variation in the
average patient rating. Thus, it does not seem likely that the in-
terpreter variance is & function of general rating scale behavior.

Since different modes of interpretation are sometimes emphasized
at different installations, a second alternative explanation might be
that the interpreter variance was a function of interpreters fram
two different installations being used in the experiment. However,
an examination of the results shows that in no case did the inter-
preter from the Dearborn Hospital have an extreme score.

It was also possible that the interpreter v&iance might have
been contributed by one deviant interpreter. Actually however, dif-
ferent interpreters were deviant on the various personality factors,
and three of the five interpreters differed significantly from the
median interpreter on at least one personality factor. Thus it is
unlikely that the interpreter variance is a function of: (1) dif-
ferences in sets for rating scales; (2) different installations

where interpreters work, or (3) contributed by just one interpreter.
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Another important finding in this experiment was that the size
of the interpreter variance markedly varied from personality factar
to perscnality factor. As an example of the magnitude of this vari-
ation, the interpreter variance is 5.93 in the analysis of variance
for personality factor F (Table 2f), whereas the interpreter vari-
ance in the analysis for personality variable J is 84197 (Tsble 2h)
The latter veriance is 1/ times the size of the former, and the
difference is obviously significant. Let us explore the possible
meanings of this finding. The significant interpreter varisnce re-
ported previously indicated that there were differences in Rorschach
interpretation which were attributable to the interpreter rather
than to the records presented to him., The great variation in ine

terpreter variance from one personality-variable to another suggests
that the extraneous factor which was introduced may well be related
to the pergonality of the interpreter.

An alternative explemation for the extreme variation of the
interpreter variance for different personality-variables might be
that the Rorschach was inadequate for measuring some personality
variasbles. However, if this were the case one WOuJ.d::::pect an in-
flated interpreter variance. The interpreter variance should be
unaffected if the Rorschach were inadequate, since there seems to
be no reason for interpreters to react differentially in that situ-
ation., A complication in this line of reassoning is occasioned by
the fact that the different perzonality factors are composed of
different mmbers of items. It is possible that the marked differ-

ences in interpreter variance among the perscnality factors might
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¥
be a function of the different mmbers of items in the varigus per-
sonality factors. However, when personality factors composed of
the same mmber of items are compared, the differences are still
extremely large. For example, personality factors F, D, and J
each include four items, yet the 'interpreter variance for J is 14
tines the size of that for F. Similarly, factors A, C and G each
have lnﬁm and the interpreter variance for C is more than
six times the size of that for A, Thus the variation in inter-
preter variance for the different personality factors, does not
seem to be explained on the basis of the mumber of items per per-
sonality factor. Apparently, the interpreter varisnce represents
error of interpretation which is a function of the personality of

the interpreter.

Degree of Information.

The second question asked whether incressing the amount of in-
formation available in Rorschach records affected the interpretation.
An examination of Table 2i shows that the conditions variance was
not significant for any of the personality-factors, nor for the
scale as a vhole. The different conditions of informatiom thus had
no demonstrable effect upon Rorschach interpretation. Therefore it
vas not necessary to carry out an investigation of the more specific
effecte of various conditions such as: verbalization, psychogram,
core-concepts and protocols. The results do show that the amoumt
of information has no measurable effect upon interpretation. This
suggests that there is a great deal of redundancy in the Rorschach
test, since interpreters can mske essentially similar interpretations



[
=193 agolsr oft ri aamdi To sredmus 3o3191%Lb edi %o mottomft & ad

to bozonmon ewcdosl wrilenuems 1 merly (tevewod .ortost vFilamea

Ifida oun zooifota't

LT ¢ UTRGRoD 828 2ratl Yo tadmamy
5 oone (U (T snofost ydtisnoateq (olymm 20T .ogisl glowsrixs
ol 3k U 101 9nmelrev wsdeugindal odd Jov (2wl wol shufaal doss

fdoso O ons U L oinodosd (oielbnig L

oY dadd Yo esky eldf womid
LG 4y
asdd »rom 3t O 101 oaniev wforgredol odd bow  semis, xii oved

~9snk ql uokistiev edd 2T o4 10T dedd o oni2 odd sembd xle

Jort aaob odost ytilamouteq $newetTib odd 10T 20ustirev Todarq
«tag 1q amadl Yo wodarn edd lo alasd odd mo bazksisxd od of mees
simaoret couslinv eletgredalk At (yltootsqqd  .10d981 ¢illsooz
Yo yrilamoirog 9l To moldomst 8 el dokdw aoliateryredal To worre

oToS21qrelal add

Wobbsrroinl Yo somed

-ttt G0 Fawoas eodd artusorom: terdndw hei:ia moltaouwp buoosss odT
otdstergrotal oy beturila sbreoax dosdvetofi ni oldeltsve molianricl
asw oofsitev anolitibaon o) fodd awode 'S slda Yo moldantmaxe A
o 20t T0a cercdast-yiilanoatay odd Yo yas 10l Jasoltlmwyts tom
bad a2yl mokdananiok lo enolilbmoo $ad1e1?ib odT .olodw s as slsoa

3t 2wToredT  solisdexqrotal dosdoatofl mogu Soelle sIldexismomob on

olttioona otom odd o mntdagklan

b a3 duo Yriso ol Tisassosn fox asw
Jnergodova; (rolisatlndrev das ioiun znolilimoo awolisv lo afoelle
Sawoms ot Fard wo.fa cb stluasy odT .aloocotora s adqonuoo-sics
cbdT  Jtoldsterqredal oy $991%s aldswrmasm oa sod ackisirolul Yo
soniontofl add ab vousiw My To f8eb tsewy 8 3l owsdd Iady edseniua

saotisdovrrednt welirts llstinzeas olem cao avateucretat soube taed



16
vhether they have the whole record, or only core ccncepts: er sum-
maries. ‘

Subjects.

The third question asked whether the Rorschachs of different
patients were interpreted differently. An examination of Table 24
shows that the subject variance was significant at the .01 level of
confidence for the scale as a whole, and also for perscmality fasetor
F (neglectful carelessness vs. respensible conscientiocusness.)  The
subject variance was significant at the .05 level for perscmality
factors A, B, C and D. There was no significant subject varisnce
for personality factors E, G, and J (respectively: motivation for
long term goals; obsessive phobic reaction; and sex confliet.)

Thus, the subject variance was generally significant, indicat-
ing that the Rorschach can actually differentiate between differemt
subjects, 1,¢,, different ratings given to the different subjects.

Although it has been demonstrated that the Rerschach can differ-
entiate between the different subjects, this does not necessarily
mean that there is precise differentiation. For example, if two
of the 15 subjects had had very high scores on a personality factor
and two had very lovw scores, with the others more or less bunched
together, there might well be a significant subject variance. How-
ever, anly four of the subjects would actually be discriminated;
there would be no differentiation among the other eleven. We might
than call this a coarse differentiation, whereas a technique which
differentiated nearly all of the subjects from one another would
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have fine differentiation. Examination of the present data suggests
that in the analyses where the subjects were discriminated, there

was & coarse rather than a fine differentiation,

Other Findings
<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>