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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. Psychogram. 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-Concepts. These consisted of the major noun from

each response in the protocol.

IV. Psychogram plus core Concepts.

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 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.

Five of these twenty Borschachs 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 (MSRPP), out patient form. The MSRPP has been
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factor analyzed into 10 personality factors. The items in eight of ‘

these personality-factors were used in the experiment. '

Every interpreter 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 Latin-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-

sonality 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 MSRPP equivalent of an

interpretation.

 



(c) The Rorschachs of different subjects were interpreted

differently. However, the discrimination involved was

coarse rather than fine.
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host of the Rorschach literature seems to be primarily concerned

with the Rorschach as a m. Ii" one focuses his attention upon this

point of view, he may ask questions such as these:

mat are the reliability and validity of this instrument? What

do the various Rorschach determinants measure? How are people. who

see “14" different from those who do not? I I

However, there are many other ways in which one may conceptualise

the Rorschach situation. For instance, he might regard it like an

other projective test, as essentiallyW,and focus

upon the process of interpretation. From such a point or 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. (he would wish to know, “How does an interpreter

nake an interpretation?“ One important variable in this connection

would be the personality of the interpreter, and how it affected the

interpretations he made. Filer (9) has investigated this problem,

using clinical reports, 3.1.!» 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 Peycholog.

Twalve reports were selected from those written by each of the sub-

Jects. Specifically, Filer's hypothesis night he paraphrased. The

frequencies with which certain interpretations occur in clinical



. « ’ s f

'I P . , ‘ V _ .. d. . . .r r :- - - .. I .Qta ~.-' - . . 4.x : '- ’ 7:: 'e t r,‘\ . .Ol‘fi‘... a ’5 '.* ‘ I, ' "'e .

if.) “I..." J’)“‘ .‘z‘ I 4 )IYL l“ ‘\“ I ,‘ ~' he ll; ‘ 3 ~“ ..‘ . . hi .L.,!4_; “.1. J..'§s .1.)- it.) .1 .h‘Js .L -. Lu'.‘ 1.x] .- ‘J\). -
L . .— s . , -- . . . .

’ - '- a > - '- f . Lt . F - ' - '-. 7. j .. N 1 " f "‘1‘ o‘i ' - f, ." f4: ;-‘

“3;, (fin-g j 31!} p . .,;‘ :3 n.3, 9"; 3:10 ”4‘ .J ”‘3 u c ‘, 31.33:} ruin"). - .3..-. u. .~..-7

' ' ' ' .. -- t e . ‘.. b J ’. .
.. x ', ‘ . ‘V . 9 \~ -. . f: {_ V -~_ _ s ‘ . r , _

z?! s4 5£|Jj~ 5:. : .'-9)rc,l I: f. :.\ .lxy till." __,..';3 «I, ' .. ,fl ‘ ~f'n-I. 9.0 Jfl~(>.i

- - 4a 0' a g 'I.‘

.3. .' .L . .. ,. ... '-- .‘e . t -- .~ :7 V as are. _A.-.‘- -'._L’e ’sr :, r ‘_ev fi‘: __J‘“" ‘31"‘1.

.. .' 3"“ . a. ti 3" Y. 3 5:1“ “a .. ..’ I .3 . f 5....‘LJ..."J “ -;' 1:} ",V J. g...t.‘- o-é.-..‘-[..‘ ‘. .-. - ~-’ ' vu' ' \' '- A"

I I ' ‘ (' . . ‘ . . "J. , ‘
. . s- - -'. a ' -- - , II -- s' - f9.) - a - s ... '~ .\g r -‘IUO'.' ~ 0 t - - r ..‘ e . V

091'." diQG *‘(l '5.- ~ uC ; t, . 1‘ 17., luff .1. .3 ~ .~...«;..-..Lr.'1,:..: 9). an}. or , «(1.3. up ‘19- J ‘31“! 3!:

- . ,. .- , . .' '. . v 1 '.. - . ”3“» ’.'. I! f" . 5,

e 301; U.” '1 ’ I .331)‘ '-' LL; 1.}. 55‘1“}.33 . .'.-. . ’ ..'. ' 3130

- . .‘. .. ._ , . . . 4. V . . .J’ .. t- a , .. .5 - -p“ .' u t . u- e , er. I ~9’.. ‘ w ‘ .‘

‘13‘5-3‘! ...'*-~*.2:10:... “as... :ux.) .: $3.113“ Ls. . 38?" '.:.° :0 fiat . t" :3 .--'2.'-.!.J (id's-2 :0.-

r~-- 'e =. t . O I L ' r . .’

..~v . . a . . . - - ~n_, r], n. _-_ -' '1‘. \Av- _> > -..‘ fo-r _) F .";s _'~. . y '1. -.v .7 . '

12‘ .s' 3 a}, '...'...i. ’ . .7. . J4: ,. 3 \ .3: .. .‘ 1.“ ' .‘ 3t ‘32.: Q .3 'JJ‘TUS. a ‘.' ‘- 'TQ) ». g 5.! at. . AJ'Q .~~-a a. 3;): 1-) '4 I. J ' .1: ‘

. . . .

.- h . . ,__ I“ . t_ ,., p A '.. J . la a. 2. u, ' _ K ..h _ r .s. u.“ p‘ J: '3. j v. '.' . _ ‘ _ ' " ,w '- (_ n‘ ‘- .“ -‘

‘4: vi“ “ ' All.) ‘ " " ‘-‘ .,$ - u. .. «Jar-[U u 3 .3-9 ”Jr . » . ..I ~'. ‘ ., '.. .3 Q J ~-- 3 3 e -w 3-)) w .2: .--l~ \-L ’ o.

.--hn."“ “0.. 1-5“ .. as 

. .:_;, -. -. o'. ‘ . ,. _ I! . .i. g... . .M,‘ f. .' c" - \ .5 y. .- H. , x h... ‘. .

T’filt-J . "‘1 .‘ ." ,‘.' ‘ J ft 2:: - :5 .. Ln}. '9 1:73.)..1- J. .303“: A "j Y ..'.’-.' (is: J \’ non-'5‘.) 3 I“ nae-5 1 H‘s)(.~- .

-' ‘. 2 h" L . . . t. ,‘. ‘ ’ ~-. ‘ ‘ o~ ‘. , I. r- , ‘- ~ I‘ "6‘ . .- r“. 1". ;.e . ' ’\ 0; '7‘ :- ‘l‘e‘ "xx -t z ‘1‘,

[any . a- ' t .s.’ .133 HI 1. 5 ~.‘ :vf'f) .1 w: .' ‘3 '..3'.:J4‘Ot'3 m" we}; 3.5.0. 3 3S ‘ t. .53: .34).." w.) .:: } .‘x. JJ. ‘;\).81‘. ’ AOT'Q-r t

'3‘.-.-..’-~ ~-- ’ ‘."' --. “2‘ AL... . ‘t’t’ e :--rf"2 H 3-,) ‘e‘ ."<..’"‘ 0‘ '1‘": ' ~°'. M4“?

. 1.1:”.-017, J'; ;- '. .‘. 1. x . cu site-3 .. . “t. Z“) .7) «(2.5; -.‘o~.| ~. K it. mid); umJ. ...- t . h n

I I" 1, ° J . . ‘.. .. . t._ .,
‘,I _ ._ K , . “ . ‘ ‘. > 2"“ 'r" _ - .‘I aha.“ -.‘I a. I" . .,§ 7 e ‘. '4 . Q I“ . ‘..II 2‘ . . ’

5 (55151.14 ,. r’. -' a I» .w .- s ...I-\J.;.~ .~ 31.. :4. .s. new. .- . .'. .- 1.9.0.3..» .71: s.

. .’. .L‘. P' - , . - I. - p :— . ,. 7». . 7P .Iz‘. ‘ .V‘ ‘—f .e. Is r:--. .4 O ', "r. .. .‘ - 3”“) J|~g\ I ~_.~- . 3"- [-9 .T“’r'c‘p 1 t. \

1:)" 3 ,1 Li .1.“"‘) '.‘. . A: a ,2 '1 .Rg’.) ‘ ' (v-1 .. 's I .' .i a .1 x. t: v.'.‘,;’ . 353'». Q J,‘ . e. ..~' .5: I a. s .. ii. -

' ’ . . .' ' , I" - ‘ . J - -’ e .e- ' “I g; I- as o : I. s. . -. e’a . .e -. ' s .
4- .‘\a 9...... .. . e .vo - \. ‘t, 9' . . ,p M p ,. \ (- ,fl V a. 4" l . 1' H I!“

{3.0th {4' ,EL... If.) §l.:.)£_: \IQ:,’ :_).4.LJ.A'1'...-.(.“f J‘b'7'.; 4'.‘-)'\"‘-.hi. -'!‘5 v .J‘. ge'z“ "3 II. :10. 9‘ ’{m‘ ‘l - 'sit‘a ".

o

\._ .;. , . .. ., .1 ’ . . 1........,. 3., y. .4... “1 ,...'.3‘, W, .. _ :J. _ I ~* In.

“5 1 UAW" l .... .r .. 5’31). 14'3" ‘53:}. 1.) l..:'_.t~.,"v;l.--. '3;.: a0 33.1.4.3“0 ..;‘(f “... 33-4 4'.)...~,UU

I \

' . ‘5 9’ V 4’. ‘J. a- . " ‘ (Pt ’ Yt'" . . ' . ‘... L .. -. .. .9.. , a -'.. ». - r. ~ ~ - “.1 .. . . a .- . ‘ M "‘7 ' ‘ .' J M r. f
‘3” “ ’.1 J. t f |-'---: yf-J ‘;:;A‘f’.;'-T3 13“.]. “In: \\ J) '[J - o . 09;) It "‘1 it ,0. ~..‘.b\ .' _ .--’.Y.3..+- LL

‘ t

' I I 'A u' . . r I ‘ .- . . d. ‘ ‘ " '. . 5. ’A . E b e . .0 ~. '.' 1. .‘ ‘ . ,. ‘ s . _- e .. . r. . t, _ . p. Q . a W t” 9") . . l .e _ I" _ I a "

3‘7 . ' :A- 7'1. . . _'"£‘).. 35“. L .' .3 m? g...)(' Q1 I? .1 ’J» 9 a 3 .1: (<4 '10 3’) 5 .‘t. .3 “if”. -. rs: ii..- .
' a. I. -v‘. ‘fii‘ ’

. ‘ .-. H " . ..‘- .~ ‘ f w ~-. ' | ' 0- 3“ ,f \r' r r‘r ’. I'- r" 5'06 3 it *‘. l“ I~er "3"".93 -‘

‘3 F45 1'. '1 .1. ’. v ': ff? ‘._‘.fi.f,' ‘ ‘3 0 91¢) LI‘ ~..-.9.‘.,..:D.>. m). . v. . 4' .-..I ~.‘. . ‘ sh“. s. Q C...‘ n: .

A . O". .f «- ‘.- ' r’ a It '(i 1‘. r _‘ t‘v-u "5 ' yaer. 4 .e t‘ .3 ‘4 1; } (0-1.. .- I- ‘e-‘-\ '..».

a 530.4 1.1323 . . .“33..-.!..'.4.~. Ni (V :3 a L)! . . i Minn} .aII'W‘ .A’Je“ ‘len . J :- .-J tun-5.)»..- ?

f " ' ' I‘ ‘ ’ . . ".' - ". '- r a . . . ‘O . - . . T" .. ‘c, ,, , , .. .f 5; ,. ‘ . . ' e g. . ."‘ . a .. "T ' .’ 2‘ ‘ ... | ‘9“, . 6‘." . . l , .' r ‘3' ‘ .1 ._ . r f; y ‘ an ‘1 g . e a .

“H... the f “1-3 .. ) ”y. ,3") ”I! '.".~|.|'fl .L ‘a (’4' 3. 'II -9!) l . .' ,-U .3.' 3-.-"4 1) 1”“! m I .x'..' 5‘ .. 3V.L-.. J.
c e.

H“ ' ' D ’ ’ e- 7- . I ‘ . . r . { H '-.' t ~ - 3. ' ‘. " 'e. s '
r1 ‘ V' "r -e| " -~-u~- ~v .: 0.1~~, "“ “.1; '1 - w .‘ . ‘t I ." ° V I \. r f_ '~- :' a (1‘ "K ~ ‘1 .

“‘1. ‘l' O ‘1) .s- . I*1 .- ,. 2:. I L ,“J _ . I_ I ”111 5, _. .1. 1 . .. j .. I"; 3. .9 l Q...J. .1. Q {..,,_L.- . ,- ._. u.‘ J‘t."..~ . .4 ,1 \_) 9 .1

w 3 a p a .e r- a, ' a v , 1' I f‘ k t — ‘ ° I I ‘(i L. ‘ ~ I‘ 'v' . ' ' ';' .‘ “ 1 ‘ 3 a Weir's , .‘r.

-in' "’ hr?! .9 'o ‘5 'l ' '--'3&O—le . ‘ -' - i as 5. {H ‘. .‘ awe.- ’ ‘ I 'l‘e'A i " : l .l '.' ; .1 1 -; - .a



reports are related to independent measures of the interpersonal he-

hlvior of the people who wrote the reports. Filer counted the number

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 then on the same veriebles using severel person-

ality inventories, such es the Guilford-Mnrtin om. The findings

were thst the dinensions aphesised in the reports of the «rim ex-

sniners were related to ratings of their own personality cherecteristies.

In order to enswer the question: ”How doesisn interpreter neke en

inter-pretax:on‘2'I , one must investigate still another prelininery ques-

tion: 'Hhet ere the sources of intonation which the interpreter uses

in making his hypotheses?" Do all of the presued sources provide

different kinds of infornatim, or might one dispense with certein

som‘ces without the interpretntion being affected? In other words,

does the uncut of intonation, beyond an certsin minim make any di£~

ference st e11? One might ask whether interpretations of Rorscheoh

records which consisted only of the psychogrsm would be on different

than interpretations of the whole record. Granted that when one has n

wholerecordhehssnore informstionthsnwhenhehesonlyepsycho-

gran, the question would be, ”Is this sdditionel interaction (clinically)

useful?"

In ell the voluminous Rorschach literature there seal to be only

“Into uperiunts which are eddressed to this problem, is...” whet are

the sources of information on the Rorschach. Grant, Ives, end

Bensoni (ll) , in the course of s mug-faceted inquiry into the reli-

sbility end validity of the Rorschach, devoted sue time to the
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3

exploration of this problem. In this part of their outperinent, three

judges rated the adjustment of S's from their Rorscheohs. The

Rorschachs were presented at three different levels of information:

(a) (holy the scoring Sui-nary.

(b) Scoring emery and the Scoring Record.

(c) Entire record - incluiing the run protocol.

Each judge first rated 3 under condition A, then condition B, then 0.

One or into this intervened hetueen the rating and re-rating of the

Rorschachs. The measure employed was the percentage moment between

raters . The authors concluded, "Concerning intra-rater agreement there

was no particular dvsntage or disadvantage to using the full Rorschach

protocol over the formal aspects alone.‘ he above conclusion may be

questiaaed for several reasons. First, the procedure of having the

ease juige re-rate the same Rorschach under a different condition of

intonation after only a period of one or tuo days is very question-

able. It is entirer conceivable that after so brief a lapse of tine

the Judge night renalher his previous rating and hesitate to change

it. Secondly, it should be aphasized that the Judges were asked only

to rate the adjustment of the 8's, not to interpret their Rorschachs.

There may well be a great deal of difference between these two tasks,

and my hot necessarily be much generalisation from one to the other.

Caldwell, Ulett, limb and Grenick (3) also investigated this

problem. They used 3 levels of data:

Level I - Couples: - including content and scoring, and seeing

the S fece—to-face in the testing situation.
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Level II - (my a transcript of the responses which judges eeuld

score or not, depending upon their preference.

Level III - Only the psychegran or scoring m.

The general plan of the study was to compare the consistency of

personality ratings by three interpreters: (a) lhen ell interpreters

has access to the some level of date, end (when each interpreter

had access to different levels of data. An experinentsl group in

which levels were varied and s. control group where they were held con-

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 way, the idiosyncratic effects associated with each examiner

were divided equally among the three conditions. For the control

group, the interpreters all had exact]: the same amount of information.

The dependent variable in this study was s. "weidated'I agreement score.

This was taken as indicative of the amount of agreement between the

three judges, and the score ranged iron 6 when agreement was perfect

to 1 when there was mains]. disagreement. The authors fomd no sig-

nificant difference between the mean-weighted ayeenent scores for

the control and experimental groups. They concluded, "Little inform-

etion is sacrificed by relying on these quantitative data." (31.9.»

scoring record and culinary.)

One night have several reservations about the methodology en-

pleyed in this stun. For one thing, it is sanswhst mpersinonions

end clusy. The whole experiment could have been run without ever

using a control gronplgi! an analysis of variance type design were

employed each subject could have been his own control. Moreover,
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nowhere in the paper is the weighted egreenent score precisely defined.

Finally, a weighted agreanent score which is based on on]: a four-

point rating scale obvious]: is not capable of very great precision.

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

it was decided to incorporate in the present study an investigation of

this issue as well as several others. For the purposes of the experi-

nent, the information obtainable from the Rorschach was attributed to

three major sources:

1.

2.

3.

The psychogrsm. (A Beck (1) type psychogrsm was need. Any

records which were originally scored by some other system,

were rescored by the experimenter in the Beck systm.)

'lhe core-concepts. For each response in the protocol, only

the najor noun was selected.

Verbalisation. All the cues of verbalisation such as- 'style

of expression, choice of words, vocabulary, etc.

The following questions were asked posed in this paper:

1.

3.

Are there certain differences in Rorschach interpretation

which are attributable to the intu'preter rather than to

the records presented to hinfl

“Does increasing the mount or information W1. affect

the Rorschach interpretation” If this is the case then do

all of the various som'ces of information add infomation

which is necessary for en interpretation?

Are the Rorschaohs of different patients interpreted dif-

ferently‘!
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monomer

Interpreters

The interpreters were five clinical psychologists , four of when

are staff members of the Vi Regional Office, Mental Hygiene Clinic in

Detroit, Michigan. The fifth interpreter“ a staff umber in the

Psychology Section of the VA Hospital in Deerborn, Michigan. All in-

terpreters have had at least five years of Rorschach experience.

Rorschachs

The stinks materials were 20 Rorschach records selected 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 experiment:

(a) Between 20 and 30 responses per record.

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

(c) The Rorschach was neither administered nor supervised

by any of the interpreters in the experinent.

Every record was presented five times, once at each of five

levels of information. The five levels of information were desig-

nated as Conditions I, II, III, IV, and V.

In Condition I, the Rorschach psychcaem alone was interpreted.

In Condition II, the Rorschach free-association alone was in-

terpreted.

Genditien III twisted 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' 7'

would be “Two mam")

Condition IV consisted of the psychogren plus the core-concepts

of the responses.

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

0b:active Instrument for Rorschach interpretation

in objective personality test was used as a quantifiable substi-

tute for the usual Rorschach report. This was the outpatient torn of

the Multidimensional Scale for Rating Psychiatric Patients , (MSRPP)

(11., 15, 16) Each of the 61 item in this test consists of a ques-

tion about an aspect of the patient's personality, and a four or six-

point scale along which the question my be rated. Each point on the

rating scale is expressly defined. A sample _itm would be:

Canpered to others, is he controlled, restrained, inhibited

' and unable to show feeling, or is he more inclined to be

unrestrained , uncontrolled and free in showing emotion?

 

 

Omspigcrnousl: Distinct]: A littie less

Unrestrsined Unrestrained restrained

than average

L 5 I 6

A little more Distinctly Conspim

restrained Restrained restrained or

than average frosen ‘

The 1431?? has been used in previous research with patient popu-
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name, and several articles about it appear .m- the literature. we

Lorr hes rector - analyzed the test and described 10 personality fee-

tors:

A. Rational under-restraint vs. notional ever-restraint.

B. Mad]: trestmlness vs. Hestile Rebelliousnees.

G. Relaxed contort vs. anxious tension.

9. Sense of personal adequacy.

I. Iotivetion for“ long term goals.

I. legleotml carelessness vs. Responsible Conscientiousness.

G. Obsessive—Phone reaction.

H. Gabe-intestinal reaction.

I. Candie-respiratory reaction.

J. Sen Conflict.

All or the items included in these personality-factors were used,

except for those in factors ”H“ and '1'. These were Included because

they are answerable only from medi‘el histories, and not from Rorschach

intonation. Thus only 1.5 of the 61 items in the 1483?? were used in

this experiment, m, the items which measured the remaining eight

personality factors.

Procedure

In the experinent proper, fifteen of the twenty Rorschaohs were

and. (Five had already been used in a pilot study.) Each interpreter

was first asked to rate the evenege clinic patient, given no Rorschach

information about hit. This wanted to filling out the reting scele

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 am single patient under only one of the five

degrees of information. The mount 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 usurp for each

Rorschach. ' '

After these data were collected , the interpreters were asked to

rate all the hem it-s according to their applicability to Rorschach

interpretation, i.e., how well they could he.enswered from Rorschach

 

 

 

 

manuals

TABIE 1

WT“. DESIGN

W

W i ..B._ .9. 2 13.

Latin 1 I II III IV V

Square 2 II III IV V I

l 3 III IV V I II

I. IV V I II III

5 V I II III I

Latin 6

Square 7

2 8 Replication of Latin Square 1

9

Latin 11 :—
Square 12

3 3.2 Replication of Latin Square 1

_._...li
 

I a Psychog-am; II .- Protocol; III .- Core Concepts;

IV g Psychogran and Gore Concepts; V .- Whole Rorschach
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Statistical Treatment

I. Personality m. A separate statistical analysis was con-

ducted for each of the eight personality factors of the PEEP? scale.

For an Rorschach record, the basic datum was the sun of the ratings

of all items included in the personality factor under consideration.

For maple, if «notional restraint was being investigated, for any

record, the scores of the various items which comprise this factor

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 desip may be more

precisely described as a five-by-five Latin Square, replicated three

times , m, each group of five Rorschachs constituted one repli-

cation.

11. Asa-1121!. gramme» m of the eight mam-s

described above was capable of indicating the effects of the variables

studied upon one part of the total interpretation, 3,3,, the inter-

pretation of one personality factor. Having split the Rorschach in-

terpretation into eight parts for purposes of analysis, it new seemed

pertinent to recombine them and study the whole picture. This was

accoaplished by uploying the following method of analysis. A base-

line score for the "no information” condition was calculated by

cC the average climb rtfihfl-

taking the median of the ratings ‘by the five interpreters for each

itaa in the MSRPP. Then, the median scores for all items in a per-

sonality-factor were emanated. When this was repeated for all

personality factors in the MSRPPpne score for each of the eight

personality variables was obtained. These eight scores constituted
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a baseline or I'nc information" condition. Similarly, for an

Rorschach interpretation, the sun of the scores of all the itus in

a personality factor were computed. Thus, there were eight such

scores for any Rorschach interpretation.

The eight personality-factor scores for the baseline condition,

and the correspfling eight personality-factor scores for any '«

Rorschach condition, may each ‘be considered as a separatem

of scores . Statistical measures of pattern similarity have recently

been intensively stuiied (4,7,17,20). The D-score, described by

Cranbech and Glaser (5,6), is very sensitive to differences betwoen

patterns of scores. In this uperinent, D—scores were computed as a

measure of the difference betwaen the pattern of scores for the base-

line condition, and the pattern of scores for any Rorschach condition.

The D—score was canputed as follows: For each personality-variable,

the baseline score was subtracted from the Rorschach interpretation

score. Thus, there were eight deviation scores, one for each per-

sonality variable. Each of these eight deviation scores was squared.

Next the squared scores were added together, and finally the square

root of the sun was taken. The resulting lumber is the D-score.

The 75 (15 Rorschachs x 5 interpreters) D-acores were the data which

were used in the statistical anaJysia. The data were then analyzed

by means of analysis of variance.
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assume

in examination of Table 3a shows that the ratings of the "average

clinic patient“ by the five interpreters us very similar. There ap-

pears to be a fairly strong “patient“ stereotype which also extends

to the interpreter in the Deerborn Hospital.

Three major questions were investigated in this study. All of

then were evaluated once for each of the eight personality variables

in the HSRPP and also for the entire MSRPP scale.

uterpreters

The first question asked whether there were certain differences

in Rorschach interpretation which were 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 interpret‘er 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 emotional over-restraint, and

neglectful carelessness vs responsible conscientionsness). Personality

factors J and B (sex conflict; and friendly trastfulness vs hostile

revellionsness) elicited the greatest amount of interpreter variance.

Thus the first question was answered in the affirmative for all

personality factors acept A and F. The fact that the interpreter

variance was very significant would seem to confirm the hypothesis.

However, there are several alternative explanations which met 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 reflect a sort of rating

scale behavior which 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 face of minimal interpreter variation in the

average patient rating. Thus, it does not seem likely that the in-

terpreter variance is a function of general rating scale behavior.

Since different modes of interpretation are sanetines' emphasized

at different installations, a second alternative explanation night he

that the interpreter variance was a function of interpreters from

two different installations being used in the axperinent. 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 variance 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. ‘Ihus 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.



spent.purifiers“:znw‘0:.(3)ccu¢n4pma4«53-.“Ms:«41.2.;43142-cnbnt'4-on'

{EILG'AICGS4n.'.C-.§‘t'.-'_..-:1'.4.944135:acsgea!(3)441312120114:41124421434402“:

ml'T"Gj'«‘..«1:944:3".43:.4«.-x.1>1.«-.4-e:.Anus-use422-4umt,'-4on04;:(3‘.444,—

mar49:.4urenb:.-4enon2.7.;]0€F:4‘_‘oneIrenaonfij:.rfi...;z-agoz.‘5"4:4:4s

avgfines04.ppm4-4.2,r:{m-eLH-spe—LEgagginuq:13:14“;’.zf:;+""....'!.1.01u42;“

{£pr4n4-onbnc.4s..:.sensgem-en:on4116-433.4032.”ransom-7443?.1391:4029

powcou4n4pn4~eqp1onegent-res:4u4=eibnere=zm"unsani.ponsnez.’«444,-

14:4-91.9730Many.4-3234weTirpenbnsgex.4.2731":6'.rqi-.1714-.2.no

more;gnom-weDunner):44091-244ijpensensuns-me-scone-

suhumus-4.40.2!04,weLeann-aaroma41.234.-42::42.-use244.44st41:49.—

42440GTLLC-Lt-HJ‘wepaywnonaDEIUE‘.mask;41:wesummer;I'C»!‘.C\I-.c*z.‘

pm.-4146wranbterer.A‘HL'IFDCE-meseymc4‘4nn«:44n:eni*..c4:sns3.01:2

94:gummy:mwnsnoss‘aseconqaficw24.24sasiqumrtron2.42:3;ye

runes{1.3116361}:2210qu02;quantum-49:44.3;m:son's;mesems-peegrog

remit-ranAWE-IWC-G4sawomen04.,Emma-)-4.543%20:434.:p-erwqon‘

enemasbent-n4:1.2744241'.’gum-tn44:goes1104new34:a]:4:339;$33234.:-

.;,-Jealchemy..-;:444¢wasormums:qualmsnor.1:.4-4.4944-0124411:12-

noanpaAct“).«4444,3414;o62.1.4941:.ppe401.86"'".4:Ul.b1.0"61.harms-1:5:31:

4.61.1Inn's41:45.1.hnsrer.ASH.4244.1034:1441.4..e:.-.;-s‘_-.«be.-::--:.v.-:-.-...,c4u.‘.34-

311461..“1.94.=.'.nmlirgwu4x:9'non-Lronacpsc}?1.8443?2:44-4:52g-g'nrmagenc-422'“

 my.p45«46.1494401::gnom(pt-II.Lanniem4~eq°4,3342:Erma:...uarm-Me4,

b14461};wascm.‘h<.::..eq424;}:44.2:334311“?oz:4364.43.3.M:4-1.4114trim-3pm.;

r4142bos.—.-4_r:4;r4;.~:-.‘crop4:44enbnersifiz1.84:2?!04,43.4.-:vsmiie-O]4114::

9057-3panama;F4140}!4:91;u«..-4-p4ut‘.{.0gofiqrv-._'.'_'.i(-.;.-«..3...zscgr4;.645305:

omenuse(2‘44m4n4251.bLs.;~s-:.Asursce117421-41nouns:2-:2203.4-01;3.94452.-

nun-sqsq4,x.om(4411-:Lei-44.24.2942:4,07.guru-Eom:.-'-:.,"3.u'3.'sca]r.2:~3.1:

ps601?;49snag:1-42.34.“urea-4s.4s:..‘.;;..-.;«.:..-.-*:.:_-s.t.=r-..-.-v....r:;-2:-_=_*'.r.r..£-ne-

I3



14

Another important finding in this experiment was that the size

of the interpreter variance markedly varied from personality factor

to personality factor. is an example of the magitude 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 841597 (Table 2h)

The latter variance 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 variance 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 in-

terpreter variance from one W-variable to another suggests

that the extraneous factor which was introduced may well be related

to theWof the interpreter.

An alternative explanation for the entrane variation of the

interpreter variance for different personality-variables might be

that the Rorschach was inadequate for measuring some personality

variables. However, if this were the case one wouldaza’c-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 reasoning is occasioned by

the fact that the different personality factors are composed of

different numbers of items. It is possible that the marked differ-

ences in interpreter variance among the personality factors might
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be a function of the different numbers of items in the various pgr-

sonality factors. However, when personality factors emposed of

the same number of itans are compared, the differences are still

extremely large. For example, personality factors F, D, and J

each include four itans, yet the interpreter variance for J is ll.

times the size of that for F. Sinilarly, factors A, c and c ....

have 81mm and the interpreter variance for C is more than

six tines 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 number of items per per-

sonalit'y factor. Apparently, the interpreter variance represents

error of interpretation which is a function of the personality or

the interpreter.

Degree of Information.

The second question asked whether inn-easing the amount of in-

formation available in Rorschach records affected the interpretation.

in examination of Table 21 shows that the conditions variance was

not significant for any of the personality-factors, nor for the

scale as a whole. The different conditions of information thus had

no dwonstrable effect upon Rorschach interpretation. Therefore it

was not necessary to carry out an investigation of the more specific

effects of various conditions such as : verbalisation, psychocam,

core-concepts and protocols. The results do show that the amount

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 make essentially similar interpretations



u ,

wise; worm? suit n-L in.1‘:m"!'.' “Io medium: J's-melt;if) exit“.LC) mortars/2 s 3:!

'10 measures easiest will-mate} (reds (sever H .c'rntoc‘i afiifsma

fit:- a earn ascitaue‘tljz ‘3 on"? .12 Magnum e'za arr-:31; “lo '.tec'nnm can". ado“

. I‘m 0. J 3sins". viti‘sr.oa'ssq {9113:3733 '.co‘l .o'grzsl micnsms

LE 31 I. to'i enaci'mv rare-music: ndd' 3m; .snefl “wot: chains: dos-s

done a ms :3 ..L ate-test .'-;E°m£br-.t€. .“E 19') red: “to ash. mi} amid“

'LMS H

sud: eaten at 0 '10'1 somi'mv us-to-xq'xeml add has .semi3,xi:z evsd

«mini: :13: Mimi's-av ed: "mlT .11 not d'sdd' '1'.) 9:its ed: seal! x}:

J'oa aeob . Jane's. val-Ismsnot; tnctc'kfib on”: 10‘: coimtuv 19.?an

exec; teq amen lo tack-me: exit '10 stand adj no {teammate ed 03‘ mess

clause-rm1 annexe-1w ’IaJ‘S’Iq'I~19an er .zta‘m'zsqqii .uoo‘os‘i *{J‘flsaoa

lo \g-i'flsnonoq .911: to [seldom s at dam: activism-Leia]: '10 zone

.ndc'xq'setmt ed:

.noh’hem'xolal lo sergefl

-:-t ‘10 invents ed: 32.11:. semen: remind»: b97123 noiJ'ecup basses edT

.aomsis'xq'xetnt edi 139333313 851096“): dcsdce'tofl at eidsilzsve minim-cl

saw ecusbmv aaofzo‘tbnoo 3:0 ind: swede £9 91 T ‘10 columnists ml

9.13 1:01 10:: .a'xcian‘in'ca‘fisnoa‘mq edd' '20 was 103 Jassfitmgta :tou

bad amt? truism-mint ‘lo enofiiimoo #:1919121!) edT .rJIodv e an since

it statues-IT .aoltsde‘iqtmmt dosdos'iofl noqu doe‘i’ie 3.136541531103505 on

ci’itoeqa eaten 9d: 10 mingling-mi as auto two 03’ messed 3011 saw

,zrm-xaodozcc; ,r:oi.tsa.thd'xe-v :es dear. snotflbnoo amine? 'lo atoe‘no

J'mrcms ed! Jar” m...’3 c3: Wilmer 311T .aioooto'ra has sJ’qemzoo-e'zco

5-th .IIOLirsi'fi'IQ'ifiJ’ul’. nous: Joel:3 aldsnmaen on and actionxo‘liii lo

{ins'ha'mfi' add at 't',enni'-:n.7)_->'r ‘io Lush .3391! is 35; =r'It'vfl'h" Jedi cinemas

anotiuic'nmdnf ”that: UJHB’IJ‘SJea Jinn mo wetsuits-tut 9911113 Jaci-

 



l6

whether they have the whole record, or only core concepts- or sun-

mwe '

Subjects .

The third question asked whether the Rorschachs of different

patients were interpreted differently. in emamination of Table 24.

shows that the subject variance was sipi-ficant at the .91 level of

confidence for the scale as a whole, and also for personality factor

F (neglectful carelessness vs. responsible conscienticnaness.) . The

subject variance was significant at the .05 level for persaality

factors A, B, c and 1). There was no significant subject variance

for personality factors E, G, and J (respectively: motivation for

long term goals3 obsessive phobic reaction; and see: conflict.)

Thus , the subject variance was gemrally significant, indicat-

ing that the Rorschach can actually differentiate betwoen different

subjects, LS.” different ratings given to the different subjects.

Although it has been duonstrated that the Rorschach can differ-

entiate between the different subjects , this does not necessarily

mean that there is precise differentiation. For maple, if two

of the 15 subjects had had very high scores on a personality factor

and two had very low scores, with the others more or less bunched

together, there might well be a significant subject variance. How--

ever, only four of the subjects would actually be disorininated;

there would be no differentiation among the other eleven. we night

than call this a coarse differentiation, whereas a technique which

differentiated nearly all of the subjects from one another would



 

-.‘-ma 2.0 surgeon. vie-.9 ‘fL'Ir: ‘71: ,1-1': 1-24.11» 9.11? wed {wit 'z-idJ'ssiw

..:-).E:‘-n.”!

. 2:.!"9- . ifs-.2

i'aa're': LI: “2:0 citraicutacrf‘ 3.4.3- torfdrev'w tori-ta rsotr'z'airp 3:15:11? awfl‘

3:3 aids? ‘io sanitar‘nuua w’i 0ch9151113 he-Muq’xeda’: e'xew a-tn'it‘hzq

‘Lce .Ccvsi J20. 9.22;:- 33- nmof’Ehrgia est: asmslxsv ice Ldtra ed: mitt swede

reins-'1 *gé‘iLsam'tcag to": 09.117. t-ns .9101»! s as slices 9033 10': soimbt'lms

adT (.aacnamhi‘aets moo eidlarxoqae'i .37 names-alone 33130912391!) ‘3

'{J'clanoc'ieq not level: 30. 9113‘ is :rmsot'lmie sew eorcsi'mv jostduc

coast-13v $3.9th: arthritis-rats on new 913:1. ’ .5 him L" ,a ,A mates?

1:": (If Stir/tier;- wiz- rites-:3 31) b has ,0 ,3. ancient {immense-q to}

(doil’h‘mc rcoc has {softener shrew} evfaeeado guinea rm: grief.

...teoibnj; ,d'xiaerim'gia =5LL3-reneg new coach.“ ioetdna exit ,aun'i‘

tztetn'i'iib aeewd'ud oiniflra—rxei‘lib ‘(LLauJ-ac mac dasdoa'I-JH an? is“? got

.aJ-aeidua ins-rel? 1:? ed: 0:! 119th rafts-i tannin!) “3,; greet-due:

atrium nae dominance? ed: J’s-g2} heist-fascist: need and it (Quanta

Iffirusaaeeoc 11:31 Jan”) shit ,cJoci-dua er'mnlb chit answered ..‘i.’-:..3.'\‘-"i':‘z

0w: 1!: ,siqn'nxo no"! .micfsi.fac-m‘ilib ectee'xq a]: Menu +ch anon.

rates-i \cJILsuos'zsq s as Jean's: 11351:! View bad bad atoeLduc if}: .LH‘ "20

bedcmtd eeei‘. an T101] rs-iexirc 2111.? with: .ce'iooa 'rol’. (rev had our”! Ems

are}: .ecnshev Jesters: Machinists .3 ed flew M311: 5131i? merits-.30?

ginisum-xcctb ed aim-res bLh-ow sieetrhre exit “to 13:01 this new

.tiigba ew' .aoveis retire 'am- gnome noticfincrol‘itb on ad b.0102: etch-It

.ieidw euplmiosd s ace-ions ,aoE-tsimrie'ftib causes a am: fine merit

flinch: amid one arts .zn'fl. emu fiduc- ML" '10 {La that-u ted‘sifimre‘flib



17

have fine differentiation. Examination of the present data suggests

that in the analyses where the subjects were discriminated, there

was a coarse rather than a fine differentiation.

Other Findings

The analysis of variance technique used in this experiment per-

mitted the evaluation of several other som'ces of variance besides

those which were pertinent to the three major hypotheses outlined

above. These were a Latin Square variance, and two interactions,

Interpreters by Latin Square , and Conditions by Latin Square. The

Latin square variance was significant at the .05 level of' confidence

for personality factors D, E and G. (Table 21) It was not sig-

nificant for the other 5 personality-factors, nor for the scale as

a whole. Each Latin Square was composed of a different group of

five Rorschachs so that a significant Latin-Square variance probably

reflects differences between the threem of Rorschaohs. Since

the Iatin-Square variance was significant for personality-factors D,

E and G, one may concltde that the three groups of Rorschachs dif-

fered in respect to: Sense of personal adequacy, motivation for

long-term goals, and obsessive-phobic reaction.

The Interpreter by Latin-Square variance is a measure of the

interaction between interpreters and the different groups of sub-

jeets. A significant Interpreter by Latin Square variance would

indicate a differential reaction by the interpreters to the three

groups of Rorschachs, i.e. , the different interpreters would very

in their reaction to the youps of Rorschachs. The Interpreter by
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Intin Square Variance was significant at the .05 leVel for person-

ality factor V and for the whole scale, and was significant for no

other personality-factors. (Table 21). This would suggest that

there was a strong interaction affect for personality-factor B

(friendh trustfulness vs. hostile rebelliousness) , so strong that

it influenced the ratings for the whole scale, even though it ap-

peared in no other personality factor.

The Conditions by Latin-Square Variance is a measure of the

interaction betwoen the conditions (different degrees of information)

and the three groups of Rorschachs. A significant Conditions by

Latin Square Variance would suggest that the conditions had dif-

ferent effects upon interpretation in the three groups of Rorschachs .

The Conditions by Latin-Square Variance was significant for

personaliw-factors C (relaxed comfort vs. anxious tension) and D

(sense of personal adequacy.) (Table 21)

Results of the “Applicability to Rorschach Interpretation" rating

The results of the rating, by the interpreters, of the appli-

cability to Rorschach interpretation of it“ in the MSRPP person-

ality factors may be fomd in Table 1.. Personality factors F and

A were rated most applicable. It is interesting to note that the

same personality factors’i and F, were the only ones which did not

elicit significant interpreter variance in the experiment. However,

this relationship does not hold for the personality-factors which

elicited the largest amount of interpreter variance. It seems that

the interpreters regard the personality factors which elicit the
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least interpreter error as most applicable, but they do not neces-

sarily view personality factors which elicit maximal error as least

applicable.

rm: 2a

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR PERSONALITY FACTQI A

(MORAL DEER-HEW VS. ‘EIIOTIOEAL
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* 3 Significant at .05 level of confidence

I a Variance smaller than error tern.
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TABIEZb

were or VARIANCE son msoum-ncros s

(manna! musrmmsss vs. HOSTILE

 

measures)

W

sensor. or sun or . DEGREESOF VARIANCE I r" "

mmcn seams mm - . A
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Interpreters 339.7 A 84.99 10.6£***
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flm‘ufififi 70.6 8 8.83 1.11

Interpreters by

Latin Squares 155.8 8 19.48 2.44

serrate-1 287.2 36 7.98

Total 1,109.6 74
 

* Significant at .05 level of confidence

'**’Signifioant at .00l level of confidence

x.-VVariance smaller than error tens
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SOURCE OF SUM 01" DEGREES. OF

VARIANG SQUARES . W VARIM F
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Interpreters by
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Residual 21.4.6 36 6.79

Total 1,016.0 7/.

 

* Sigificant at .05 Level of Confidence

*** Significzmt at .001 Level of Confidence
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SOURCE OF SUM OF DEGREES 0P ' '

EERIANGI SQUIRES IREEDGM. VIRIANGB .1

edition: 24.8 4 h 5312 1059 _
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Interprctura by
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* Simificant at .05 Level of Confidence

** Sipifiomt ut .01 Laval of Confidence

I g Variance. smaller than error term
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TABIEZe

ARALISIs OF VARIANCE FOR PERSONAIIII-FAOTOR 1:

(MOTIVATION FOR LONG-TERM GOALS)

W

 

SOURCE OF SUM OF DEGREE OF

VARIANCE SQUARES m mum F

Commons 20.0 I. 5.0o _I

will Sqnares 5109 2 25695 3068*
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htin Squares 62.3 8 7.78 1.10

Interpreters by , ‘

hm mmea 67.4 8 8.43 1.19

Residual 254.2 36 7.06

 

* Significant at .05 Level of Confidence

** Sigificent at .001 Level of Confidence

X g Variance smaller than error term
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TABLE 2f

ARILXSIS OF‘VARIANCE FOR PERSGIALITISFICTOR F

(NEGLEGTFUL GAREBESSNESS VS. RESPQNSIBDB .-
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mmsxs or VARIANCE FOR PERSONALITY-FACTOR C

(OBSESSIVE-PHOBIC REACTICE)

 

 

 

SOURCE or SIM or DEGREES or

VIRIANGE SQUKRES Inunuxla VlSiANCE P

mum ' 28.5 I. 7.12 1.01.

Latin Squares 54.9 2 22?‘5 4.01*

Ccnditiane'hy ~

Latin Squares 110.3 8 13.78 2.01

Interpreters hy

Latin Squares 70.1 8 8.76 1.28

Raeidudl 246.4 36 6.84

Tom 76907 716

* Significant at the .05 Level of Confidence

** Significant at the .001 Level of Gunfidance
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TABLE 211

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FUR PERSONALITY-FACTOR J

(SEX-COMM)

SOURCE OF SUMS OF DEGREES 0F

VARIANCE SQUARES men VARIANCE 1'

Conditions 11.9 I. 2.98

Interpreters 337.1 4 84.97 21.12.”

Subjects 55.6 12 4.63 1.16

Latin Squares 17.3 2 8.65 2.16

Conditions by

Latin Squares 30.1 8 3.76

Interpreters by

Latin Squares 38.1 8 4.76 1.19

Total 71.

 

W Significant at the .001 Level of Confidence
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TABIE 21

A SW, FOR ALL PERSONALITY norms, OF SIGNIFIGANGE

VALUES OF THE ANALYSES 0F VARIANCE

 

 

Wm

Variance A B C D E F G J Total

Interpreter x .001 .001 .01 .001 x .01 .001 .001

Conditions at x x x x x x x 1:

Subject .05 .05 .05 .05 x .01 x x .01

Latin Square at x x .05 .05 x .05 x x

Interpreter by

Latin Squares x .05 x x x x x x .05

Conditime by

Latin Squaree x x .05 .05 x x x x x

 

x a Not mgnificant
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EARLS 3b

ANALISIS _OF VARIANCE FOR THE ROLE INTERPRETATION

 

 

SUMS OF DEGREES OF

 

SOURCE OF

w W

Conditions 4.1.2 I. 10.3 1.51

Interpretere 1.89.1. 1. 122.3 17.98”“

Subjects 251.1 12 20.9 3.07“

Latin Squares 17.7 2 8.8 1.29

Interpreters by

Latin Squares 137.8 8 17.2 2.52*

Conditions by

Latin Squu'ee 87.5 8 10.9 1.60

Residual 246.1 36 6.8

Total 1,270.8 74
 

* Simificent at .05 Level of Confidence

** Significant at .01 Level of Confidence

m Significant at .001 Level of Confidence
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TABLE.L

RATINGS B! FIVE INTERPRETERS OF'THE APPLICABILITY TO RORSCHACE

INTERPRETATION OF ITEMS IN THE EIGHT EERSONALITIAFACTORS .

OF‘THE.HSRPP

W

Personalityaihctcre

Interpreter A B C D E F“ G J
A 1 ILL A

. a 2.7 2.4 2.0 2.0 1.6 3.5 2.5- n2.0é

b 2.7 2.9 2.2 2.8 2.3 3.3 2.5 2.3

c 3.2 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.1 3.5 3.2 3.3-

d 4.2 3.3. 3.3 2.3 3.0 4.3 . 2.7 2.5°

e 3.81 3.0 3.2 3.5 2.0 3.8 3.3 2.3

 

 

Mean 3.3 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.2 3.7 2.8 2.5
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DISCUSSION

Interpreters

Three questions were posed in this study. The first question

asked.whether there were certain differences in RorsChaoh inter-'

pretation which were attributable to the interpreter rather than

the records presented to him. This question.was answered in the

affirmative for the entire MSRPP scale and also for six of the

eight personality factors conposing the scale. Only for these per-

sonality factors was the question answered in the negative:

emotional.underbrestraint vs. emotional overerestraint; and.ne-

glectful carelessness vs. reaponsible conscientiousness. Thus the

interpreters seem to be introducing something extraneous into their

interpretations for all personality variables except the latter two.

For some reason, this kind of interpreter error is_mininized in

these personality variables.

It was also found that the size of the interpreter variance

markedly varied from.personality factor to personality factor. As

‘was Shown above, this may well represent errors of interpretation

which are a function of the personality of the interpreter. This

observation is related to that of Filer (9) who found that the points

emphasized in clinician's reports were related to ratings of their

own personality characteristics.
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Degrees of Information

The second question asked whether increasing the amount of in-

formation available in Rorschach records affected the interpretation

of the records. This question was not answered in the affirmative

in any of the analyses. However, it was shown above that interpreters

can discriminate beWeen the S's who took the Rorschachs, Since the

interpreters can discriminate the subjects, and since the only in-

formation they had was Rorschach information, they must have used

this Rorschach information. But , it was found that different amounts

of information do not result in changes in Rorschach ratings. The

most reasonable explanation for these findings would seem to be that

the minimal information conditions, the core-concepts and the scoring

smnry, contain enough information to make an interpretation. In

other words the Rorschach would seem to be a highly redundant test,

with much more information available than the bare minim needed to

sketch out an interpretation. This redundancy, of course, is a very

useful property of the Rorschach. If the test were not so redundant,

one would not have an opportunity for the constant checking and

cross-checking of hypotheses which most clinicians believe essential

to valid Rorschach interpretation.

These findings have a direct bearing upon the experiments of

Grant, Ives and Ranzoni (11), and Caldwell, 9.2 2.1. (3). In both

these studies , Rorschach psychograms and successively larger units

of information were interpreted by clinicians. No differences in

interpretation were found in either study with various degrees of
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information. Caldwell, et. g. concluded that " . . .the quantitative

categories into which Rorschach responses may be translated repre-

sent meaningful behavioralattributes and that. . .little information

is sacrificed by relying solely on these quantitative data.“ Grant

gt. 9; concluded: *Goncerning intraérater agrement, therewas no

particular advantage or disadvantage to using the full Rorschach

protocol over the formal aspects alone." A

Considering the results of these two experiments and also the

present one, we may be able to formulate a more general explanation.

In the two previous experiments there was only one minim-l inform-

ation condition, the psychogram (or scoring record.) One couldnot

differentiate betwaen effects resulting from the psychogran as a

minimal information condition, and effects due to some special prop-

erty of the psychogram itself, e.g. , its quantitative nature. In the

present experiment however, there are two minimal information con-

ditions, the core-concepts and the psychogram. One can differentiate

betwoen effects due to minimal information conditions and those a...

to special properties of the psychogram. I The finding is that there

is no difference between interpretations based upon an of the actress

of infomation. Thus, the conclusion seems to be that additional in-

formation, beyond that in the minimal information condition makes no

difference in interpretation. The results here do not support Cald-

well's gt. 2;. asstmption that their‘ results were due tofspecial

property of the psychogram, since there was no difference between

interpretations based upon core-concepts or psychogram.
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Rorschachs

The third question asked whether the: Rorschachs of different .

patiuts were interpreted differently. This question was answered

affirmatively for the MSBPR scale as a whole, and for five-of the

eight personality factors. It was 'not so answered for these pero-

sonality factors a motivation for long‘ term goals 3 obsessiveeph‘obie

reaction; and so: conflict. I '- ‘

Apparently the interpreters were not able to distinguish between

the Rorschachs at all on these three personality factors. Also», as

was mentioned above, where the interpreters were; able to discriminate

betwaen the Rorschachs, the discrimination was coarse rather than-

fine. In other words, although some individuals. were discriminated

from the group, many were not. Thus, although the hypothesis was

generally borne out, there exists much room ‘for improvenmt in

Rorschach interpretation.

Generally, however, the interpreters can differentiate betwem

the Rorschachs of different subjects; 1.3,, the same things are not

said for all subjects. This, of course, is a necessary pro-condition

for establishing the validity of the Rorschach test. For, if

Rorschach interpretations could not distinguish betwaen different

subjects, the test could not be valid. However, this study by no

means establishes the validity of the Rorschach test, since there

was no provision for evaluating the accuracy of the interpreters,

Lg“, no criterion group was included. ‘
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Implications

This study may be viewed as an exploratory attempt at locating

the variables pertinent to Rorschach interpretation. It is just a

beginning, and a series of experiments would ufloubtedly be needed

to investigate more fully the nature of these variables and their

interrelations. For ennple, the results of this study are a func-

tion of the test-instrment used. The rating scale used here is very

different from the usual “written out" clinical interpretation of the

Rorschach. The use of the rating scale undoubtedly is a restriction

on the freedap of expression that the clinician has in the more con-

ventionel Rorschach report. In this study, the subtlety of expres-

sion of the usual written interpretation was sacrificed in favor of

the quantifiability of the rating scale. It would be well to repli-

cate it using other test instruments and, if possible, full clinical

reports.

The results of this study are also a function of the particular

interpreters used. It might well be replicated with other inter-

preters, to investigate the eartent to which findings are specified

to the interpreters who participated, rather than interpreters in

general. For instance, it was noted above that there was negligible

interpreter error on We personality factors. It seems quite possible

that a stun using different interpreters might find that they had

minimal error on different personality factors .

Uith respect to the group of Rorschachs used, it seems less

likely that the results might be of limited generality, since the
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sample was fairly large and selected at randan fro: a large popu-

lotion.

Validity of the Rorschach

The question of validity was not investigated here because it

was felt that this would tend to. overcanplicate an already capliq "

cated «perinatal design. However, this type of erperinent could

provide information about the validity of the Rorschach if a suit-

able criterion were available.
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SUMMARI

Five clinical psychologists interpreted l5 Rorschachs which

varied in degree of completeness of information. The degree of in-

formation varied from the psychogram or core concepts to the entire

Rorschach record. All interpreters were asked to fill out a person-

ality inventory, MSRPP, for each Rorschach they were given. The

MSRPP was used as a quantifiable substitute for the usual Rorschach

interpretation. The data were analyzed by the Latin Square type of

analysis of variance. A study of the results indicate that:

(a) There are differences in Rorschach interpretation which

are attributable to the interpreter rather than the records pre-

sented to him. The results also suggest that personality differences

among the interpreters may well account for this effect.

(b) Changing the uncut of information available did not seem

to affect the Rorschach interpretation. Apparently even the mini-

mal information conditions contained enough information for an

interpretation-4t least for the rating scale equivalent of an

interpretation.

(c) The Rorschachs of different patients were interpreted

differently. However, the discrimination involved was coarse

rather than fine.
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