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tive most of their insights into personality
from a direct or indirect analysis of content
and the interaction of the subject with the
examiner,

ARTHUR R. JENSEN, Associate Professor of
Educational Psychology, and Associate Re-
search Psychologist, Institute of Human
Learning, University of California, Berkeley,
California.

In the 43 years since Hermann Rorschach
published the Psychodiagnostik, his set of ten
carefully chosen inkblots has become the most
popular of all psychological tests. A recent
survey * of hospitals, clinics, guidance centers,
and the like, indicates that the Rorschach
clearly outstrips all its competitors, both in the
number of institutions using the test and in
the amount of usage. Furthermore, the curve
depicting the increase in popularity of the Ror-
schach over the past decade is positively accel-
erated. On the basis of Sundberg’s survey we
can safely estimate that, at the very least, the
Rorschach is administered to a million persons
a year in the United States; it consumes on
the average approximately five million clinical
man-hours (which is 571 years), at a total cost
to the clients of approximately 25 million dol-
lars. Thus, in terms of usage the Rorschach
is easily the Number One psychological instru-
ment. It has become as closely identified with
the clinical psychologist as the stethoscope is
with the physician.
The amount of research and publication on

the Rorschach is even more impressive. On
this count no other test equals it. Over the
past decade it has inspired on the average not
fewer than three publications per week in the
United States alone. The rate of Rorschach
publication, also, is positively accelerated. The
Rorschach bibliography has already passed
3000.
Of course, it is too much to expect any one

person to review and assessin its totality any
phenomenon of such fabulous proportions as
the Rorschach. The Fifth Mental Measure-
ments Yearbook presented very thorough and
comprehensive reviews of the most important
Rorschach research up to that time, and the
conclusions arrived at by these reviewers are

1 SunpBerc, Norman D. “The Practice of PsychologicalTesting in Clinical Services in the United States.” Am Psy-chologist 16:79-83 F ’61, *

highly representative of the assessments made
of the Rorschach in psychological textbooksre-
viewing much the same material. Put frankly,
the consensus of qualified judgment is that the
Rorschach is a very poor test and has no prac-
tical worth for any of the purposes for which
it is recommended by its devotees.

l’o make his task manageable, the present
reviewer has decided to focus attention on the
Rorschach literature appearing since The Fifth
Mental Measurements VYearbook, to determine
the degree to which recent research has turned
up anything that might in some way alter the
negative judgments arrived at by earlier re-
viewers. Much of the early research on the
Rorschach has often been criticized for meth-
odological and statistical inadequacy, but this
fortunately can no longer be said of the recent
research published in the leading psychological
journals. There are now a number of methodo-
logically and statistically sound and sophisti-
cated studies. Even more important, in terms
of doing full justice to the Rorschach, is that
the good research is now being done by the
Rorschachers and projective test experts them-
selves, often with the full cooperation of their
clinical colleagues who are highly experienced
in the use of projective techniques. No longer
can it be claimed that negative findings are the
result of bluenose methodologists of statistics
and experimental psychology applying inappro-
priate criteria to an instrument for which they
have no sympathy, no clinical experience, no
intuitive feeling, and notalent.

Detailed reviews of recent Rorschach re-
search have been made by Heiman and Roth-
ney (2520) and by Ricciuti (2929). A book
edited by Rickers-Ovsiankina (2699) is prob-
ably the most important publication in the field
in the past several years and contains excellent
discussions of Rorschach research by a number
of prominent psychologists in the fields of pro-
jective techniques,clinical psychology, and per-
sonality research. The reader is also referred
to the Annual Review of Psychology for cov-
erage of the most important contributions; the
review by Gleser (2974) is especially worth-
while.
RORSCHACH TRAINING. The Rorschach is not

just another test which the clinician can learn
to use by reading a manual. It is a whole cul-
ture, the full acquisition of which depends
upon intensive tutorial training, a great deal
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of clinical experience with projective mate-

rials, a certain degree of dedicated discipleship,

and, perhaps most difficult of all, acclimatiza-

tion to an atmosphere that is philosophically

quite alien to the orientation of modern psy-

chology as it is now taught in the leading

American and British universities. In addition,

the would-be Rorschacher, if he is to hold his

own among the experts, must possess a kind

of gift similar to the literary talent of a novel-

ist or biographer, combining a perceptive and

intuitive sensitivity to human qualities and the

power to express these perceptions in subtle,

varied, and complex ways. The Rorschach re-

port of an expert is, if nothing else, a literary

work of art. This is the chief criterion of ex-

pertness with the Rorschach, for the research

has not revealed any significant differences in

reliability or validity between beginners in the

Rorschach technique and acknowledged mas-

ters.

Qualified Rorschachers generally have had

at least three semesters, the equivalent of a

year and a half, of intensive training in the

use of the Rorschach. The first semester is

usually devoted merely to learning how to

score the test, while the second and third

semesters are devoted to interpretation. As 1s

typical of most textbooks on the Rorschach,

there is little or no reference to the research

literature in most traditional Rorschach

courses. At least 100 tests must be adminis-

tered, scored, and interpreted under the close

supervision of an expert before the novice 1s

considered sufficiently qualified to be left on

his own. Unfortunately, many clinicians, and

especially school psychologists, who use the

Rorschach in their daily clinical practice are

inadequately trained, with the consequence that

their reports have a stereotyped, cookbook

quality which can add nothing of clinical value

to the understanding of the patient and can

often be injudiciously misleading or even

harmful. It is the reviewer’s impression from

reading many psychological reports based on

the Rorschach that the acknowledged experts

are usually more cautious and wise in their

use of the instrument than are clinicians who

have had relatively meager training or who are

self-taught.

USES OF THE RORSCHACH. Thetechnique has

been used with all age levels in clinics, guid-

ance centers, hospitals, schools, and in indus-

try, to assess, diagnose, and describe every

aspect of the human personality—cognitive,

emotional, and motivational—in both normal

and psychiatric subjects. In tabulating the

types of interpretive statements made from a

single Rorschach protocol (analyzed by Klop-

fer), Shneidman (2361) concluded that the

Rorschach concentrates on the areas of affect,

diagnosis, quality of perception, ego capacity,

personality mechanisms, sexual thought, and

psychosexual level. One is impressed after

reading a large number of Rorschach reports

that no facet of the human psyche and no

aspect of humanfeeling or behavior is inacces-

sible to the Rorschach. Certainly it excels all

other psychological tests in permitting a rich-

ness of personality description that compre-

hends the entire lexicon of human characteris-

tics. It has even been used to attempt to dif-

ferentiate children with defective hearing from

those with normal hearing (2520). Its chief

use, however, remains that of aiding in the

formulation of psychiatric diagnosis and prog-

nosis.

The Rorschach has also been used, with

questionable success, as a research tool in the

investigation of personality and in anthropo-

logical and cross-cultural studies. Its contribu-

tions in the personality realm have been evalu-

ated by Gardner and Lois Murphy (2686),

and Lindzey (2805) has written a compre-

hensive review of its use in cross-cultural

research. Neither the Murphys nor Lindzey

credits the Rorschach with substantial con-

tributions to research in these fields.

ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING. The test ma-

terials have not changed in 43 years; they are

the same 10, bilaterally symmetrical blots orig-

inated by Rorschach. The Rorschach culture

apparently has assumed that these 1o blots

cannot be improved upon and that they alone

are a sufficient foundation for building a sci-

ence of personality diagnosis. The great ortho-

doxy and appeal to authority in the Rorschach

culture is reflected also in the scoring proce-

dures which have changed in only minor de-

tails from the method originally laid down by

Rorschach.

Incidentally, if the color in the five chro-

matic blots plays as important a role as the

Rorschachers claim for it, then note should be

taken of the fact that different editions of the
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blots differ in color, some being more vivid
and others more pastel.
The test takes approximately 45 to 60 min-

utes to administer, depending upon the pro-
ductivity of the subject and the thoroughness
of the examiner’s inquiry and testing of the
limits. The procedures are described in detail
in all the Rorschach textbooks and are matters
on which authorities differ very little.
The scoring of the subject’s responses,

which generally number between 10 and 30,
is a highly technical procedure requiring many
hours of practice before it becomes an easy
task. The several different scoring systems
currently in use are all basically much alike,
and once having learned oneit is easy to adopt
another. The systems of Rorschach and
Binder, Rapaport and Schafer, Beck, Pio-
trowski, Hertz, and Klopfer have been sys-
tematically compared in the last chapter of the
volume edited by Rickers-Ovsiankina (2724).
RORSCHACH INTERPRETATION. Many ele-

ments enter into interpretation. First there are
the formal scores, which are generally inter-
preted in terms of configurations or combina-
tions with other Rorschach scores. Textbooks
on interpretation are seldom explicit or precise
concerning the quantitative aspects of the
Rorschach scores and indices, although the lan-
guage of the discussion clearly implies quanti-
tative considerations. Reference is made to “a
lot of shading responses,” “a high M percent,”
“long reaction time,” “many CF responses,”
and so on. The exact quantity is rarely speci-
fied. Examiners must have had experience
with at least 100 protocols before developing
some subjective notion of the “norms” of the
various scores. There are, however, published
norms (e€.g., 1300, 1651, 2475), but these are
seldom referred to by clinicians, and the lead-
ing textbooks on Rorschach interpretation
make no use of them. Almost every page of
the long-awaited and important book on Ror-
schach interpretation by Piotrowski (2211)
contains typical examples of the interpreta-
tions connected with various scores. For ex-
ample: “There is something uncompromising,
inflexible, and daring about those subjects who
give c’R (dark shading responses). By con-
trast, the individual with many cR (light
shading responses) prefers to  sacrifice....his
important goals of external achievement in
order to appear less competitive and assertive

to the world. If necessary, he surrenders part
of his personality rather than antagonize
others.” These elaborate and subtle interpreta-
tions of Rorschach scores are totally unsup-
ported by any kind of research evidence.

But much more than the formal scores —
enters into the interpretation. The subject’s
language, the content of his responses, the par-
ticular sequence of his responses, his reaction
time to each card, the way he handles the
cards and turns the cards, every aspect of his
behavior during the testing—all are grist for
the interpretive mill which grinds extremely
fine. The full flavor of this art can be savoured
from a number of published Rorschach re-
ports by masters of the technique. The think-
ing that enters into the interpretation is clearly
delineated by Schafer in his excellent text
(1767) and in the detailed case analysis pre-
sented in the textbook by Phillips and Smith
(1583). A highly professional report by
Stephanie Dudek, typical of the productions
of the most skilled Rorschachers, is to be
found in Appendix A of the book by Symonds
and Jensen (2836). It is evident that nothing
in the Rorschach protocol or in the subject’s
behavior during the testing is regarded as
“noise” in the system—everything is consid-
ered significant and interpretable. And the final
report of an expert, in its wealth of detail, its
subtlety of personality description, breadth of
comprehension, and depth of penetration, can
often rival the most elaborate characterizations
of Marcel Proust or Henry James.

Aside from considerations of reliability and
validity, a question must be asked concerning
the semantics of the Rorschach report itself.
How unambiguously meaningful is the inter-
pretation to a number of different persons
reading the final report? Little is factually
known about this. It could well be that the
Rorschach report is itself projective material
for the person to whom thereport is referred,
serving mainly to bolster his confidence in
his own interpretations derived from other
sources. The real question is, how much can
the report add to the psychiatrist’s understand-
ing of his patient gained through other means,
even assuming it is valid? This we do not
know, but the question becomes wholly aca-
demic when we take account of the known
reliability and validity of Rorschach interpre-
tation.
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RELIABILITY. Few other tests provide so

many opportunities for the multiplication of

error variance as does the Rorschach. We

must consider separately the reliability of scor-

ing and of interpretation, the stability of these

in time, the internal consistency of scores, and

the effect of the interaction of examiners and

subjects.
First, it must be pointed out that most of

the traditional Rorschach scores have two

strikes against them from a psychometric

standpoint. In the typical protocol, most of the

scoring categories are used relatively infre-

quently so that their reliability is practically

indeterminate. For example, the average fre-

quencies of various Rorschach scores in a

sample of 28 nonpsychiatric subjects (2836) is

Dd =1.0, S=03, M=29, k=02, K=

0.1, FK = 0.6, FC = 0.9, C = 0.2. The only

really large frequencies are R (number of re-

sponses) = 22.1, D (large detail) = 12.1, W

(whole responses) = 8.0, and F (form) =

7.5. The distributions of these scores are gen-

erally very skewed, and the small amount of

variation that occurs among the majority of

subjects easily falls within the standard error

of measurement for most of the scores. Byall

criteria R (number of responses) has the

highest reliability of any of the scores, and

by virtue of this it spuriously inflates the re-

liability of the various index scores into which

it enters, such as M%, F%, W%,etc. Most

of the combinational scores from the Ror-

schach, consisting of ratios and differences

among the various primary scores, are, of

course, even more unsusceptible to a satisfac-

tory demonstration of reliability than are the

primary scores.
Another question that is seldom asked is

whether the scoring categories themselves have

any particular meaning or uniqueness in a psy-

chological sense. That is, are the various move-

ment responses, shading responses, color re-

sponses, texture responses, or content of the

responses measuring some common factor

moreor less peculiar to these particular classes

of determinants? Factor analyses of the scores

indicate that the underlying factors do not

coincide at all well with the traditional scoring

categories (e.g., 1058). Correlations between

the various movement responses (M, FM, m)

on the Rorschach, Behn-Rorschach, and Levy

Movement Cards are in the range from .12 to

41 (2281), so that if the tendency to perceive

movement in ambiguous figures is an impor-

tant and stable characteristic of individuals, as

Rorschach theory would have us believe, it is

apparent that the Rorschach is unable to dem-

onstrate reliable individual differences in this

trait. That is to say, various M responses seem

to be highly stimulus-specific. The various

color scoring categories have been brought

even more seriously into question by experi-

ments using totally achromatic reproductions

of the Rorschach blots. In a review of this re- -

search Baughman concluded that “color has

little or no effect upon a subject’s behavior to

the extent that his behavior is represented by

the psychogram or similar scoring scales”

(2251). The 25 studies of this type reviewed

by Baughman lead to the conclusion that “the

form or shape of the blot is the only relevant

dimension. Certainly color does not appear to

affect behavior very much, and if color is in-

effective shading seems even less likely to be

a significant variable.” In view of this, how

meaningful is an index such as the very impor-

tant M:sum C ratio, which is said to indicate

the subject’s “experience-type” measured along

the dimension of “introversive-extratensive’’?

The literature on experience-type is reviewed

by Singer (2716), who concludes that after 4o

years of the Rorschach nothing yet is known

concerning the psychometric or statistical char-

acteristics of the very central experience bal-

ance ratio of M:sum C.
A word of caution concerning improperesti-

mates of Rorschach reliability: these often

consist of reporting the percentage of agree-

ment between two or more judges. It should

be clear that percentage agreement is not a

legitimate measure of reliability and tells us

none of the things we want to know when we

ask about the reliability of a test. What we

want to know is the proportion of variance in

the scores that is not error variance. The re-

liability coefficient tells us this; the percentage

agreement does not. The latter measure can

often be misleading and should always be dis-

counted as an index of reliability unless other

crucial information is also provided. Take the

following fictitious example, in which two

judges independently sort a sample of 500

protocols in terms of the presence or absence

of indicators of a particular syndrome. The

judges agree on presence in 491 protocols and

on absence in one protocol. The eight on which

they disagree are evenly divided into agree-
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disagree and disagree-agree categories. This
percentage agreement is 98 per cent—impres-
sively high. Whenreliability is obtained in the
proper way, however, by determining the cor-
relation between the two judges, the reliability
coefficient turns out to be only .r1o9.
The present reviewer has presented a de-

tailed discussion of the reliability of Rorschach
scores elsewhere (2524), and a more recent
consideration of the whole reliability problem
has been presented by Holzberg (2646). Some
of the conclusions may be summarized briefly :

Scoring reliability per se has been deter-
mined very seldom. The few instances re-
ported in the literature constitute the highest
reliabilities to be found for any aspect of the
Rorschach. Reliability of scoring depends to
a large extent upon the degree of similarity
of the training of the scorers and has been
reported as ranging from .64 to .9gI.

Split-half reliability has always been frowned
upon by Rorschachers as inappropriate. Never-
theless, split-half estimates have yielded com-
paratively high reliabilities, ranging in one
study (16, 17) from .33 (F+%) to .gt (R),
with an average reliability coefficient of 54
(corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula).
In another study (21) an odd-even split of the
cards for 100 subjects yielded an average re-
liability for 20 Rorschach scores of .83, with
a range from .67 to .g7.

Lest-retest reliability ranges from about .10
to about .go, depending largely upon the test-
retest interval and the particular score. For a
two-weeks interval the reliabilities of various
scores range between .60 and .80 (2254). The
most extensive determination of retest relia-
bility is that of Epstein and others (2179),
who gave the Rorschach to 16 college students
a total of 10 times over a period of five weeks.
The average reliabilities for various response
categories ranged from .20 to .56.

Parallel forms reliability has been deter-
mined by use of the Behn-Rorschach, a set of
similar blots which seem to meet all the psy-
chometric criteria for qualifying as an equiva-
lent form of the Rorschach. For 35 scoring
categories the means and standard deviations
of the Behn and the Rorschach do not differ
significantly in normal and psychiatric popula-
tions and the two forms seem to correlate as
highly with each other as each correlates with
itself. The correlations for various scores

range from about zero to .86, with a mean
around .60.
Examiner and situational influences have

been increasingly recognized in recent research
as significant contributors to the variance of
Rorschach scores (e.g., 982, 1079, 1525, 1606,
2050). The subject-examiner interaction is
certainly one of the most important aspects of
the test. The effect of the setting in which the
test is taken and the fact that different exam-
iners consistently elicit different amounts of
various scored determinants from subjects
should make it imperative that future Ror-
schach studies be based upon a representative
sampling of examiners as well as of subjects.

Kehabiwity of interpretation is, of course, the
most important matter of all. It may be stated
as a general principle that the most crucial
reliability is that of the end product of the
test, which, in the case of the Rorschach, usu-
ally consists of a verbal description of per-
sonality characteristics based on a global evalu-
ation of all aspects of the subject’s protocol.
Contrary to the usual claim of Rorschachers
that this global interpretation is more reliable
or more valid than any of the elements on
which it is based, such as the scores and the
various derived combinations and indices, a
systematic search of the literature has not
turned up a single instance where the overall
interpretation was morereliable than the sepa-
rate elements entering into it. Rorschach text-
books have not presented any evidence of
satisfactory reliability of the final product of
the test and the reviewer has not been able to
find any such evidence in the research litera-
ture.

Here are some typical examples of what has
been found. Lisanksy (2074) had six highly
qualified Rorschachers rate 40 subjects on 10
personality items which they agreed could be
confidently assessed from the Rorschach pro-
tocol. To make the experiment similar to clini-
cal conditions the Rorschachers were provided
also with an abstract of each patient’s history.
The degree of agreement between the judges
was measured by the phi coefficient, which
averaged .33. Six other clinicians rated the
same traits on the basis of the case history
abstracts alone, with an average phi of 31,
which is not significantly different from the
reliability of the clinicians who were aided by
the Rorschach. The interesting point is that
the 10 rated personality items were specially
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selected as being the kinds of questions which

the Rorschach, and not particularly the case

history, is supposed to be able to answer.

Korner and Westwood (1913) had three

clinical psychologists, qualified in the use of

the Rorschach, sort the protocols of 96 college

freshmen into three categories for level of

personality adjustment. The average correla-

tion among the three judges was .3I.

Datel and Gengerelli (1863) found that

when 27 Rorschachers were required to match

personality interpretations written by each

other on the basis of the protocols of six sub-

jects (presented for matching in sets of six),

there were more mismatchings than correct

matchings. Of the total of 324 discrete match-

ings, 148 were correct and 176 incorrect. De-

spite the fact that the subjects from whomthe

protocols were obtained differed greatly from

one another in nosology, etc., the average re-

liability for the individual clinicians was not

significantly greater than zero.

The most careful and methodologically so-

phisticated study of Rorschach reliability and

validity has been carried out by two leading

projective test experts, Little and Shneidman

(2537). The editors of the Journal of Projec-

tive Techniques chose 12 distinguished Ror-

schach experts—all eminent teachers and writ-

ers in this field—to participate in the study.

Rorschach protocols were obtained from 12

patients, three each from the psychotic, neu-

rotic, psychosomatic, and psychiatrically nor-

mal diagnostic categories. The Rorschach

judges were each provided with one protocol

from each of the four categories and asked

to perform the following interpretive tasks:

assign diagnostic labels, rate the subject for

personality adjustment (on a scale from o to

8), answer 100 true-false factual items taken

from the case histories of the subjects, answer

117 true-false personality items typical of

those contained in psychological reports, and

perform a Q-sort of 76 items typical of the

kinds of statements made in Rorschach inter-

pretations. Thereliability estimate of the diag-

nostic labeling consisted of having four other

judges rate degree of similarity of diagnosis

among pairs of the Rorschach judges on a

6-point scale (o-5). The mean rating among

all the Rorschach judges was 2.50, which led

the authors to conclude that “diagnostic labels

based upon blind analyses of protocols may be

quite wide of the mark and the present analysis

indicates that the judges may not be even

shooting at the same target.” The method of

treating the ratings of maladjustment makes

it difficult to obtain an estimate of interrater

reliability, but it is interesting that the non-

psychiatric patients were rated as considerably

more pathological on the basis of their Ror-

schachs (as well as on three other clinical |

tests of personality) than when they were rated

solely on the basis of anamnestic data. This

tendency for Rorschach interpretations to be

excessively biased toward the pathological has

been well known from earlier studies; a good

illustration of the tendency may be found in

the Rorschach analyses of 28 nonpsychiatric

subjects reported in great detail by Symonds

and Jensen (2836). The true-false factual and

personality items were correlated with outside

criteria and therefore will be discussed in the

section on validity. The Q-sort yielded the

most easily interpretable index of inter-judge

reliability. The correlations between the judges’

Q-sorts for the 12 patients range from —.13

to .64, with a mean of .31. It is instructive to

note that when the Q-sorts of each set of four

subjects rated by the same judge are inter-

correlated, the mean correlation is .27, which

is not significantly different from the iter-

judge reliability of .31. In other words, at

least as much of the variance in Rorschach

interpretations is attributable to differences

among the interpreters as to differences among

the subjects. Little and Shneidman concluded,

“Test interpreters tend to make their inter-

pretations in a stereotyped manner independent

of the subject.”
How well did each interpreter agree with

himself? To find out, the investigators had

the judges perform the same interpretive tasks

on the same protocols just 10 days later and

intercorrelated the ratings of the first occasion

with those of the second. Only those results

which can be reported in terms of a correlation

coefficient are reported here. For the factual

true-false items the average correlation is .74;

for the personality true-false items the mean

correlation is .77; for the Q-sorts the correla-

tions range from .26 to .81, with a mean of .61.

Silverman (2575) carried out a somewhat

more detailed study of Rorschach reliability

and validity, using the Q-sort. The judges were

selected in terms of amount of training and

clinical experience with projective techniques,

including the Rorschach. There were 10 noted
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in his protocol, despite the well known failure
of this relationship to be borne out in studies
which are seemingly ideal for capturing it

(e.g., 539).
Beck’s g and g scores, characterized as an

“organizational factor,’ are derived scores
which have gained popularity in clinical use.
These scores are a systematic weighted com-
bination of Rorschach attributes claimed to
be indicative of intelligence and efficiency of
intellectual functioning. The g score does have
some validity, showing correlations with psy-
chometrically measured intelligence in the
range of .20 to .25 (2640).
Another special scoring method has been

devised by Holt and Havel (2645) to measure
degree of adaptive versus maladaptive regres-
sive tendencies. When this index was corre-
lated with 55 items of various behavioral and
personality test criteria, 20 of the correlations
weresignificant beyond the .10 level. ‘The mean
of the correlations significant beyond the .1o0
level was .59. Cross validation of such studies
generally loses many of the formerly signif-

cant correlations, and no such correlations

should be accepted without evidence of cross

validation. For example, Holt and Havel
(2645) state concerning the validity of the

regression score,

The correlation coefficients are not impressively large,
for the most part not even being highly significant,
but they are in the right directions. A word of caution,
however: Incomplete but largely negative preliminary
results from a group of college girls of the same age
[as the college men on whom the original correlations
were obtained] suggest that these correlations may
not hold up in different samples, but may, in some as
yet unknown way, be specific to unknown parameters
of the present group of college boys.

It seems safe to conclude that experimental

studies of particular ‘Rorschach attributes have
been able to show statistically significant cor-
relations with other psychological criteria.

These correlations have been generally rather

low (ie., between .20 and .40), only rarely
exceeding .50, and most such correlations have
not stood the test of cross validation.
How valid is the Rorschach whenit is used

as a clinical instrument by acknowledged ex-
perts? Three recent studies, which have taken
care to avoid the criticism that the obtained
validity coefficients do not represent the valid-
ity of the Rorschach when used by experts, are
instructive.
The study by Little and Shneidman (2537),

which has already been described in the section
on reliability, used 12 Rorschach experts who
were selected by the editors of the Journal of
Projective Techniques and whose names are
given in the appendix of the published mono-
graph. The Rorschach protocols were obtained
from 12 patients equally divided among the
psychiatrically normal, neurotic, psychoso-
matic, and psychotic categories. The various
criteria against which validation was attempted
were obtained from the pooled judgments of
23 psychiatrists and one psychologist on the -
basis of a comprehensive psychiatric case his-
tory on each patient, obtained by one psychi-
atrist in 4 to 8 interviews of I to 3 hours
duration. On a true-false questionnaire of I1I7
personality items typical of those in Rorschach
reports, the correlation between the Rorschach
judges and the anamnestic judges ranged from
—.20 to .74, with a mean of .37. With a true-
false questionnaire of 100 factual items which
could be verified from the case history, the
Rorschach correlations ranged from —.12 to
.42, with a mean of .14. The correlations be-
tween a Q-sort of personality items obtained
from the Rorschach judges and from the
anamnestic judges ranged from —.IO to .47,
with a mean of .17. This validity coefficient
becomes .21 when corrected for attenuation of
the criterion. But as compared with the other
psychological tests used in the Little and
Shneidman study (Make A Picture Story,
Thematic Apperception Test, and Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory), the Ror-
schach is not much worse. The MMPI, for
example, which made a consistently better
showing than any of the projective techniques,
had an overall Q-sort validity of .33 (corrected
for attenuation).
The study by Silverman (2575) described

in the section on reliability compared Q-sorts
of projective test experts with Q-sorts per-
formed by the therapists of 10 adult males
after 35 hours of psychotherapy. There were
six Q-sorts made up of typical Rorschach re-
port items covering the areas of defenses, mo-
tivating needs and affects, character traits,
diagnosis and symptoms, interpersonal be-
havior, and infancy and childhood perceptions
of parental figures. The validity coefficients for
these areas range from .12 to .50, with a mean
of .29.
On the basis of a preliminary study (1953)

in which the Rorschach protocol of a patient
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in psychotherapy was sent to 12 Rorschach ex-

perts for independent interpretations, the one

expert with the largest percentage of “hits” in

agreement with the psychotherapist’s knowl-

edge of the patient was selected to perform

Rorschach analyses of 28 nonpsychiatric sub-

jects who were also assessed by interviews and

other tests. A detailed account of the Ror-

schach analyses is presented by Symonds and

Jensen (2836). The Rorschach expert was

asked to rank the subjects for overall personal-

ity adjustment on the basis of her analysis of

the Rorschach protocols. As the criterion two
psychologists performed the same task from

anamnestic data and from direct impressions
gained in several hours of interview with each
subject. The correlation between the Rorschach

ratings and the criterion, corrected for attenu-

ation, was .34. One could argue that the cri-

terion itself had little validity, but this points
up one of the crucial problems of Rorschach
interpretation: are the test interpreter and the
person to whom theinterpretation is addressed
both speaking the same language? If not, of
what value is the Rorschach report? Most psy-
chiatrists receiving psychological reports based
in whole or in part on the Rorschach, it should
be remembered, have not been trained in Ror-

schach interpretation.
The use of the Rorschach in vocational psy-

chology has been reviewed by Super and Crites
(2938), who conclude that “too little is now
known to justify its use in practical counseling
or personnel work.” Similarly, Ricciuti (2929)
has concluded a recent review of this subject
‘as follows: “The practical usefulness of pro-
jective techniques in predicting educational or
industrial criteria continues to be small.”
SUMMARY. Research on the Rorschach pub-

lished since the Fifth Mental Measurements
Yearbook has not brought forth any substan-
tial evidence that would alter the conclusions
of the reviewers in that volume. If anything,
recent studies add support to the conclusion
that the Rorschach as a clinical instrument has
too inadequate reliability and too meagre valid-
ity, even in the hands of the most expert, to
justify any claims for its practical usefulness.
The strong bias toward pathology in Rorschach
reports on nonpsychiatric subjects can lead to
harmful consequences in nonpsychiatric set-
tings, such as in schools and in industry. Even
in cases where harm might not result, one must
weigh the scant validity of the test against the

fact that of all psychological assessment tech-

niques it is the most time consuming and re-
quires the most extensive training of its prac-
titioners. Many psychologists who have looked
into the matter are agreed that the 4o years
of massive effort which has been lavished on
the Rorschach technique has proven unfruit-

ful, at least so far as the development of a
useful psychological test is concerned.

Until proponents of the Rorschach can pro-
duce evidence which substantially contradicts
this verdict—and thus far such evidence is
conspicuously lacking in the Rorschach text-
books—it seems not unreasonable to recom-
mend that the Rorschach be altogether aban-
doned in clinical practice and that students of
clinical psychology not be required to waste
their time learning the technique.
The question of why the Rorschachstill has

so many devotees and continues to be so widely
used is quite another problem and is beyond
the scope of this review. A satisfactory ex-
planation of the whole amazing phenomenon
is a task for future historians of psychology
and will probably have to wait upon greater
knowledge of the psychology of credulity than
we now possess. Meanwhile, the rate of scien-
tific progress in clinical psychology might well
be measured by the speed and thoroughness
with which it gets over the Rorschach.

For reviews by Samuel J. Beck, H. J.
Eysenck, Raymond J. McCall, and Laurance
FP. Shaffer, see 5:154; for a review by Helen
Sargent, see 4:117; for reviews by Morris
Krugman and J. R. Wittenborn, see 3:73; for
excerpts from related book reviews, see B4go,
B52, B72-3, Bor, B129, B52, B260, B295,

B300-7, B344, B398, B4o9, B452, B520,
5:B32, 5:B34, 5:B40-1, 5:B60, 5:B73, 5:B79,
5:B190, 5:B247-5, 5:B337, 5:5369, 5:B372,
5:B402, 4:115—-28, and 3:74-91.
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*Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study. Ages 4-
13, 14 and over; 1944-60; also called Rosenzweig P-F
Study; 15 scores: direction of aggression (extrapuni-
tive, intropunitive, impunitive), type of aggression
(obstacle-dominance, ego-defense, need-persistence),
9 combinations of the preceding categories; 2 levels;
record blank (48, 1 page) for each level; $5 per 25
tests; $1.25 per 25 record blanks; postage extra; spec-
imen set not available; [15-20] minutes; Saul Rosen-
zweig; the Author. *
a) FORM FOR CHILDREN. Ages 4-13; 1948-60; I form
(48, 7 pages); manual (’48, 53 pages, reprint of 27
below) ; supplementary data (’60, 29 pages, reprint of


