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CHAPTER I

THE INTRODUCTION

Herman Rorschach's book, Psychodiagnostik published in 1921,

introduced what is probably the best known of the projective techniques.
Rorschach's untimely death in 1922 left much of the development of the
inkblot technique to others and during the decades that followed, the
Rorschach blots "developed rapidly as the method par excellence for
assessing the motivation, thought processes and basic personality struce
ture of the individual.®” (7, p. L) Beck, Klopfer and others, presented
methods of scoring and interpretation, Both "attracted large followings
of psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, and others concerned mainly
with the psychodlagnosis of the abnormal personality" while "the main
stream of academic psychology looked askance at the Rorschach movement,
criticizing its cultist character and lack of scientific discipline,™
(75 pe 1)

World War II brought changes. Many young inexperienced psychia-
trists and psychologists found themselves as psychodiagnosticlans to
meet the needs of the armed services., The Rorschach was an available
technique and short courses and handbooks gave instruction to a large
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number of individuals. Soon "the Rorschach technique was firmly estabe
lished as the leading clinical instrument for psychodiagnosis « « %

(7, po L) Graduate training rapidly expanded following the war bringing
together “the Rorschach movement and a major segment of academic psy-
chology, & union that was not without painful conflict.® (7, p. L)
Numerous studies done by graduate students brought a deluge of
eriticism and "the realization that the Rorschach had inherent psychoe
metric weaknesses." (7, p. i} Zubin, one of the most critical, in a
1954 symposium charged the Rorschach with seven major failures among
which were: "(1) fallure to provide an objective scoring system free of
arbitrary conventions and showing high inter-scorer agreement; (2) lack
of satisfactory internal consistency on test-retest reliability; (3)
failure to provide cogent evidence for clinical validity; (L) failure of
the individual Rorschach scoring categories to relate to diagnosisy (5)
lack of prognostic or predictive validity with respect to outcome of
treatment or later behavior; (6) inability to differentiate between
groups of normal subjects; and (7) failures to find any significant
relationships between Rorschach scores and intelligence or creative
ability." (7, pe 5) Most Rorschachers would disagree with Zubin and
say that he exaggerated the Rorschach's fallures. However, Holtzman
comments in his book, "Nevertheless, even among the most enthusiastie
advocates of the Rorschach there is increasing appreciation of the
limitations of the method, especially when scored by conventional syse

tems.® (7, ps 5)
Holtzman, with these criticisms in mind, developed a new inkblot
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technique that would yield more adequate quantification "while also pre~
serving the rich qualitative projective material of the Rorschach.,® (7,
Pe 11) To Holtzman, it seemed that the major limitations of the Rore
schach could be overcome by developing a new technique using more ink-
blots and a simplified procedure for administration. Without appreciably
increasing the administration time, the number of inkblots could be
increased if the subject was permitied only response per blot. Further-
more, if new blots were constructed, two or more parallel forms could be
developed and standardiged statistically., This technique would have
several advantages over the Rorschach including: (1) a relatively cone
stant number of responses for each subjecty (2) each responss would be
given to an independent stimlus; (3) "a richer variety of stimuli would
be capable of eliciting more information than the original 10 Rorschach
blotsy and (L) a parallel form of the inkblots could be constructed
easily from item analysis data in the experimental phase of development
and adequate estimates of reliability could be obtasined independently
for each major variable,” (7, pp. 11-12)

In 1961, Holtzman, Thorpe, Swartz and Herron in their book, Inke
blot Perception and Personality, introduced Holtzman's new inkblot teche

nique, with information on its development, norms, reliability studies,
correlates of inkblot scores and group differences. Since the H.I.T. is
so recent,; there has been little time for empirical investigation or
clinical usage to compare Holtzman's blots with the Rorschach to deter-
mine whether it preserves the uniquely valuable projective quality of
the Rorschach while meeting adequate standards of measurement.



One of the treads noted in recent decades has been the use of
content analysis and symbolism rather than pure statistical analysis in
the interpretation of certaln Rorschach cards. GCertaln Rorschach cards
(i.ee I1I, IV, VI, VII) have been designated respectively as "Social,®
"Father," "Mother,® "Male," and "Female," Clinicians have been inter
preting these cards as belng symbolic of these concepts. The literature
contains comments on this symbolism and there are a number of studieas

investigating the symbolic stimulus values of the Forschach blots.

Survey of the Literature

One of the first references to a clinical interpretation of the
stimilus properties of the Rorschacn Inkblots appeared in Bochnrer and

Halpern's book Clinical Application of the iorschach Test in 1945. The

authors comment on twe of the cardss
Card IV VYthe heavy male figure may cuggest the father or authority
in generalj this may be pleasant or unpleasant. Its dark quality
and overwnelming character are particularly disturbing to those for
whon parental authority is still an unsolved problem." (2, p. 51)
Card VII "the two female faces or even female figures {in reverse
position dancing girls) as well as the gsnerally soft light quality
give this card a feminine quality, frequently with maternal implie
cations.” (2, p. 82)

Bochner and Halpern offer no evlidence to these interpretive comments.

Meer and Singer (11) in a widely clted study asked fifty college

fraternity men (after the Rorschach had been administered in the formal

manner) to select a "Hother" and a "Father! card. They had hypothesized

that Card IV would be chosen as the "Father" card and that Card VII

would be chosen as the "Hother® card, From the results of the study,



5
Meer and Singer found that Card IV was selected as the "Father* card at
the .01 level of confidence.

Charen (3) who felt that there was sparse evidence for inter-
preting certain Rorschach cards as being symbolic of parents, soclial, or

‘male and female concepts asked over fifty patients to pick out the cards
which reminded them most of their own parents, The patients selected
these cards after the Rorschach had been administered in the usual mane
ner. Charen found that his subjectg tended to use all of the cards in
such a manner that no distinction could be made between cards IV and VII
and the other eight.

Rosen (15) repeated Meer and Singer's study using one hundred and
eighty university psychology students. Unlike the previocusly mentioned
studies, Rosen's subjects were naive (not administered the Roréchach
beforehand). Rosen used a questionnaire in which the subjects were asked
to select from the Rorschach blots, the card which most nearly brought to
mind or association a PFather® symbol and a ®Mother" symbol. The results
were statistically significant for Cards IV and VII, However, there
were marked individual differences in the symbolic meaning of all of the
cards and the conclusion made from the study was that the Rorschach
appeared to Pconsist of stimmli which have a partial but izot a total
symbolic community for subjects." (p. 2LbL)

Sappenfield {18) gave a modified group Rorschach to fifty-three
mals and fifty-one female volunteer university students. The subjects
were asked to indicate for gach blot and each response whether it seemed
to be masculine or feminine, Results indicated that five blots (i.e.,
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I, IV, VI, VIII, and IX) have masculine stimulus values and three blots
(i.e., III, IV, and VII) have feminine stimulus values. Sappenfield
also found what was a significant association between the Masculinew
Feminine stimulus values of the populara (Beckt!s) and the blots on which
they occur. He felt that the Masculine~Feminine stimlus values found
for many of the content categories were constant with psychoanalytic
hypotheses concerning symbolism.

Hirschstein and Rabin (6) used two groups of male delinquents
matched on intelligence and age, but differing in respect to availability
of parents. There was a significant difference between the two groups
on Cards IV and VII and this evidence was offered in support of Cards IV
and VII as symbolizing parental figures.

Hayer and Binz (10) employed three groups of sixteen latency age
boys each: a normal group and two groups of disturbed boys=-one from
intact homes, the other from disturbed homes, seen individually for two
Rorschach administrations. During one session they matched either a
male or female doll with each of the Rorschach blots ard during £he
other they matched any combination of two males and two female dolls
with each of the Rorschach Cards, Ikesults of the study indicated that
Cards 1V and VI were significantly matched with male figures and Card X
was significantly matched with female figures for the three combined
groups (N = L8). No significant differences among the three groups were
found with regard to preferential perception of sex on any of the Rore
schach Cards, This last finding was contrary to expectation.

Pennington (12) investigated the card concepts using one hundred
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subjects from the University of Texas and Trinity University. He, like
Rosen, used Rorschach nalve individuals who were instructed to select &
"Father," Mlother," ®"Social,” "Male," and "Female" card one at a time,
from Rorschach blots randomly placed on a table. Penmnington hypothe-
sized that there would be no significant relationship found between the
various card concepts in question and their clinical designation with
one exception that Card III would be selected as the Social Card at a
significant level. From the results, Pennington concluded that there
seemed to be no significant relationship between what a clinician desige
patea as symbolic and the card chosen by a given populaticn as repre-
senting this symbol. He added that it is difficult to jJustify the
assigning of a definiﬁe concept (i.e. "Father," "Mother," etc.) to any
one card and that different cards have different meanings to different
individuals,

The writer (5) recently replicated Femnington's study using sixty
Rorschach nalve subjects from psychology classes at the University of
Richmond. In addition to the five concepts used by Pennington, the con=
cept of Sex was addeds Analysis of the data revealed that Cards III,
1Iv, VI, and II were selected as "Social,” "Father,” Male,® and "Sex®
cards respectively. Card VII was not selected at a significant level
for any of the concepts. It was also noted that more than one card was
selected to represent each of the concepts except "Father® and YSex,"
The writer noted that her findings varied with Pemnnington's (Pemmington
used the .001 level, the writer used the 05 level) but agreed with
results of other studies (Meer and Singer, Rosen, etc.) and suggested



| that these relationships should be kept in mind even though Rorschach
interpretation should be made in consideration of the total context,

‘ Littlg, Rosen, Rabin and Kalmaro have recently investigated the
connotations and meaning of Rorschach Blots using the Semantic differen-
tial developed by Osgood. | |

Little (9) had twenty men amd twenty women complete nine semantic
differential scales for the ten Rorschach Inkblots and for six concepts
Hother,® "Father," "Men," "Joman," PPeople," and "Self." The scaless
Large~Small, Strong-Wesk, Heavy-Light, Good-Bad, Beautiful-Ugly, Sweet-
Sour, Fast=Slow, Actlve~Passive and Hot-Cold represented the factors of
Potency, Evaluation and Activity. Analysis of the data revealed the
connotations of the Rorschach blots varied significantly among different
cards, Achromatic cards generally were considered less active, less
potent and "less good" than the chromatic cards., The comotations of
the concepta "Mother® and ¥Woman,m and "Father®™ were more similar ¢o
those of Elots VII and VI respectively than any other Rorschach inke
blots for both sexes, Ilittle comments that the data indicates %that
there may be considered commnality of connotation meaning for most of
the stimli" (9, p. LO3) for both sexes.

Rosen (16) used group administration and slide projection of Ror-
schach blots with fiftye-seven naive college sophomores, twenty-nine male
‘clinicians, and seven female clinicians. The subjects were asked to
apply fifteen smrrbicediffemntial scales to each of the Rbrsche.ch
blots and to each of eleven concepts which included lﬁlack color and
chromatic color and nine common Rorschach responses intended to embody



various determinants. Results showed that inkblots differed signifie
cantly on all the scales used and that they are quite multidimensional
in commotations but were consistent with standard clinical hypothesis
and findings fram other studies (i,e., Blot III was seen as happy,
healthy, active, fast, exciting, etec.; Blot IV was bad, dirty, cruel,
heavy, strong, rugged, cold, ferocious, masculine, eic.; and Blot VII
was seon &s clean, clear, light, active, and exciting). In general,
clinicians and students displayed high agreement on the scales. Sonme
differences existed between male students and male clinicians and Rosen
explains this as reflecting the cliniclanst! tendency to see soms cards
as having greater value, potency, activity and excitement,

Rabin (13) had twenty-eight male and thirtye-eight femsle college
students check 20 items cof the semanticedifferentizl on a seven-point
- scale for each of the ten Rorschach blots. Analysis of the data by a
Chi-square technique permitted the following conclusions: (1) no card
was described in exactly the seme terms despite considerable overlap in
the meaning of some pairs of cardsj (2) there was considerable' range in
the number of adjectivea which described any one carde Cards IV and VII
hed the most comnonality of meaning whereas Card VI had the least. (3)
Cards IV and VII hed almost perfectly opposite meanings, (L) The group
congidered the chromatic cards as more pleasing and in primarily posie
tive terms. (5) There were no sex differences in the attiibution of
meanings to the cards. Eabin noted that though each blot may have a
}uni.qna nmeaning to each subject, there were considerable arcas of sgree-

ment which indicates a commonality of the meaning. He comments that
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adjective descriptions of the cards based on the semantic~differential
sceles supportes tho hypothescs on synbollsm used by Rorschach workers,
Card IV which has been designated clinically as the "Father" card was
described as large, ugly, strong, truel, sad, feroclous, heavy, active,
rugged, etce.; and Card VII often designated as the "Mother" card was
scen as goed, beaubiful, weak, clean, kind, peaceful, light, clear,
smooth, delicate, etee However no inkling as to sexual symbollism was
obtained for Card VI whoce only significant adjective wes large. Rabin's
study did not directly test the "Mother" and "Father" hypotheses for
Carxds IV and VII but his resvlts suppert Kelmero's £indings.

Kalmaro (8) investigated the hypothesis concerning.the designa=
tion of Caxrd IV as the "Father" card and Card VII as the “iother¥ card
utilizing the semantic differential developed by Osgood, Rorschach
Cards IV and VII and the concepts "Father” and "Mother" were presented
in randomized order to elghty college students (0 men and L0 women) who
rated them on seven bipolar scales (i.e., hardesoft, large-small, rcughe
smooth, strengeweak, stricte-permissive, masculine-femine, apgresslvee
retiring) which stressed the potency factor. The hypoiheses were supw
perted, Card IV like "Father" was sccevhat harder, larger, stronger,
more strict, nusculine and more #ggressive then was Card VII vhich like
fitother? shified towvards the soft, sxall, wezk, permissive, and feminine
direction. - Xalmaro interpreted these results as indicating thabt Card IV
and Card VII are associsted symbolicelly, indirectly, with the father
and mother figure respectively. The author noted thalh while the hypow
theses were supported, the extent to which Cards IV end VII are directed



to "Father' and "Mother® per se remains unspecified.

The literaturs cited above includes comments, clinical observaw
tions, and empirical studies which vary both in designs and populations
sampled. The majority of the literature deals with hypotheses concern-
ing "Father" and "Mother® or "Masculine™ and "Feminine® symbolism in the
Rorschach, It 18 interesting to note that with the exception of Charen
and Pemnington, the literature generally supports the symbolic concepts
Rorschach workers have designated to certain Rorschach cards. Clinical
and empirical evidence suggests that although the individual inkblots
are unique in meaning to individual subjects there are areas of agree=
ment indicating a commnality of meaning in the Rorschach, Since the
Holtzman Inkblot Technigue and the Rorschach are similar in nature and
purpose, the possibility of symbolism on certain concepts being related
to certain H.I.T. blots, such as have been found to be related to cer-
tain Rorschach cards, is suggested. The purpose of the present study
was to investigate whether symbolic concepts can be demonstrated on the
Holtzmanblots as they have been related empirically to certain Rorschach

blots.



CHAFTER IX
THE PROCEDURE

Parpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate, experimentally,
whether symbolism or certain concepts, already ompirically related to
the Rorschach, ars also assoclated with certain H.I.T. Blota.

Population
One hundred and forty-five H.l.T. naive irdividuals i-:ere drawn

from available psychology classes at The University of Richmond, Vire
ginia, Four groups of subjects, one hundred women and forty~five men,

- participated in the experiment during regular class periods, The number
of subjects in each group ranged from twenty-five to forty-four. The
age range for the men was 18 years to 30 years with a mean age level of
21 years and 5 months. The range of the female population was from 18

‘ years to 22 years with a mean age of 20 years and 2 months. Both groups
ranged in education frém cgllege. sophoriores to college genicrs, wj.bh the
greatest majority of subjects falling into the sophomore category.



Apparatus

The entire experimental procedure was carried out in regular
classrooms during regulerly scheduled class periods. Each of the Form A
H.I.T+ blots was projected on & screen by means of an Opague Frojector
operated by the investigator. The projected blot inmsges were approxie
nately 2 1/2 feet x 3 1/2 feet. All blots were rated on a five point
scale for degree of relationship to suggested concepts. All ratings
were nade on a standard answer sheet containing the followirg instruce
tionss

Logk at the answer sheet,

You are going to rate L5 blots on the concepts you see on your
answer shset.

Notice you will be asked to decide if each blot has any associae
tion with the notions "Yather," or with Priother" or with Ysex" and
80 forth. 7You can see these listed on your answer sheet,

Some blots will not suggest any of theso concepts to yomu. But
perhaps some of the blots may.

what ycu will do is to observe a blot, then judge whether there
are any associations between the blot and each of the concepts,
nfather," "mother," -%social,” %sex," etc,

Then you will see the next blot and make judgements about that
bloteeand so on until you have judged L5 blots,

- Indicate your judgements as follows:

l. indicates the blobt obviously and very strongly suggests
the concept.

2. indicates the blot could suggest this concept but the
association 18 not very strong. . ’

3. 3indicates the blot may possibly suggest the concept, but
only very slightly so.

L. indicates no obvious suggestions of the concept and most
likely does not arocusethe concept,

5. indicates the blot very definitely does not suggest the
concepty there is no possible connection with the concept,

Procedure
Each subject was presented with an answer sheel and asked to read



14
the instructions. After the investigator had made sure that all sube
jects understood the instructions, two preliminary blots (x and y inclu-
ded with Form A) were presented. Those were not rated, in order for the
subjects to become familiar with the task and the experimental procedure.
Following the presentation of these trial blots, the forty-five blots in
Form A were presented and subjects were instructed to note each blot for
each of the seven concepis: "Father," "Mother,” "Soclial,® ”Ma;!.e o1
"Penale," "Sex," and "Frightening or Fear Arousing."” Each blot was
exposed for 15 seconds and was followed by a 30 second interval to allow

time to complete the ratings.



CHAPTER IIX
THE RESULIS

The resulits for each blot were analyzed for two factors: (1)
differences in ratings over all concepts between men and women, and
(2) differences in ratings betwesen the seven concepts (i.e., "Father,”
Pliother,™ MSocial," "Male," "Female," "Sex," and "Frightening or Fear
Arousing®), To analyze these differences a Two Factor Analysis of
Variance for repeated measures and unequal mumber of subjects™ was com-
puted on each of the L5 blots. (18, pp. 376«378) The .05 level of
confidence was selected as the significant level, All of the blots
except Card 20 had one or more significant ¥ ratios, These significant
results were analyzed by tests or individual comparisons on the main
factors: sex and conecept differences (18, pp. 377=-378) and tests on
simple main effects for the interaction of the two factors (18, pp. 306-
312),

Table I shows the Sumr of the Mean Ratings for Men and “Women on

each of the L5 blots over all concepts. The men's ratings were higher

*he population sampled included L5 men and 100 women.
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TABLE I

THE SUM OF THE MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN
ON CONCEPIS ON THE HOLTZMAN INKBLOTS  FORM A

Elot. Number ean for Aen Mean ior Viomen
1 28,0L 2L, 96
2 27.67 25.17
3 28.13 27.07
k 28.77 27.27
5 29.89 28,10
6 271 23.78
7 28.02 26,10
8 29.76 27.03
9 28.60 27.11

10 25.h0 2h.d
1n 29.23 27.04
12 27.34 25.h9
13 31.37 29.66
1 27.90 25.77
15 29.49 26,76
16 28.16 26.58
17 28»30 N 25067

19 2k 01 23.15
20 29.6k 28,33
21 28,76 26,76
22 28,87 27.10
23 31.09 29.13
24 31.58 29.83
25 25.61 23.75
27 28.L5 26,33
28 29,1 27.37
29 29.15 28.13
30 31.26 ' 29,16
31 28.1n 27.1,8
32 28.61 27.L5
33 29.79 28.68
3L 25.56 24.39
35 29,65 27.67
36 30.85 29.56
37 28,39 27.43
38 30.46 27.87
39 27.la 26,28
ko 30,73 28,72
L 26,81 25,78
L2 28.LL 27.15
13 29.82 1 29.L46
%:h 28.7h 26.37




TABLE II

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEN AMND VIOMEN IN MEAN
RATINGS ON CONCEPIS (i "’ﬂh HOLTZ}WJ INKKLO‘I‘S FO’?M A

Blot Number F Rntio
1 17.086%
2 21,12
3 1.13
N 7.34%*
5 1.84
6 13,00%%
7 3.1
8 2,29
9 2.07

10 o 76
1 6.43%
12 1.25
13 8.L,6%%
ik Lool*
15 7.31
16 2.2
17 206
18 2.76
19 73
20 2,39
al 5. 76%
22 2.73
23 .
2 3.59
25 3.61
26 1h,60%*
27 £.38%
28 L. 21%*
29 1.31
30 5.00%
3 «89
32 2,17
33 2.12
3k 1.83
35 5.50%
36 24356
37 92
38 ToLO®*
39 1,16
Lo Te32
5] 1.78
L2 1.60
I3 #17
Iy ' S.92%
L5 2.3k
P = JOL % The probability of getting 18 signie-

P = ,O5# ficant F Ratios out of L5 is 001,
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than the women'®s on all of the bloise~thus they rated the blols as look-
ing less like the concepts than the women. Table I gives the F Ratlos
for the Differences Between Men and Women on Concepts on each of the LS
blots. len's ratings differed from women's ratings at the 5% level of
confidence on 18 of the blots, Blots 1, 2, L, 6, 11, 13, 1k, 15, 21, 23,
26, 27, 28, 30, 35, 38, L0, and Ll showed significant differences in
ratings between the sexes at the 5% level of confidence and of these
blots. Blots 1, 2, L, 6, 13, 15, 23, 26, 38, and LO alge showed a sig=
nificant difference at the 1% confidence lsvel. |

The next analysis for differences in ratings on the couceplts
indicated that all of the blots czcept 20, 26, 30, and 31 had signifi-
cant 7 Fatios on concepts.® Eighieen blots (L.e. 3, 6, B, 9, 11, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, 21, 25, 31, 3L, L2, L3, Lk, end L45) had intcracticn effects
end the data on these blols were analyzed with the apprbpriate simple
offects tosts, ‘Tables 11I, IV, V, and VI present, respectively, the
neans {or Men and Women on the "Father" Concept, Individual Comparisons
Between the YFather® Concept and Other Concepta, F Ratics Belween Saxes
on the Father Concept, and F Ratios Between Concepts for Men end Women.
Teble VI will also be discussed in relation tc the other concepts.

In comparing the mean ratings given by men and those given by
women on the "Father™ concept with the mean ratings on the other cone-
cepts ("Mother," “Social,® “Male," ®%Female,® "Sex,® and:“Frightaning or

Fear Arousing®) certain significant differences were obteineds Elots 5,

#Card 20 had no significant results and Card 31 had cnly intere
action resulta,.



TABLE IIX
MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN ON TEE FATHER CONCEPT

Blot Humber Men vomen
1 h.31 440k
2 L33 3.95
3 Le51 Lo Lk
h ho 58 ho‘ 23
5 he33 he06
6 he31 3.80
7 e 53 L.16
8 Le51 L.09
9 koLi2 Le22

10 3.82 3.86
11 Le56 k07
12 k.56 he27
13 L.82 h.36
1h L.31 Loik
15 L.53 3.98
16 L.69 k.19
17 hols7 3.98
18 hoLh h.21
19 Lo 56 Le10
20 L.31 4,28
21 hoL2 3.96
22 Le27 L.18
23 h.62 Lobiks
2k Lo60 L.38

25 L.38 3.60
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TABLE IV
SIGHNITICANT F RATIOS JH THDIVIDUAL COMNPARISOUS OF THE SUM OF
THE MEAWN RATINGS OF THE FATHER CONCEYT WiTH THE MEAM
BATLNGS ON THE CTHER COHCEPTS

e a—y
Blot Ko Hother Social Male Female Sex Frightening

1 8.53 25,27 L5.16 83,13 12.7h
2 70,04  67.22 61.25  32.9k L7.02
h 176,26 31,20 21.h2  28.82 146,78
5 37.50 55.21  13.7h 11.21 18,72 1.21
7 31.7h 112,67 52,81 346,56 213.61 3.84
10 115,05 98,78 0,32 58,03 95.92
12 €06.77  95.57 165,82  L6.37 19.30
13 7.61 80,02 2.45 S0.1h  23.h7
1y 104,31 112,93 75.60 35,22 8.80
22 29,76 26,11 6.10 28,06 5L.06
23 5.26 13,22 17.56 10,00 176.40
27 272.73  53.60 52,80  33,L40 2,72
28 63.62 219,62 25,62 188,48  15.30 7.62
32 60,02  87.02 97.66 91,51 24,02
33 228,01 5,26 8,10
35 12,10 he.22 37.06 12,10 29,76
36 37.24 2.83 8.18 6.63 72.01
37 2.1a 37131 65.3L 15h.03  109.23 8.17
33 Ih.s8 39,11 78,75 1018 8,26
39 20,00 192.20  15.61 110.5  72.20
51 305.23 £88.91 305.33 109.92

¥ w 2,10 is significant at the .05 level,
F m 2,80 is significart at the .0l level,



TABLE ¥V
F RATIOS EETWEEN MYEN AND WOMPH ON THE FATEER CONCEPT

Blot Nuuber ¢ hkotio

3 «00
6 L,01¥

8 3.23

9 o72
11 h.30%
15 5. Th¥

16 3.61

7 3083

18 87

19 3.05
al 3.61
25 '
31
3
he
I3
bl
W5

6.,06%

¥ P ip significant at the .05 level,



TABLE VI
F RATIOS EETVEEN CHOEFIS POR EH AHD WOEN

Blot Humber ien women
3 h.oL 979
6 3.57 2.65
8 3.76 7.09
9 2.69 °.51

1 5.32 3.72
15 557 12,71
16 5.9h L.62
17 7.58 38,30
18 L.s0 8.95
19 29,00 WLl
21 b099 901’3
25 28,26 38,71
34 25.93 39.99
42 20,66 3L.91
k3 3.h4h 10.86
kh 8.63 - 1775
L5 18.93 33.12

Pa 2,10 at the 05 level.
¥ = 2080 at the 001 16“781'
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7, 13, 2L, 28, 29, 37, 39, and LO showed significant differences between
ratings on "Father® and "Mother®; Blots 1, 2, L, 5, 7, 12-1k, 22-2L, 27~
29, 32, 33, and 35-L1 showed significant differences between the "Father,®
and the "Social®™ and "Male" concept ratings., Significant differences in
ratings wers also obtained between the "Father® and “Female"™ and "Sex" cone
cepts on Blots 1, 2, L, 5, 7, 10, 12-1l, 22-2kL, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35-l1.
The ratings between the "Frightening or Fear Arousing®" and "Father" cone-
cepts were significantly different on Blots 1, 2, L, 5, 7, 10, 12, 1L,
22-2L, 27-29, 32, 33, 35-38, and L0, Sex differences between ratings on
the "Father” concept were also significant for Blots 6, 11, 15, 21, L2,
and Lb.*

Table II1 presents the mean ré.tings for Men and Women on the
Father™ Concept. Women's ratings were generally lower than men's.

Data in Table III indicate that the blots did not strongly suggest
UFather” to the judges.

Tables VII, VIII, and IX present the results for the "Mother®
concept. In comparing the concepts individually Blots 5, 7, 13, 2k, 28,
29, 37, 39, and LO were rated significantly different on the "Hother®"
and ®Father” concepts., "Hother™ and YSocial® differed on Blots 1, 2, kL,
5, 7» 10, 12-1h, 22-2L, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35-kl. PFemale" and "Fright-
ening or Fear Arousing” were also rated significantly on the above

*With regard to the number of statistics computed, Analysis of
Variance, Individual Comparisons and Tests for Simple Effect, the number
of significant F ratios is above that expected at the .05 level of con~
fidence. (16, pp. 172-175)



TAELE VI1

HEAN RACINGS FUR MEN ARD WOMEN ON THE MOTHER CONCEXT

blot fumber Men Yonmen

1 Le51 394

2 4,18 3495

3 Ue22 L 00

L Loli2 Lol

5 Le6k 450

6 L.16 3.53

7 120 3,80

8 Le53 4425

9 L2 Lel7
10 3.87 3.7h
11 hokig Le,22
12 4.53 4e18
13 Lhe71 Lie10
ul hc&z b.lZ
15 La67 beOl
16 L.31 Le06
17 he36 3«91
18 L.29 L.32
19 Lo lily Lel7
20 L.51 L.23
21 L.53 4415
22 Lok7 LaCS
23 L.78 Lelils
2L Le7h Loli3
25 Le36 376
26 Lo l7 h.lo
21 Le53 403
28 L.11 3.6k
29 Le67 Lol
30 L.69 4e30
3 Le30 Lets7
32 Lolily Lolly
33 ha5l L,19
3L 4.27 3.8
35 he31 Le25
36 L.67 L.is
37 L.L2 L.32
38 L hk Le28
39 Lell 3.76
10 Le76 Lo 56
a Lel7 Lol
L2 1,00 3.39
L3 4 58 4e50
AN L.07 3.50
L5 Lokili 3.92

2l
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TABLE VIIX

SIGHIYICANT F RATIOS IN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS OF THE SUM
OF THE MEAN BATINGS OF THE MOTHER COHCEPT WITH
THE MEAN RATINGS O THE OTiEK CONCEPTS

blot No.  Father  Social  Hale  Female  Gex . Frightening

1 5.26  30.70 52,32 98,03 2.70
2 53.36 50,1k 15,00 21,36 32,94
L 180,13  32.85 22,93 30,40 150,32
5 37.50 183.7% 162,24 7.7T2 3.23 89.71
7 31.74 2Ll 8087 2.67 163.54 00,67 57.66
10 107.63  BB.95 80,93  50.55 = 106,13
12 62,56  80.L0 5.6 36,00 13.25
13 7.61 38.27 18.69 ha36 15,02
22 37.06  33.31 10,00  35.16 63,76
23 3.2066 21}. 03 29. 76 19.60 23.1.60
2L 6.61 154,01 68.L5 4 88,20
27 235.68 38,01 37.3h  21.38 7.88
28 63.62 61,20 8.19 33.09  16.52 27.20
29 13.5 121,50 Ze5h 22,43 12,33 322,67
32 7he26  10L.01 115,60 108,50 3.3
33 22;7.51 8-56 3091 ) 23-90
35 9.51 2,76 32.Lo 2.51 25,60
36 55,31 36,08 17.60 15,28 96s Ly
37 212 313.93 k2.67 117,93 79.21

38 28,35  2L.03 S€.64  2L.,05 2.31
39 20,00 88.20 36.k5  16.20 16.20
ko 2.78 80,03  8L.S1 11.11 12,31 58,7508
n 276,10  73.18 276,10 92,68 2,50

F = 2,10 is significant at the .05 level.



TABLE IX
F RATIOS EETWEEN MER AND WOMEN ON TIE MOTHER CONCEFT

Blot Numbeyr I Ratio
3 77
6 6,01
8 1.6
9 +02
1 29,63%%*
15 7. 30%*
16 .86
17 3.2
18 .02
19 1.12
21 2,62
2g 5
31 NI R il
3l 1.49
hzé 6.1043*
L 5.36%
L5 R
P m 0L

26
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mentioned Blots with the exception of Blot 2L for "Femals" and Blot 37
for "Frightening or Fear Arousing.® The "Male"™ concept like the "Social®
concept differed significantly from the "Mother® concept on all of the
Blots except 13 and 39 as did the #Sex" concept which differed from all
of the above mentioned Blots except 2L and 33. There were significant
differences between sexes on all the concept ratings., Men tend to rate
the blots higher for "Mother" but all data were high and indicate that
the "Mother® concept like the "Father" concept does not seem to be
agsoclated with any of the blots,

The differences between the "Social! concept and vother concepts
were also compared (See Table XI for results). The "Social concept
differed from the "Mother” and "Father® condept.a on Ba.of.s 1,2, L, 5, 7,
10, 1211, 22-2h, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35«0, and from "Fﬁghtening or
Fear Arousing® en Blots 1, 2, 5, 7, 10, 12«1k, 22-2k, 27-29, 32, 33, and
35<Ll. "Hale" and "Female" differed respectively from ¥Social® on Blots
Ly 7y 12, 13, 2k, 27, 28, 32, 33, 35-37, 39, and 11 and b, 5, 7, 12-1L,
22-2h, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35-40 as did the "Sex" concepf on Blots 1, 2,
iy 5y 75 10, 12-1L, 2k, 27-29, 32, 33, 36, 37, and 39-kl. There were
significant sex differences between ratings on the "Social® concept as
indicated in Table XII. Most of the mean ratings (See Table X) indie
cated only a possible suggestion of the "Social® concept. However,
Elots 12, 19, 25, 27, 3L, and 35 all had low mean ratings for both sexes
indicating that an association between these blots and the "Social® con-

cept does exist,
Tebles XIII, XIV, and XV present the results for the "Male®



TABLE X

MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN ON ThAk SOCIAL CONCEFT

Blot Number Men Women
1 3.93 3.2
2 3.51 3.2k
3 3.91 3.54
L 3.62 3.36
5 3.87 3.61
6 3.7 3.06
7 3.91 3.18
8 3.87 349
9 3.76 3.56

10 3.31 2.87
11 L.16 3,88
12 2.67 2,33
13 L.09 3.89
1y 3.5 346
15 L.27 3.19
16 3.87 3.5h
17 3.29 3.02
18 3.29 3.h5
19 2,33 2.19
20 L.11 3.81
21 3.9 3.2
22 3.87 3.89
23 L. 62 415
2k k16 3.94
2¢ 2,33 2,18
26 he33 L.15
27 2.93 2,84
28 3.62 3.31
29 lhO? 3'68
30 3,96 3.75
32 L.0L 375
33 3.h2 3429
3L 2,16 2.66
3% L.20 L1l
a7 k2 3,'15
38 ha2k 3.85
39 3.33 3.28
10 k.27 a,og
Y 3,07 2699
12 3.78 3.58
13 L1 3.98
Lk 3.6h 3.61

2.60 2075

28



TABLE X1

SIOGNIFICANT ¥ RATIOS IN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS OF THE SUH OF
THUE HMEAN BATIMGS OF THE SOCIAL CONCEPT WITH THE MEAN
RATINGS ON THE OTFEH CUNCEFTS

Hother hals ferale Sex Ffrighiteoning

Blot No.  Father

1 38.53 L5416 10.12 25,79

2 70.9% 53,36 7.20 2.5

L 176.26 186,13  59.14 Tha83 62,53

5 55.21  183.71 116,16  138.2}4 16,67

7 112,67 2l.51  1l.21 6h,03  18.01  158.11
12 666,77 625.6L  257.L7 167.56 36147 hEE.TT
13 80.02 38.27  sh.s 3.47 16.81 101,25
ih 10431 117.38 2,30 18.30 £2,50
23 5.26 12.66 3.60 126,76
2h 96,80 ik, 01 17,11 135,20 135,20 9.11
27 272,73 235,88  8h.51 85.52 115.23 330,00
28 219,63 61.20 11,52 2% 1l1.32 170,00
29 5k.CO 121,50 38,53 56.l3 18.17
32 60,02 7h.26 2,50 ho56 3.31 8,10
33 228,01 2LT7.5L 16L.02 185.22 212,56 . 322,06
35 12,10 S.51 2.02 6,81 3.91
36 37.2h 55e31 2,04 10,51 12.Lh 5.68
38 Ik 56 28,35 , L.83 \ 1k.L6
39 192,20 sa.ga $8.27 g.gg gggg %gg.gg

0 .9 8 iy ‘ “iel o)d »
L 52.99 : She 71 18,85 381,20

F a 2,10 is sigaificant at the .05 level.
F = 2.80 ig significant at the O level.



TABLE XIX

F RATIOS BETWEEN MEN ASD WOHEN ON THE SOCIAL CONCEPT

% h.ho*
2 ' ' .68
I3 38
LL 02
: hs ‘ 035
P= « 01 ki

p:.OS*

30



MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AKD WOMEN ON THE MALE CONCEPT

TABLE XIII

ctap orvtstiaci

i . St

Blot Number Hen Women
l . 3'96 30B1
2 3‘78 BQL!O
3 4,20 Lae26
h he22 3.82
5 3.87 3.71
6 3,80 3.10
7 k.09 3.7
8 k.36 356
9 he27 3.86

10 3.h2 2.89
i X Lo 3.70
12 3,87 3.51
13 LaTL L.26
1]3 3'6)& ' 3027
15 3.78 3.51
16 he13 3.78
17 3087 3'36
18 be0O 3,57
19 3.17 2.65
20 .29 3.95
21 3.91 3467
22 )4002 3078
23 bol‘? lhlB
2l ha31 L.16
25 3420 2.76
26 hva-l 3'83
27 3017 3‘6?
28 LelH bol7
30 be 53 he23
31 102 3.18
32 }40011 3&55
33 L.22 ho.11
3k 3.02 2.55
36 he kO L,09
31 3098 3036
38 .33 301,
Lo .2k 4.03
n 3476 352
13 3.98 3.75
1k h‘hz 3.70

31



TABLE X1V

32

SIGNIFICANT F RATIOS TN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS OF THE SUM OF

THE MEAN RATINGS OF THE MALE CONCEFT WITH THE MEAN
RATINGS ON THE OTHER COHNCEPTS

Blot No. Father Hother Social = Female Sex Frightening
1 25.27 30.69 2.87 19,01 15,20
2 67.22 50,1k 6,05
L . 31.20 32.85 59.1h 12,63
5 13,7k 162.2k 99.23 119,71 10,67

10 98,78 88.95 ' 5.39 389439
12 85,57 80.40 257.47 9.62 8.80 29.82
13 2.L5 Sh.li5 30,42  10.76 7.20
i 12.93 126,52 3.73 22,02 58.67
22 26.11 33.31 6,61 k.90
23 13.22 2h,02 93,02
2L 32.51 68.45 17.11 56,11 56.11

27 53,60 38,01 8451 2.38 80.51
28 25,62 3.9 11.52 75.11 5,29
29 1.4 132.5h ‘ h5.93  64.03 11.61
32 87,02 10L.01 2.50 19.60
33 $.26 8.56 164402 7.66 26.11
35 he22 2,76 16.26 11.56
36 21.83 36,08 3.28 L.1O 1L.5h
37 65.3L 42,67 18,73 5.61 27.31
38 39.11 21,03 6486 11.13
39 15.61 98.27 13,02 20,67 12.27
Lo 56,89 8L.51 ‘ 30,53 32,65 222,31
I 88.91 73.48 6L.T1 6L.71 103.11

F g 2.10 is significant at the .05 level.
F & 2,80 is significant at the .01 level.



F RATIOS BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN ON THE MALE CONCEPT

TABLE XV

Blot ﬂm*abex_“ F Ratio
3 «06
6 7.52%¥
8 11, ko**
9 2,50
1 1.05
15 1,33
16 1.81
; Y
18 .
19 L.10¥
% 339
2 19
3;{ 165,22%
3k 97.L9™*
L2 89
13 1,15
Ik 8.70%%
18 76
p = JOL7F

P= -05 #

3
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concepts This concept differed significantly in ratings from the
"Father® concept on the following Blots: 1, 2, L, 5, 7, 10, 12«1k, 22«
2L, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35-Ll. The "Male" and "Mother" concepts dif=
fered on all of the above Blots except 13 and 39, and the "Male" and
"Frightening or Fear Arousing® differed on all except Hlots 2 and 2k,
Significant differences between ratings for "Soclal’ and MMale" were
obtained on Blots ki, 7, 12, 13, 2k, 27, 28, 32, 33, 39 and bi, as were
rabtings for "Sex® and Miale® on Blots 1, 5, 7, 12-1lL, 22, 2i, 28, 29;
ard 35-41, In comparing "Female® and “Male" ratings on Cards 1, 2, 5,
T, 10, 12-1k, 2L, 27, 29, 33, 36, 37, 40, and L1 differed significantly.
Siznificant sex differences in ratings on the "Male” concept were sAlso
yielded on Cards 6, 8, 17, 19, 31, 3L, and kh. Hen rated the blots as
being only possibly assoclated or not associaied with "Male." Vomen
generally rated the blots as having only a possible agsociation with the
"¥ale" eoncept, but Cards 10, 19, 25, and 34 had means low enough %o
indicate zn asscciation hetween these blots and this concepte These
results suggest that sex differences can be important in blot associsow
tions or responses and that women associate the Uiale" concept with
' Blots 10, 19, 25, and 3k ruch more than do men.

Results velating to the "Female® concept are presented in Tables
XVI, XVIi, and XVIII. The »pathex” and "Female" concepts differed sig=
nificantly on 21 blots (1, 2, ks 5 Ts 10, 121k, 22-2L, 27, 23, 32, and

35-11). The "Mother" concept differed significantly from the "Female®

cﬂmept on Cards 1, 2’ h, S’ 7, 10, 12"1}4’- 22, 23’ 27”29’ 32, 33’ and

3511, The MFemale® and MSocial? concepts differed on Blots L, 5, s



TABLE XVI

MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN ON THE FREMALE CONCEPT

Blot Humber

Woren

l 373 331

2 3.8% 3.3h

3 3.78 3.67

k L.20 397

5 hoh7 k.33

7 3.31 3.10

8 Le33 3.90

9 3.87 3.95
10 3.29 3.08
11 ho% 3075
12 3.69 3‘23
13 h.u h.12
1h 3.78 3.1
15 L33 3.78
16 3.89 3.5k
17 3.80 3.48
18 3.56 3.6L
19 2.96 2,92
20 hin h.ol
21 k.2l 3.76
22 Lh.i2 3.71
23 h.31 h.22
2L 4.67 Loh7
25 3.h9 3.26
27 L.02 3.13
28 3.93 3.27
29 Lhe2l L, 28
30 L.73 [y
1 3.93 3.7h
32 3.87 3,65
33 L.33 Lo12
3l 3.67 3.4
35 holé 3‘68
36 hek9 k.19
lﬂ. 3.16 2.86
hz 2093 2.98
b3 3.98 h039
i3 31 3.17
X 3.87 3.29

35
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TABLE XVIX

SIGNIFICANT F RATIOS IN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISORS OF THE SUi OF
THE MEAN RATINGS OF THE FUMALE CONCEPT WITH THE HEAN
RATINGS OF THE OIHER GONCLPIS

Blot No,  Pather  kother  Social  Male  Sex  Frightening

1 15.16 52.32 2.87 7.12 31.27
2 61.25 be,.00 6,08 Li.356

b 21.k2 22,93 7L.53 5.508
5 11.21 7.71 116,16  99.23 14,83
10 90.32 80,93 3.56 372,10
12 1650 82 12.( )-6!3 1670 56 9.62 lh? . 27 71’02
13 50,1k 18.69 347 30.02 5,00 67.22
k3 75460 86.79 2,30 3.73 7.62 32,80
22 &0 10.00 8,56 6,81 T.66 23.26
23 17.56 29.76 3.60 62,66
21& 3920 135&29 56. 11 7&011
27 52,80 37.3L 85.53 2,21 79.53
28 188.48 23.09 L.29 75.11 06,38 120,29
29 22.13 39.53 1i5.93 17L.96
32 9’?:65 115.60 hl 56 21‘0 81
33 3.51 189,22 3.31 17.56
35 37.06 32,40 6,00  16.26 6.81

36 8.18 17.60 10.51 3.28 31.6h
37 154.03 117493 k7.04  38.72 3.8k 91,26
38 78.75 56,6k 4.83 6,86 6.3 36.01
39 11045 36.45 11,25 13.02 L.05 10L.25
%) 2,78 . 1.1 27.69  30.53 132,07

e T
F s 2,10 is significant at the .05 level.
F g 2.80 is significant at the .0l level.



TABLE XVIII
F RATTOS BETUEEN MEN AWD wiiad ON THE FEMALS CORCEFT

wB?.o*b Number 7 nhabio
3 J8
6 13.82%%
8 3.1
g .%2
11 1.63
.18 63,57
16 1.;[6
17 14‘
a3 .%32.
19 .
21 h.ao¥
25 59.43%*
31 70
3l 57
42 «Oh
i3 3.77
s 1.25,
L 5.58%
Pwm 001

3t
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321k, 22-24, 27-29, 32, 33, and 35-40. The "Frightening or Fear Arcus-
ing® and "Female™ concepts had significant differences in ratings on
Blote 1, by 5, 7, 10, 1241k, 22«2k, 27-29, 32, 33, and 36-ll. Signifi-
cant differences wore also noted between "Male" and “Female® on Elots 1,
25 55 T, 12«1k, 22, 2}, 29, and 35-h1, and between "Sex" and "Female® on
Blots 1, 2, 7, 10, 12-1h, 22, 27, 28, 33, 35, 37~3%, mad k1, Siznifie
cant sex differences were slso ncted om Blods 6, 8, 15, 21, 25, L3, and
Li5e Meens for hoth Men and Women for the "Female! cencept are presented
in Table YVi. Mean retings generally indicate only a possible sszpccia=
tion or ne apsociation of the corcept to most of the tlotse Vomen, hows
ever, roted Cards 6 and Ll as having &n association with the "Femele"
concept, and both men and women associated #Femaie® with Blots 19 cad 12,

Table IX presents the Individual Comparisons of the "Sex" Concept
with the other Concepts. Slgnificant differences betweon FFather® and
nSex®™ were noted on Cawds 1, 2, by 5, T, 10, 12-1k, 22-2L, 27, 28, aad
3511, and betwesn MHother? end "Sex! on Blots 1, 2, L, 5y 7, 10, 12«1k,
22, 23, 27-29, 32, and 35-k1, The "Sccisl® corcept aii‘fered sivr.iﬁ.—
cantly in ratings from the "Sex" concept on 20 Blots (1, 2, by 5, T) 10,
12-1), 2h, 27-29, 32, 33, 36, 37, and 3%«l1) az did the “Frightening or
Fear Avousing® concept on 21 Elots (1, by 5, 7, 20, 12-1k, 22k, 27,
29, 32, 33, and 35-h1)e Ihe "Hale concept was rated significantly dif-
ferent from the "Sex" concept on 16 Hlots (1, 2, 5y 7, 10, 12-1k, 2L,
27, 28, 33, 35, 37«39, and }1), Significant sex differences on the PSex®

concept occurred on Elots 6, 8, and 18, Both sexcs rated all of the

Blots as having only & possible association or no association with the



TABLE XIX

MEAN RATINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN ON THE SEX CONCEPT

Blot Number ¥ien Women
1 3.7 3.05
2 3,82 3.69
3 3.93 370
) L3 3.9h
5 k.60 Le32
é 3.91 3.00
7 3.0 3.50
8 k36 379
9 3.93 3.97

10 3.18 3.2
11 4.0y 3.1
12 3.89 3.93
13 he29 L.29
1 L,02 3457
15 3.82 3.55
16 3.96 3.6L
17 hoOk 3.56
5 e 2
19 20 .
20 he20 4.0k
21 .13 3.97
22 k.ol 3.7k
23 L.38 L.28
2L L.6l Le50
25 3.56 3.37
26 h.20 4.20
28 L.36 he12
30 11,60 L3k
32 3.76 3.80
33 L3 Le37
3,69 3.71

39



TABLE XX -

SIGNIFICANT F RATIOS IN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS OF THE SUM OF
THE MEAN RATINGS OF THE SEX CONCEPT WITH THE MEAN
RATINGS ON THE OYHER CONCEPIS

e 8 2 ot P g = T e =~ 2 P A7 v e 4 5 et A = e ——— e e

Mother Social Male Female Frightening

Blot No.

Father

1 88,13 98,02 10,12 19.01 7412 68.21
2 32.9L 21.36 7.20 6,05 k.36

5 18,73 3.23 138.24  119.71 58,91
7 213,61 80.67 16,01 54,00 16,01 27473
10 58.03 50.55 10.67 5,38 3.56 303.16
13 23,47 Le36 16.81 10,76  5.00  35.56
1L 35.22 112,98 18.30 22,02 7.62 8.80
22 28,06 35.16 7.66 L.22
23 10.00 19.60 102,10
2k 3.20 135,20 56,11 Tho11
27 33.ia 21,38 115,23 2.38 2,21 55.23
28 15.30 16,52 Ua.32 -96.38

29 12.33 5?13;31 64,03 223.?{2

10 108090 *, [

§§ L3 212,56 7.66 3.31 5.62
35 12.10 9.51 6,61 3.91
36 6,63 15.28 12,LL Lo L0 | 3L.94
37 109,23 79.21 17.76 S.61 3.8l 5766
38 L0.18 21,86 6.3 12,01
39 72,20 16,20 28.20 §g.g§ L,05 522:32
10 3.39 2.2 ﬁ%:sl’; 52,61  125.65

la 109,92 92,68

F » 2,10 is significant at the ,05 level.,
F .:. 2,80 is significant at the .01 level.



TABLEZ XXX

F RATIOS BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN ON THE SEX CONCEPT

L1



k2
"Sex" concept except Blot 19 which the men associated with the "Sex®
concept,

Tables XXII, XXIII, and XXIV present the data for the Frighten=
ing or Fear Arousing™ concept. The following results were ylelded: the
SFather" concept differed significantly from the "Trightening or Fear
Arousing® concept on 21 blots (1, 2, kL, 5, 7, 10, 12, 11;; 222}, 27-29;
32, 33, 35-38, and L0), and the "Mother" concept differed cn 22 blots
(1, 2, by 5, 7, 10, 121k, 2224, 27~29, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38«l1). The
RSocial® concept differed on all of the blots (i.e., Blots 1, 2, L, S,
7s 10, 12.1k, 22-2L, 27-29, 32, 33, 35-Ll) except Blot L as did tho
RMale® concept on all except Blots 2 and 23. Blots 2 and 35 were %he
only blois not significantly different in ratings between the "Femals™
and "Sex" concepts, The ¥Frightening or Fear Arousing® concept. dif
fered from "Sex" on 21 blots (1, L, 5, 7, 10, 221k, 22-2L, 28, 29, 32,
33, and 35-L1). Significaat sex differences were also noted on Elots 8,
15, 17, and k2, '

Haean rat.ingé for men and women on the ®Frightening or Fear Arous=
ing" concept are presented in Table XXII, Both groups gave the blots
high ratings on this concept which suggests only a possible assoclation
or no association, The only exception was an association of "Frightening

or Fear Arcusing" with Blot LO by the women.



TABLE XXII

HMBAN RATIRGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN ON THE FRIGHTENING
OR FEAR AROUSING CONCEPT

—
t————

Flot humber Hen tHomen

1 Yo 4,00
2 3.76 3.60
3 3.58 3.16
L 3.60 35k
5 11 3,37
6 Le16 hetis
? hogﬁ 1!.35
8 3.80 3,97
9 3.93 3.38
P B
1L . .
12 13 h.oh
13 Le69 L6k
14 ho22 3.80
15 h.O? )J:L’l
16 3.31 3.83
17 ' Loki7 k.36
a8 L.2h 3.35
19 he13 3.96
20 hOH llcol
21 L0k ’ LaOl
22 3,78 3.7k
2L holiz 3495
25 kol k.32
26 3.36 3416
27 L.58 L9
28 h-hﬂ 1423
29 3 . h2 3. hB
30 113 4,03
31 , 3.92 3o
s T2k 3.91
34 e 53 b1
35 k.22 3.70
36 k.11 3.98
37 .38 h.2£8)
36 h.3¢ mery
39 k31 . 1 3
h2 h.ah )4069
2&3 hoha i’ggp
L biebl L6
he38 :




TABLE XXIIX

Lk

SIGNIFICANT F RATIOS IN INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS OF THE SUM OF
THE MEAN RATINGS OF THE FRIGHIENING OR FEAR AROUSING
CONCEPT WiTH THR MFAN RATINGS ON THE CTHLR GONCErLS

BElot ¥o. Father Hother Social Male Female Sex
1 12,14 2.69 25.79 15,20 31.27 68.2
2 L7.02 32,5k 2,15
L 116.78 150,32 42,63 5.58  L5.52
5 - 1.2 89.71 18,67 10,67 14.83 58.91
7 3.84 57.66 158.11 85,13 123.36 27hk.73

10 §5.52 106413 L27.50  389.39 372,100 303,16
12 15,80 13.25 456,77 29,82 71.02 5¢57
13 15,02 1C1.25 720 6722 35,56
22 5he06 63.76 3,60 .50 23.25 he22
23 176,10 211,60 120,76 93,02 82,66 1og.ho
2 L6451 88.20 9.11 7he11 7411
27 2.73 7.88 330,00 £0.51 79.53  55.23
28 T.62 27.20 170,00 £e29 120.29
29 20k4.17 322,67 }8,17 k.61 17h.96 208.86
32 24,02 33.31 8.10 19.60 2h.81 21,76
33 8.10 4,90 322,06 ii:lsa; 17.56 g.gi
2 Py 6 2 .60 3.91 e} o Jd
;3,'2 73.3}1 92.&& 5.68 1k, 54 31.9& 3L9L
37 8.17 269.3h 27.31 91.26  57.66
38 8426 2.31 1L, L6 11.43 36,01 12,01
39 16.20 180,00 12427 ig;g? Sgll:.gg
; . 230,20 222,31 . .
ﬁg 50k.12 58%355 331,20 103,11 310,07  125.65
F = 2,10 is significant at the .05 level.
F : 9,80 is significant at the 01 level.
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TABLE XXIV

¥ RATIOS BETWEEN MEN ANDR WCHEN ON THE FRIGHTELIG
OR FEAR AROUSIHG CONCEPT

Eiot tmber F Ratio

3 022
g i
9 537"
1L 3.08
15 1.92
16 . B.ig*
kA .

3,% 12,60"F
19 -gg
21 .
25 52
1412 oho
13 l:.%l;*
X 1
Pse 0L :‘%

b= .Gf)‘



CHAPTER IV

THE DISCUSSION

The results of this investigation on the possible associations of
the “Father,* "HMother," "Social," "Male," "Female," "Sex," and "Frighten=
ing or Fear Arousing® Concepts with any of the Holtzman Inkblots ylelded
many significant F ratios relating to sex and concept differences in
ratings, The analysis of sex differences revealed that the blots have
less assoclation to the concepts for men than for women. (This was not
true, however, for all of the concepts or all of the blots.) Individual
ratings ranged from 1-5 with some of the blots having a strong assocla-
tion to certain concepts to a large number of judges. However, no group
mean for either sex was low enough (1.99 or less} to suggest a very
strong assoclation between any of the blots and concepts over a large
mumber of judges. Thirty-eight of the blots were rated as having only a
possible association or no assoclation, The other seven plots {(i.e. 13,
23, 2k, 26, 30, 36, and L0) had high means indicating no possible asso-

clation between these blots and five or more of the concepts investi-~

gated. (See Table III, VII, X, XIII, XVI, XIK, and XXI1)

Concept analysis revealed many significant differences between
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ratings of the different concepts on the same blot.® Sex differences
between ratings on the same concepts were also significant for a number
of the blots (See Tables V, IX, XII, XV, XVIII, IXI, and XXIV). In
| reviewing the results in relation to the concepts investigated, the
findings can be summariged as followss
| The PFather® concept generally was not assoclated with any of
the blots. Means for both men and women indicated only a possible
avssociaﬁon or no association between this concept and the Holtzman Inke
blots, The ®Father" concept had significantly different ratings from
the ﬁther concepts investigated on most of the blots,

The "Mother® concept was jJudged to have only a possible assocla-
tion or no association with the blots. This concept was given signifie
cantly différent ratings from the other concepts on the blots.

The ¥Social® concept was associated with Blots 12, 19, 25, 27, 3L,
and LS by both men and women (See Table X). Significant differences
between the way the men and women rated this concept were also noted on
Blots 25 and 3); which were associated with the "Social™ concept.

Men and women generally rated the Holtzman Inkblots as having
only a possible association or no association with the "Male® concept.
However, four blots, Blots 10, 19, 25, and 3L, were assoclated with the
mMale” concept by the women, Again, it appears that sex differences

were important in blot interpretation on these four cardse

¥poth Individual Comparisons and tests on Simple Effects ylelded
this result.
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The "Female" concept was generally given only a possible associa-
tion or no association by both men and women. Blots 19 and L2, however,
were associated with the "Female® concept by both sexes and Blots 6 and
L1 were also associated with this concept by the women,

The "Sex™ conceplt, like the "Mother® and "Father" concepts; was
generally given only a possible association or no association with the
Holtzman Blots. The one exception was Card 19 which was judged as
resembling the "Sex®" concept by men only.

The "Frightening or Fear Arousing" concept was associated with
Blot L0 by the women while man judged this blot as having only a pos=
sible association. The remainder of the Holizman Blots were Judged by
both sexes as only possibly resembling the "Frightening or Fear Arous-

ing® concept or as having no resemblance at all.
One of the trends within the last few decades has been to use

content analysis and eymbolism rather than statistical analysis in Rore
schach interpretation. The literature includes many comments and
empirical investigations on symbolism related to» the Rorschach Blots,
Rorschach himself in his bcok; Psychodiegnostics, had written, ®"The Con-

tent of the interpretations offers little indication as to the content
of the psyche until it is considered in relation to the psychogran® (1L,
Pe 120). The results of the present investigation seem to support Ror-
schach's statement about content interpretation. Most of the concepis

frequently alleged to be related to the Rorschach blots were judged not

i ]
to be associated to the Ho}.tzma;l Blots. There were no "Mother" or

"Fathert blots and "Male," "Sex," and "Fear Arousing or Frightening®
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blots were limited to one or the other sex rather then both sexes,

Blots 19 and 12 were judged "Female" Blots, and Blots 12, 19, 25, 27,
3k, and L5 were judged "Social" Blots by both men and women judges in the
investigation, Three blois were associated with more than one concept.
Blot 19 was associated with the "Social" and "Fenale" concepts by both
sexes and with the "Male" concept by women and the "Sex"™ concept by men.
Blot 25 was associated with the PSocial® coneept by both men and women
and with the "Male" _concept by women as was Blot 3L, This would seem
to cause some confusion as to which interpretation these blots should be
given, and it brings up the question of how valuable content analysis or
symbolism is in relation to the factors involved in blob interpretation,
Gertaifxly the results of this stu&y should not be taken as a final one,
It may well be that college students differ somewhat from other populae~
tions in relating symbolism to inkblots and it would seem wise to repeat
this investigation or to conduct a similar one with subjects drawn from

other populations.



CHAFTER V
THE SUMMARY

The present study was conducted to investigate whether symbolic
concepts, already empirically related to the Rorschach, are also related
to certain Hpoltsman Inkblots. One hundred women and forty-five men from
the University of Richmond were asked to rate each of the LS Blots in
Form A on the following conceptst "Father," "Mother," "Soclal," "Hale,*
"Female," "Sex," and "Frightening or Fear Arousing.," Elots were pro=
Jected on a screen and ratings wers mads on a five-point scale to
indicate: (1) a strong association, (2) an association but not a strong
one, {3) only a possible association, (L) no obvious assoclation, and
(S5) no possible association. Data were analyzed by Analysis of Varlance.

The results may be summarized as follows:
The "Mother® and "Father® concepts were not related to any of the

Holtzman Inkblots.
The i'Social" concept was associated by Jjudges of both sexes on

Blots 12, 19, 25, 27, 3k, and k5s
The Migle" concept was associated with Blots 10, 19, 25, and 3l

by women only.
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The "Pemale" concepl was asscclated with Blots 19 and L2 by both

men and women and with Blots 6 and Ll by women only.

k The "Sex® concept was associated with Blot 19 by men only,
The "Frightening or Fear Arousing" concept was associated with

Blot 4O by women only.

- I% was also noted Blots 19, 25, and 3L were associated with mare
than one concept. BRorschach had indicated that content interpretation was
valusble only when considered in relation to the more fomal scoring fac-
tors,; and the writer feels that the present study's results support this,



THE APPENDIX

-AHALISIS OF VARIANCE STMMIAEY TAELES FOR
FORY A OF THE HOLTZMAN INKBLOTS



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 1

[ e ertmenemerim s e
——

53

pem e e

Source of Variation dF M F
Between Subjects bk
Sex Differences 1 12,35 17,087
Subjects w, groups 3 2,18
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 17.21 T29%%
Sex Differonces x Concepts 6 1,01 <00l
Concepts x subjects w. groups 8c8 2.36
Total 101}
ANALYSIS OF VARIAHCE CARD 2
Source of Variation iy M5 F
~ Botween Subjects pro)
Sex Differcnces ua e 22012
Subjects w. groups .
 Within Subjects 810 |
6 14.69 13.12%%
Concepls 6 1,95 1.75
Sex DAfferences X Concepis 858 1.92
Concepts x subjects we ETOUPS ¢
Total 101k
—— rea—— - .01*"\3’
(; 113) = 3.51 g I
(6,

58) = 2.10
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ABALYSIS OF VARIAUCE CARD 3

i ———————
— r—————

Source of Variation ar MS F
~ Botween Subjects b
Sex Differences 1 5,02 113
Subjects w, groups 13 3.51
Hithin Subjects 870
COnceptz 6 17.77 12'113**
Sex Differcnces x Concepts 6 5.2l 3,66%%
Concepts x subjects w. groups 858 1.13
Total 101h
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD L
Source of Variation dF M3 F
Between Subjects il
Sex Differences 1 26.2& 7.3
Subjects W. groups 13 3.63
Within Subjects 570
Concepts 6 15,82 13,07
Sex Differences x Concepts g iog «93
Concepts x subjects w. groups 85 .
Total 101k
#OL
F (1, 1l3) = 3.91 Pz " 05

F (é, 858) - 4 2010 -



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 5

o R AT i

Source of Variation qar MS F

Between Subjects 1kk
Sex Differences 1 G.91 1.8L
Subjects w. groups 13 5e39

Within Subjects 870
Goncepts 6 16,33  17.01%*
Sex Differences x Concepte 6 013 o1k
Concepts x subjects w. groups 858 «96

Total 101k

ANSLYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 6

Source of Varistion aF 05 F
Betwsen Subjects 1hh
Sex Differences 1 'Sz.fg 13,00%*
Sulijects we groups L3 W3
¥ithin Subjects 3170
Concepts 6 11.2¢ 9;18::
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 i:.gg 3450
Concepts x subjects w, groups 858 o
' Total 101k
7 | a 0%
F (1, 1l3) u 3,92 g 2 o5



ANALYSTS OF VARTANCE CARD 7

p———

Source of Variation 4aF MS F
Betweem Subjects Ll
Sex Differences 1 16,41 31
Subjects v. groups 13 5.29
¥ithin Subjects 870
Conceptsa 6 2597 20,57
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 1.08 1.19
Concepte z subjects w, groups 858 91
Total 101l
AVALYSIS OF VARIANMCE CARD 8
Source of Variation dF 15 ¥
Between Subjests bk
Sex Differences 1 3,3‘29 2.29
Subjects we. groups 3 14.51
Within Subjects 870
¥
Concepts 6 .16 g’?’%*
Sex Differences x Conceprts 6 2.55 o
Concepts x subjJects v. groups 858 1.05
Tetal 101k
p = 0L

F (6, 853) = 2.10



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 9

Ev————— w— —
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C————— p—_

Source of Variation dF ¥S F
Between Subjects }_@_
Sex Differences 1 10,54 2,07
Subjects w. groups 143 5,09
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 9.08 19,17%#
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 11.69 11,81
Concepts x subjects w, groups 858 «99
Total 101k
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE GCARD 10
Source of Variation dar us F
Between Subjects pi0] |
Sex Differences 1 h.38 o76
Subjects w. groups 113 575
Within Subjects 870
Concepta 6 3k.08 28,177
Sax Differences x Concepts 6 i-lg 2,02
Concepts x subjects w. groups 858 .
Total 101h
, 0L

F (6, 858) t 2010

*

oo
nun



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 11
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Source of Variation dr Ms P
Between Subjects 1L
Sex Differences 1 21.1a 613"
Subjects w, groups 13 3.33
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 7.7 670"
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 3.16 3,01%%
Concepts x Subjects w, groups 858 1.15
Total 101k
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 12
Sourcs of Variation dF M5 F
Between Subjects 1Lk
Sex Differences 1 6.35 1.25
Subjects w. groups U3 5.10
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 53490 3.38**
Sex Differences x Concepts 8 g i'gg 1.83
Concepts X Subjects W. groups 5 .
Total o1k
- — e
pa .0l
F (1, 113) = 3.51 5= JOS*

F (6, 858) = 2,10



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 13
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amspna

—

Source of Variation darF S ?
Between Subjects }..l‘h;.
Sex Differences 1 13,06 8.1,8*
Subjects w. groups 1.5k
- Within Subjects m
Concepts 6 8,50 7.59%%
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 1,36 1.21
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 1,12
Total 101k
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 1k
Source of Variation 4arF S F
Betwoen Subjects 1Lk
3
Sex Differences 1 2§.§g .9k
Subjects w, groups 13 .
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 1.5k 8.15‘3.‘”“"r
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 1'?15; L9
Concepts X Subjects W, groups 858 .
Total 101);
e S ”
P +J1L
F (1, 113) = 3.92 P 5 o5

F (6, 658) = 2.10



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CAED 15
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v

e

Source of Varistion ar MS

F
- Between Subjects pIi
Sex Differences 1 33.27 7.31%
Subjects w. groups U3 L.s5
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 10,29 11,19%
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 L3 Lo Lio®*
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 292
Total 101}
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 16
Source of Variation ar M F
Between Subjects 1Lk
Sex Differences 1 11.1k 2.k2
Subjects we groups 13 La£0
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 1.8 8,550
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 i'fg 2,58
Concepts x Subjects W, groups 858. *3
Total 1014
.23
F (1, 113) = 3:91 Pzl
7 (6, 858) = 2.10 P



61
ANALYSIS OF VAHRIANCE CARD 17

A

Soures of Variation dF M5 ¥

Between Subjecis 1kl
Sex Differences 1 31 06
Subjects we groups 143 5.00

Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 18.36 16,847
Sex Differencss x Concepts 6 5.79 5o 31H
Concepts x Subjscts w. groups 858 1.09

Total 101k

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 18

Source of Variation dF MS P
Between Subjects ;_l;_l_;.
Sex Differences 1 g.zg ‘ 2,76
Subjects w. groups 13 .
Within Subjects 870 |
Concepts 6 15.29 gSo*‘““
Sex Differences x Concepts g l{. Py «76
Concepls X Subjects w. groups 85 .
Total 1014
- O
F (11 1’-‘3) = 3.91 II;; .Dé*

7 (6, 858) = 2.10



AHALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 19

62

-

Source of Variatimn dF M8 F
Between Subjects b
Sex Differences 1 3429 o73
Subjecis we groups 13 LeSY
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 87.8k 61;.12:
Sex Differences x Corcepls 46 55 3498
Concepls x Subjects we groups 8s8 1.37
Tobal 1014
ARALYSIS OF VARIARCE CARD 20
Source of Variation dF 148 F
Between Subjects _3:_19_1. ,
Sex Differences 1 g-g 2,39
Subjects W. groups 13 .
Within Subjects 870
. 1.6
Concepts g ]3'_ gf. 1.3§
Sex Differences x Concepts 8 1' o1
Concepts x Subjecte w. groups 58 *
Total 1014
= wi
. P - ocl‘
P (1, 13) = 3.5 oo w05*

¥ (6, 858) 3 2'3-9
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 21

—va——

Source of Variation ar ¥S F
Belween Subjects 1Lk
Sex Differences 1 17.86 . 76%
Subjects w, groups 13 3.99 >7
 ¥ithin Subjsets 870
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 7.8 6,86%%
Concepts X, Subjects w. groups 858 1.09
Tobal 101
= e rop——— ——
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 22
Source of Variation dF MS F
Between Subjects 1k |
Scx Differences 1 13.98 273
Subjects w. groups u3 5.13
Within Subjccts €78
Concepts 6 Le57 b 52**
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 1.99 .97
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 1.04
Total 101h
= 193-**
F (1, 143) = 3.91 e

F (6, 858) = 2,10



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CAXD 23

6l

Source of Variation dr 15 F
Betueen Subjscts piln
Sex Differences 1 17.15 3.58%%
Subjects w. groups 143 2.00
Within Subjests 870
Concepts 6 11.05 11,28%*
Sex Differsnces x Concepts 6 77 «76
Concepts x Subjects u, group 858 +58
Total 101k
ANALISIS OF VARIANCE CARD 24
Spurce of Variatinn ar M3 F
Botween Subjects 1bh
Sex Differences 1 13-5;1 3,89
Subjects w. groups 33 3.EL
Within Subjects 870
L e - S 4
Concepts g €30 12,127
Sex Differenses x Concepts ; ‘5‘2 .
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 85l o5
Total 101k
= JO1
F (1’ 1243) = 3'91 II:: '05-‘:}



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 25

WMM

Scurce of Variation s »

&

Between Subjects bk

 8ex Differences 1 18. .
Subjects w. groups U3 S.gﬁ e

_ Mithin Subjects 810

" Goncepts 6. 61,58 70,51
Sex Differentes x Concepts 6 23,0k 26,39%*
Concepte x Subjects w, group 856 «87

Total 101}

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 26

ginnsmnsiio , —
4

-Sanm of Variation - dF S
 Betwsen Subjects Lk
Sex Differences 1 37.81 1L, 60"
Subjeets W, groups - M3 2.59
- Hithin Subjects 810
em.pt‘ 8 6 21003 1.95
Sex Differences x Concspts 6 .gg o6li
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 1.
', Total 101k
W
-
¥ (1 w ] 3091 P 01
r (6: 858; = 2.19 P .05*



ANALYSIS OF VARIANGE GARD 27

g e e e e —. movnemeneae saes
Seuzee of ?arhticn ar 3 F
Betnaen &ﬁ;jm pIn Y
. Sex Differences 1 20,06 5,38%
' Subjects W. groups U3 3.73
Mithin Subjects 870
~ Concepts 6 39,10 18,98%*
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 o51 «25
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 2,06

. Total 101k

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 28

W e ———— e ———
maorvmm ‘ MS F

&

 potwen ubjects m
Sex Differences 1 13.99 ko
Subjects w. groups 13 3.32
Within Subjects 870 | |
o , 6 18,06 17,0™
Conce
Sex Dipg‘ermees x Concepts é %.'é.g 1.09
Concepts x Subjects W graips 858 .
fotal 100
W : ——
. e

26, 858) = 2;19



ARALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 29

67

1 .9
?? 851%; . 2.10 p =z J05%

amce of Varistion aF s .
 Sex Ditfarences 1 b6
Subjecte w. groups 143 3,5}3‘ 1.2
Sex Eifraremas x Coucepts 3 90 20_;‘95”
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 51
| Total 101
, ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 30
Sonres of Variation aF “ F
 Between Subjects 1N
Sex Diffarences b 3 19.6% 5.00%
Subjects w. groups 13 3.9k
~ Within Subjects 870
" Gonoepts 6 8,22 L1
Sex Diffsrences x Concopls 6 «56 .
Concepts x Subjects we. groups 858 o7h
. Total 10k
| pz 0L™



ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 31

Source of Veriastien dF ) F

. Between Subjects o

. Sex Differsnces 1 3.86 .89
Subjects we groups 13 k.32

 Mithin Subjects 870

 Concepts 6 9,60 10,1
Sex Differences x Concepts é 2,25 2.37"
Concepts x Subjects Ww. groups 858 95

Total 101}
msecsrus e ———— e

| ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE CARD 32

Boures of ?aﬁ.ati.en dF Hs 4
Between Bubjects o
Sex ﬁii‘fm; ) 4 8.% 2.17
Subjects W. groups 13 3.
"Within Subjects 870
 Conoepts 6 10.50 lgﬁg*’
Sex Differences x Concepis 8 Sg 1;%;
Concepts x Subjects We groups : «Lc
Potal 101,
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Source of Variation aF w ¥
. Betueen Subjects Lk
) Sex Differonces i .
x ‘msmta Ws groups 13 g.ésg 212
- Mithin Subjscts 810
" Concapts 6 17.72 .
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 7.;& 17-%37“
Coneepls x Subjects w., groups 858 1.02

Total 101l
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- Source of Variation ar Ms F
 Between Subjects oy
Subjects wi groups 143 3.35
¥ithin Subjects 870
" Gone 6 626 51,00
Sex g;;amncea x Goncepts 6 k.55 3.82%
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 1.19
|  Total 101k
i - "
F {1, 143) ¢ 3.92 P = :315*

F (6, 858) = 2.10
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 Botween Subjeots o

- Sex Differences i 23,21 %

Subjects w, groups 143 5.22. S50
mm Subjects 8w
Loncepts ‘ I3 2, L9ghtE
Sex Differences x Concepts é Lg i?‘.g
Convepts x Subjects w, groups Bs8 oL
 Total 101%
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Smm of Variation day B ¥

 Bstween Subjecta | 1

Sex Differences 1 7.h2 2,36
Subjects w» groups - L3 3,14
Hithin Subjects 819 |
Concepts 6 L.00o S.63%%
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 28 39
Convapto x Subjects w. groups 858 ‘_ 71
|  Total 101h
91 pa J0L%®
§§1 13} a 3.2 "
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Source of Variation dar 1 F
Batween Subjects p 111
Sex Differences 1 h.12 92
~ Subjects w. groups U3 kb9
. Within Subjects 870
" Comeepts 6 22,21 2L UM
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 29 32
Concepte x Subjects w. groups 858 «92
Total 101k
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Source of Vgriatim aF S F
Botween Subjects 1k
1 29.94 T.Lg™*
Sex Differences
Subjects w. groups i3 k.00
Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 11460 5.2i“
Sex Differences x Concepts 8 g .gg o9
Concepts x Subjects W, groups 5 -
Total 101k
W
) NG ) gl
F (1’ 1253) » 3091 g: -05*'

¥ (6, 858) m 2.10
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: e of Varlation aF MS F
 Between Subjects oy
' Sex Differences 1l S.70 1,16
~ Subjects w. groups L3 491
© Within Subjects 870
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 o3k «30
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 1.13
Total 101,
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Source of Variation P

B
B

 Batween Subjects Uk
Sex Differences 1 2115 T.32%%
~ Subjects w. groups U3 2,89
© Within Subjscts 870 |
~ Conce 6 27,38 3L 224
Sex &mmes x Concepls 6 .gg 1.00
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 .
’ Total 101k
| h-~g 001**
F ) 1 12‘3 3091 ) -
F gé: 8583 : 2,10 ik | P 905§
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Source of Variation ar IS F

Between Subjects %

- 8ex Differences 1 Le7h 1,78
Svbjecte w. groups 143 2,67

 Within Subjects 870
Concepts 6 1i5.98 317
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 1.7h 1,20

- Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 148

.. - Total 103
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Sourcs of Variatiom dF ¥S F
 Between Subjects | pim |
Sex Differences 1 7.3 1.60
. Subjeots w. group® us 163
 Within Subjects 870
6 18,03 L7.55°%
Concepts 0l
Sex }Jliffferencea x Concepts g i-gﬁ 34,05
Concepts ¥ Subjects W. groups 85 .
Total -101L _
W W
| “ : Y
¥ (1, 1&3) = 3’91' g ; .95*
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 Source of Variatica ap HS i

 Between Subjects o
Sex Differences | 1 «58 17
Subjects ws grovpa U 3.28

 ¥ithin Subjects §_73
Concepts 6 7.5 8.87%*
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 2,23 2.,65%
Concepts X Subjects ws groups 858 «8h

Total W01
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Source of vamticn dF MS ¥
Between Subjects l’ﬁ
Sex Differences 1 25.08 5,92%
Subjects w. groups 13 he2l
Within Sibjects 810
: 6 22,64 19.86"*
Co 8 .
Se:c;?ﬁemas x Corcepte 6 i:g“;‘ 2.49
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 :
Potal 101
- 3.9 P= SO

{(6’ 8';8) = Zalﬁ
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Source of Varietion 4aF us F

Betwean Subjects : l@i
. Sex Differences 1 11.00 2,34
 Subjects w. groups i3 L.72
 Hithin Subjects 870
Concepta 6 k7.50 L 81
Sex Differences x Concepts 6 2.33 2.,20%
Concepts x Subjects w. groups 858 | 1.06
' Total 101h
| ? (1, 13) g 3.91 p = O

3 ’(6’ 853) % 2:10 P - 4 005*



BIBLIOGRAFHY



1.
2,

3.

L.

5

6a
Te

8.
9.
10.

1n.

12,

7
BIBLIOGRAFHY

Allen, Robert M. Elements of Rorschach Interpretation. New York:
International Unlversal Fress, inc., 195k,

Bochner, R., and ¥, Halpern., The Clinical Application of the
Rorschach Test. New York: Greene and Stratton, 1045,

Charen, Sol, Pitfalls in Interpretation of Parental Symbolism and
Isigr;ghach Cards IV and VIL, J. Consult. Psychol. 21, 1957,
-2e

Edwards, 4. L. Statistical Methods for the Behavioral Sciences.
New York: Rinehart and Co., InC., 1950,

Gilman, Mildred A. An Investigation of Card Concepts Using Rore
schach Inkblots as Stimull. Course Research Paper. University
of Richmond, 1963. v

Hirschstein, R., and A, I, Rabin, Reaction to Rorschach Cards IV
and VII as a function of parental availability in childhood.

Jo Consult. Psychol. 19, 1955, L73-L7L.

Holtzman, Wayne, Joseph S. Thorpe, Joh D. Swartz, and E. Wayne
Herron. Inkblot Perception and Personality. Holtzman Inkblot

Technique, Austin: Universily of lexas Fress, 196L.

Kelmaro, Dennis K. Symbollc Significance of Rorschach Cards IV and
Vii. ."Z. - Clin, P SychO}-. 16’ 1960, 50'-520

Little, Kenneth B, Connotations of the Horschach inkblots. J. of
Personalit » 27’ 1959’ 397~h060

Mayer, Joseph and Elizsbeth Binz. Stimmlus Values of Rorschach
yeC;xds. Jo Clin, Psychol. 17, 1961, 186-187.

n the "Father" and "Mother"
Jo Consult. Psychol. ik,

Meer, B., and J. L. Singer. A noteo
Cards on the Rorschach Inkblots.

1950, LB2-L8L.

rming Ha III. An Experimental Investigatlon of Several
e Carzog;nce;g Using the Rorschach Inkblots as Stimuli. Hasters
Thesis, University of Texas, 1957.

A Contribution to the "Hganing® of Rorschach's Inke
Semantic Differential. J. Consult. Psychol, 23,

Rabin, A. I.
blots Via the

1959, 368~372.




78

1k, Rorschach, Hermamn. Psychodiagnostics Text. Berne, Switzerland:
Verlag Hans Huber, 195l. U.S.A. Distributors New York, Grune
& Stratton, Inc.

15, Roseny; E, Symbolic Meaning in the Rorschach Cards: A Statlstical
Study. _J_o Clin, Psychol. 7, 1951’ 239=24l;.

16, Rosen, E. Connotative Meaning of Rorschach inkblots, responses
and determinants. J. of Personality, 28, 1960, L1326,

17. Sakota, J. Me, B. He Cohen and G, Beall, Test of significance for
a geries of statistical tests. Psychol. Bull., 51, 195L, 172-
175, "

18. Sappenfield, Bert R. Perception of Masculinity-Feminity on Rore
, schach Hlots and Hesponses. J. Clin, Psychol. 17, 1961,
373"376-

19, Winer, Ben James. Statistical Principles in Experimental Design. -
New York, San Francisco, Toronto, London: reGraw=HiLL Book Co.,
Inc. » 19b2.




Vita

Mildred Ann Gilman, the author, was born in Hanovar County,
Virzinia, on Jamuary 11, 1940, She entered Vesthampton College in
September, 1957; ﬁponbgré.duation from Henry Clay High School in June
of the same year. In 1951 the author was elected to Phi Delta Epsilon
i.nui-iarch and graduated with a B,A, degree in Psychology in June., The
author returned to the University of Rictmond in September, 1961, as a
gr;zduate sﬁudenb wheré she held a Williams Fellowship (196162 and
1962-63), Waé electéd to Psi Chi (1963), taught courses in reading
improvement and assisted in teaching courses in tests and measurement.
Additional positions nave included being a research statistician with
Fhilip Morrisy Inc., and paychologist for the Seizure Control Division
of the Crippled Childrents Buresu, Virginia State Health Department.
Future plans include continuing with the Crippled Children's Dureau or
in some other similar position working with children. Flans in addi-
tion to the above are indefinite at the present tinge



	University of Richmond
	UR Scholarship Repository
	Spring 1964

	An investigation of card concepts using the holtzman inkblot technique form a as stimuli
	Mildred A. Gilman
	Recommended Citation


	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42
	Page 43
	Page 44
	Page 45
	Page 46
	Page 47
	Page 48
	Page 49
	Page 50
	Page 51
	Page 52
	Page 53
	Page 54
	Page 55
	Page 56
	Page 57
	Page 58
	Page 59
	Page 60
	Page 61
	Page 62
	Page 63
	Page 64
	Page 65
	Page 66
	Page 67
	Page 68
	Page 69
	Page 70
	Page 71
	Page 72
	Page 73
	Page 74
	Page 75
	Page 76
	Page 77
	Page 78
	Page 79
	Page 80
	Page 81
	Page 82
	Page 83
	Page 84



