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We investigated the impact of administration and inquiry skills on Rorschach Comprehensive System (CS; Exner, 1974, 1991, 1993) protocols
collected for the Italian adult nonpatient reference sample. The same research team collected CS protocols on two occasions. The initial reference
sample (N = 212; Lis, Rossi, & Priha, 1998) was collected under the supervision of experienced psychologists who carefully studied CS
administration and scoring procedures (Exner, 1986, 1990, 1993). The second sample (N = 101; Lis, Zennaro, Calvo, & Salcuni, 2001) was
collected after the team obtained additional and sustained CS training from Rorschach workshops certified instructors. Both samples were scored,
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Hartmann (2001) compared the effects of short versus long
introductory instruction in a nonpatient sample. The short in-
struction produced significantly more questions to the examiner
about the test and more brief protocols than did the long one.
No between-group differences, however, were observed in the
scores obtained from both instructional sets.

Another important administration issue concerns the interper-
sonal climate between examiner and client. Clients who are mis-
trustful or uncooperative for other reasons are prone to give brief
and simplistic protocols. Conversely, clients who feel comfort-
able and open are prone to give more lengthy and rich records.
Relevant evidence in this regard can be found in Exner, Arm-
bruster, and Mittman (1978), who examined protocols obtained
from patients who were either tested by their own therapist in
the midst of ongoing therapy or by a different therapist. The
patients tested by their own therapists produced longer, more
complex, and more revealing protocols than those tested by a
different therapist.

The Inquiry is the phase of the test when old information
is reviewed and clarified. The purpose of the Inquiry is for the
examiner to see what the client saw at the time when the response
was delivered, including where the percept was located in the
blot and the blot features that contributed to the percept. It is
a delicate phase of the test that, if misunderstood by the client
or mishandled by the examiner, can lead to many problems in
coding responses or interpreting the test data or both. A good
inquiry is essential for accurate scoring and valid interpretation.
The overall purpose of the Inquiry is to insure that the coding
(scoring) of response is as accurate as possible.

Although the examiner’s role in the inquiry phase of the
Rorschach administration has relatively simple guidelines, the
procedure is not easy to conduct adequately (Exner, 1986). Ac-
cording to Exner, the Inquiry is one of the most misunderstood
and abused features of the Rorschach. When done correctly, it
completes the richness of the test data. When done incorrectly,
it often generates data that may be of clinical interest but that
represent something other than CS data. Consequently, Exner
referred to inquiry as “the soft underbelly of the test” (p. 75)
and strongly implied that a poor inquiry nearly disqualifies the
Rorschach as a useful technique for personality assessment.

Beck (1953) and Klopfer (1942) also gave specific emphasis
to the critical and sensitive nature of the inquiry process. They
both called for studies on the effect of inquiry, but few have
taken heed.

In a well-controlled study, Blais et al. (1995) compared CS
and Rapaport administration procedures. The findings showed
that the CS administration, in which the Inquiry is conducted
only after all responses have been given, produced significantly
more color, shading, and blends than did the Rapaport admin-
istration, in which inquiry is conducted immediately after each
response.

Most of the studies on Inquiry have altered some aspect of
the administration procedure and observed its effect. In par-
ticular, examiners have asked directly about elements of the
response (e.g., “Did the color make a difference?”) rather than
confining themselves to the more indirect, nonleading questions
recommended in the standard inquiry (e.g., “What about the
inkblot make it look that way?"). Results show that direct ques-
tions increase color, movement, and shading scores in patterns
that would greatly change interpretations made from the scor-
ing summaries (Baughaman, 1958; Kligensmith, 1956; Zax &
Stricker, 1960).

One early study took a straightforward approach to the impact
of the Inquiry by scoring protocols with and without the Inquiry
(Gibby & Stotsky, 1953). The protocols of 240 Veterans Ad-
ministration hospital psychiatric patients were scored according
to the Beck (1944) system. Results showed significant increases
in diffuse shading, depth from shading, color, and human move-
ment, and a decrease in pure form when protocols included an
inquiry.

Ritzler and Nalesnik (1990) extended the Gibby and Stosky
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TABLE 1.—Rorschach interrater agreement on coding segments.

1998 Data (N = 20) 2001 Data (N = 30)

Coding Segment % Agree Iota % Agree Iota

Whole Responses (All scores in
a response)

.996 .972 .975 .863

Location & Space (2 variables) .995 .988 .963 .911
DQ (+,o,v/+,v) .981 .939 .883 .760
Determinants (11 variables) .993 .943 .965 .824
FQ (None,+,o,u,–) .961 .942 .830 .732
Pairs 1.00 1.00 .965 .925
Contents (27 variables) .999 .995 .988 .865
P 1.00 1.00 .946 .864
Z Score .991 .986 .883 .849
CS Special Scores (14 variables) .997 .892 .988 .728

& Taylor, 2003). Agreement for protocol-level summary vari-
ables is most informative about the reliability of data at the level
that it is used for clinical decisions or research about people. The
percentages of agreement and iota values for response segments
indicated satisfactory interrater reliability scores for the various
CS scoring categories in both data sets (see Table 1).

Data collection. After the training for the 2001 data set
was completed, two independent judges from the team carefully
reviewed all of the protocols that had been collected for the
1998 data set, and no judge reviewed more than 20 protocols.
The review showed that most of the 1998 protocols lacked in:
(a) inquiry and/or (b) scoring accuracy. Compromised scoring
accuracy in the context of good scoring reliability (interrater
agreement), as described in the previous paragraph, indicated
that the coders were consistent in how they assigned scores, but
they did so according to inaccurate scoring rules or inaccurate
scoring benchmarks.

The team was particularly frustrated with the inadequate CS
inquiry and decided that, as supported by Exner (1986, 1990,
1993), the protocols could not be called CS protocols. We thus
decided to throw out these protocols and to collect and to score
a new group of adult protocols.

Administration. All the 1998 and 2001 participants re-
ceived the instruction “What might this be” originally devel-
oped by Rorschach (1942) and recommended in the CS (Exner,
1993). The examiners were adequately prepared. Cards were
organized and placed as recommended by Exner (1993), mean-
ing that they were in the proper order when face down and out
of the reach of the person being tested. Responses were written
verbatim. Location sheets readily were available to use during
the Inquiry. Subject and examiner were seated side by side.
No abbreviations were used when recording responses either in
the first or in the second administration. Any question asked
by the client during the test was recorded, as was the response
of the examiner. Similarly, any comment was recorded. If ques-
tions occurred after the test began, the examiners provided brief,
nondirective replies (Exner, 1993). A three-column format for
responses, inquiry, and scoring was used when recording the
responses.

For the 1998 data set, to prepare the subjects, the subject
and examiner spent time getting to know each other before
beginning the testing. But according to the Italian tradition,
the examiners did not specify the name of the test because of

TABLE 2.—Differences in reference data for Italian adults collected in 1998 and
2001.

1998 Initial Sample 2001 Corrected Sample

Score M SD M SD Cohen’s d d Label

R 26.77 10.62 23.56 8.50 −.33 S
W 10.77 5.51 9.54 4.37 −.25 S
D 12.69 7.29 9.72 6.15 −.44 M
Dd 3.32 4.48 4.30 3.44 .25 S
S 2.08 2.12 3.67 2.59 .67 M
DQ+ 3.61 3.07 6.01 3.89 .68 M
DQo 20.34 9.12 15.52 6.58 −.61 M
DQv 2.43 2.76 1.44 1.52 −.44 M
DQv/+ .29 .60 .59 .93 .38 S
FQ+ .04 .28 .12 .38 .24 S
FQo 13.61 4.90 10.39 3.52 −.75 L
FQu 6.18 4.22 7.37 5.68 .24 S
FQ– 6.66 4.72 5.32 3.13 −.33 S
FQnone .28 .60 .37 .70 .14 S
MQ+ .01 .15 .00 .17 −.06 S
MQo 1.33 1.35 1.77 1.40 .32 S
MQu .41 .83 1.16 1.45 .63 M
M– .26 .60 .96 1.31 .69 M
Mnone .01 .10 .00 .01 −.14 S
S– .79 1.10 1.57 1.45 .61 M
M 1.59 1.58 3.93 2.68 1.06 V L
FM 1.37 1.57 2.97 2.30 .81 L
m .29 .64 1.62 1.71 1.03 V L
FM+m 2.47 2.33 4.59 3.28 .75 L
FC 1.48 1.56 2.61 1.75 .68 M
CF 1.25 1.37 1.50 1.25 .19 S
PureC .17 .48 .44 .77 .42 M
Cn .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 S
SumC 2.90 2.17 4.55 2.29 .74 L
WSumC 2.99 2.00 3.46 1.85 .24 S
SumC′ .50 .81 2.37 1.75 1.37 V L
SumT .24 .55 1.11 1.07 1.02 V L
SumV .52 .93 .81 1.32 .25 S
SumY 1.52 1.53 1.90 1.81 .23 S
Sum Shading 2.79 2.26 6.19 3.70 1.11 V L
Fr+rF .39 .77 .62 1.24 .22 S
FD .30 .70 1.29 1.12 1.06 V L
F 16.44 8.32 8.69 5.01 −1.13 V L
Pair 6.23 4.61 6.77 4.58 .12 S
Ego Index .27 .15 .35 .17 .50 M
Lambda 2.09 1.73 .69 .55 −1.09 V L
Lambda Mdn 1.60 1.73 .50 .55 −.86 L
EA 5.00 3.02 8.05 4.15 .84 L
es 5.26 3.60 10.78 5.83 1.14 V L
D −.08 .87 −1.06 1.74 −.71 L
AdjD .19 .80 −.43 1.13 −.63 M
active 3.46 2.79 5.46 3.94 .59 M
passive .97 1.39 3.08 2.06 1.20 V L
Ma 1.52 1.56 2.38 1.88 .50 M
Mp .49 .85 1.56 1.42 .91 L
Intell Index 1.80 2.88 2.36 2.28 .22 S
Zf 12.23 5.33 13.12 5.00 .17 S
Blends 1.60 1.70 5.17 3.37 1.34 V L
Afr .59 .21 .52 .19 −.35 S
P 4.68 1.84 4.99 1.74 .17 S
X+% .53 .13 .47 .15 −.43 M
Xu% .22 .10 .29 .15 .55 M
S–% .13 .19 .31 .28 .75 L
Isolation Index .22 .15 .23 .13 .07 S
H 2.29 2.07 2.19 1.94 −.05 S
(H) 1.27 1.27 1.21 1.19 −.05 S
Hd 1.15 1.39 1.60 1.76 .28 S
(Hd) .19 .45 .96 .94 1.04 V L
Hx .24 .77 .44 .95 .23 S
All H 4.91 3.38 5.96 3.67 .30 S
A 9.23 3.88 7.07 1.19 −.75 L
(A) .45 .68 .46 1.76 .01 S

(Continued on next page)
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change was found for SumC. The mean of SumC increased in the
second data collection. Very large changes were found for Sum
C’, Sum T, and Sum Shading, which all increased in the second
round of data collection. Also a very large effect was found for
FD, which again increased in the second data collection. A very
large difference was found for F, which decreased dramatically
in the second data collection. As would be expected, this change
produced a parallel change in Lambda, which showed a large
decrease in the second data set (using either the mean, listed
first in the table, or the median scores, listed second). A very
large effect was found for Blends: they increased greatly in the
second data collection. Finally, a large and very large effect was
found for EA and es, respectively, both of which increased very
much in the second administration. A large effect was found
also for the D score: its relative value decreased considerably in
the second administration.

Ratios, Percentages, and Indexes

As mentioned above, a very large effect was found for
Lambda, which decreased considerably during the 2001 data
collection. Because the Lambda distribution is skewed, a sec-
ondary analysis examined changes in the median Lambda score.
This value also decreased substantially in the second data set.
Ultimately, the mean and median Lambda values in the 2001
data set are much more similar to the values in Exner (1993)
nonpatient adult sample than those from our 1998 data set.

A large change was found for S–%, which increased in the
second data collection. A large and very large effect was found
for passive human movement and passive movement, both of
which increased in the second data collection. The very large
difference for passive movement is probably due to two rea-



ADMINISTRATION AND RORSCHACH TRAINING S199

the interactive nature of administration and the Inquiry are par-
ticularly difficult to apply without a formal training.

More specifically, after obtaining further CS training, we re-
alized that an active and forthright Inquiry is the only way to get
the subject’s point of view and to see things in the real way the
subject saw them. In both data sets our scoring was reliable, but
the quality and richness of the protocols changed dramatically.
This was much more important because it has to do with the fun-
damental nature of the Rorschach data: “Inquiry is one of the
most misunderstood and abused features of the Rorschach. . . .
When done incorrectly it can muddle a protocol terribly and
often generates data that may be of clinical interest but which
represents something other than Rorschach data” (Exner, 1995,
p. 11).

We believe that our findings can demonstrate that the proto-
cols themselves (i.e., the verbalized transcript of the subjects’
response to the blots) changed in a deep and dramatic way.
Specifically, we highlight the important role that examiner train-
ing can have on the data that are collected. Our 1998 sample
compared with the 2001 sample clearly illustrates this issue.
Because our data demonstrate substantial differences between
these samples, the comparison serves as an appropriate caution
for all of us around the world who are collecting this kind of
information. In addition, we hope that our decision to throw out
all the old data serves as a guide for others to follow if they
discover similar limitations affecting their data.

Actually, in the regular course of our clinical practice in Italy,
we still often encounter Rorschach protocols collected with the
Swiss method as it taught in Italy, which means with little or no
recorded inquiry. After our training in the CS we realize these
protocols cannot be adequately rescored into the CS. This is most
unfortunate when the Rorschach test has been administered to
specific categories of patients that have not been studied suffi-
ciently with the CS. We feel very frustrated because the existing
protocols cannot be scored for the CS and cannot contribute to a
CS evidence base. In essence, the protocols need to be discarded,
as happened with the protocols of our first effort to collect an
Italian nonpatient reference sample. Although it was relatively
easy to collect nonpatient protocols again, this is rarely the same
for patient data.

Although the findings presented here suggest that differences
in examiner training can have a large impact on the types of
CS scores observed in a sample, the current data set is lim-
ited because the design of this study was naturalistic. We did
not experimentally manipulate training or inquiry expertise and
we did not hold other potentially relevant variables constant. As
such, it is possible that some of the 2001 versus 1998 differences
may be due to genuine differences in the two samples or to other
types of artifacts (e.g., differences in scoring conventions). Con-
trolled prospective studies that compare the effects of variations
in the administration procedure on various Rorschach variables
in nonpatients and patient samples still are needed to validate
Exner’s (1986, 1993) conclusion that different administration
procedures produce different types of test protocols.
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