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This chapter addresses current evidence concerning the Rorschach Inkblot Test relevant to
forensic practice. We present a selective overview of research findings and some new data
to help explicate the scientific and empirical foundations of the test. The focus is primarily
on psychometric issues of reliabi Iity, val idity, normative reference values, and util ity. Even
when limiting ourselves to these topics, we are selective because it is not possible to ad­
dress them comprehensively within a single chapter. We focus on topics of most interest in
the forensic arena and that have attracted the most research and controversy lately. I There is
no attempt to select research that supports or does not support the test, but rather a bias for
selecting recent versus older and well-known and established evidence.

This review emphasizes Rorschach variables from the Comprehensive System (CS;
Exner, 2003), but non-CS variables are included where relevant. In response to pressing
concerns of most forensic psychologists when using the Rorschach, we address the recent
criticisms of the Rorschach by synthesizing research findings. In doing so, we identify le­
gitimate and spurious criticisms and describe and illuminate related limitations of the
Rorschach. This entails our using the existing research literature and theory about the
Rorschach to recommend certain alterations to interpretive practices and to identify im­
portant research needs.

CRITICISMS OF THE RORSCHACH FROM A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Before addressing psychometric issues, we present a brief historical perspective. Exner
(1974) published the first edition of the Comprehensive System (CS), which was eventu­
ally recognized as being largely successful in meeting historical psychometric chal-

'For coverage of issues not included in the chapter. see Mcyer and Archer (200 I) and Viglione and Hilsenroth

(2001).
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24 VIGLIONE AND MEYER

which index the overall richness or complexity of a protocol, were .75 and .72, respec­
tively. Because these scores are related to the frequency of other scores in the protocol,
when they are unstable most other scores will be unstable as well. Indeed, in this study the
median level of stability reliability across a core set of 47 scores was .53 and the median
across 87 ratios, percentages, and derivations in the lower portion of the Structural Sum­
mary was .55. Number of responses (R) and Lambda, as markers of task engagement,
moderated stability. Stability reliability was greater among those individuals whose R
and Lambda did not change much over time, as compared to the stabil ity among those in­
dividuals whose R and Lambda differed at the two testings.

Conducted in France, the Sultan et al. study was a carefully executed investigation
with a sound methodology and adequate controls. It also used the most sophisticated sta­
tistical analyses to date to examine potential moderators of stability, and several were
identified that
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2. AN OVERVIEW OF PSYCHOMETRfCS 25

pointed out that memory ability is thought to be a stable trait similar to many personality
and information-processing variables accessed by the Rorschach and, as such, should
possess stability reliability.

Forensic examiners addressing work-related issues might also note that the Sultan et
al. (2006) findings are similar to the stability of job performance measures. In a recent
meta-analysis, Sturman, Cheramie, and Cashen (2005) found that over a 6-month retest
interval, the temporal consistency of objective job performance measures was .45. For
both objective and subjective measures of job performance, consistency was .56.

In a summary of the research data available at the time, Viglione and Hilsenroth (2001)
reported that CS stability was adequate or better in all respects, especially in the context
of comparing Rorschach findings to other personality tests. Revisiting the data about
other tests leads to the conclusion that the level of stability reported by Sultan is similar to
that reported for the MMPI in a meta-analysis over a I-year period (Mauger, 1972; Stone,
1965; Sines, Silver, & Lucero, 1961; all as cited in Dahlstrom, Welsh, & Dahlstrom,
1975; Milott, Lira, & Miller, 1977; Ryan, Dunn, & Paolo, 1995). The Sultan ~tability reli­
ability





2. AN OVERVIEW OF PSYCHOMETRICS 27

ability data to all the other meta-analyses of interrater reliability available at the time.
Comparisons with these other types of judgments allow forensic psychologists-or in­
deed an attorney, judge, or jury-to derive a "gut feel" sense of how the reliability of the
Rorschach fares.

These interrater reliability comparisons are presented in Table 2-1. 2 Reliabilities are
presented separately for scale-level judgments and item-level judgments. With each type
ofjudgment, the average reliability coefficient is listed along with the number of pairs of
ratings summarized. For the Rorschach, scale data corresponds to protocol level sum­
mary scores, whereas item data corresponds to coding determinations made on individ­
ual responses. A consistent pattern is that scale reliabilities exceed item reliabilities
because random errors tend to cancel each other out when items are aggregated to form
scales. The overall reliability of the Rorschach CS and Rorschach Oral scale
are e x c e l l e n twith summary score coefficients about .90 and response-level judgments in
the range between .80 and .85. The Rorschach Prognostic Rating scale reliability is not as
high, with r =.84 for summary scores, but still more than adequate.

Thus, one must conclude that the Rorschach interrater reliability is good/to excellent
and compares favorably to a wide range of determinations made in psychology and medi­
cine. Attorneys,judges, or juries may be very interested to know that the Rorschach raters
agree much more than do superiors' evaluations ofjob performance, surgeons/nurses' di­
agnoses of breast abnormalities, and physicians' estimations of the quality of medical
care from record review, all of which are subject.854tc0 Td
(to)Tj
0 T4264Tc 1.9293  Td
(tonclse)Tblyallintencl55





n(k-l) = independent
pairs of.judKments Reliabilitv rl1dICC

TarJ(et reliability construct Scale Item Scale Item

25. Visual analysis of plotted behavior change in 1,277 .57h

single-case research

26. Editors' ratings of the quality of manuscript reviews or 3,721 .54h

reviewers

27. Presence of clubbing in fingers or toes" 630 .52c

28. Stroke classification by neurologists 1,362 .51 c

29. Child or adolescent Teacher ratings 2,100 .64"
problems:

Parent ratings 4,666 .59"

Externalizing 7,710 .60"

Internal izing 5,178 .54"

Direct observers 231 .57'1

Clinicians 729 .54"

30. Job performance ratings by supervisors 1,603 10,119 .57'1 .48'1

31. Axis I psychiatric diagnosis by SCID in separate 693 .56c I

interviews

32. Job selection ratings by separate interviews 3,185 .53"

33. Axis II Psychiatric diagnosis by semistructured 358 .52c

separate interviews

34. Self and partner ratings Men's aggression 616 .55'1
of conflict:

Women's aggression 616 .51"

35. Determination of systolic heart murmur by 500 .45"
cardiologists

36. Abnormalities on clinical breast examination by 1,720 .42c

surgeons or nurses

37. Mean quality scores from Dimensional ratings 2,467 .43h

two grant panels:
Yes/No decision 398 .39c

38. Job performance ratings by peers 1,215 6,049 .43" .37"

39. Number of factors in a con-elation matrix by scree 2,300 .35c

plotst

40. Medical quality of care as determined by physician 9,841 .31 c

peers

41. Job performance ratings by subordinates 533 4,500 .29'1 .31"

42. Definitions of invasive fungal infection in the research 21,653 .25'
literature

43. Research quality by Dimensional ratings 31,068 .25h

peer-reviewers:
Yes/No decision 4,807 .21 c

Note. Adapted from Meyer (2004), which provides a complete description of the meta-analytic data sources contributing to this

table. ICC =intraclass correlation, ICU =intensive care unit, S =number of studies contributing data, SCID =Structured Clinical

Interview for the Diagnostic and Statistical Manilal ojMental Disorders (DSM), and TAT = Thematic Apperception Test.

apearson's r. bCombination of rand K or agreement ICC. cK or agreement ICC. dCategory includes videotaped interviews and

instances when the patient's report fully determined both sets of ratings (e.g .. identical questions in written and oral format). eOne

study produced outlier results (K = .90) relative to the others (K range from .36-.45) so the results should be considered tentative.

[Finding should be treated cautiously because agreement varied widely across studies, with values below .10 in several samples but

above .70 in several others.

29
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30 VIGLIONE AND MEYER

statistical issue and one would need large samples to accurately estimate reliability for
low base rate variables.

In addition, there are some codes for which reliabilities are lower so that they are pre­
sumably more of a challenge to code accurately. Table 2-2 identifies these CS codes as­
sociated with lower reliabilities in multiple research reports. Forensic examiners should
pay special care to code these variables accurately, consistent with CS principles. Some
examiners have protocols in high-stakes cases blindly rescored by a colleague. Viglione
wrote Rorschach Coding Solutions (2002) to address these and other coding challenges.
Along with the workbook (Exner et aI., 2001) and volume Itext (Exner, 2003), it is a good
resource to consult to eliminate rater drift from CS standards. Indeed, interrater reliabil­
ity is not a fixed property of the score or instrument. In forensic practice, this means that
what counts is the reliability of the person who coded the protocol, not the general reli­
ability found in the literature. As such, it would behoove forensic examiners to document
that they have achieved good interrater reliability with another expert rater.

In the forensic arena, the single most problematic implication of t~e data on variables
with lower reliabilities might be the possibility of over coding ALOG, DR, and FQ- so as
to overestimate pathology, thought disorder, and the likelihood of a psychotic or schizo-

TABLE 2-2

CS Codes Decisions with Lower Reliabilities in Some Studies

Developmental Quality

DQv and DQvl+

Form Dominance

FC Ys. CF Ys. C

Form Shading ys. Shading Form ys. Shading

Shading Subtypes

YYs. Tys. C' Ys. V

Form Quality

Occasionally FQ subcategories, especially FQu

Failure to code or neglect of FQ+

Contents

Art, Ay, Sc, Bt YS. Na ys. Ls, Id

Special Scores

DVys.INC

ALOG ys. no special s213.8Tm
(FQ+)Tj
0.0095 5 8.1 135.5046 167.8195 Tmplh3.342 0 1 1207.9376 313.2932 9.895 5 8.1todeFQorDVys.INC3
0.20801 T.684264 0 DR93 0 0 8.1 160.49 319.2181 Tm
(ys.)Tj
/1_064 Tc1 T.684264 0 noQ5046 167.8195 T4_2 6.342 0 1 1207.9376 313.2932 9.895 5 8.1todeFQ+Sc,YS.Tys.S c , S c , T 1 9  c 4 3 2 3  1  T 0 . 0 . 0 6 7 7 1  0  T p h r e n i c y p e s
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phrenic diagnosis. In forensic assessment, such an error might translate to underesti­
mates of, for example, sanity, capacity, culpability, or parenting ability. Some comfort
can be drawn by the fact that the research indicates that the summary scores for cognitive
special scores, WSum6
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34 VIGLIONE AND MEYER

the new sample, examiners recruit participants on their own. Respondents are now ex­
cluded due to "prolonged or significant history" of psychotropic medications or illegal
drug use.

Exner and Erdberg (2005) provided data for 450 of the individuals in this sample. The
more important differences in terms of mean differences and interpretive cutoffs between
the two groups are summarized in Table 2-3. The selected frequencies differ by 5% in the
two samples. As can be seen, form quality is less optimal in the new reference sample.
There are fewer Populars, more special scores, and more of the serious Level2 Cognitive
Special Scores. There is less color overall and more color-dominated relative to form­
dominated color responses. The Afr is lower, there is a notable increase in space re­
sponses, and there is a lower frequency of both cooperative and aggressive movement
scores. In addition, it is more common for passive movement to exceed acti ve and for the
Depression Index (DEPI) to be elevated. Although the frequencies remain low, it is worth
pointing out that the SCON did not exceed 7 in any of the old 600 records, but it does for
11 of the current 450 records. These changes incorporate many of the same variables dis­
cussed earlier as divergences between the old CS samples and the int~rnationalcompos­
ite pool of references samples collected by other researchers.

Another notable finding is that the standard deviation for R is 5.68, as compared to
4.40 in the original CS sample of 600. This change may be problematic because this in­
creased variability ofR should be associated with more variability for all other scores. In­
deed, the great majority of SDs is larger in the new sample as compared to the original.
This greater variability means that interpretive postulates need to have wider confidence
intervals (i.e., the range of expected scores is broader).

Although the new CS reference sample reduces some of the differences with the com­
posite of



TABLE 2-3

llIustrative Changes in the New Target Reliability Construct Versus Original CS Normative
Reference Samples

Domain/Score Original 600 New 450

Quality ofPerception and Thinking

X+% .77 .68

Xu% .15 .20

X-% .07 .11

X+% < .55 2% 12%

X% > .20 22% 45%

X-% > .20 3% 10%

XA% > .89 74% 45%

WDA% < .85 5% 16%

P>7 31% 18%

Sum6 1.91 2.54

WSum6 4.48 7.12

Lvl2 SS > 0 6% 13%

Color

FC> CF+C + 2 25% 15%

FC> CF +C + 1 41% 26%

CF+ C> FC + I 12% 26%

CF+ C> FC + 2 4% 14%

Extratel1sive 38% 31%

Miscellaneous

S>2 14% 38%

DQv> 2 12% 2%

T>I 11% 17%

Ego < .33 13% 20%

Ego> .44 23% 30%

Afr <.40 3% 9%

Afr < .50 11% 24%

Zd < 3.0 7% J4%

Intell> 5 2% 8%

COP=O 17% 11%

AG = 0 37% 44%

Hd .84 J.l4

(Hd) .2J .62

DEPI > 4 5% 14%

p>a+I 2% 10%

Mp>Ma 14% 23%

35
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amined whether coding conventions might
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There is less research into the suitability of the CS normative reference samples for
children. In a study similar to the Shaffer et al. (1999) study and from the same group of
researchers, Hamel, Shaffer, and Erdberg (2000) reported on 100 6- to 12-year-old chil­
dren. This research has also attracted a lot of attention. To establish this group as a norma­
tive reference sample, their parents identified them as average to psychologically healthy
on a commonly
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2. AN OVERVIEW OF PSYCHOMETRICS 39

schach variable and an outcome or construct differs according to style. For example, one
might interpret an Affective Ratio of .40 differently according to EB/Lamhda style, that
is, for a person with an Ambitent style versus an Avoidant style. If the EB and Lambda

styles were such a moderator, then one would need to use different normative tables for
each of the four styles, as recommended by the CS.

However, research support for Lambda/EB style as a moderator is lacking. The only
such published empirical support known to us is greater validity for an old version of the
DEPI among extratensives (Viglione, Brager, & Haller, 1988). Subsequently, in a study
with adolescents, Krishnamurthy and Archer (2001) failed to find support for EB as a
moderator for the current DEP/. Most of the support in CS texts for these four styles
(Exner, 2003) relies solely on the fact that the norms differ for the four groups. For the
most part, the differences in mean values across groups are redundant with EB and
Lambda. For example, Extratensives produce a higher Affective Ratio and more Blood re­
sponses. These responses involve color or color cards, so that they are redundant with the
Extratensive style, because they are concomitant to the WSumC elevation, M < WSumC.

There is considerable research support

EB 524a1 Tm
(e)T
0.042741r0.00as.2829 5241.Td
(most9er9.841r28946 Tcda.)Tj12tdiff7d
(sponse6486 Tm
(reu94B6c74 524.9.7 417.4262 512434149o15, 98.8071 4pingTm
(colo05 Tc 9.717630 0 0 .7 98.8071 ha5 Tteristics1 Tm
(thet)Tj
9.211 Tc 9.95640 04547 372.1687 524.9091 Tme­1e)T
0.042741r0.000 0 4.7 272.1687 524. 96hey2 9.7 182.33m
(in)Tj
0.05.841r0.008 0 97 272.1687 524.9091 TTm
(WSumC)Tj
/T1_040)Tj
9.8325 0 02o)T272.1687 524. 512 Tm
1_06 Tm
1_05e
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Recommendations for Adjustments to CS Adult Normative Expectations

Overall, th
ered in interp
levels of R, 1
magnitude. FI
and to some e
into consider:
larly the FQ v
ages of R calc
the score difft
the forensic e:
clear that nor
variables that

Looking at
XA %, and the J

long records. I
R, although no
are expected !
hypervigilant;

For the rem,
and D locatior

V.I'. New CS Sample"

FC> CF+ C+ J

4.5

.55-.65

I every record

2

3 or 4

2 to 1 ratio

H > Non Pure H

.09-.14

.65-.70

.80-.95

Between 3:2 and I: I

I in 2 records

FC= or< CF + C

2.5-3.5

.45-.55

2 or 3

H + J =Non Pure H

3-4

.15-.25

.50-.60

.70-.85

Research Adjustments
to Expectations

COP

Ratio of GHR to PHR (HRV)

AG

X+%

X-%

XA%/WDA %

H: Non Pure H

Location + Form QualityG H R H :  T f 
 0 . 0 1 5 0 d 7 9 . 0 . 0 2 8  T u m a  1 . 9 8  0  T - 1 . 7 6 4 3 T m 
 4 y
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(FoTj
543642 101PHR70.0269which606.5)Tc129m
(FoTj
5j
j2158-1PHR70.0269v23C:f
0.0154 071319m
(FoTj
57)T89 8.1PHR70.0269and274146.4091c 1
(.15-.25)Tj191 T11161PHR70.0269which606.56 Tm
(H: 88 8.88.25)Tj
1m
97T1_1PHR70.0269criteria606.10728 2(88.25)Tj
1)T8188_1PHR70.0269or44 Tm
781.15-.25.15-.25H107572.15-.25(HRV)
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Overall, the CS variables' association with R suggests that R should be at least consid­
ered in interpretation. To provide some data about which variables are most sensitive to
levels of R, Table 2-5 classifies the correlations between CS variables and R by their
magnitude. For those variables in the categories of very strong (r > .6) and strong (r > .5),
and to some extent moderate (r > .4), it is probably advisable and perspicacious to take R
into consideration when interpreting a protocol. A m1E>thec T  T m 2 3  
 / T 1 _ 0  1  e 0 3 9 6 ( 9  3 4 9 . 7 5 6 3  6 8 2 . 5 9 7 4 2 ) T 9 1 1 5 c T  T m 2 3  
 / T 1 _ 
 0 . c 0  9 T c  - 3 5 . 0 8  - 1 3 3 9 2 2  T d 
 4 m 6 7 e l s
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TABLE 2-6

VALIDITY: DOES THE RORSCHACH MEASURE WHAT WE THINK IT MEASURES?

validity cone
type of valid!

Of course
and a specifi
nizing the va
address the g
test produce~

There hav
world (e.g., ~

considerable
Meyer and A
Rorschach m
and those tha
The scales inl
Rorschach in
medical tests

A number
Coefficients I

stmct validit)
research desi
fluctuate and

Nonethele~

cal tests have
lated to a crit~

to some opinil
tests in terms
was a functiOJ
was greater w
the Rorschac
Archer conch
validity coeff
feet sizes that
eluded that tl
aggregation J
reasonable h
empirically t
Archer, 2001

Consisten
beas muchp'
to why the R
broadband v:

Some indi
is, factors or,

siderable sup

LowR Optimal R High R
n=493 n =619 n =230

R = 14-17 R = 18-27 R>27
Mean R = 15.4 Mean R = 21.7 Mean R = 35.1

1.6 2.8 7.1

6.1 8.9 14.5

1.7 2.7 4.7

l.l 1.6 2.7

0.6 0.4 -1.3

3.2 2.9 2.8

Example
Variable

Very strong (> strong=6c 90 0 8.9 440 1 60p4dongn = 4 9 r 5 3 1 3 7  T c 5 4 1  0  0  8 7 3  7 3  3 0 8 0 . 0 0 6  0  2 4  4 0 . 0 7 . 3 6  T m 
 ( = 6 c  9 0 3 1 3 7  T 0  8 . 8  4 4 7 o n g 4 4   T c 8 0 . 0 0 m 
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validity concerns whether we are deriving information that is not attainable elsewhere, a
type of validity that we consider under utility, which concerns the usefulness ofthe test.

Of course, validity is ultimately demonstrated between a specific Rorschach variable
and a specific construct or criterion relevant to that particular variable. However, orga­
nizing the vast literature by all the variables is a nearly insurmountable task, so that we
address the global validity of the test. Does the evidence suggest that the Rorschach as a
test produces valid measures of appropriated and relevant outcomes and constructs?

There have been thousands of studies addressing Rorschach validity from around the
world (e.g., see summaries in Exner & Erdberg, 2005; Viglione, 1999), demonstrating
considerable support for its validity and cultural adaptability. Based on these studies,
Meyer and Archer (2001; also see Meyer, 2004) summarized the available evidence from
Rorschach meta-analyses, including those that examined the global validity of the test
and those that examined the validity of specific scales in relation to particular criteria.
The scales included CS and non-CS variables. They then considered the evidence for the
Rorschach in the context of evidence from meta-analyses on other psychological and
medical tests (Meyer, Finn et aI., 2001).

A number of factors make it challenging to compare findings across meta-analyses.
Coefficients were not corrected for unreliability, range restriction, or the imperfect con­
struct validity of criterion measures. Moreover, results emerged from different types of
research designs and types of validation tasks. These differences cause effect sizes to
fluctuate and make definitive comparisons of effect sizes difficult.
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observed dependent behavior. Although his moderator analyses examined inkblot
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It is beyond the scope of this chapter to review individual studies, but a sampling of re­
cent utility findings, many of them quite impressive, are presented here. This Rorschach
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Fd, Fi, Sex, X-Ray, MOR, and AG, in addition to R as a control variable. It has a great deal

of empirical validity and utility support in the literature (Dawes, 1999; Perry & Viglione,

1991; Perry et aI., 2003; Stokes et aI., 2003, Viglione, Perry, & Meyer, 2003).

It has been demonstrated and reported many times in the literature that like-named Ror­

schach and self-report scales that purportedly measure similar constructs are weakly associ­

ated with one another, if at all (see, e.g., Archer & Krishnamurthy, 1993a, 1993b, 1997;
Krishnamurthy, Archer, & House, 1996; Meyer, 1996, 1999; Meyer & Archer, 2001; Meyer,

Riethmiller, Brooks, Benoit, & Handler, 2000; Viglione, 1996). Most of this work has used

the MMPI as the self-report measure. These data suggest that the Rorschach should display

incremental validity over self-report scales. From a logical and mathematical point of view,

if both the Rorschach and a given self-report test are related with a given real-life outcome,

and the Rorschach and self-report measure are not related to each other, both should be

uniquely related to that outcome and both should provide incremental
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