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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This investigation is a study of hostility using the 

hostility scoring system of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique, 

a new projective technique that became available to psychol-

ogists in May of 1961 when it was released by the Psycholog-

ical Corporation. Its development is the result of several 

years work by Wayne H. Holtzman and his associates. The 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique will hereafter be referred to as 

the HIT. 

While psychologists have for many years utilized various 

methods for assessing an individual's emotional forces and 

experiences, probably the proj ective method most frequently 

used has been the Rorschach Ink Blot Test . Over the years 

the Rorschach has claimed its enthusiasts and detractors who 

have made interpretations with varying degrees of cautious-

ness from the information gained from administrations of the 

Rorschach. In recent years as more energy has been spent in 

attempts to provide verification of some of the assumptions 

upon which the Rorschach and its interpretations have been 

based, it has become evident that the Rorschach with its ten 

plates, and no parallel set of blots, had some limitationso 

Statistical analyses were difficult to apply correctly since 
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protocols with an equal number of responses to each plate 

were rare, unless specifically asked for. Cronbach (1949) 

points out the inaccuracies and undependable results that 

have occurred because of the lack of psychometric qualities 

in the Rorschach ~ Holtzman (1961) on the other hand points 

out that while many of the attempts at validation were irrel-

evant or inadequately conceived, many carefully designed 

studies yielded negative results. 

Because the HIT has only recently become available, 

there are no reports yet of any validating work done with 

the HIT other than that done during the standardization pro-

cess. Consequently, reports of investigations done with the 

Rorschach will be reviewed. The assumptions upon which the 

Rorschach is based would appear to b the same for the HIT 

since the HIT is a similar technique and has as its background 

many years of experience with the Rorschach . 

Elizur (1949) developed a Rorschach content scoring 

technique for anxiety and hostility which had been used ex-

tensively in establishing the methods of scoring hostility 

responses on the HIT. A review of his work will be given 

later but it should be noted here that his correlations 

between his scoring system for hostility and other measures 

of hostility were high. For this study it was decided to 

duplicate Elizur's study as closely as possible, using his 
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validating criteria and the HIT, and to determine if similar 

results could be obtained. 

There were two Es involved in this study, the present 

author and Duane Brown, another graduate student in psychology 

at Fort Hays Kansas State College. His data was used in h is 

master's thesis (1961) in a study of the anxiety scoring system 

of the HIT. The data for this investigation had been gathered 

prior to the release by the Psychological Corporation of the 

HIT and the Manual since Dr. David Proctor, who had served as 

one of the research associates, had copies of the provisional 

manuals and a set of the Inkblots, both Forms A and B. The 

provisional manuals were stenciled reports of new evidence 

and changes in scoring that were made available to him as more 

validating work was completed . The manuals, consequent l y, 

were not alike, which caused some small confusion at one 

point in the study. This will be explained later . 

A description of the HIT will be given in t he Review 

of Literature following a short resume of the history of 

the development of the inkblots as a clinical ins t rument. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Historical survey of the use of the inkblot in testing 

The fact that different people see different t h ings 

in ambiguous stimuli has been known for some time . Leonardo 

da Vinci tested potential pupils by asking them to draw pic-

tures of what they saw in ambiguous forms made by a sponge 

on the irregular surface of a wall o He used these stimuli 

as a test of vocational ability and as a stimulator of crea-

tive imagination (Piotrowski, 1957) . Much later Justinus 

Kerner used ink drawings and blots to stimulate his mind 

when he was in a melancholy mood . His work has no scien-

tific importance . 

In 1895 Binet suggested the use of inkblots in the 

study of various personality traits, thus becoming the firs t 

person to realize the significance and possibilities of 

ambiguous stimuli in the field of psychological exper iment a -

tiono Dearborn of Harvard in 1897 saw experiment al possi-

bilities in the use of inkblots . He suggested seven ar eas 

in which he saw research possibilities . For example, he 

proposed the study of imagination both from t he quali t ative 

and the quantitative angle as well as a study of association 

and the content of consciousness (Tulchin , 1940)0 Whipple 
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in 1910 reviewed Binet's work and also published the first 

standard series of inkblots o He used them as a stimulus 

for free associations and a means for gaining an indication 

of the fertility of the subject's imagination . It was 

Hermann Rorschach, however, who began to use the inkblots 

in personality diagnosis. 

Rorschach, who was a Swiss psychiatrist, chose the ten 

inkblots that we have today in his Ink Blot Test from among 

thousands of trial blots . His preoccupation with inkblots 

began in 1911 and culminated in 1921 when he published the 

results of his studies in various psychopathic hospitals 

in a monograph entitled Psychodiagnostik . Ellenberger (1954) 

tells about the development of the inkbl ot test . During 

Rorschach's early years as a psychiat rist a t Munsterlingen , 

Switzerland, a teacher friend had interested Rorschach in 

the inkblots that his students made to which t hey wrote 

their associations . According to Ellenberger, this interes t 

was laid aside to be taken up again when Szymon Hens evolved 

an inkblot test of his own and published it , wi th Professor 

Bleuler's approval, in his doctor's dissertation . This 

reawakened interest in 1917 re sulted in three years in the 

publication of Psychodiagnostik in June of 1921 . Other 

briefer histories contained in Klopfer (1942) and Bell (1948) 

imply that the development was made in ten years . 



Klopfer (1942) states that Rorschach combined the 

sound empirical realism of a clinician with the speculative 

acumen of an intuitive thinker. Rorschach considered 

Psychodiagnostik to be only a preliminary report of his 

findings. Nevertheless, present day followers are amazed 

at the comprehensiveness of Rorschach's hypotheses and 

theoretical foundations. The major feature that distin-

guished his work from others is the shift of attention from 

the imaginative content of what the subject sees to the 

subject's method of handling the stimulus material. 

With Dr. Emile Oberholzer, Rorschach published infor-

mation about the "intricate relationships which exist be-

tween his inkblot technique and psychoanalysis'' (Watson, 

1953, p. 334). Bell (1948) calls Ror schach's publication, 

Psychodiagnostik, a "monumental and highly original contri-

bution to personality diagnosisu (p. 75). The quality of 

this work is demonstrated by the fact that the major ele-

ments of administration, scoring and interpretation are 

still much the same today~ At the present time clinicians 

who have continued to use it extensively feel that it is 

extremely useful in assessing t he individual's unconscious 

motivations. On the other hand, experimental reports have 

revealed much contradictory evidence. 

6 
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Shortly after the publication of Psychodiagnostik in 

1921, Rorschach died at the age of thirty-seven, when he 

developed peritonitis following an attack of appendicitis . 

Dr. Oberholzer, a close co-worker, published more of Ror -

schach's material that was later included in the German 

edition of Psychodiagnostik in 1932 . Oberholzer was respon-

sible for the first publication in the United States de-

scribing the Rorschach method . In addition, he trained the 

first people who worked with this testing instrument in this 

country (Klopfer, 1942) . Dr. David M. Levy , a child psychi-

atrist, studied with Oberholzer and in 1927 excited Samuel J . 

Beck's interest in the Ink Blot Test in an afternoon chat 

while Beck was waiting for his wife (Beck , 1937) . In 1930 , 

Beck, following his study with Oberho zer, wrote the first 

American doctoral dissertation on the Rorschach me t hod 

(Beck, 1937; Klopfer, 1942) . 

Writing two decades later Beck (1951) t ells of the 

milieu in which Rorschach developed his test . 

In 1921, when Hermann Rorschach published the Psycho-
diagnostik, a monograph describing his test, psycho-
analysis was just about one generation old . So also 
was clinical psychology, if we date its inception from 
the time when Binet tried some "mental tests " on his 
two daughters. An experimental psychology, including 
much study of perception, was already relatively ven-
erable, dating back three-fourths of a century and 
more to Wundt, Helmholtz, Fechner, and Muller; i t s 
roots were even deeper in philosophical speculations, 
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principally those of Kan t, as to knowledge. Compara-
tively young, however, was the newest of the experi-
mental approaches to the psychology of perception, Ges-
talt psychology, which started in papers by Wertheimer 
a mere decade earliero This is the setting that must 
be kept in mind if we are to understand how it happened 
that the Rorschach test appeared when it did and the 
interest it has held among students of personality. 
These are the facts that disclose, for one thing, t he 
intellectual matrices within which the test derives i t s 
particular form . Thes e facts also make clear what the 
intellectual forces were that dictated the invention of 
an objective instrument having a po t ential for penetrat-
ing into the whole person, in his several psychological 
dimensions (p . 101). 

Rorschach lived and worked in or near Zurich during t he 

years he was experimenting and developing the test . Beck 

continues: 

Thus, he was at the very nucleus of the energe t ic psych i -
atry that includes the names of Forel and Bleuler; he 
was at the center of the Jungian school . Prac t icing 
psychoanalysis he was living the Freudian doctrines . 
Not too far away were the then gr ea t schools of psychol -
ogy in Marburg, not to mention the influences of Berlin 
and Vienna. How all these influences entered into the 
te s t is made clear by a knowledge of its actual working. 
But some hints are gleaned from the Psychodiagnos tik . 
They add up to this; as a psychoanalyst, Rorschach was 
at home in the field of depth psychology , and he knew 
the value of free associationo Fortunately, t oo, he 
possessed an experimental bent, appreciated the advan-
tages of objectivity, and was gifted also with creative 
insight (p . 103) . 

Thus was developed a test that allowed an individual 

to respond, in a manner that is characteristic of him, t o 

ambiguous stimuli that would be the same for other individuals . 

As clinicians obtained more experience with t his test and 

more literature became available, the more valuable it was 



believed to be for gaining insight into an individual's 

perceptual proclivities. 

9 

Later as empirical studies were being made and re-

ported, the results raised doubts as to the validity of some 

of the assumptions that were an integral par t of t he scoring 

and interpretation. Its shortcomings became more bothersome 

and there were repeated comments as to t he desirability of a 

parallel test as well as the necessity for a greater number 

of plates to present to individuals . 

A new development 

While the fundamental scoring system e stablished by 

Rorschach is still in use, there have been changes in empha-

sis, additions, and innovations that have come from new in-

sights gained from the many studies that have been made 

using the Rorschach as the testing instrument . Originally 

Rorschach considered the content of response s i n r elation 

to the Psychogram, thinking that this was the only way tha t 

content had value . With increasing experience Rorschach 

changed his ideas about the importance of content (Pio t rowski, 

1957, p. 329) . Today content analysis is an accep t able 

method for gaining additional information about the manne r 

in which individuals handle their inner psychic t ensions . 

With the addition of content analysis, t he necessity 
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of obtaining empirical data to support the interpretations 

became more and more urgent. While Rorschach had been in-

terested in the application of statistical techniques to his 

data, he had had no time to apply himself to them. Others 

following him had the time and did apply them to their pro-

tocols, but the Ink Blot Test had qualities that did not 

always lend themselves to statistical treatment. Cronbach 

(1949) claims that the statistical applications have not 

always been appropriate. The fact that the number of re-

sponses are usually not held to a constant number, for each 

card or the test as a whole, created problems for the statis-

ticians. Probably the most comprehensive analysis of the 

Rorschach's limitations as a psychometric instrument as used 

in research has been made by Cronbach 1949). 

Wayne H. Holtzman and his associates applied themselves 

to the task of developing a new series of inkblots to which 

could be applied psychometrically sound scoring procedures 

and at the same time have the ambiguous stimuli that will 

produce rich protocols. Two major differences exist between 

the Rorschach and the HIT: (1) there are two parallel sets 

of forty-five plates each; and (2) the subject is required 

to give only one response per plate. The two parallel forms, 

Form A and Form B, have a greater variety of shading, pattern 

and color than the Rorschach, and there are two trial blots 
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that are alike for both forms~ Special effort was made rrto 

develop materials which have high 'pulling power' for responses 

using small details, space, and color and shading attributes 

to compensate for the tendency to give form-determined wholes 

as the first response to an inkblot" (Holtzman, 1959, p. 137). 

The manual's scoring system leans heavily upon previous 

systems and involves six major variables: Location, Form 

appropriateness, Form Definiteness, Color, Shading, and 

Movement Energy Level (Holtzman, 1959). Responses may also 

be scored for anxiety and hostility. The scoring of these 

two variables is based upon the studies of Abraham Elizur 

and Bernard Murstein who developed scoring systems that 

utilized the content of the Rorschach pro t ocols rather than 

the formal structural scoring system. Their work will be 

reviewed later. 

Theoretically there will be several advantages to the 

HIT. Since the number of responses for each card will be 

held to one and each response will be given to a different 

stimulus, as is the case with most interest, ability and 

personality tests, the statistical treatment should yield 

less confusing results. The knowledge available from recent 

experimental studies of color, movement, shading, and other 

factors in inkblot perception resulted in criteria for the 

production of a greater variety of inkblots which has made 
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possible better stimuli, better in the sense of being more 

capable of eliciting information from subjects. And finally , 

the parallel forms constructed from item-analysis data will 

also yield adequate estimates of reliability for each major 

variable. 

The discussion in Holtzman, et al~, (1961) of objective , 

self-inventory personality measures reports on studies by 

Roebush (1960) and Barger and Sechrest (1961) dealing with 

anxiety and hostility. Correlations between anxiety and 

hostility scores and paper-and- pencil tests (Taylor's Mani-

fest Anxiety Scale, Sarason's Test Anxiety Scale for Children, 

and Siegel's Manifest Hostility Scale) proved to be insig-

nificant. Barger and Sechrest reported a lack of any re-

lationship between peer-ratings and i kblot scores (p. 180). 

What inkblot test was used by them was not mentioned by 

Holtzman. The reports of these studies were not available 

to the writer prior to the collection of the data. 

Because of the newness of this innovation in projective 

testing, the validity data is limited to that collected 

during the development. Thus this test is still in an ex-

perimental phase. 
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Basic assumptions 

Although this study will not be dealing with the Ror-

schach, some of the basic assumptions made in using the Ror-

schach would seem to be applicable to the HIT. According to 

Piotrowski (1957) there are ten general principles that con-

stitute the theoretical foundation of Rorschach's technique 

in personality assessment. They may be sununarized quickly 

this way: when a stimulus is ambiguous and visual, the sub-

ject responds by giving perceptions that he has selected out 

of the many that he might have reported. Since the percepts 

occur without conscious effort on the part of the subject, 

and without explicit instructions as to what is to be seen, 

what creative imagination the subject has will be utilized 

to produce a structured percept from the unstructured material. 

The subject is usually ignorant of the traits that he may be 

revealing about himself, thus he is freed from potential 

anxiety and embarrassment. This technique appears to tap 

anxious and troublesome percepts and ideas more easily than 

they do happy and carefree thoughts. The subject's ability 

or manner of handling the inkblots parallels his ability or 

manner of handling social relations. The subject's succes-

sive Rorschach record or variability parallels changes in 

personality; yet, the fact that groups of individuals fre-

quently report similar perceptions contributes greatly to 



the validity of the method. (These are not in the order 

that Piotrowski presented them in Perceptanalysis.) 
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Because of the "indeterminateness of [thaj stimulirr 

(Piotrowski, 1957, p. 39) and the lack of anything definite 

suggested in the test procedure, any specific response or 

reaction becomes the subject's own contribution. His per-

sonality predetermines the percepts that he will report, 

and he may see many that he does not report, but the broadest 

principle is that there must be selection since there is no 

perception without it (Piotrowski , 1957) 0 This process of 

selection is felt to be a function of the personali t y . 

Mainly, the struggles the subject has in corrnnunicat ing the 

percepts result not from a conscious effort to " see rr some-

thing in the stimuli but from the fe t need to decide which 

of all the percepts he sees is he going to corrnnunicate . Onl y 

when he feels that the information gained in this manner may 

be used against him, may the evidence be of doubtful value 

(Piotrowski, 1957). 

Murstein (1961) sounds a note of caut ion in this matter 

of projective testing . He presents evidence that appears to 

controvert many of the assumpti ons upon which projective 

testing has been based. He discusses ten assumptions that 

have been more or less popularly accepted in the past and 

with the results of recent experimental studies suggests 
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that perhaps some of the early theories need to be re-examined 

and revised. More will be said later about his critique. 

Review of Rorschach Literature with respect to hostility 

The present study is concerned with the ability of the 

HIT to measure hostility in subjects. Since the HIT is a 

new testing instrument, the material relevant to hostility 

and protocol content of the Rorschach has been searched for 

pertinent material. Regrettably there is only a limited 

number of experiments comparing responses believed to be 

indicative of hostility on the Rorschach and hostili t y in 

attitudes or overt behavior . 

For the present study, work done by Elizur (1949) is 

most impor t ant. He attempted to show i n his study t hat anxi -

ety and hostility are measurable variableso He used a 

shortened version of Rorschach administration omitting t he 

inquiry except in responses tha t appeared to be ambiguous 

or neutral. He scored the protocols by a sys t em t hat he 

devised and called the Rorschach Content Test (RCT). He 

did not score the protocols by the formal method of location 

and determinants. The RCT scores were derived from the 

sunnning of numerical values given to responses that were 

believed to indicate anxiety and hostilityo Elizur utilized 

a point system with strongly worded percepts of reproach , 
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hatred or derogation receiving two points and milder expres-

sions receiving one point. The scoring for anxiety was 

independent of the scoring for hostility, thereby resulting 

in two separate scores for each subject. A two point score 

for hostility, for example, would be given for the response 

"an angry facett while one point would be given to "primitive 

war mask", according to Elizur's RCT. Anxiety scoring will 

not be discussed since it is not pertinent to this study. 

Anxiety and hostility are considered by Elizur as 

systems of tension "operating within the individual which 

account for certain of his responses to the ink blots" 

(Elizur, 1949, p. 248). Systems of tension are not generally 

connected to any specific object but are indefinite in nature, 

"free floating and liable to substit tion" (Elizur, 1949, 

p. 248)0 The individual will make this substitution because 

the Rorschach provides him with stimuli that allows for these 

tensions to break through without his awareness. Elizur 

comments further that these systems of tension denote a 

disturbed equilibrium of the organism. 

Elizur, in addition to using volunteer college students, 

used protocols from neurotics and normal individuals. The 

results of the work with neurotics and the control group 

verified the hypothesis that the RCT could differentiate 

between these groups, but only the results of the study as 
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developed with the work with the college students is relevant 

to the present study. The volunteer group consisted of 15 

males and 15 females ranging in age from 19 to 43 years with 

a mean age of 28~6 years and a standard deviation of 6.4 

years~ This group could hardly be considered to be typical 

of the general college population. He does not specify if 

this population came only from the undergraduate division. 

If it did, then the age range would be considered even more 

atypical. 

Each S was first given the Rorschach. Then three other 

assessment techniques, serving as validating criteria, were 

administered. These were a Questionnaire, a Self-rating 

Scale, and an Interview, which are explained fully in a 

later chapter since they are used i n toto by the present 

study. 

The intercorrelation coefficients between the RCT 

hostility scores and each of the validating criteria as 

reported by Elizur are contained in Table I. They con-

firmed Elizur's hypotheses that the RCT is a valid method 

of interpreting Rorschach protocols. Since the RCT had 

the highest correlations, Elizur suggests that the RCT is 

the most valid measure of hostility of all the techniques 

applied in his study. 
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Elizur conducted a reliability study of the Question-

naire using the split-halves method . He studied Ideas of 

Reference and Aloofness since there were ten items in each 

of these subdivisions and obtained coefficients of .67 and 

.65 respectively . Corrected by the Spearman Brown formula 

the coefficients become .80 and .79 respectively . The 

Hostility subdivision contained only five items and was not 

reported upon. 

TABLE I 

INTERCORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG VALIDATING 
CRITERIA AS REPORTED BY ELIZUR 

RCT 
Questionnaire 
Self-rating Scale 
Interviewl 

Ques-
tion-
naire 
. 74** 

1 N = 20, all others N = 30 
* Significant at the .05 level 
** Significant at the .01 level 
# Significant at the . 10 level 

Self-
rating Inter-
Scale view1 
. 45* .60** 
.54* .39# 

.46* 

In order to check the reliability of the RCT scoring 

system and to determine if the system can be taught to persons 

who have not previously worked with the Rorschach , Elizur 

used eight inexperienced scorers who had a general background 

in psychology . They were given instructions for scoring 

which they found they could use with increasing facility 
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feeling that the material was readily understandable. When 

the average intercorrelation coefficients among the eight 

scorers were computed, he obtained a coefficient of . 82 for 

hostility, indicating high interscorer reliability even with 

minimally trained people . Elizur's scoring correlated with 

the eight scorers to an even greater degree, as indicated by 

a coefficient of . 93 for hostility. 

The split-half method of testing the reliability of the 

RCT scores indicated that the reliabili t y of the hostility 

scores were the highest, but he does not know how to account 

for this. He comments that although his reliability coef-

ficients do not compare unfavorably wit h the results of 

other reliability studies of projective techniques, he 

suggests that the reliability of the orschach could be 

improved if a larger testing sample were available, t hat is , 

more blots to present to ~s . 

Low negative correlations were found between a ge and 

the RCT for both males and females on anxie t y and hos t ili t y . 

The larger number of problems still left for t he post - ado-

lescent to solve could have contributed to the greater in-

security and the more suspicious attitude found in the 

younger volunteers. On the other hand, the individuals 

who were older in this sample are considered t o have reached 

the most stable phase in the life cycle of human beings. 
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The males and females differed somewhat in their RCT 

scores but the differences did not reach statistical signif-

icance. The males showed higher means for both anxiety and 

hostility, but the females showed somewhat higher variability. 

He corrnnented further that the younger mean age of the males 

might have contributed somewhat to the higher RCT scores. 

Elizur in evaluating the RCT comments that the RCT is 

rather limited in scope, that it does not give a total per-

sonality description but only evaluates two systems of ten-

sion. This can be a strength for it allows for " quantitative 

evaluation of important personality variables rather t han 

overall personality generalizations which hardly can compare 

one individual with another" (p . 278). 

Results of the RCT must be appl ed with caution to other 

groups because Elizur's samples were not representative sam-

ples of the normal population. He sees a need for more work 

to establish norms of representative samples of the general 

population before any meaningful interpretations of a S's 

scores on the RCT can be made. He further sugges t ed that 

research with a test that had more inkblots and a parallel 

test would be desirable. From the standpoint of this inves -

tigation, this suggestion is most meaningfulo 

Elizur ' s success with the RCT as a measure of anxiety 

and hostility interested other investigators. Some utilized 

-
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his RCT while others developed techniques of their own. It 

seems, however, whether they used his RCT or not, his work 

appeared to serve as a stimulus for more study of hostility 

and content of Rorschach protocols. 

Gorlow, Zimet and Fine (1952) decided from the results 

of a pilot study that the RCT of Elizur is a valid means of 

detecting responses indicative of hostility and anxiety. 

Their subjects were thirteen adolescents who were in juve-

nile court for some infraction of the law and thirteen ado-

lescents who had not been in court . The cont rol group was 

matched for age, sex, intelligence, and socioeconomic status . 

The authors concluded: 

The technique is sensitive to the difference between 
the groups o Consequently, it appears to be a worth-
while method for deriving measur ments in these person-
ality variables. Moreover, this investigation seems to 
have successfully related at least one of the variables , 
that is, hostility, to its behavioral correlates . The 
delinquent group had "behaved" with hostili t y . The find -
ings also lent support to the hypothesis that adolescent 
delinquents suffer anxiety as well as hostility to a 
marked degree . (p . 7 4) 

In spite of the fact that the delinquent group had a lowe r 

total number of responses, they exceeded the control group 

in number of responses involving the variables of hostili t y 

and anxiety. 

Smith and Coleman (1956) investigated the relationship 

between content of Rorschach protocols and Make-a-Picture -
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Story protocols and the amount of overt hostility that was 

exhibited by thirty white male children between the ages of 

nine and fifteen in a reading clinic. Behavior of these 

children was observed by the teachers who recorded the amount 

of physical hostility, quarrelsomeness and verbal hostility 

displayed by them over a long period of timeo A hostility 

score on the Rorschach was obtained by constructing a scale 

utilizing portions of the scales of Elizur (1949) and Walker 

(1951)0 Together the two tests (Rorschach and MAPS) corre-

lated with behavior to a greater extent than either one 

alone, but for purposes of the review, conclusions about the 

Rorschach will be discussed. 

The hypothesis that a curvilinear relationship existed 

between the amount of hostile content and overt hostile be-

havior was verified. Their study demonstrated a low but 

statistically significant correlations between the hostile 

content in the Rorschach and overt hostility. High and low 

amounts of hostility on the Rorschach were associated with 

low overt hostility and mid-range amounts of hostile content 

were associated with high overt hostility (p. 333)0 

A significant methodological danger is pointed out by 

Smith and Colemano The curvilinear relationship would not 

have been evident if extreme criteria groups had been utilized 

in the place of the full range of hostility levels. In other 

• -
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words the£ might have been zero. This curvilinear relation-

ship would be important in studies attempting validation of 

projective tests. 

Gluck (1955) attempted to construct two scales that 

would allow him to detect overt and covert hostile responses 

on the Rorschach. The scales were based on other scales by 

other experimenters including Elizur (1949) and Walker (1951). 

Following the administration of the Rorschach, the patients 

were placed in a stressful situation designed to be extremely 

provocative of hostile behavior. 

Gluck did not get significant results between the analy-

sis of Rorschach protocol content and the subject's behavior 

in the stress situation. He discussed the possibility that 

"this strong authoritarian examiner mav well have provoked 

the anxiety necessary to inhibit the hostile action at the 

same time that he was provoking hostile feelings within the 

subjects" (p. 477)~ He felt that this might have been a 

situation similar to those in which the patients frequently 

have difficulty adjusting. 

Gluck's conclusion was that the simple assessment of 

the amount (italics his) of hostility contained in a Ror-

schach protocol is not adequate basis for predicting hostile 

behavior. The interaction of anxiety with hostility, the 

direction or target of the hostility, and the available 
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effective controls (M quality, FC to CF, for example) need to 

be more adequately defined before prediction of behavior from 

protocols is advisable. 

Two criticisms can be made of Gluck's study. First, it 

was done in an Army Hospital. One of the first things any 

service man learns is that hostility is not shown toward a 

superior. Gluck does not tell us what his position was but 

it is possible he was an officer or the subjects thought he 

was. Consequently, it may not have been only "the strong 

authoritarian examiner" that caused the inhibition of overt 

hostility but the "system" as well. The second concerns 

his statement about the scale he used. He commented that 

the scales "were not independently tapping qualitative differ-

encesrr (po 477). Gluck took parts from scales of other ex-

perimenters and made a "hybrid" for his study. He did not 

know how reliable or valid these items were in themselves 

and his results may have been adversely affected by poor 

scales. 

Murstein (1956) used 80 male college students in an 

attempt to discover if the amount of hostility projected 

on the Rorschach in the presumed non-threatening atmosphere 

of a standardized Rorschach administration would be greater 

if the ~s were hostile and possessed insight into that fact. 

The insightfulness of the ~s was determined by obtaining 



25 

rankings from the fs about their fraternity brothers on a 

continuum of friendliness. The instructions pointed out that 

those who were the most friendly would be the least hostile. 

By implication those who were the least friendly would be the 

most hostile. Then self rankings were obtained to determine 

how the self-perception agreed with the group ranking. If 

the rankings closely agreed, then he considered the f insight-

fulo Murstein varied the ego-threatening conditions following 

the administrations of the Rorschach, but since ego-threat is 

not a part of the present study, in the interests of simplicity 

it will not be discussed. 

The S were divided into two groups, hostile and friendly, 

according to the group rankings. He then sub-divided each 

group according to the insightful or non-insightful attri-

butes of the Sso The following description of his groups was 

not given in this manner by Murstein, but the arrangement 

was decided upon for added clarityo 

FRIENDLY: 

Friendly-insightful--Perceived by self and others as friendly 

Friendly non-insightful-- Perceived self as hostile, con-

sidered friendly by others 

HOSTILE: 

Hostile-insightful--Perceived by self and others as hostile 



Hostile non-insightful--Perceived self to be friendly, 

considered hostile by others. 
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Murstein was able to show that hostile-insightful Ss 

did project a significantly greater amount of hostility on 

the Rorschach than the other groups in the non-threatening 

atmosphere of the usual Rorschach administration. The dif-

ference between the amount of hostility projected by the 

three other groups did not attain significance. 

Murstein's study contributed to the understanding and 

scoring of content for hostility. He criticized Elizur's 

two-point scale feeling that his own two dimensional seven-

point scale was more sensitive to differences in hostile 

projection~ His scale allowed for discriminations along the 

phylogenetic scale with open hostility by man, for example, 

receiving a higher score than hostility of bears. Also, the 

covert-overtness of the behavior was taken into consideration 

with bears fighting receiving a higher score than bears vying 

for fish (p. 420). Murstein scored his protocols with Elizur's 

RCT and obtained similar results, but less significant. 

In addition to the scale that Murstein developed which 

contributed to the hostility scoring system developed for 

the HIT, his postulates about the importance of self-concept 

appear to be especially pertinent for the present study~ Ac-

cording to Murstein, if the~ perceives self as friendly, the 



27 

perceptions on the inkblots will contain fewer responses that 

can be scored as hostile, but these responses may not give 

an accurate picture of that individual's hostility level as 

viewed by other individuals. Murstein (1961) reports more 

studies that point up the importance of self-concept in 

understanding the responses on projective techniques. 

Walker (1951) had forty ~sin a veteran's hospital who 

were obtaining psychotherapy. He was interested, not in 

using the therapy ratings or test scores as criterion, but 

in discovering nto what extent are test signs of hostility 

related to the therapist's impression of this patient's 

hostility" (p. 454). Walker administered the Rorschach and 

MAPS test to each~ then asked the psychotherapists who were 

treating them to rate them on (a) t _ ways that patients 

manifested hostility, (b) the direction or objects of the 

hostility, and (c) the way the~ reacts to his own expres-

sions of hostility. Walker criticized Elizur's RCT for its 

coarse grouping of responses and asked three judges who had 

had extensive experience with the Rorschach to score the 

responses for hostility. The correlation between Rorschach 

hostility scores and the therapist ratings was .78, signifi-

cant at .01 level of confidence. 

Both Elizur and Walker scored content for hostility, 

but their methods were dissimilar in many aspects. Elizur 
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used a content scoring method that he devised giving examples 

without telling where or how the examples were obtained. 

Walker took the actual responses given by his Ss and asked 

experienced judges to rate them on a scale of Oto 4 (no 

hostility to high hostility). Elizur used inexperienced 

scorers. Yet Walker felt that his results were a corrobora-

tion of Elizur's finding that the Rorschach content can be 

used to measure hostility. On the other hand, the ratings 

of ~s• own hostility on a questionnaire were negatively re-

lated to the Rorschach. The correlations were not signifi-

cant but were moderately high, suggesting that self-ratings 

for these patients is inversely related to expressions of 

hostility on the Rorschach. 

Walker concluded that intuitive methods tend to be 

substantiated by his study and that projective tests proved 

to be good measures of the patient's hostility while the 

self-rating scale did not. The conclusion reached by Walker 

was that the Rorschach tends to measure hostility that has 

not reached the level of awareness in the patient. 

Finney (1955), using information and Rorschach protocols 

of hospital patients, found that assaultive behavior is re-

lated to a small degree, but not significantly, to destructive 

content in the Rorschach protocols. He used a Palo Alto De-

structive Content Scale and placed part of his failure to 
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obtain significant results upon this scale. He commented 

that the problem still remained of constructing a reliable 

measure. Greater reliability might be gained, he suggested, 

by increasing the number of blots and restricting the number 

of responses. This larger pool of responses will aid in the 

determination of the consistency of the person's concepts. 

Finney criticizes Elizur's report for using raw scores rather 

than percentages, causing inflated estimates. He further 

states that Elizur used graduate students who probably gave 

more responses than his hospital patients. This is the only 

indication of the educational level of Elizur's subjects, 

other than the age limits which suggests that the older ones 

may have been in the graduate school . 

Although several different method ~ have been used to 

determine from Rorschach protocols the amount of hostility 

possessed by ~s, there seems to be general agreement that 

hostility is a measurable variableo Elizur appears to have 

been the first person to publish a scale for measuring hostile 

responses on the protocolso Others using his scale were able 

to obtain results that tended to confirm the value of his 

work. These later studies (Gorlow, et al., Smith and Coleman, 

Gluck, and Murstein) used Elizur's work in some way in their 

studies and, while critical in varying amounts of his coarse 

grouping, they all felt that he had made a major contribution 



to the understanding of the value of the use of Rorschach 

content in determining the hostility of ~s. 
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One conm1ent that recurs in Rorschach literature where 

statistical applications are made or discussed concerns the 

small number of blots to present to Ss and the difficulty of 

making proper statistical studies. The investigators fre-

quently point out the necessity for a larger selection of 

blots with better psychometric qualities in the test procedure 

and scoring. This necessity has been met by the appearance 

of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique, a projective test instru-

ment that meets the requirements of more blots and desired 

psychometric qualities. 



CHAPTER III 

PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESIS 

With the introduction of the HIT there is now available 

the desired increase in the number of inkblots to present to 

subjects. This offers an opportunity to determine if the 

controlled number of responses, each to a different stimulus, 

will produce a more reliable and valid indicator of inner 

psychic tensions. What the HIT will mean in terms of the 

many variables that have been examined in the past in con-

nection with the Rorschach, only time will tell . This study 

will be concerned with one of the variables, hostility. It 

is the purpose of this paper to determine if the hostility 

score obtained by the administration of the HIT will be sig-

nificantly related to other measures of hostility. This is 

an attempt to test the validity of the hostility scoring 

system of the HIT. 

For this study hostility was defined as feelings of 

resentment and enmity. In our culture these are frequently 

repressed, "but almost inevitably show up in the individual's 

distorted attitudes toward people, either being too antag-

onistic or too submissive" (Elizur, 1949, p. 248)0 If the 

manner in which an individual perceives the ambiguous stimuli 

of inkblots parallels his ability to handle social situations 
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(Piotrowski, 1957), then the inkblots should give indications 

of the manner in which he handles hostility. 

The hypothesis was that the HIT, Form A, and its hostil-

ity scoring system was significantly correlated to four in-

dependent indices of hostility. Three of the validating 

criteria were (a) a Questionnaire, (b) a Self-rating Scale , 

and (c) Interview Ratings . These were adopted from Elizur's 

study of 1949 and will be discussed in the next chapter . The 

fourth index was the Peer-rating Scale which was specially 

constructed for the present research in order to provide 

some indication of the behavior of the subjects as perceived 

by dormitory mates. Two ratings were obtained from this 

Peer-rating Scale: (a) the rating of the subject by her 

peers and (b) the subject's rating of herself , to be called 

Self-rating (pr). 



CHAPTER IV 

SUBJECTS AND METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects for this study were thirty white college 

women who were Freshmen and Sophomores living in one of the 

dormitories on the campus of Fort Hays Kansas State College. 

Because Elizur had found that age and sex exerted an influence 

upon RCT scores, it was decided to eliminate the complicating 

factor of sex and narrow the age range of the ~s. No subject 

was used who had not reached her eighteenth birthday or was 

over twenty-one years of age. The mean age was 18.8 years. 

By applying the age restriction it was hoped that the results 

would be more clearly applicable to a female population of 

college-age. By comparison, Elizur's sample had a mean age 

of 28.6, which is considerably older than the usual college-

age population. 

The decision to use women rather than men was made for 

several reasons, one of which was the co-operation given by 

the Dean of Women in the past in allowing experiments to be 

conducted in the dormitories. In order to save time the ini-

tial contact was to be made with the potential subjects in 

a group and since the women have closing hours, it was a 

relatively easy task to assemble them. Since all of the Ss 
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had lived on the chosen floor for the school term, and the 

data were collected prior to the final examination week of 

the spring semester, they, thereby, fulfilled a necessary 

requirement for the Peer-rating Scale, that the Ss know one 

another, although some were better known by the majority 

than others. 

All of the women proved to be highly co-operative ~s. 

There were no drop-outs and they were on time for their ap-

pointments with the ~s . 

Validating criteria 

Although the HIT is not one of the validating criteria , 

it will be mentioned briefly here to give the reader an over -

view of all of the instruments used in t his study. At t he 

time that the data were gathered and the HIT protocols were 

scored, only the provisional manuals were available to the 

~s 0 Only after the independent scoring had begun was it 

discovered that the manuals (Holtzman, 1958 , 1960) were not 

the same, with the later one containing additional material 

as well as some important changes in scoring of hostility. 

This caused some confusion, but was adjusted in the manner 

that will be explained later. 

In a previous chapter the broad outlines of the assess-

ment techniques developed and utilized by Elizur were mentioned, 
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but a more specific discussion is necessary at this time 0 

For reference a copy of each of the validating criteria has 

been placed in the Appendix. 

Questionnaire. The questions used in the Questionnaire 

were adopted without modification from Elizur. The instruc-

tions were the same except for the use of the word "circle" 

instead of "check". Elizur did not indicate the order in 

which the questions were placed in the form that he gave to 

his ~s. Therefore, to establish the order to be used for 

this study, a table of random numbers was used. A nine-point 

scale, from 1 to 9, placed across the page from the question, 

was provided for the answer. A score of nine, because of 

the wording of the question was not always an indication of 

high hostility. Therefore, before ca culations were begun, 

the polarity was taken into consideration and appropriate 

adjustments made. 

Out of the fifty-four questions in the Questionnaire 

twenty-nine of them were used in the study of hostility. One 

question was used twice so that for scoring purposes there 

were thirty items. In order to study hostility Elizur in-

cluded questions involving hostility and also those that in-

volved submissiveness, aloofness, and ideas of referenceo 

He did not combine the scores from each of these variables 

into a total score that could be used as an indicator of 
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hostility. In this study each of the variables, hostility, 

submissiveness, aloofness, and ideas of reference as measured 

by the Questionnaire are correlated separately and combined. 

Five separate items or questions were used to determine 

the score of hostility. They dealt mainly with the S's im-

pressions of himself and the motives of others. The identi-

fying numbers in the Questionnaire for these questions are 

14, 16, 19, 29, and 30. 

Elizur hypothesized that Submissiveness is related to 

hostility, stating: 

The accumulation of hostile feelings within the individual 
is probably due to his failure to provide free outlet to 
his natural aggressive urges. Such an individual would 
therefore be expected to show a rather strong submissive 
attitude in his overt behavior (p. 266). 

The five questions on Submissiveness wPre designed to deter-

mine how the~ perceived his overt behavior in situations 

that could contain hostility. In the Questionnaire these 

questions are numbered 12, 13, 14, 46, and 520 Question 

number 14 is the only one that was used twice. 

Elizur included aloofness in his study of hostility by 

stating: 

•• 
0 

that the individual who had accumulated much 
hostility would tend to maintain an aloof attitude 
toward peopleo In Horney's terminology he would tend 
to 'move away from' people as opposed to the individual 
with a large 'a' (1i.nxieti] score who tends to 'move 
toward' people (p. 268). 
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To study aloofness Elizur used ten questions to investigate 

the perception the~ has of his behavior with strangers, in 

making friends, and expressing resentment. These questions 

are numbered 5, 6, 7, 18, 24, 25, 37, 39, 49, and 54 in the 

Questionnaire. 

For Elizur, ideas of reference are, by inference , a 

projection of hostility felt by an individual. He states: 

It is assumed that a •• 'h' scores should correlate 
positively with ideas of referencea On the one hand, 
the same mechanism which is responsible for having the 
individual see frightening images in the inkblots would 
probably also lead him to see frightening persons in his 
fellows, who 'have the intentions of injuring him.' On 
the other hand, ideas of reference represent, almost by 
definition, a projection of one's own hostility (p. 269). 

These questions, ten in number, are numbered 1, 10, 28, 32, 

33, 38, 40, 42, 51, and 53. 

Self-rating Scale (Er) a Self-rating Scale (Er) will 

identify Elizur's instrument. This scale contained eleven 

statements designed to determine the amount of control 

(called here 'intensity') and the frequency with which the 

S felt that control was necessary with regard to specific 

emotions or feelings. A copy of the Self-rating Scale is 

included in Appendix D. Again the order Elizur used was 

not known. A table of random numbers was utilized in deter-

mining the order that would be used for this study. The 

wording for the items is identical with that Elizur used, 
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but the instructions were simplified and made more under-

standable. Since several changes were made, they will be 

easier to understand if the instructions as Elizur gave them 

is printed. So that comparisons can be made, the instructions 

as given by Elizur are placed in Appendix C, while those used 

by the present study are placed in Appendix D. Two nine-point 

scales, one for intensity and one for frequency, were used 

for each item and the S was asked to rate herself on each 

scale for each item. 

Four of the eleven items were associated with the study 

of hostility. Three were designed specifically to test hos-

tility and one tested submissiveness which Elizur hypothesized 

was an indication of the presence of hostility. Items num-

bered 5, 8, and 10 investigated hosti ity while number 3 

dealt with submissiveness. The Hostility i t ems and the one 

Submissive item are treated separately in the statistical 

analyses. 

Interview. The questions appearing in the Appendix were 

used verbatim from Elizur. The questions were read to each 

Sin an effort to have, as much as possible, duplicate test-

ing situations by both Is. Efforts were made to obtain a 

written report of the responses as the~ gave thema The pur-

pose of the interview was to elicit answers concerning sub-

missiveness, dependency, anxiety and hostility. The questions 



alternated between the present and past life of the sand 

were carefully phrased in an attempt to eliminate any hint 

of what the interviewer was seeking. 
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Peer-rating Scaleo This scale was specifically developed 

for this study. The appearance of the scale is similar to 

the Questionnaire and Self-rating Scale with the addition, 

in the instructions to the Ss, of a table to indicate the 

number of individuals to be placed in each category, in the 

hope of obtaining a normal distribution. Nervousness and 

friendliness were used in the instructions instead of anxiety 

and hostility. The scale contained the names of the 30 par-

ticipating .§.s opposite two nine-point rating scales , one of 

nervousness and one for friendliness. The instructions gave 

explanations of the basis upon which t e judgments of Ss 

were to be made . The peer-rating score of a.§. was obtained 

by summing the numerical values of twenty-nine ratings on 

the friendliness continuum. The .§.'s rating of self was not 

used in this score. A low score on this scale indicates a 

rating of unfriendliness and a high score indicates that the 

.§. was judged to be most friendly and least hostile. This 

approach was used by Murstein (1956) . 

Self-rating (pr). This is really a part of the Peer-

rating Scale, but since the rating on the friendliness con-

tinuum given by a S to herself was treated separately in 
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computations, it needs to be mentioned separately as one of 

the validating criteria. The score obtained here was the 

product of only one judgment, that of the~ of herself. 

SCAT. The SCAT scores were available from the college 

and were included to determine if a relationship might exist 

between the HIT hostility score and intelligencee The SCAT 

score for one S was unavailable, while the information for 

five ~s was expressed percentages. For these five Ss the raw 

score was estimated from the percentage. Therefore, twenty-

nine SCAT scores were available for this study. 

Procedure 

Two ~s, one male(~ 2) and the other female(~ 1), were 

involved in gathering the data for this study. The data was 

used by~ 2 in a study of anxiety. The female E made the 

initial contact with the ~sin the dormitory after closing 

hours and the floor that had the largest number of residents 

was chosen~ Of the forty-two women on this floor thirty 

volunteered to be ~s. They were informed at this meeting 

what would take place and that approximately three hours 

would be involved for each S. In addition, they were told 

that, if they desired, they could learn something about their 

own performance and stress was placed upon the experimental 

nature of the information. They indicated their willingness 



41 

to co-operate in the study by signing a time schedule which 

was so arranged that two Ss could be tested and interviewed 

during the same two hour block of time. 

When it was known who would be participants the names 

were entered on the Peer-rating sheet and distributed to the 

§s along with the Questionnaire and the Self-rating Scale. 

All but two girls completed the forms during this second 

contact and these two were obtained the next day. The Ss 

were requested not to discuss any aspects of the tests because 

such discussion could possibly distort the final results of 

the experiment. From the reports of the §sit would appear 

that this request was followed exceptionally well. The co-

operation and interest of the women was extremely satisfying 

at all timeso 

Following the administration of the HIT during the third 

contact, the §s were interviewed. The fs exchanged Ss for 

the interview to eliminate any bias an f might have gained 

during the administration of the HIT. 

The procedure followed here is somewhat different from 

Elizur's procedure. He administered the Rorschach first and 

then gave §s the Questionnaire and Self-rating Scale to com-

plete. These were returned when the §s were interviewedo 

The School and College Ability Test (SCAT) scores were 

obtained for each Sand the raw scores were used to determine 
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if there was any relationship between the scores obtained on 

the HIT and the SCAT. Intelligence was not a factor in de-

ciding who would be ~s, since the SCAT scores were obtained 

after it was known who the Ss were to be. 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS 

Since Elizur's study is the basis for this one, his 

hypotheses were adopted for this study. Because there are 

three separate testing instruments from Elizur with several 

subdivisions within each test, and the addition of one in-

strument of our own, the number of variables is large enough 

to lead easily to confusion . The tables are placed at the 

beginning of each section as an introduction to the variables 

that will be discussed in that sec t ion. 

The general working hypothesis for the present study 

was that the Holtzman Inkblot Test, Form A, and its scoring 

system for hostility will be significantly correlated with 

four independent indices of hostility . The four indices 

are (a) the Questionnaire, (b) the Self-rating Scale (Er) , 

(c) the Interview, and (d) the Peer-rating Scale. A supple-

mentary hypothesis concerns the Self-rating (pr) and the 

SCAT. It is hypothesized that these two criteria will be 

correlated significantly with the HIT hostility score. 

Interscorer Correlation. The interscorer correlation 

of scores obtained by independent scoring of HIT protocols 

demonstrated the agreement with which the scoring can be 

done. Nevertheless, this was not obtained without some 
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difficulty. The protocols of E 1 were scored independently 

before it was discovered that the provisional manuals (the 

book was not available until months later) were different in 

the values to be given to a number of responses as well as in 

the addition of several sample responses that clarified the 

scoring for some responses that had been puzzling. Differ-

ences between the manuals for the scoring of anxiety were 

minimal while the changes for hostility were considerable and 

important. Since E 1 had the older and less complete manual, 

it was a misfortune that the differences in the manuals were 

not discovered before scoring was donee 

Following the discovery of the difference between the 

manuals, the protocols recorded and scored by~ 1 had to be 

scored the second time, making change~ that were in accord-

ance with the 1960 manual. Only those responses were re-

scored where the examples in the scoring instructions com-

pelled a change. The scoring of the protocols of E 2 then 

was done with the 1960 manual. With this scoring difficulty 

only partially solved since there were some responses that 

would probably have been scored differently the first time 

if the 1960 manual had been available, an r of .82 was ob-

tained between the scoring of the two ~s. This is, never-

theless, a satisfactory interscorer correlation. 

To arrive at the final HIT scores all the protocols 
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were reviewed the second time, response by response, and 

disagreements between the scores were resolved. Thus, one 

score was obtained for each~ that was used in all further 

computations. The correlation of each ~•s scores with the 

final scores reveals that most of the disagreements were 

resolved in favor of~ 2 and the later manualo Correlation 

of the scores of~ 1 with the final scores resulted in a 

coefficient of .86, while the correlation of E 2 scores with 

the final ones resulted in an r of .94. These are both sat-

isfactory £ 1 S, indicating that the Es were able to follow 

the directions in the Manual. While efforts were directed 

by the developers of the HIT toward establishing a scoring 

system that had many objective qualities, the subjective 

elements still exist. These r's sug~est that despite the 

subjective elements, scorers can agree. In Holtzman, et al., 

(1961) the interscorer consistency for hostility scores 

using highly trained ~•sand schizophrenic protocols was 

given as .96 (p. 106). No interscorer £ was reported for 

hostility where college students had been the subjects o 

Means and Standard Deviationso Table II and Table Ill 

contain the means and standard deviations for the HIT and 

each of the variables studied in this investigation. Table 

II reports the means and standard deviations for each of 

the validating criteria except the Questionnaire, while 
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Table III is concerned with the means and standard deviations 

of each of the variables from the Questionnaire. The paren-

theses in Table II indicate the number of subjects, means, and 

standard deviations reported by Holtzman, et al., (1961) for 

the college sample used in the standardization process . The 

rather large difference between the M's and SD's of the two 

samples is reflected in the raw score range of both groups. 

The range for this study is from 2 to 16 while the Manual 

discloses that the range for the college sample is from 1 to 

32 with an N of 206. This information is given on p. 202 of 

Holtzman, et al . , (1961). 

TABLE II 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INTERVIEW, 
SELF-RATING, PEER-RATING AND SCAT 

N M SD 
HIT hostility 

score 30 (206) 9.4 (13.0) 3. 7 
Interview 30 5.0 2.1 
Self-rating (Er) 

( total) 29 17.4 6.5 
Self-rating (Er) 

(intensity) 29 8.5 3. 7 
Self-rating (Er) 

(frequency) 29 8.9 4.5 
Peer-rating 30 170.96 19.6 
Self-rating (pr) 30 5.8 1.8 
SCAT 29 63.2 15.02 

(7 . 22) 

( ) indicate the N and results obtained in Holtzman, et al.' 
(1961). 

One~ apparently did not understand the instructions on 
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the Self-rating Scale (Er) because she failed to score her-

self on both intensity and frequency. Consequently, there 

were only 29 scores on this scalee 

TABLE III 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

N M SD 
Hostility 30 2le03 5.6 
Submissiveness 30 23.0 3o9 
Ideas of Reference 30 36o7 11.3 
Aloofness 30 44.5 9o9 
Total Score 30 121.1 20o5 

HIT and Questionnaire. Table IV (on page 48) contains 

the correlations between the HIT and the sub-divisions in the 

Questionnaire. Although Elizur did not report intercorrela-

tions between each of the variables in the Questionnaire that 

he theorized were indicative of hostility, the comparable 

correlations available from Elizur are included in parentheses . 

No correlation involving the HIT attained a significant 

level and only the correlation with hostility was in the ex-

pected positive direction. Several of the intercorrelations 

between the variables yielded significant results o The cor-

relation between hostility and submissiveness is .59, which 

is significant at the . 01 level . However, it is spuriously 

high since one question is the same for both variables. When 

the correlation is computed without this one question the 



TABLE IV 

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN HIT AND 
HOSTILITY CRITERIA IN QUESTIONNAIRE 

Hos 
HIT Hostility score .16 

(o 74-;~·k) 
Hostility 
Submissiveness 
Ideas of Reference 
Aloofness 
Total score 

Sub 
-.10 
(. 64-;b''°) 

• 59-;'d'° 

* Significant at the .05 levelo 
** Significant at the .01 level. 

IR 
-.08 
(. 48';~';~) 

.17 

.19 

48 

A TS 
-.06 .11 
(. 43·k) 

• 51,'d'° • 65;'(;'( 

.28 • 547"* 

.12 • 68,'d'° 
.74** 

() Correlations reported by Elizur between RCT and Question-
naire. 

result is .34, nearly reaching the .05 level of significance. 

This suggests that a moderately strong relationship exists. 

The correlation of .51 between hostility and aloofness 

attained significance. The total score based on the four 

groups of items was used in the hope that the entire item 

cluster would prove to be a more valid criterion of hostility. 

The total score correlated with its parts, but not with the 

HIT. These part-whole correlations, although reaching a 

significant level, in this instance would not appear to be 

important. 

HIT and Self-rating Scale (Er). Following Elizur the 

scores used in the computation for the correlation here were 

obtained by using only the three items that pertained directly 

to hostility. Table V contains the correlations between HIT 
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TABLE V 

CORRELATIONS OF HIT AND SELF-RATING SCALE (Er) 

SELF-RATING 
(INTENSITY) 

SELF-RATING 
(FREQUENCY) 

-.26 
Significant at the .05 levelo 

SELF-RATING 
(TOTAL) 

Results reported by Elizur between RCT and Self-rating 
Scale (Er). 

and the hostility measures in the Self-rating scale. 

The hypothesis of a positive relationship is not verified 

by these results for the negative relationship was not in the 

expected direction . The total score correlated negatively to 

the extent that it appears that a low negative relationship 

might exist. Elizur did not report the correlations for the 

two subdivisions of intensity and frequency . The r between 

the HIT and one item on submissiveness i s 0003 , indicating 

no relationship . 

HIT and Interviewo The correlation between the HIT and 

the Interview is +.50. This .I is significant at the . 01 level 

of confidence. This finding is a partial verification of the 

hypothesis of this study. By comparison Elizur obtained a 

correlation between his RCT and the Interview of . 60 with an 

N of 20. This r was also significant at the oOl level of 

confidence. 

HIT and Peer-rating Scale. The correlation of the HIT 
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and the Peer-rating scale has two parts: (a) the rating 

given to an individual by her peers, and (b) the rating that 

she gave herself on this scale as she was rating others. The 

£ for the Peer-rating Scale and the HIT was -.18 while for 

the Self-Rating (pr) the E was -.21. In the Peer-rating 

Scale the high score indicated friendliness and conversely 

a low score denoted unfriendliness. As a result a negative 

relationship here indicates a trend in the hypothesized di-

rection. The rating of the peers and the self ratings ap-

peared to be sensitive, to a small degree, to the HIT pro-

jected hostility of the Ss but the correlation is low and 

not statistically significant. 

HIT and SCAT. The correlation obtained for these two 

variables is +.53, significant at the . 01 level of confidence. 

This inclusion of the SCAT was not a part of the original 

hypothesis, but since the data were available, the use of it 

would appear to add another dimension to the studyo 

Intercorrelations. Table VI contains intercorrelations 

that exist between the main validating criteria and the HIT. 

The Questionnaire in the table denotes only the hostility 

items in the Questionnaireo Since the r's for the other 

items in the Questionnaire showed no relationship, it did 

not appear to be useful to include them here. Only the total 

Self-rating (Er) was used here since Elizur did not use the 
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separate scores for intensity and frequency. The correlations 

in parentheses are those reported by Elizur. The correlations 

involving the HIT mentioned in previous sections of this chap-

ter are included for reference. 

TABLE VI 

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN HIT AND 
MAJOR VALIDATING CRITERIA 

HIT Hostility 
score 

Interviewl 

(Questionnaire 

Self-rating (Er) 
( total) 

Peer-Rating 
Self-rating {2r2 

Int. 

• so·;'c--;'~ 
( o 60;b',) 

Ques. 

.16 
( o 74;'d,) 
-.26 
(. 39) 

* Significant at the .05 level 
** Significant at the .01 level 

S-R 
{Er2 

-.24 
(. 45-;',) 
-.34 
(.46-;',) 

• 31 
(. 547,-;',) 

() Correlation reported by Elizur between 
1 N = 20 for Elizur, significance at .10 

P.R. S-R SCAT 
{2r2 

-.18 -.21 • 5 3~'~* 

-.08 - .457" .28 

-.32 - • 45 7, -.11 

.03 .23 -.12 
.13 - • 417• 

-.34 

RCT and Variable. 
level for .39o 

Since there is no strong relationship demonstrated be-

tween the HIT and each of the validating criteria, except for 

the interview ratings, the many insignificant intercorrela-

tions between the criteria were not unexpected. Several 

yielded some interesting results, however. An intercorrela-

tion of -.45, significant at the . 05 level, was obtained be-

tween the Interview and the Self-rating (pr). Keeping in 

mind that a high score on the Self-rating (pr) is an indication 
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of a rating of friendliness and a high score on the Interview 

is an indication of hostility, a negative relationship would 

be expected. 

The (Questionnaire and the Self-rating (pr) yielded an 

intercorrelation coefficient of -045, significant at the .05 

levelo A high score on the Questionnaire hostility items was 

an indication of high hostility and a high score for the Self-

rating (pr) denoted friendliness. 

The SCAT scores correlated significantly and negatively 

with the Peer-rating scale. The£ obtained between these two 

variables is - .41, significant at the .05 level. 

Test of Curvilinearity. Smith and Coleman (1956) found 

a curvilinear relationship between the hostility scores on 

the Rorschach and measurements of overt hostile behavior ob-

served and reported by teachers of children in a reading 

clinic. In order to determine if a curvilinear relationship 

existed between the HIT and each of the validating criteria 

of the present study, the correlation ratio, or Eta, was ap-

plied to them. Then the F test was applied to the£ and the 

Eta in accordance with the instructions of Guilford (1956, 

p. 294) to test the significance of the difference between 

the rand Eta. 

No significant departure from linearity was found to 

exist between the HIT and the Questionnaire, Interview ratings, 
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Self-rating Scale (Er), or Peer-rating Scale. However, the 

curvilinear relationship found between the HIT and the SCAT 

was significantly different from the£ beyond the .01 level. 

Table VII contains the r's and Eta's for the HIT and 

each of the major criteriao 

TABLE VII 

CORRELATIONS AND CORRELATION RATIOS 
BETWEEN HIT AND MAJOR CRITERIA 

Questionnaire H. only 
Interview ratings 
Self-rating Scale (Er) 
Peer-rating Scale 
SCAT 

R 
.16 
.50 

- .24 
-.18 

053 

Eta 
.38 
059 
.31 
.33 
• 34~·--

* Significant difference between rand Eta beyond .01 level 
of confidence . 

The subjects were grouped according to four intervals 

on the basis of HIT scores. Means and N's are presented in 

Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

N'S AND M'S OF INTERVALS OF HIT SCORES 

HIT Score Interval N M 
Low (2-4) 3 52.3 
Low-Average (5-9) 12 49.2 
High-Average (10-14) 12 63.2 
High {15-16} 3 89.3 

The present study did not obtain results that would con-

firm the results of the study conducted by Smith and Coleman 

(1956). 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 

The Holtzman Manual (Holtzman, et al., 1961) became 

available after the planning for this study and the collection 

of the data had been completed. In discussing two yet unpub-

lished studies the Manual revealed that other paper-and-pencil 

tests had resulted in correlations that were insignificant. 

As a result the largely insignificant results obtained by 

this study are not as disappointing. Nevertheless, there 

does appear to have been an advantage to have proceeded 

rather naively into investigating Elizur's work since the 

review of the literature did not reveal any other attempts 

to replicate his work, although his RCT had been utilized 

several timeso Elizur's work had been r elied upon rather 

heavily, along with Murstein's, in the construction of the 

scoring system for anxiety and hostility in the HIT. There-

fore, an investigation into his work as it concerned the 

HIT was perhaps in ordero 

While Elizur reported positive and significant results 

in his work with the Rorschach and the Questionnaire, Self-

rating Scale (Er), and Interview ratings, this investigation 

using the HIT cannot report such happy results. Perhaps one 

explanation for these negative results is the reminder in 



the Manual that: 

• • • • it is important to keep in mind that Anxiety 
and Hostility as scored in the Holtzman Inkblot Tech-
nique are strictly ratings at a fantasy level which 
are not necessarily related in any simple, direct way 
to overt behavior that is judged to be anxious or hos-
tile. Although it is reasonable to expect a low posi-
tive relationship between fantasy and behavior in some 
situations, more often than not the correlation is 
negligible (Holtzman, et al., 1961, p . 180). 
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While it was hoped that peer-ratings would produce signifi-

cant results, this expectation was not confirmed by the 

present study. Again the new Manual reports that such 

ratings and inkblots scores were found by Barger and Sech-

rest not to have much in connnon. 

The hypothesis that the hostility scoring system of the 

HIT, Form A, would be correlated significantly with four 

indices of hostility was only partially verified. Of the 

four indices, the rating of the interview material obtained 

from the Ss was the only one that supported the hypothesis. 

The results with the Interview are highly satisfactory. If 

we assume that the Interview is a valid method for obtaining 

measures of ~s' hostility, then it appears that the HIT can 

measure it also. That these results appear to confirm the 

conclusions of Elizur (1949) and Walker (1951) as to the 

value of the interview is gratifying. There are then three 

studies that indicate that the interview and a group of ink-

blots when both are independently scored for hostility can 
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agree. There is no certainty about what this means, but at 

this point there appears to be a relationship between these 

two measures . 

The relationship between the Hostility questions in the 

Questionnaire versus the HIT scores failed to reach signifi-

cance a lthough the£ was in the hypothesized direction. Thus , 

it failed to support the hypothesis. The other sub-divisions 

on the Questionnaire, Submissiveness, Ideas of Reference, and 

Aloofness , also failed to support the hypothesis . 

The negative relationship between the HIT and the Self-

rating Scale (Er) did not attain significance . Thus the find-

ings with the Self-rating Scale (Er) failed to support the 

hypothesis. The negative relationship was not expected, 

since Elizur had obtained a positive r ~lationship . 

Although the £ 1 S obtained between the HIT and the Peer -

rating Scale and the Self-rating (pr) were in the hypothe-

sized direction, they failed to attain significance . Con-

sequently, the results obtained using the Peer-rating Scale 

failed also to support the hypothesis. Since Barger and 

Sechrest, as repor ted by Holtzman, et al., (1961), failed, 

too, to find any relationship between inkblot scores and 

peer-ratings, the results of the present study appear to be 

a confirmation of their findings. 

When the intercorrelations between the sub-divisions 
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of the Questionnaire are examined, it appears that the 

Questionnaire was only fairly consistent in its measurements 

of the other dimensions of hostility that Elizur in his 

hypothesis claimed were related. The present study can re-

port a s t rong relationship between Aloofness and Hostility 

on the Questionnaire . This would appear to be a verif ication 

of Elizur' s hypothesis ; at least the questions appear to be 

measur ing the same thingo The hypothesized relationship 

between Ho s tility and Submissiveness is only partially sup-

ported by the Questionnaire since one question was used for 

both of the sub-divisions . The relationship could have been 

demonstrated much more clearly if another question could have 

been use d fo r e ither one , because when this question, that 

is common to them both , is eliminated t h re are only four 

items t o use in computations. 

The low and insignificant correlation between Hostility 

and Ideas of Reference on the Questionnaire would lead to the 

speculation that they are no t related as Elizur hypothesized 

or that this sample does not use ideas of reference as a 

defense against their feelings of hostility. As far as this 

study is concerned, Elizur's hypothesis about the relation-

ship between hostility and ideas of reference is not verified. 

However, since he did find a strong relationship between his 

hostility scores in the RCT and Ideas of Reference, it would 
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appear that the relationship is not really clear. 

An examination of the intercorrelations between the 

major validating criteria (refer to Table VI) reveals that 

most of the relationships are insignificant. There are 

several, however, that yielded significant results. The re-

lationship between the Interview ratings and the Self-rating 

(pr) suggests that the judgement of the ~s' hostility by the 

Es from the Interview ratings agreed significantly with each 

~'s rating of herself. The negative relationship was in the 

expected direction since high scores on these two criteria 

indicate opposite traits o This would suggest that the Ss 

were able to actually give judgments about themselves that 

would agree with the judgments of others. The Interview 

failed to correlate significantly with any of the other 

validating criteria although the negative correlation be-

tween the Interview and the Self-rating Scale (Er) approaches 

significance at the .05 level. However, this relationship 

was not in the expected direction and satisfactory explana-

tions have not been readily apparent. 

The Questionnaire correlated significantly with the 

Self-rating (pr) in the expected direction. The negative 

relationship came about again because of the inverse scoring 

system of the Peer-rating Scale. This correlation is perhaps 

an indication that the Ss can be consistent about their 
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judgments of themselves on two entirely different types of 

measuring devices. Perhaps the previously mentioned relation-

ship between the Interview and the Self-rating (pr) was no 

accident, but a fairly accurate measure of the Ss' rating of 

themselves. The Questionnaire failed to correlate signifi-

cantly with the other major validating criteria. 

The Peer-rating Scale also failed to correlate signifi-

cantly with the other validating criteria. However, it did 

correlate significantly with the SCAT scores. As the SCAT 

scores went up, the Peer-rating scores went down (indicating 

a rating of hostility). It would appear that the more intel-

ligent ~s tended to be more hostile. This is consistent with 

the results of the correlation between the HIT and the SCAT. 

The correlation ratio, or Eta, did not reveal any devia-

tion from linearity for any of the major validating criteria. 

Curvilinearity was demonstrated to exist between the HIT and 

the SCAT and the difference between the Eta and the r was 

found to be significanto 

When the results of the present study are assessed, 

there are several comments that could be made. The first is 

about the Ss and their level of hostility as measured by the 

HIT and Interview. Although nothing was done to engender 

hostility in the ~s, it was expected that there would be more 

evidence of it than there was. In spite of the fact that the 
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data collection was made just prior to final examination week 

and the tension level in the Ss had risen perceptibly, their 

co-operation and lack of overt hostility toward the Es for 

having chosen this period for making demands on their time 

would lead to the speculation that perhaps the ~s as a group 

were not very hostile. If the HIT hostility scoring system 

is actually a measure of a S's hostility then the fact that 

the mean of the HIT for the present study is lower than that 

of the standardization group (refer to Table II, p. 45) might 

be further evidence that the Ss of the present study were not 

as hostile as another group of college students. 

Whether t he Ss were able to censor their projections of 

hostile responses to the HIT is a possibility that cannot be 

ignored. Murstein (1961) believes that here is a 

strong volitional component on the part of the~ with re-
gard to the determination of the response he makeso One 
must not suppose, however, that ~'s awareness necessarily 
results in the prevention of the appearance of highly per-
sonal material. Rather, this awareness has the effect of 
more carefully filtering the material to be manifested so 
that it is consistent with ~'s self concept •••• 

Implicit in the foregoing has been the belief that~ 
is capable of differentiating between responses which are 
favorable and unfavorable to his self concept. o • It is 
logical to presume that not all ~s are completely capable 
of sensing the import of their responses. Nevertheless, 
the average intelligent college student, who makes up a 
good deal of manpower employed in psychological research, 
can readily distinguish between the personality-revealing 
properties of an "azalea" and "an axe buried in the head 
of an old lady with blood oozing down the handle" (p. 119). 
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The possibility that the ~sin the present study censored 

their responses must be considered. Several ~s blushed very 

noticeably or made some vocal response indicative of surprise 

and hesitated before responding . Then the response would be 

bland and not worth a blush if it had truly been their first 

impression of the blot . This behavior occurred usually on 

blots t hat would appear to be particularly eductive of sexual 

or hostile responses . Many times the initial response was 

laughter . Was this a device for gaining time to find what was 

for them an acceptable answer? Sometimes the responses were 

amusing and sometimes not. 

If self-concept plays a part in the kind of response 

that will be given to inkblots, then it would appear to be 

reasonable to assume that the responses to items on the 

validating criteria might be equally vulnerable to the de-

mands of self-concept. For example , when the Self-rating 

Scale (Er) is examined , it is apparent that the items are so 

worded ( see items 5, 8, and 10 in this scale in Appendix D) 

that a rating of hostility is openly asked for. Such items 

might be particularly vulnerable to the demands of self-con-

cept . 

Self-concept, if Murstein's idea be acceptable , then 

must have been a factor in Elizur's results also . Perhaps 

the answer to the widely differing results lies in the Ss 
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and the cultural backgrounds of the two samples. 

When the differences between Elizur's study and this 

one are examined, there are two possible sociological factors, 

cultural background and age of the Ss that need to be con-_, 

sidered . Sociological differences have been known in the 

past to produce differences in self-concept and these two 

groups would appear to be so dissimilar that a difference in 

their group concept as well as self-concept would be expected. 

First of all, a description of the racial and cultural 

backgrounds of the 1s used by Elizur very possibly would have 

revealed several racial and cultural differences that would 

not be present in many of the studies done in other parts of 

the United States. It seems reasonable to assume that in 

such a cosmopolitan university as Columbia in New York City 

that a few of the 1s may have come from other than the Cauca-

sian race and thereby possessed differing cultural backgrounds. 

Perhaps foreign students were subjects. This heterogeneous 

group, if perhaps these speculations about the sample are ap-

proaching the truth, would have been aware of and very pos-

sibly had experienced first hand the discrimination and prej-

udice which minority groups frequently meet in this country. 

Acknowledging that discrimination is only one aspect of hos-

tility, it is possible that the hostility level of these Ss 

may have been higher and, because hostility may have been 
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openly expressed toward them, they perhaps more readily ex-

pressed it in the several ways that Elizur's study provided. 

If these speculations about Elizur's sample are true, the 

self-concept of his ~s could be expected to be somewhat dif-

ferent from the Ss in the present study whose experience with 

discrimination and prejudice has for the most part been only 

academic. 

By contrast, the Ss in this study all came from a small 

Midwestern college where the cultural backgrounds are fairly 

consistent . Generally the wealthier students from this area 

go to larger schools in the state and country, leaving the 

great body of students on this campus to come from the 'great 

middle class'. The Ss for the present study had grown up in 

this area where there is little or no opportunity to see first 

hand how racial discrimination and prejudice works. The hos-

tility expressed in the interview by the Ss of this study 

was usually directed toward a parent or sibling, the house-

mother of the dormitory in which they lived, or toward a 

present or past roommate who had been considered unpleasant 

to live with. These feelings generally were expressed in a 

conversational tone without the ferver or ardor that could 

be expected from someone with a great amount of hostility 

directed toward a particular idea, object, or person . Under 

these circumstances the self-concept of the ~s of the present 
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study may have been a friendly one. Murstein (1956) found 

those ~s whose self-concept was friendly projected less hos-

tility on the inkblots. These speculations about the socio-

logical differences may not account for the widely differing 

results that were obtained by these two studies, but the 

possibility of their exerting an influence needs to be con-

sidered. 

The second factor, the age of the ~s, is intertwined 

with the time , or Zeitgeist , that existed at the time the 

data were collected. The fact that Elizur's study was re-

ported in 1949 means that the work may have been completed 

a year or more earlier. The age of his ~s, 19 to 43 years , 

sugge s t s that very probably some , if not all, of the 15 men 

may have been actively engaged in some manner of war activ-

ity. Very possibly the women also were involved in some 

manner in the war effort. What residual effects the war 

hatreds may have had cannot be known, but in retrospect it 

seems that open (verbal) hostility was more frequently met , 

then than now, among the young people. 

Another comment about the sample of the present study 

concerns the Ss' lack of sophistication in psychological 

matters. As the ~s returned the Questionnaire , Self-rating 

Scale (Er), and Peer-rating Scale to the~' a very frequent 

comment was that there were questions in these papers that 
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they had never thought of before 0 There was no opportunity 

to question the ~s since there were always other ~s with the 

when the papers were returned so it is not known just which 

questions had been considered the most unusual. Since these 

~s were college students it cannot be assumed that they did 

not understand the questions, but perhaps, because they were 

unsophisticated in psychological matters, they tended to rate 

themselves lower than they might have had they known that all 

of the questions were about traits frequently found among 

people. This may have had a very direct bearing upon the in-

significant results that were obtained by this study, but, 

unfortunately, at this point it can only be a conjecture. 

Since the geographic area in which the present study 

was made is not a crowded one, there does not appear to be 

the tension in individuals that seems to be aroused from 

having to 'push' or be aggressive in order to be noticed. 

Simply getting the attention of a sales clerk in a metro-

politan department store requires more aggressive behavior 

than is usually exhibited in most small Midwestern cities 

or towns. Perhaps this also has affected the self-concept 

of the Ss and had an effect upon the results of the present 

study. 

The highly significant results that were obtained be-

tween the HIT and the SCAT are not a confirmation of any 
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part of the hypothesis, but perhaps a significant contribu-

tion, nevertheless. The high correlation obtained here seems 

to suggest that the more intelligent ~s are the most hostile, 

an interpretation supported by the SCAT versus Peer-rating 

correlation. However, an alternative possibility is that the 

more intelligent ~s by giving fewer rejections, and more imag-

inative and elaborate responses could not avoid receiving a 

higher hostility score. Superior verbal ability, more crea-

tive imagination, and generally more curiosity about the 

blots was evidenced by those Ss who were above the mean in 

SCAT scores than those who were below. 

Several comments may be made about the insignificant 

results that were obtained between the HIT hostility scoring 

system and the validating criteria used in the present study 

to operationally define hostility. Despite the strong rela-

tionship that was demonstrated to exist between the HIT hos-

tility scoring system and the Interview (which suggests that 

perhaps they were measuring the same dimension of hostility) , 

there does not appear yet to be one definitive technique for 

measuring the amount of hostility possessed by an individual. 

Consequently, the largely inconclusive results obtained by 

this study leads to several speculations. The first, of 

course, is the possibility that the HIT hostility scoring 

system does not, in fact, measure individual hostility. 
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Secondly, the criteria might have been inadequate measures of 

hostility or measuring other dimensions of hostility that the 

HIT does not measure. Yet another possibility is that the 

restrictions of age and sex placed upon the sample may have 

affected the final results by narrowing the range of hostility 

obtained from the Ss. The socioeconomic factors that may 

have affected the results were discussed. It is possible 

also that the population from which the sample was taken is 

more homogeneous with regard to hostility. This was dis-

cussed . 

At this point several suggestions would appear to be 

pertinent. Because such a strong relationship was demon-

strated to exist between the hostility s coring system and 

intelligence, it would appear to be necessary to either con-

sider revising the scoring system or in some manner make ad-

justments for IQ in the final scoring system. This sugges-

tion is based on the assumption, of course , that hostility 

and intelligence are not truly correlated . 

As a suggestion for further research , it might prove 

worthwhile to determine if the HIT hostility scoring system 

and the SCAT would correlate as highly in another population. 

However, it might be more valuable to use other measures of 

IQ, such as the Stanford-Binet or WAIS to determine if simi-

lar results can be obtained. 
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Since the HIT is still a new instrument without the 

wealth of experience and material that the Rorschach has 

gained over the years, any experimental study that would add 

to the knowledge of its strengths and weaknesses would enhance 

its usefulness. At times when the HIT was being administered, 

it seemed to be about 10 to 15 blots too long. Some of the 

blots seemed to be particularly eductive of idiosyncratic 

responses, while others brought out "butterfly" time after 

time. Perhaps several studies will demonstrate which blots 

have proved to be the most valuable from a diagnostic view-

point. 

Surrnnary. This study was an attempt to duplicate a study 

made by Elizur (1949) but using the Holtzman Inkblot Technique 

as the projective test. Three of his criteria, Questionnaire, 

Self-rating Scale and Interview questions, were used ig toto 

by this study. The Peer-rating Scale was specially constructed 

for this investigation. The subjects were thirty female col-

lege students with a mean age of 18.8 years, who were students 

at Fort Hays Kansas State College. 

The hypothesis was that these instruments would be sig-

nificantly and positively correlated with the HIT hostility 

scoring system. While there were trends in the hypothesized 

direction on the Questionnaire and the Peer-rating Scale, the 
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Interview was the only measure that clearly supported the 

hypothesis. These results appear to confirm the results of 

previous studies where the interview was highly correlated 

with measures of hostility on the Rorschach. The lack of 

significant results with the Questionnaire and the Peer-

rating Scale appears to confirm findings of other studies, 

where little or no relationship was found to exist between 

peer-ratings and inkblots. 

The SCAT scores of the Ss were available and a strong 

relationship was found to exist between SCAT scores and both 

the HIT hostility scoring system and Peer hostility ratings. 

The possibility of some modifications in the scoring system 

to correct for IQ was discussed. 

Differences that may exist between Elizur's sample and 

this one were discussed since a sociological difference may 

possibly account for the divergent results that were obtained 

by these two studies of hostility. 

Suggestions for further research were discussed very 

briefly. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE CENTRAL QUESTIONS IN THE INTERVIEW 

1. No~ suppo~e we talk about a few aspects of your person-
ality. First, would you describe yourself as a person 
who would rather be with people or as a person who likes 
to be alone?· In this case, as in any subsequent case, 
you may wish to describe yourself differently than by 
direct answers to my questions. 

2. How would you describe yourself as a child? 

3o In what way do you usually react to people: Are you more 
of an aggressive and outgoing type of a person or do you 
usually prefer to comply with other people's wishes? 
Again, illustrate by examples. 

4. What were you like as a child? 

5. As a child, did you try to get security through reliance 
and dependency upon your parents or other adults, or were 
you struggling for independence? 

6. How do you feel now with reference to being dependent or 
independent? 

7o Did you have a happy childhood or were you bothered by 
special fears, worries, and feelings of inferiority? 

8 0 What are the things that bother you most and cause you to 
feel inferior now?' Are there special things you are afraid 
of or worry about? 

9. Children feel strong resentment, sometimes, against their 
parents, other adults, or their brothers and sisters and 
friends. How did you feel in this respect? 

10. Describe your feelings of resentment in your actual rela-
tionships now. 

11. What are other special problems you may wish to talk 
about? 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

On this form you are asked to compare your behavior and 
emotional reactions with those of other college people of your 
own sex and age. To do this, think of the college people as 
ranging from 1 to 9, 1 being the lowest and 9 being the high-
esto The other numbers between these points are intermediate 
positionso 

Read each statement carefully and circle the proper num-
ber, according to whether you consider the statement to be 
less true and appropriate for you (numbers 1 to 4) or more 
true and appropriate for you than for the average (numbers 6 
to 9). Number 5 represents the average. Do not hesitate to 
use the extremes of the scale. Do not omit any item. 

lo Often things go wrong for less true average more true 
me by no fault of my owno 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2o I feel lonely and home- less true average more true 
sick when I am in a 
strange place. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3. I often avoid open com- less true average more true 
petition because I fear 
that I may appear in a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
bad light. 

4o I am somewhat afraid of less true average more true 
the dark. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

s. I usually keep myself less true average more true 
somewhat aloof and in-
accessibleo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. I avoid very close inti- less true average more true 
macies with other peopleo 

4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 

7. I am very discriminating less true average more true 
in my choice of friends. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



8. I think of myself some- less true average more true 
times as neglected and 
unloved. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

9. I am easily moved to less true average more true 
tears. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10. I am troubled with the less true average more true 
idea that people are 
watching me on the streetol 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

11.. I am rather dependent less true average more true 
upon the presence and 
judgment of my friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12. I am more apt to give in less true average more true 
than to continue a fighto 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

13. My friends think that I less true average more true 
am too hurnblee 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

14. When something goes wrong less true average more true 
I am more apt to blame 
myself than to blame the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
other fellows 

15. I feel lost and helpless less true average more true 
when I am left by someone 
I love. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16. I was considered a less true average more true 
"goodygoody" as a childo 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

17. I worry a lot about my less true average more true 
ability to succeedo 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

180 I often seclude myself so less true average more true 
that every Torn, Dick and 
Harry cannot bother rneo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



19. I think that most people less true average more true 
seek their own selfish 
interests in life and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
have little regard for 
the welfare of their fel-
lows. 

20 . I am often in low less true average more true 
spirits . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

21. I am ne rvous and appre- less true average more t rue 
hensive before taking an 
important examination or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
test . 

22 . I fre quently f eel blue less true average more true 
and depre ssed . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

230 I am afraid of physical less true average more t rue 
pain . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

24. I often express my less true average more true 
resentment against a 
person by having nothing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
more t o do with him. 

25 0 I often cross the street less true average more t rue 
to avoid meeting someone 
I know. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

26. Sometimes I fear that I less true aver age more t rue 
may be injured in an 
accidento 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

27. I often shrink from a less true average more t rue 
si tuation because of my 
sensitiveness to criti- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
c ism and ridicule. 

28. I often feel self con- less true average more true 
s cious because of my per-
s onal appearance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



29 0 I believe that people less true average more true 
are mostly motivated by 
envious and hostile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
impulses" 

30 . People regard me as very less true average more true 
good natured. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

31. I experience many less true average more true 
unpleasant moodso 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

32 0 I t hink my friends talk less true average more true 
sarcastically about me 
behi nd my back. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

33. Other people frequently less true average more true 
express my ideas and 
opi nions as if they were 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
original with them~ 

34. I fear certain things, less true average more true 
such as lightning, high 
places, rough water, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
horseback riding, air-
p lane riding, etc. 

350 I like sympathy when I less true average more true 
am sick or depressed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

36. I enjoy the comforting less true average more true 
realization that I know 
one or two older people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
whose wisdom and sympathy 
I can rely upon" 

37 0 I am intolerant to people less true average more true 
who bore me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

38 0 I s ometimes suspect that less true average more true 
people on the street are 
laughing at meo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



39 . I usually ignore, rather less true average more true 
t han attack, an opponento 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

40 . I am often regarded as less true average more true 
queer . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

41. I often feel sorry for less true average more true 
the t hings I do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

42. I s ome times worry about less true average more true 
los ing my friends. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

43. I pref e r t o have some less t rue average more true 
f riend with me when I 
receive bad news. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

44. I want sympathy , affec- less true average more true 
tion , and understanding 
more than anyt hing else . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

45. I hesitate to put my less true average more true 
abil ities to the test , 
because I dread the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
humi liation of failure . 

46. I f eel nervous and anx- less true average more true 
i ous in the presence of 
superiors . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

47 0 I avoid passing through less true aver age more t rue 
cert a in dis t ricts at 
night on account of vague 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
fear s of assaul t. 

48 . I usually tell my friends less true average more t r ue 
about my difficulties and 
mis fortunes . l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

49. I am indifferent to the less true average more true 
petty interests of the 
people I meet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



so. I am apt to rely upon less true average more true 
the judgment of some mem-
ber of my family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

SL I am sometimes nervous less true average more true 
for fear that my per-
sonal appearance will 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
make people look down 
on me. 

52. I am rather submissive less true average more true 
and apologetic when I 
have done wrong. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

53 g I suspect now and then less true average more true 
that my friends deliber-
ately avoid including me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
in their plans. 

54 g I maintain a dignified less true average more true 
reserve when I meet 
strangers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SELF RATING SHEET 
AS PUBLISHED BY ELIZUR (1949, Po 253) 

Most people experience, at one time or another, feel-
ings and wishes which they have to keep in check. People 
differ as to the intensity and frequency with which they 
experience the need to control their impulseso For some 
people such control is felt, if at all, to be a very easy 
task; for others it might constitute a serious hardship. 
Again, some people feel the need for such control very 
rarely; others experience it rather often. 

In the following are listed some areas in which control 
is called for. In each case compare yourself with your 
friends and indicate by a number from 1 to 9 (a) how easy 
or difficult you feel this task is for you; (b) how often 
or rarely you experience the necessity of controlling your-
self in that areao Number la represents the category of 
easiest and lb, the rarest felt cases, while number 9a rep-
resents the category of hardest and 9b, the most frequently 
felt cases and Sa and b represent the averageo The other 
numbers for both a and b represent intermediate positions. 
Before answering each item think of some of your actual ex-
periences during the last few months . Do not hesitate to 
use the extreme numbers of the scaleo Do not omit any itemso 
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APPENDIX D 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR SELF-RATING SCALE 

Most people experience, at one time or another, feel-
ings and wishes which they have to keep in check. People 
differ a s to how much and how often they experience the need 
to control their feelings. For some people such control is 
felt, if a t all, to be a very easy task; for others it may 
be very dif ficult~ Again, some people feel the need for such 
control very rarely; others experience it rather often. 

In the following are listed some areas in which control 
is called for . In each case compare yourself with your 
friends and circle a number from 1 to 9 to indicate (a) how 
easy or di f ficult you feel this task is for you; (b) how 
often or rarely you experience the necessity of controlling 
yourself in that area. Number 1 represents the category of 
easiest and rarest felt cases, while number 9 represents the 
categor y of most difficult and most frequently felt cases. 
Number 5 represents the average . The other numbers represent 
intermediate positions. Before answering each item, think of 
some of your actual experiences during the last few months. 
Do not hesitate to use the ex treme numbers of the scale. Do 
not omit any item. 

1. Control of sentiments easy average difficult 
of fear. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average fre quent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2. Control of the wish to be easy average difficult 
dependent or to be cared 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
f or. 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3. Control of the tendency easy average difficult 
to succumb instead of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
asserting oneself. 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



4 . Control of tendency to easy average difficult 
worryo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

s. Contro l of hostile or easy average difficult 
a ggres sive feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
against members of the 
f amily. rare average frequent 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. Control of general shy- easy average difficult 
ness .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

7. Control of depressive easy average difficult 
moods. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8 . Control of hostile or easy average difficult 
aggressive feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
agains t strangers or 
people of minority groups rare average frequent 
(Negroes, Jews, etc.) . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

9 . Control of sexual shyness .easy average difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 . Control of hostile or easy average difficult 
aggressive feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
against friends. 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

11. Control of feelings of easy average difficult 
inferiority . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

rare average frequent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PEER GROUP RATINGS 

As i s true of all the data collected in this study, the 
rating i n f ormation is for the purpose of this research only 
and your r atings will not in any way affect you or the rated 
students. The ratings will be available only to the research 
people involved in this study . 

The s t udents participating in this study are listed on 
the form. Here you are asked to rate each student with re-
gard to first , nervousness and then friendliness. To do 
this, think of the characteristic you are rating as ranging 
from one t o nine , one representing the lowest or least amount 
of the characteristic and nine being the highest or largest 
amount of t he characteristic . The other numbers between 
these points are intermediate positions . Five is average. 
Circle the number according to whether you consider the stu-
dent to be less nervous or friendly than the average (numbers 
1 to 4) or more nervous or friendly than the average (numbers 
6 to 9). Number 5 represents the average for both nervous-
ness and f riendliness o Do not hesitate to use the extremes 
of the scale . The information on the form under the heading , 
Guide to Raters, is based on a theoretical distribution of 
the percentage of people who would fall in each of the nine 
categories. The Guide is included as a r eminder that many 
people a r e in the average range (4, 5, or 6) but that some 
fall near the ex tremes (1 or 2 and 8 or 9). Do not omit any 
student, even though you feel you do not know her very well . 

To a id you in your decisions, nervous people are often 
characterized by one or more of the following: fears, lacking 
in self confidence, extreme shyness , and worries. 

Friendly people are often characterized by one or more 
of the following : cordiality, warmth, and pleasantness. 

Guide to Raters 
Percent of the population fall-
ing into each of the nine steps. 

Percentage 
2 6 12 18 22 18 12 6 3 

Ste:es 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 



NAME 
1. not nervous average nervous 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
not friendly average friendly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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