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THE REBIRTH FANTASY IN CATATONIC SCHIZOPHRENIA 

AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

In c l i n i c a l  p s y c h i a t r i c  l i t e r a t u r e  t h e r e  a r e  a number o f  r e f e r e n c e s  

t o  t h e  f a n t a s y  o f  r e b i r t h  in c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  P a t i e n t s  o f  t h i s  

type  a r e  s a i d  to  v e r b a l i z e  t h e  idea t h a t  they  a r e  be ing  born a g a i n .  

D iscuss ion  o f  o t h e r  d i s o r d e r s  o c c a s i o n a l l y  inc lude  some r e f e r e n c e  to  

t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y ,  bu t  i t  seems t o  be in r e s p e c t  t o  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o ­

p h ren ia  t h a t  one f i n d s  t h e  preponderance  o f  such a s s o c i a t i o n s .  We do 

no t  know i f  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ho lds  f o r  l e v e l s  o t h e r  than  v e r b a l i z a t i o n  

( e . g .  p reco n sc io u s  o r  unconsc ious  l e v e l s ) .  I t  may be t h a t  t h e  r e b i r t h  

f a n t a s y  i s  a gene ra l  phenomenon which is  ex p e r i en ced  by everyone a t  some 

t ime o r  o t h e r  and t h a t  c a t a t o n i e s  mere ly  v e r b a l i z e  i t  more f r e q u e n t l y  

because  o f  f a c t o r s  having t o  do w i th  th e  psychopa tho logy  of  c a t a t o n i a  

i t s e l f .  Or,  i t  may be t h a t ,  in a d d i t i o n  t o  v e r b a l i z i n g  i t  more f r e ­

q u e n t l y ,  t h i s  f a n t a s y  i s  found more f r e q u e n t l y  in c a t a t o n i e s  a t  noncon- 

s c io u s  l e v e l s .  The i n i t i a l  p a r t  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  a t t e m p t s  t o  r e s o l v e  t h i s  

q u e s t i o n .

C a t a to n i c  S c h iz o p h re n ia  and R e b i r th  

E a r ly  p s y c h i a t r i c  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n  occur  in two
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p u b l i c a t i o n s  of  1920, a volume by Kempf (1920) and a paper  in a c o l l e c t ­

ion o f  a r t i c l e s  by Nunberg (1948) .  There may be e a r l i e r  c l i n i c a l  n o t a ­

t i o n s  o f  t h i s  phenomenon which a r e  perhaps  found in European p u b l i c a t i o n s .

C a ta to n ic  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  as  d e s c r ib e d  by Noyes (1949),  is c h a r a c ­

t e r i z e d  by phases  of  s t u p o r  and exc i tem en t  in bo th  of  which nega t iv i sm  

and automatism a r e  prominent  f e a t u r e s .  F re q u e n t ly  t h e s e  phases  a l t e r ­

n a t e ,  a l though  many t imes  a given  c a t a t o n i c  ep i so d e  may p r e s e n t  b u t  one 

phase  th roughout i t s  c o u r s e .  Of th e  v a r io u s  types  of  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  t h e  

c a t a t o n i c  most f r e q u e n t l y  has an a c u t e  o n s e t .  P rognosis  f o r  recovery  

w i th  r e i n t e g r a t i o n  of  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y  is  more f a v o r a b l e  than in t h e  ca se  

o f  o t h e r  types  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n ia .  In s t u p o r ,  th e  p a t i e n t  i s  uncommunica­

t i v e ,  i n a t t e n t i v e ,  p reo cc u p ied ,  with  emotional  p o v e r ty  and d ream iness .

His f a c e  becomes maskl ike  and he may assume a r i g i d  p o s t u r e  which he may 

m a in ta in  f o r  months. Other w r i t e r s  (F e n ic h e l ,  1945; Kempf, 1920; S c h i l -  

d e r ,  1951a) have observed  t h a t  th e  f r e q u e n t  " c u r l e d  up p o s tu r e "  (arms, 

l e g s ,  and t r u n k  f lexed )  is r e m in i s c e n t  or  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  f e t a l  

p o s i t i o n .

in a c h a p te r  on c a t a t o n i c  s c h iz o p h r e n ia ,  Kempf (1920) d i s c u s s e d  

n in e  c a s e s .  In th e  fo u r  most le ng thy  d i s c u s s io n s  t h e r e  is  a r e f e r e n c e  

in each t o  the  ex p e r i e n c e  o f  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y .  The f i v e  b r i e f e r  ones 

c o n t a i n  no a l l u s i o n s  t o  r e b i r t h .  In one in s ta n c e  he d e s c r ib e d  what can 

be taken  as  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  F re u d ' s  symbolic eq u a t io n  o f  w a te r  w i th  

b i r t h :

He com ple te ly  submerged h im se l f  in a tu b  and drank in ­
o r d i n a t e  q u a n t i t i e s  o f  w a te r ,  exc la im ing  e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  
t h a t  he was a b l e  t o  f o r c e  t h e  w a te r  d i r e c t l y  th rough  h i s  
bowels w h i le  he was submerged.  . . . While in t h e  tub he had 
incongruous f a n t a s i e s  about  a r e b i r t h  (Kempf, 1920, p .  596 ) .
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Other w r i t e r s  have a l s o  noted th e  c a t a t o n i c ' s  tendency t o  immerse 

h i m s e l f .  Wolff  r e p o r t e d  examples o f  h i s  p a t i e n t s '  e x p e r i e n c e s .

His c h i e f  f e a r  was t h a t  they  might  t h i n k  he was dead and 
bury  him a l i v e .  He a l s o  thought he was going t o  be drowned when 
he was g iven  a b a t h .  Another  p a t i e n t  r e p o r t e d  h i s  p re v io u s  
s tupo rous  e x p e r i e n c e s  a s  du r ing  t h a t  p e r io d  he thought  he was 
fo u r  f e e t  under w a te r  . . .  he had th ough ts  o f  h i s  mother which 
t o l d  him o f  the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  h i s  b i r t h  because  o f  h i s  p o s i ­
t i o n  in her  body.  He a l s o  b e l i e v e d  he was being  reborn  w i th i n  
h im se l f  (Wolff ,  1932, p .  507 ) .

In an a r t i c l e  by Nunberg (1948) t h e r e  is  a d e t a i l e d  p r e s e n t a t i o n  

of  the  dynamics which u n d e r l i e  th e  symptoms and d e l u s i o n s  of  an a d u l t  

male c a t a t o n i c .  P a r t i c u l a r  emphasis  in t h e  t o t a l  p i c t u r e  is accorded  

t o  f a n t a s i e s  o f  r e b i r t h  and r e g e n e r a t i o n .  Nunberg e x p la in ed  th e  v i v i d ­

ness  o f  ch i ldhood  im press ions  in s c h i z o p h r e n i c  r e g r e s s i o n  by t h e  l i f t ­

ing of  e a r l y  r e p r e s s i o n s  w i th  inc reased  a t t e n t i o n  t o  th e  inner w o r ld .

He s t a t e d  t h a t ,  in development g e n e r a l l y ,  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  inner  world 

p recedes  ou tw ard ly  d i r e c t e d  a t t e n t i o n .  The a f f e c t  r e l e a s e d  in t h e  r e ­

g r e s s e d  s t a t e  c o n t a i n s  a " tendency  toward r e p e t i t i o n  of  an impor tan t  

e x p e r i e n c e ;  t h e  most im por tan t  e x p e r i e n c e  f o r  t h e  in d iv idua l  is  h i s  

b i r t h "  (Nunberg,  1948, p .  2 3 ) .

Thus, u n l i k e  most w r i t e r s  on c a t a t o n i a ,  Nunberg o f f e r e d  a p o s t u ­

l a t e d  cause  o f  th e  appea rance  of  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y .  However, t h e r e  is 

s t i l l  no e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  why th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  should  appea r  in c a t a ­

to n i a  more f r e q u e n t l y  than  in o th e r  types  o f  profound r e g r e s s i o n .

This a r e a  has no t  f a i l e d  t o  a t t r a c t  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  S c h i l d e r ,  t o o  

(1951a and 1951b).  He s p e c u l a t e d  t h a t  damage t o  t h e  s t r i o - p a l 1 idal 

system o f  t h e  b r a i n ,  which i s  an o ld  p a r t  o f  t h e  b r a i n  in t h e  p h y lo ­

g e n e t i c  s e n s e ,  might  acc oun t  f o r  t h e  p o s tu r a l  d i s o r d e r s  o f  c a t a t o n i a  and



4

t h a t  one might  t h e r e f o r e  be j u s t i f i e d  in a s s o c i a t i n g  c a t a t o n i a  w i th  em­

bryonal  r e g r e s s i o n .

The i n c l i n a t i o n  toward a n e u r o lo g i c a l  b a s i s  o f  c a t a t o n i a  was in 

d i sag reem en t  w i th  Kempf (1920) ,  who argued  a g a i n s t  n e u ro lo g i c a l  and 

m e ta b o l i c  causes  of  c a t a t o n i a .  Kempf c i t e d  th e  o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  th e  

s l e e p  movements in c a t a t o n i e s  a r e  no t  d i f f e r e n t  from th o s e  o f  no rm als .

S c h i l d e r  a l s o  r e f e r r e d  t o  Nunberg 's  c a s e  and agreed  t h a t  t h e  " c a t a ­

t o n i c  a t t a c k  r e p r e s e n t e d  b i r t h "  (1951a,  p .  8 8 ) .  In f u r t h e r  harmony w i th  

Nunberg, he proposed  th e  " d e j a  vu" e x p e r i e n c e  in r e g r e s s i o n  as  an e x p l a ­

n a t io n  o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y .  He s t a t e d ,  "The p l a c e  t h a t  one has a l ­

ready been b e f o r e  is  th e  u t e r u s "  ( 1951a ,  p .  108).

Thus,  S c h i l d e r  o f f e r e d  in t u r n  a n e u r o lo g i c a l  then a p sy ch o lo g ica l  

b a s i s  o f  th e  r e b i r t h  phenomena in c a t a t o n i a .  But h i s  summation in e f f e c t  

was t h a t  t h i s  problem is  un re s o lv ed  and s t i l l  remains  an open q u e s t i o n  

(1951b) .

Sprague (1940) c o n s id e r e d  some o f  t h e  c a t a t o n i c  symptomatology t o  

be a r e g r e s s i v e  reenac tm en t  o f  t h e  h a b i t s  o f  normal in f a n c y .  He i l l u s ­

t r a t e d  t h i s  o b s e r v a t i o n  by c i t i n g  such a c t i o n s  a s  v e r b i g e r a t i o n ,  r e p e t i ­

t i o n ,  and muscu lar  i n n e r v a t i o n  which a r e  p r e s e n t  in bo th  t h e  c a t a t o n i c  

and normal i n f a n t .  These a c t i o n s ,  he t h e o r i z e d ,  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  f a c t  o f  

be ing  a l i v e  t o  th e  e x p e r im en t in g  i n f a n t  and t o  t h e  r e g re s s e d  c a t a t o n i c .  

Motor i n h i b i t i o n ,  t o o ,  has i t s  o r i g i n  in e a r l y  l i f e .  The i n f a n t ,  s a i d  

S prague ,  t e n s e s  a l l  h i s  muscles  because  he does n o t  know which one t o  

u s e .  The same p r o c e s s  in t h e  c a t a t o n i c  r e s u l t s  in c e r e a  f l e x i b i t a s .

He c o n t in u e d ,  in agreement w i th  Kempf (1920) ,  Rosen (1953),  and 

B e t te lh e im  (1956),  t h a t  a t  t h e  d e e p e s t  l e v e l s  t h e  c a t a t o n i c  f e e l s
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th r e a t e n e d  w i th  e x t i n c t i o n  and t h e r e  remains no th ing  f o r  him t o  a t t e m p t  

ex c e p t  a d e s p e r a t e  c l i n g i n g  t o  t h e  s i n g l e  remaining f a c t - - t h a t  of  mus­

c u l a r  f o r c e .  T h i s ,  he supposed ,  is  t h e  reason  why c a t a t o n i e s  a r e  "so  

o f t e n  f a s c i n a t e d  w i th  t h e  n o t io n  o f  l i f e ,  d e a t h ,  submiss ion  t o  f o r c e ,  

r e b i r t h ,  and th e  l i k e .  . . .  In s tu p o r  p ro b ab ly  we can say t h a t  in a 

p s y ch o lo g ica l  s e n s e  he i s  dead" (Sprague,  1940, p .  5 7 8 ) .

Tausk (1933) s ugges ted  t h a t  c a t a t o n i c  motor symptoms (p o s tu r e s  and 

movements) a r e  no t  i n f a n t i l e  r e g r e s s i o n  bu t  r a t h e r  a r e c u r r e n c e  o f  im­

p u l s e s  from th e  p e r io d  o f  i n t r a u t e r i n e  e x i s t e n c e .

The o b s e r v a t i o n s  o f  Boisen (1936) a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p e r t i n e n t  t o  the  

fo reg o in g  ideas and t o  concep ts  o f  r e s t i t u t i o n  which f o l l o w .  Boisen 

w ro te  from th e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  a mental  h o s p i t a l  c h a p l a in  of  many y ea rs  

s e r v i c e .  Also  he has had th e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  s e v e r a l  pe rsona l  e p i sodes  of  

c a t a t o n i a .  He s t a t e d ,  " R e b i r th  f a n c i e s  r e p r e s e n t  c o n s t r u c t i v e  and p r o ­

g r e s s i v e  e l e m e n t s .  The s t u p o r  may thus  mere ly  mark th e  dea th  phase  of  

a dominant  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y .  Before  an i n d iv id u a l  can en joy  new l i f e  

he must d i e ;  and b e fo re  th e  u n iv e r s e  can be remolded i t  must be d e s t r o y ­

ed"  (Boisen ,  1936, p .  110).

Boisen a l s o  p o in t e d  ou t  t h a t  r e g r e s s i v e  t e n d e n c ie s  go deeper in 

" c a t a t o n i c  dementia p r a e c o x , "  and he c h a r a c t e r i z e d  t h i s  group as  " i n d i ­

v i d u a l s  who d id  no t  have r e c o u r s e  t o  a comprehensive p r o j e c t i o n  o f  t h e i r  

problems upon ch&ir c o l l e a g u e s ,  as  in th e  p a r a n o id  group"  (Boisen,  1936, 

p .  111) .  A lso ,  hs  found t h a t  t h e  tendency t o  use  p r o j e c t i o n  mechanisms 

co in c id ed  w i th  u n fa v o ra b l e  outcomes w h i le  t h e  nonuse o f  t h i s  dev ice  

(which c h a r a c t e r i z e d  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s )  g e n e r a l l y  made f o r  f a v o r a b l e  p ro g ­

noses  .
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F u r th e r  ev idence  o f  a connec t ion  between c a t a t o n i a  and th e  r e b i r t h  

f a n t a s y  is sugges ted  in an a u to b io g ra p h ic a l  account  by a s o c i a l  c a s e ­

worker (Anonymous, 1955).  This  au tho r  expe r i enced  t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  psy^h 

c h o t i c  ep i sodes  in a p e r io d  o f  fo u r  y e a r s .  Two o f  th e  ep isodes  were 

diagnosed as c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  Although t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  was 

not  a c e n t r a l  or  predominant  f e a t u r e  o f  her  r e p o r t e d  e x p e r i e n c e s ,  i t  was 

mentioned e x p l i c i t l y .

Other p s y c h o a n a ly t i c  w r i t e r s  have ignored th e  r e b i r t h  problem in 

t h e i r  d i s c u s s io n s  o f  c a t a t o n i a .  For example,  B le u ie r  (1950) spoke of  

nega t iv i sm  in mute s t a t e s  as  th e  r e j e c t i o n  and avo idance  o f  p a i n fu l  ex ­

t e rn a l  i n f l u e n c e s .  A r i e t i  (1955) e x p la in ed  c a t a t o n i c  immobil i ty in terms 

o f  a p a r a l y s i s  o f  th e  p a t i e n t ' s  w i l l  due to  a f e a r  t h a t  any a c t i o n  on h i s  

p a r t  w i l l  be f e l t  t o  be wrong and p u n i s h a b l e .

I t  seems l i k e l y  t h a t ,  in th e  w r i t i n g s  on c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  

r e f e r e n c e  t o  r e b i r t h  o r  n o n - r e c o g n i t io n  o f  t h i s  phenomenon depends on 

t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  w r i t e r ' s  a r e a s  o f  concern and em phasis .  C e r t a in  w r i t e r s  

have s t r e s s e d  formal r a t h e r  than c on ten tua l  a s p e c t s .  Others  have d w e l l ­

ed on th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  so  as  t o  imply unques t ioned  importance o f  t h i s  

type o f  id e a t io n  in c a t a t o n i a .

That  the  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  occurs  r e g u l a r l y  o r  even f r e q u e n t l y  in 

c a t a t o n i c  s ch iz o p h re n ia  is no t  an e s t a b l i s h e d  f a c t .  Among th e  c l i n i ­

c i a n s  w i th  whom th e  p r e s e n t  au tho r  has d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  t h e r e  

a r e  t h o s e  who f e e l  t h a t  the  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in p sychos i s  is  a c l u e  t o  

th e  imminency o f  c a t a t o n i c  symptoms i f  they  a r e  no t  a l r e a d y  p r e s e n t .  

O th e r s ,  however,  have no t  found any noteworthy connec t ion  between c a t a ­

t o n i a  and r e b i r t h  id e a s .
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As seen  in th e  above rev iew,  t h i s  phenomenon seems t o  have caught  

t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  r e l a t i v e l y  few c l i n i c i a n s .  At l e a s t ,  on ly  a few have 

c i t e d  i t  in t h e i r  w r i t i n g s .  But the  ones who have w r i t t e n  abou t  i t ,  and 

who have been c i t e d  h e r e  ( e . g .  Kempf, Nunberg, S c h i l d e r ,  and Rosen) ,  a r e  

recogn ized  as  c l i n i c i a n s  o f  eminence and s t a t u r e .  The o b s e r v a t i o n s  and 

r e p o r t s  have mainly  been anecdo ta l  w i th  few a t t e m p t s  t o  e x p l a i n  t h i s  

f a n t a s y  in a m o t iv a t io n a l  c o n t e x t  or  in a t h e o r e t i c a l  framework.  More­

o v e r ,  e x c e p t  f o r  th e  s t r e s s  on th e  concept  o f  r e g r e s s i o n ,  t h e r e  is no t  

much t h e o r e t i c a l  agreement among the  w r i t e r s  c i t e d .

The pr im ary  co n c lu s io n  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no s y s t e m a t i c  accoun t  o f  

t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in c a t a t o n i a  in rega rd  t o  why some in d i v i d u a l s  have 

i t  and o t h e r s  not  and i t s  p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n  t o  o t h e r  p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r ­

a c t e r i s t i c s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  none o f  t h e  w r i t e r s  have accounted  f o r  i t s  

p a r t i c u l a r  appea rance  in c a t a t o n i a ,  nor was th e  p o i n t  e x p l i c i t l y  made 

t h a t  r e b i r t h  id e a t io n  i s  more t y p i c a l  o f  c a t a t o n i a  than o f  n o n c a t a to n i c  

t y p e s .

The R e b i r th  Fan ta sy  in Other Contexts  

Alexander (1931) s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Bhuddis t  t r a n c e  is c a t a t o n i a  in 

t h a t  i t  r e p r e s e n t s  s  t u r n i n g  away from th e  o u te r  world  along  w i th  th e  

t y p i c a l  p o s t u r i n g  and r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n .  The w r i t i n g s  o f  Bhudda, he 

p o in t e d  o u t ,  a l s o  c o n t a in  ideas  o f  r e b i r t h ,

Kelsey p r e s e n t e d  t h r e e  c a s e s  o f  hypno t i c  r e g r e s s i o n  in which h i s  

p a t i e n t s  a l l e g e d l y  ex p res sed  impressions  from p r e n a t a l  l i f e :  " I  am

very  t i n y .  . . . I used t o  be p a r t  o f  a ' o n e n e s s '  and now I am s e p a r a t e .  

. . . t h i s  i s  t h e  womb. . . .  I c a n ' t  s e e  ( p a t i e n t  c u r l e d  up and inme- 

d i a t e l y  assumed th e  f e t a l  p o s i t i o n ) "  (1953,  p .  2 1 8 ) .  In t h e s e  examples
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î t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e t e rm in e  i f  t h e  hypnosis  r e a l l y  evoked l a t e n t  f a n ­

t a s i e s  o r  i f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  mere ly  complied w i th  what they  b e l i e v e d  t o  be 

th e  h y p n o t i s t ' s  w i s h e s .

N i c o l l ,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  th e  Jung ian  p o s i t i o n ,  a s s e r t e d  t h a t  th e  r e ­

b i r t h  f a n t a s y  is u n i v e r s a l ,  p r e s e n t  in mythology and a l l  r e l i g i o n s ,  even 

t h e  most p r i m i t i v e  o n e s .  He s t a t e d ,  "Whenever an e n t i r e l y  new a t t i t u d e  

comes i n t o  a p e r s o n ' s  l i f e ,  p s y ch o lo g ica l  r e b i r t h  t o  some e x t e n t  has 

o c c u r r e d "  (1920,  p .  125) .  These new a t t i t u d e s  encompass b i o l o g i c a l  

changes such as  occur  d u r in g  p u b e r ty  and menopause.  N ico l l  based t h e s e  

s t a t e m e n t s  on h i s  a n a l y s e s  o f  th e  dreams o f  p e o p le  in c r i t i c a l  p e r io d s  

of  l i f e .

In a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  th e  p s y c h o a n a l y t i c  t r e a t m e n t  o f  a woman w i th  an 

o b s e s s i o n a l  n e u r o s i s ,  Warburg inc luded  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y ,  a long  w i th  

ideas  o f  pregnancy and s u i c i d e ,  a s  a predominant  theme (1938).

These r e f e r e n c e s  p ro b ab ly  r e p r e s e n t  a f a i r  sample o f  th e  c l i n i c a l  

l i t e r a t u r e  on th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in n o n c a t a t o n i c s .  According  t o  th e  

a u t h o r s  who have been c i t e d ,  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  i s  exp re s sed  by d i v e r s e  

groups  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  in d i v e r s e  ways.  The c a t a t o n i c  e x p r e s s e s  i t  d i ­

r e c t l y  and s p o n ta n e o u s ly  ( t h a t  i s ,  "I  am being  r e b o r n " ) ,  presumably in 

p a r t  a s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  h i s  p s y c h o s i s ;  th e  Bhuddis t  monk e x p re s s e s  i t  under 

t h e  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  c o n d i t i o n  of  a s e l f  induced t r a n c e ;  any id d iv id u a l  

(acco rd ing  t o  Jung ian  th e o ry )  may dream o f  i t  when a c r u c i a l  change has 

o c c u r r e d  in h i s  l i f e .

R eg res s ion  and R e s t i t u t i o n  in P s y ch o s i s

The p s y c h o a n a l y t i c  concep ts  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  and r e s t i t u t i o n  seem t o  

c l a r i f y  some im por tan t  a s p e c t s  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  an a d m i t t e d l y  no t  wel l
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unders tood  d i s o r d e r .  In p s y c h o a n a l y t i c  t e rm s ,  r e g r e s s i o n  in s c h i z o ­

p h r e n ia  occu rs  when t h e  ego is  no longer  a b l e  t o  cope with  impulses and 

t h e  o u t e r  w or ld .  The a n x i e t y  expe r i enced  in a t t e m p t in g  to  cope wi th  

l i f e ' s  problems becomes so  i n t e n s e  as t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a t h r e a t  to  e x i s t ­

ence  (Rosen, 1953).  Thus ,  in R osen 's  t e rm s ,  s c h i z o p h r e n i a  i s  a means of  

s u r v iv a l  in which th e  i n d iv id u a l  r e v e r t s  t o  a much e a r l i e r  leve l  o f  o r ­

gan i z a t i o n .

in s c h i z o p h r e n i c  r e g r e s s i o n ,  withdrawal from t h e  o u t e r  world is f a r  

more ext reme than r e g r e s s i v e  withdrawal  found in normals and n e u r o t i c s .  

The withdrawal o f  i n t e r e s t  and energy  from th e  o u t e r  world leads  t o  the  

f r e q u e n t  d e l u s i o n  t h a t  t h e  world is dead or  t h a t  i t s  d e s t r u c t i o n  is im­

m in e n t .  Regress ion  d i f f e r s  from the  o t h e r  d e fen se  mechanisms in t h a t  i t  

"happens t o  th e  ego" (F e n ic h e l ,  1945) and ,  w h i l e  r e g r e s s i o n  is  r e s o r t e d  

t o  in o rd e r  t o  s u r v i v e ,  i t  is  n e v e r t h e l e s s  ex p e r i e n c e d  f r e q u e n t l y  as  a 

major t h r e a t .  That  i s ,  t h e  i s o l a t i o n  and l o n e l i n e s s  themselves  a r e  d e s ­

p e r a t e l y  f e a r e d .  At t h i s  p o i n t  in t h e  r e g r e s s i v e  p ro c e s s  t h e r e  a r e  two 

p o s s i b l e  c o u r s e s .  The in d iv id u a l  " s u r r e n d e r s "  i n t o  a p a s s i v e  and s t a ­

t i o n a r y  p sychos i s  w i th  no hopes o f  r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g  what he has  l o s t ,  or 

he a t t e m p t s  t o  recove r  by changing th e  o u t e r  world  in h i s  f a n t a s i e s .

The term r e s t i t u t i o n  covers  t h e s e  v a r io u s  a t t e m p t s  o f  t h e  s c h i z o ­

p h re n ic  t o  re g a in  l o s t  o b j e c t s .  By means o f  d e l u s i o n s ,  h a l l u c i n a t i o n s ,  

and "world r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  f a n t a s i e s "  th e  p a i n fu l  o u t e r  world is  changed 

so  t h a t ,  where p r e v i o u s l y  em ptiness  e x i s t e d ,  i n s p i r a t i o n  and r e c o n s t r u c ­

t i o n  have taken  i t s  p l a c e .

in th e  same way t h a t  f a n t a s i e s  o f  world  d e s t r u c t i o n  a r e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  e a r l y  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  v a r io u s  f a n t a s i e s  of  
r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  f r e q u e n t l y  occur  in l a t e r  s t a g e s .  They con­
s i s t  o f  d e lu s io n s  t h a t  t h e  p a t i e n t  h im se l f  has  t h e  t a s k  of
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sav ing  th e  w or ld ,  and has perhaps  been chosen by God t o  b r in g  
o rd e r  in to  t h e  wor ld  a g a i n ,  or  s imply  of  t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  some 
kind of  s a l v a t i o n  o r  r e b i r t h  is t o  be expec ted  ( F e n ic h e l ,  1945, 
p ,  4 2 4 ) .

That  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in s ch iz o p h re n ia  can be r ega rded  as a r e -  

s t i t u t i v e  a t t e m p t  is c o n s i s t e n t  with  t h e  views o f  B e t te lhe im  (1956) .  in 

normals and n e u r o t i c s ,  r e b i r t h  dreams,  accord ing  t o  th e  Jungian  b e l i e f s  

( N ic o l l ,  1920) ,  seem t o  r e p r e s e n t  e f f o r t s  to  a d a p t  t o  and m ob i l i z e  

a g a i n s t  unusual s t r e s s e s .  B e t t e l h e im ' s  concep ts  o f  s c h i z o p h re n i a  were 

based on o b s e rv a t io n  of  f e l l o w  p r i s o n e r s  in c o n c e n t r a t i o n  camps (many of  

whom became s c h izo p h re n ic )  and on s c h iz o p h re n ic  c h i l d r e n  in a r e s i d e n t i a l  

s e t t i n g .  He cons ide red  t h i s  d i s o r d e r  t o  be a r e a c t i o n  t o  an "ex treme 

s i t u a t i o n , "  a s i t u a t i o n  in which the  ind iv idua l  f i n d s  h i s  e x i s t e n c e  to  

be t o t a l l y  in t h e  hands o f  o th e r  peop le  w h i le  he h im se l f  i s  u t t e r l y  

po w er le s s .  He p o in t e d  o u t  t h a t  the  p r i s o n e r s  who recovered  from psycho­

s i s  did  so by " e x t e n s i v e  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  o f  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l i t i e s , "  and he 

s p e c u la t e d  t h a t  t h i s  was necessa ry  because t h e  former p e r s o n a l i t y  f a i l e d  

t o  p r o t e c t  th e  in d iv idua l  a g a i n s t  th e  t r a u m a t i c  e f f e c t s  o f  th e  extreme 

s i t u a t i o n .  In e f f e c t ,  t h e n ,  they  emerged as  new p e r s o n a l i t i e s .  In add­

i t i o n ,  he noted th e  e x p re s s io n  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in s c h iz o p h re n ic  

c h i l d r e n  a t  th e  p o i n t  o f  t h e i r  beg inn ing  emergence from p s ychoses .



CHAPTER I I

EXPERIMENT ONE

Problem and Hypothes is  

If  someone happened t o  d i s c o v e r  t h a t  th e  Jung ian  idea o f  u n iv e r s a l  

f a n t a s i e s  was a v a l i d  concept  then th e  p o i n t  of  t h i s  s tu d y  would appear  

t o  be n u l l i f i e d .  However, even i f  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  is  u n i v e r s a l ,  i t s  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  th e  in d iv idua l  would s t i l l  depend on how f i x e d  or  how 

s t r o n g  a theme i t  might  b e .  And we would s t i l l  be face d  w i th  t h e  p ro b ­

lem o f  in d iv id u a l  and group d i f f e r e n c e s  in th e  s t r e n g t h  o f  t h i s  f a n t a s y .

The s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  l i e s  in the  f a c t  t h a t  i t  is a f i r s t  

s t e p  in a t t e m p t in g  to  ga in  a more comple te  unde rs tand ing  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  

f a n t a s y  and whether  i t  has a p a r t i c u l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z ­

o p h r e n i a .  Although t h i s  r e s e a r c h  cannot  expec t  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  i s s u e ,  

t h e r e  may be a l i n k  between th e  r e b i r t h  idea and th e  e x c e p t io n a l  symp­

toms o f  c a t a t o n i a .

The tech n iq u e  o f  t e s t i n g  f o r  t h e  p re sence  o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  

was a p e r c e p tu a l  one,  the  Rorschach t e s t .  The u n d e r ly in g  t h e o r e t i c a l  

co n ce p ts  a r e  a l s o  p e r c e p t u a l ,  namely th e  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  concep ts  of  

Bruner and Postman.  Before e s t a b l i s h i n g  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between r e ­

b i r t h  ideas  and h y p o t h e s i s - s e t ,  i t  is  n ece ss a ry  t o  c l a r i f y  c e r t a i n  a s ­

sumptions  and background f a c t o r s .

n
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As su g g es ted  from t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  and r e s t i t u t i o n ,  t h e  

r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  is  assumed t o  be p a r t  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t e m p t  t o  r e ­

o r g a n i z e  h i m s e l f ,  t o  a d a p t  t o  new s t r e s s e s ,  o r  t o  r eco v e r  what he has 

l o s t .  As such ,  i t  o ccu p ie s  a c o re  o r  c e n t r a l  p o s i t i o n  in p e r s o n a l i t y  

f u n c t i o n i n g  and t a k e s  i t s  p l a c e  w i th  o t h e r  c e n t r a l  f a c t o r s  such as  the  

i n d i v i d u a l ' s  major v a l u e s ,  f a v o r i t e  d e fense  mechanisms,  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s ,  

s e l f  c o n c e p t ,  and body image. I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  c a t e g o r i z e  t h e  r e b i r t h  

f a n t a s y  beyond s t a t i n g  t h a t  i t  i s  a f a n t a s y .  I t  seems t o  have some r e ­

f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  s e l f  c o n c e p t ,  and i t  may d e r i v e  from th e  p ro c e s s  o f  r e ­

g r e s s i o n .  Whichever c a t e g o r y  i t  r i g h t f u l l y  f i t s ,  i f  we can a c c e p t  th e  

p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  r e s t i t u t i v e  p r o c e s s e s ,  

whe ther  in s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  o r  no rm als ,  then i t  fo l lo w s  t h a t  i t  has im­

p o r t a n c e  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ;  In Lewinian terms i t  has a high degree  of  

v a l e n c e ,  in Freud ian  te rms a high degree  o f  l i b i d i n a l  c a t h e x i s ,  o r ,  in 

t h e  language o f  t h e  c o g n i t i v e  t h e o r i e s  of  Bruner and Postman, i t  forms 

t h e  b a s i s  o f  a s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s i s .

W r i t e r s  l i k e  A l l p o r t  (1955) and Freeman (1948) have noted t h a t  t h e  

s e l f  concep t  and o t h e r  " long  s t a n d i n g  s e t s "  form t h e  b a s i s  o f  much p e r ­

ce p t u a l  b e h a v i o r .  One may modify t h i s  t o  s a y ,  b e h a v i o r ,  p e r c e p tu a l  o r  

o t h e r w i s e .  If one can pose t h e  i n t e r v e n in g  v a r i a b l e  o f  a h y p o th e s i s  o r  

s e t  which is based on t h e  s e l f  concep t  then  i t  f o l l o w s  t h a t  such hypo- 

t h e s e s - s e t s  s e r v e  t o  o r g a n i z e  much o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  and 

b e h a v i o r .  The n e c e s s a ry  a s sum pt ion ,  t h e n ,  is  t h a t  f o r  t h o s e  i n d i v i d u a l s  

who have ideas  o f  r e b i r t h ,  t h e s e  ideas  form th e  b a s i s  o f  a  r e l a t i v e l y  

s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t ;  hence ,  c e r t a i n  o f  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  a r e  based on 

t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t .
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The r a t i o n a l e ; h y p o tb e s î s - s e t  t h e o r y . Experiments  on s e t  have 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been concerned  o n ly  w i th  t h o s e  s e t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  in t h e  e x ­

pe r im en ta l  s i t u a t i o n  by means o f  i n s t r u c t i o n s  o r  o t h e r  c o n t r i v a n c e s  of  

t h e  p ro c e d u re .  A r e l a t i v e l y  n e g le c te d  problem has been t h a t  o f  th e  s e t s  

which th e  s u b j e c t  uses  in h i s  d a i l y  l i f e  and which he a u t o m a t i c a l l y  b r in g s  

w i th  him t o  th e  exper im en ta l  s i t u a t i o n .  Such s e t s  a r e  s a i d  to  de te rmine  

t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n s  in c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n s  (Freeman, 1948).

The concep ts  o f  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  t h e o ry  ap p ly  g e n e r a l l y  to  c o g n i t i v e  

b ehav io r  b u t  t h e r e  is c o n s i d e r a b l e  emphasis  on p e r c e p t i o n .  The fo l lowing  

summary o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  is  based  on papers  by Bruner (1951) and Postman 

( 1951) and on an i n t e r p r e t i v e  c h a p t e r  in F.  H. All  p o r t ' s  book (1955) 

which a l s o  u t i l i z e d  th e  s e t  concep ts  of  Freeman (1948) .

P e rc e p t io n  i s  no t  mere ly  th e  r e g i s t e r i n g  o f  s t i m u l i  by a p a s s iv e  

o rgan ism .  R a th e r ,  p e r c e p t i o n  is  an a c t i v e l y  s e l e c t i v e  p ro c e s s  which is 

l a r g e l y  de termined  by p r e d i s p o s i n g  t e n d e n c i e s .  In s h o r t ,  we do not  

mere ly  " s e e "  bu t  we " lo o k  f o r . "  The b a s i c  idea unde r ly in g  t h e  fo rm u la ­

t i o n s  o f  Bruner and Postman i s  t h a t  a l l  p e r c e p tu a l  p ro c e s s e s  r e p r e s e n t  

hypotheses  which th e  organism has s e t  up o r  which a r e  evoked by the  

p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n .  These hypotheses  a r e  l a r g e l y  in th e  background 

and a r e  u s u a l l y  unco n sc io u s .  They r e q u i r e  "answers"  in th e  form o f  some 

f u r t h e r  e x p e r i e n c e ,  answers t h a t  w i l l  e i t h e r  conf irm o r  d i s p ro v e  them.

Thus,  t h e  organism is  e i n g e s t e l l t  o r  s e t  t o  p e r c e iv e  in a p a r t i c ­

u l a r  way. This  s e t  i s  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s .  The organism b r in g s  

t h e s e  s e t s  t o  any given  s i t u a t i o n ;  they  then  s e r v e  t o  o rg a n iz e  and " t r a n s ­

form" in fo rm at ion  which comes t o  th e  organism from th e  env i ronm en t .  P e r ­

c e p t i o n ,  o r  any c o g n i t i v e  a c t ,  i s  s a i d  t o  be a p r o g r e s s i v e  s e r i e s  o f
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t r i a l s  and checks u n t i l  a  c o r r e c t  matching o f  th e  h y p o th e s i s  and th e  i n ­

fo rmat ion  o c c u r s .

Central  t o  t h e se  concep ts  is th e  idea o f  h y p o th e s i s  s t r e n g t h .  I t  

is  de f ined  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  by th e  amount o f  a p p r o p r i a t e  s t im u lu s  informa­

t i o n  needed t o  confi rm o r  nega te  a given  h y p o t h e s i s .  A s t r o n g  h y p o th e s i s  

needs l i t t l e  in form ation  t o  conf irm i t ,  and a weak h y p o th e s i s  r e q u i r e s  

more a p p r o p r i a t e  in formation  t o  confi rm i t .  In t h e  absence  o f  d e c i s i v e  

s t im u lu s  in fo rm at ion ,  a dominant (or  m on o p o l i s t i c )  hypo the s i s  a lo n e  can 

sometimes o rg a n iz e  th e  p e r c e p tu a l  s i t u a t i o n .  A l l p o r t  spoke o f  a g g re g a te s  

composed o f  energy from th e  h y p o th e s i s  and from t h e  s t i m u l u s .  When such 

a g g re g a te  e n e r g i e s  r i s e  above th e  t h r e s h o l d  l e v e l ,  p e r c e p t io n  o r  o v e r t  

a c t i o n  o c c u r s .  What is  most im portan t  f o r  t h i s  s tu d y  Is t h e  theorem 

t h a t  a s t r o n g  hypo the s i s  needs l i t t l e  in fo rm at iona l  ( s t im u lus )  s u p p o r t  

t o  o rg a n iz e  p e r c e p t s .  Bruner (1951) i l l u s t r a t e d  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  s t ro n g  

hypotheses  in which s u b j e c t s  were s e l e c t e d  acc o rd in g  t o  t h e i r  predominant  

va lues  as  de f ined  by th e  A1Iport-Vernon t e s t .  A s tooped f i g u r e  was p r e s ­

en ted  t a c h i s t o s c o p i c a l l y ,  which rendered  th e  inpu t  in fo rm at ion  low. The 

" r e l i g i o u s "  s u b j e c t  p e rce iv ed  th e  f i g u r e  i n  p r a y e r  or  r e v e r e n c e .  The 

"economic" in d iv idua l  p e rce iv ed  the  f i g u r e  as  s tooped  over in work.

There a r e  fo u r  c o n d i t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  h y p o th e s i s  s t r e n g t h .

These a r e  f requency  of  p a s t  c o n f i rm a t i o n ,  t h e  p a u c i t y  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  

hypotheses  a v a i l a b l e ,  m o t iv a t io n a l  s u p p o r t ,  and c o g n i t i v e  s u p p o r t .

The Rorschach t e s t  a s  t h e  t echn ique  of  measurement. The t e c h n i que 

used t o  de termine  t h e  p re sen ce  o r  absence  o f  r e b i r t h  id e a t io n  was th e  

Rorschach t e s t ,  i t  is  in t roduced  in t h i s  s e c t i o n  b ecause ,  b e fo re  p r o ­

ceeding  f u r t h e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  some t h e o r e t i c a l  i s s u e s  which need t o  be r e ­
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s o l v e d .  A c t u a l l y ,  th e  Rorschach cannot  n eg a te  t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  t h e  r e ­

b i r t h  f a n t a s y  s i n c e ,  i f  t h i s  f a n t a s y  i s  u n i v e r s a l ,  i t  may e x i s t  a t  "sub 

Rorschach"  l e v e l s .  In t h i s  s t u d y  th e  term p re s e n c e  of  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n ­

t a s y  implies  a c e r t a i n  degree  o f  s t r e n g t h ,  and hence ,  r e a d i n e s s  t o  be 

evoked .

F i r s t ,  an i n d i r e c t  method (which th e  Rorschach is)  was r e q u i r e d .

To s imply  ask  i n d i v i d u a l s  i f  they  e n t e r t a i n  ideas o f  r e b i r t h  would have 

met w i th  s e r i o u s  o b s t a c l e s  f o r  th e  reason  t h a t  one may have a f a n t a s y  

and deny having i t  e i t h e r  because  he does n o t  want to  admit  i t  o r  because  

he i s  no t  aware o f  i t .  This  i s  p r e d i c a t e d  on th e  c l i n i c a l  concep ts  of  

r e s i s t a n c e  and r e p r e s s i o n .  These f a c t o r s  may be ci rcumvented  by e l i c i t ­

ing th e  f a n t a s y  th rough i n d i r e c t  means,  and t h i s  i s  an assumption  which 

always u n d e r l i e s  t h e  use  of  p r o j e c t i v e  t e s t s .  An in d iv idua l  may revea l  

f a n t a s i e s  on th e  Rorschach by producing  re sponses  which symbol ize th e  

f a n t a s i e s  o r  which i n d i r e c t l y  r e p r e s e n t  them. For example,  an i n d i v i d ­

ual  concerned  w i th  r e b i r t h  i s  n o t  l i k e l y  on t h e  Rorschach t o  s e e  h im se l f  

be ing  b o rn ,  b u t  he may produce images of  a n im a l s ,  b i r d s ,  f i s h ,  o r  o th e r  

b i o l o g i c a l  organisms in th e  p ro c e s s  o f  be ing born or  in a p r e - b i r t h  s t a g e  

o f  development.  S t a t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  i t  seems p l a u s i b l e  t o  e x p e c t  t h a t  a 

h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  b u i l t  up on ideas  o f  r e b i r t h  might  de te rm ine  th e  s e l e c t ­

ion of  c o n t e n t  and images on t h e  Rorschach in such a way t h a t  th e y  r e ­

p r e s e n t  o r  symbol ize r e b i r t h .

The c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  p re s e n c e  o f  r e b i r t h  i d e a t io n  r e s t  on c e r t a i n  

Rorschach r esponse  c o n t e n t .  The r e b i r t h  r e s p o n s e s ,  i t  was assumed. i n ­

c l u d e :  embryo,  baby (or  animal)  in t h e  mother (or  u t e r u s ) ,  baby (or

animal)  be ing  born ,  f e t u s ,  unborn baby (or a n i m a l ) ,  l a r v a ,  cocoon.
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c h r y s a l i s ,  pupa,  g rub ,  c a t e r p i l l a r ,  t a d p o l e ,  egg ,  and s e e d .  What f i r s t  

l e d  t o  p ropos ing  t h i s  ty p e  o f  c o n t e n t  was t h e  e x p e r i e n c e s  ga ined  in t e s t ­

ing a number o f  c a t a t o n i e s  in a s t a t e  h o s p i t a l  s e t t i n g .

The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  assumed meaning o f  t h e s e  re sponses  l i e s  

in t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  o f  them p o s s e s s  a common a t t r i b u t e  o f  r e p r e s e n t i n g  

some p r e - s t a g e  o f  b i o l o g i c a l  development .  In a d d i t i o n ,  a l l  a r e  r e l a t e d  

t o  t h e  theme o f  r e b i r t h  in an a l l e g o r i c a l  s e n s e  and in p o s s e s s in g  s i m i ­

l a r i t y  in form and f u n c t i o n .

There is  one s o u rc e  o f  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d a t i o n  s ugges ted  from Warburg 's  

example ( see  p .  8 ) .  Her p a t i e n t  e x p re s s e d  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in terms 

o f  "coming ou t  o f  her  brown c h r y s a l i s  l i k e  a b e a u t i f u l  b u t t e r f l y  a f t e r  

d e l i v e r y "  (Warburg, 1938,  p .  5 0 4 ) .

I t  i s  recogn ized  t h a t  t h i s  l i s t  o f  responses  p robab ly  does n o t  ex ­

h a u s t  t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  ways in which r e b i r t h  might  be ex p re s sed  on th e  

Rorschach .  There a r e ,  a s  Fromm (1955) p o in t e d  o u t ,  " p e r s o n a l "  and 

" a c c i d e n t a l "  symbols which a r e  d i s c o v e r a b l e  o n ly  by te ch n iq u es  more ex ­

t e n s i v e  and involved  than  th e  Rorschach .  There a r e  a l s o  undoubted ly  

many o t h e r  s u b - c u l t u r a l  ( e . g .  c o l l o q u i a l ,  o c c u p a t i o n a l ,  e t c . )  symbols 

which th e  i n d iv id u a l  co u ld  u s e .  The assumption  was n e c e s s i t a t e d  because 

t h e r e  is  l i t t l e  p ro o f  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e s e  symbols and t h e r e  is n o th ­

ing in t h e  Rorschach l i t e r a t u r e  which touches  on t h i s  problem.  However, 

t h e r e  does seem t o  be an a p p r e c i a b l e  degree  o f  f a c e  v a l i d i t y  and g e n e r ­

a l i t y  t o  t h e s e  symbols.

One might  t a k e  r e c o u r s e  t o  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  symbol o f  b i r t h ,  namely 

w a t e r ,  which i s  f r e q u e n t l y  mentioned  in p s y c h o a n a l y t i c  w r i t i n g s  (Abraham, 

1955; F e r e n c z i ,  1950; F reud ,  1935) .  A p r e l i m i n a r y  s tu d y  (Krimsky, 1957),
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however,  showed t h a t  w a te r  re sponses  were no t  found more f r e q u e n t l y  in 

c a t a t o n i e s '  Rorschachs than  in t h o s e  o f  n o n c a t a t o n i c s .  In t h a t  s t u d y ,  

i t  was p o in t e d  ou t  t h a t  i t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  dream and myth symbols can 

be t r a n s p o s e d  t o  t h e  Rorschach and y i e l d  e q u i v a l e n t  meaning inasmuch as  

t h e s e  sou rces  p r e s e n t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  d a t a .

To sum up th e n ,  w h i le  f i n a l i t y  and p ro o f  a r e  l a c k i n g ,  t h e r e  is sup ­

p o r t  f o r  t h i s  assumption  in t h e o r y .

In i t s  method o f  c l a s s i f y i n g  s u b j e c t s  acc o rd in g  t o  th e  p re sen ce  or  

absence  o f  c e r t a i n  Rorschach c o n t e n t ,  t h i s  type  o f  approach is  ak in  t o  

two o t h e r  s t u d i e s  (Cleve land  and F i s h e r ,  1956; F i s h e r  and C leve land ,  

1956) .  These a u t h o r s  d e r iv e d  a typo logy  o f  body imagery,  a " b a r r i e r "  

group and a " p e n e t r a t i o n  o f  boundary" g roup .  In th e  b a r r i e r  group th e  

Rorschachs show emphasis  on t h e  o u t e r  s u r f a c e s  o f  o b j e c t s  ( e . g .  t u r t l e  

w i th  s h e l l ,  cave w i th  rocky w a l l s ) ;  in t h e  p e n e t r a t i o n  group th e  Ror­

schach c o n t e n t  r e f l e c t s  a p e r i p h e r y  in which s o f t n e s s  and p e r m e a b i l i t y  

a r e  s t r e s s e d .

To r e s t a t e  and summarize t h e  p o s i t i o n  t a k e n ,  we have th e  fo l low ing  

p o i n t s :

1.  The r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y ,  when p r e s e n t ,  is p a r t  o f  t h e  r e s t i t u t i v e  

and a d a p t iv e  e f f o r t s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  who undergo some form o f  s t r e s s .

2 .  In s o fa r  as  i t  i s  an u rg e n t  m a t t e r ,  t h e  r e s t i t u t i v e  e f f o r t s  form 

th e  b a s i s  o f  a s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t .  Hence, t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  may 

c o n s t i t u t e  a r e l a t i v e l y  dominant h y p o t h e s i s - s e t .

3 . Rorschach images and c o n t e n t  tend  t o  be s e l e c t e d  and o rgan iz ed  

by th e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s e s - s e t s .

4 .  Content  r e f l e c t i n g  concern  wi th  r e b i r t h  would most l i k e l y  appea r
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in the  Rorschach p r o to c o l s  o f  t h o s e  in d i v id u a l s  f o r  whom t h e  idea o f  r e ­

b i r t h  s u p p o r t s  a s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t .

The hypo thes i s  o f  t h i s  exper iment is based upon th e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  

th e  c a t a t o n i c  has c e r t a i n  h y p o th e s e s - s e t s  b u i l t  up mainly  on h i s  p a r t i c ­

u l a r  type  of  r e g r e s s i o n  and r e s t i t u t i v e  a t t e m p t s .  These h y p o t h e s e s - s e t s , 

l a r g e l y  unconsc ious ,  help  t o  shape p e r c e p t io n  and o th e r  c o g n i t i v e  fu n c ­

t i o n s  and ,  in th e  Rorschach t e s t ,  some o f  th e  c o n t e n t  o f  h i s  re sponses  

in th e  d i r e c t i o n  of  e x p re s s in g  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s i e s .

The experiment c o n s i s t s  of  t h r e e  p a r t s .  The p rocedures  o f  t h e  f i r s t  

two were assumed to  tap  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  a t  which th e  f a n t a s i e s  may be 

o p e r a t i n g .  The t h i r d  p a r t  involved a d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c t  o f  p e r c e p tu a l  

f u n c t i o n i n g .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  t h r e e  p a r t s  asked t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s :  Do

c a t a t o n i e s  g iv e  more r e b i r t h  responses  on th e  Rorschach t e s t  than non­

c a t a t o n i c s ?  Do c a t a t o n i e s  s e l e c t  more r e b i r t h  responses  on a m u l t i p l e  

cho ice  a d a p t a t i o n  of  th e  Rorschach? Here,  th e  t e c h n iq u e  i s  presumed t o  

ta p  a more p e r ip h e r a l  leve l  o f  awareness than  th e  conven t iona l  Rorschach.  

And f i n a l l y ,  do c a t a t o n i e s ,  in a s e r i e s  o f  p i c t u r e s  in which a r e b i r t h  

p i c t u r e  is inc luded ,  r e p o r t  th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in a d i f f e r e n t  temporal  

p o s i t i o n  from n o n c a ta to n ic s ?  I t  Is assumed t h a t  t h e  sequence o f  p e r ­

c e p t i o n s ,  in such a s i t u a t i o n ,  is de termined  by t h e  n a t u r e  of  th e  domi­

nan t  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t .

S u b je c t s

One exper imen tal  group (40 s u b j e c t s )  and two c o n t ro l  groups  (20 

s u b j e c t s  each) were u sed .  The age  range  was 18 t o  42 y e a r s .  I n d iv i d ­

u a l s  w i th  d e f e c t i v e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  were exc lu d ed .  In t h r e e  i n s t a n c e s  

t h e r e  was some q u e s t io n  about  mental a b i l i t y .  This  was r e s o lv e d  by
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a d m i n i s t e r i n g  th e  Vocabulary s u b t e s t  o f  th e  Wechsler  Be l levue  I n t e l l i ­

gence S ca le  (Form I ) .  The p r o r a t e d  weighted  s c o re s  were found t o  c o r ­

respond t o  l(is w i th i n  t h e  Dull Normal r ange ,  and t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  were 

r e t a i n e d .  The c o n t ro l  groups  were equa ted  w i th  t h e  exper imenta l  group 

f o r  age and y ea r s  o f  e d u c a t i o n ,  and each group had an equal  number o f  

males and f e m a le s .

Experimental  g roup . This  group,  h e r e i n  r e f e r r e d  to  as  Group C, con­

t a i n e d  40 p a t i e n t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  a t  Cen t ra l  S t a t e  G r i f f i n  Memorial 

H osp i ta l  who had been d iagnosed  as c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  The i n i t i a l  

c r i t e r i o n  was th e  o f f i c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  d i a g n o s i s .  These s u b j e c t s  were 

s e l e c t e d  from a l i s t  o f  159 p a t i e n t s  in t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and w i th i n  

th e  s t a t e d  age r a n g e .  The l i s t  was o b ta in e d  wi th  t h e  a i d  of  IBM f a c i l ­

i t i e s  o f  t h e  Biom etr ic  D iv i s io n  of  t h e  Department o f  Mental H ealth  in 

Oklahoma C i t y .  S u b je c t s  who had had a p rev ious  Rorschach t e s t  a t  Cent ra l  

S t a t e  H osp i ta l  were om i t ted  s i n c e  th e  r e s u l t s  migh t  have o r i g i n a l l y  i n ­

f lu e n c e d  t h e  cho ice  o f  d i a g n o s i s .  Thus,  t h i s  p o s s i b l e  so u rce  of  c i r c u ­

l a r i t y  was a vo ided .

The v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  the  159 c a t a t o n i e s  were known t o  be too  d i s ­

t u r b e d ,  mute,  i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  d e t e r i o r a t e d ,  o r  too  r e s i s t i v e  to  be t e s t ­

a b l e .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  40 s u b j e c t s  in t h i s  group were a b l e  t o  co o p e ra te  

s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  though some r e q u i r e d  two s e s s i o n s  o f  t e s t i n g .

In t h e  examinat ion  p roced u re  i t  was advan tageous ,  as  is  always th e  

c a s e  in c l i n i c a l  work,  t o  a l lo w  a p e r io d  f o r  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  of  r a p p o r t  

w i th  each s u b j e c t .  This  was n e c e s s a ry  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  adequa te  c o o p e r a t i o n ,  

and th e  method of  s e c u r in g  i t  was u s u a l l y  spontaneous  and i n d i v i d u a l i z ­

e d .  The t e s t  was in t roduced  w i th  a s t a t e m e n t  such a s ,  "We would l i k e  t o
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do t h e s e  t e s t s  in o r d e r  t o  he lp  us un d e r s tan d  more about  th e  c o n d i t i o n  

o f  p a t i e n t s  h e r e .  This  w i l l  pe rhaps  a i d  us in knowing b e t t e r  how we 

may be o f  f u r t h e r  he lp  t o  y o u . "  Th is  remark was i n a p p r o p r i a t e  in some 

i n s t a n c e s ,  and i t  was o f t e n  n e c e s s a r y  t o  im p ro v is e .  The same p r a c t i c e  

was adhered  t o  in t e s t i n g  t h e  h o s p i t a l i z e d  c o n t ro l  s u b j e c t s .

H osp i ta l  c o n t ro l  g ro u p . This  was a n o n c a t a t o n i c  h o s p i t a l i z e d  group 

which c o n t a in e d  20 s u b j e c t s .  I t  is r e f e r r e d  to  a s  Group H. Among the  

10 males were t h r e e  w i th  c h r o n ic  a l c o h o l i s m  (one " w i th  P s y c h o s i s " ) ,  one 

d e p r e s s i v e  p s y c h o s i s ,  one s o c i o p a t h i c  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  f o u r  pa ran o id  s c h i z ­

o p h r e n i c s ,  and one w i th  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  ty p e .  E ight  of  

t h e  females  were s c h i z o p h r e n i c ,  two of  pa ran o id  t y p e ,  one o f  a f f e c t i v e  

t y p e ,  f i v e  o f  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  t y p e .  Two o t h e r s  c a r r i e d  th e  d i a g n o s i s  

o f  p a ra n o id  p s y c h o s i s .

These s u b j e c t s  were  s e l e c t e d  from th e  same wards and s e r v i c e s  as th e  

c a t a t o n i e s  so  t h a t  th e y  were f a i r l y  s i m i l a r  to  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  in regard  

t o  l e n g th  o f  h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n ,  f a c t o r s  o f  i d l e n e s s  o r  o c c u p a t io n ,  and 

ty p e s  o f  c a r e ,  t r e a t m e n t ,  and s u p e r v i s i o n .  The s e r v i c e  c h i e f s  made the  

s e l e c t i o n s  from ward r o s t e r s  o r  w i th  t h e  he lp  o f  ward p h y s i c i a n s .  Each 

s e r v i c e  f u r n i s h e d  a number o f  Group H s u b j e c t s  equal  t o  h a l f  t h e  number 

o f  c a t a t o n i e s  who had been se c u re d  from t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s e r v i c e .  For 

example.  S e r v i c e  B f u r n i s h e d  e i g h t  female  Group H s u b j e c t s  and 16 female 

c a t a t o n i e s .  Lexington Annex f u r n i s h e d  two c o n t r o l s  (one o f  each sex) 

and f o u r  c a t a t o n i e s  (two o f  each s e x ) .

Normal c o n t ro l  g r o u p . The second c o n t ro l  group (Group N) was com­

posed o f  10 male and 10 fem ale  "normal"  i n d i v i d u a l s .  Thus, t h e  " o t h e r s "  

w i th  whom th e  c a t a t o n i e s  were compared r e f e r  t o  a p s y c h i a t r i c  sample and
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a normal one .  The c r i t e r i o n  o f  n o r m a l i t y  was t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  admission  

t h a t  he had never  sought  p s y ch o lo g ica l  he lp  f o r  h i m s e l f ,  had never  been 

h o s p i t a l i z e d  f o r  p sy ch o lo g ic a l  r e a s o n s ,  and had never  deemed e i t h e r  of  

t h e s e  t h i n g s  t o  be n e c e s s a r y .  A d d i t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a  were t h e  c l i n i c a l  im­

p r e s s i o n s  ga ined  dur ing  th e  t e s t i n g  and th e  Rorschach t e s t  r e s u l t s .  Sn 

t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r ' s  e s t i m a t i o n ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  inc luded  in Group N d id  not  

p r e s e n t  any no tewor thy  t e n d e n c i e s  toward psychopa tho logy .

The s u b j e c t s  were secu red  in Garvin  County,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  being  from

P a u l s  V a l l e y .  They r e p r e s e n t  a v a r i e t y  o f  o c c u p a t i o n s .  Among th e  males ,  

t h e  group inc luded  two h o s p i t a l  a t t e n d a n t s ,  two f a r m e r s ,  a gas s t a t i o n  

a t t e n d a n t ,  a c a r p e n t e r ,  a t e a c h e r ,  a sa le sm an ,  a shoe repa i rm an ,  and a 

c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t .  Among th e  females  were two c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s ,  t h r e e  

housewives ,  two w a i t r e s s e s ,  a t y p i s t ,  a lab t e c h n i c i a n ,  and a cook.

With some o f  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  t h e  e)q)er imenter  had p r e v i o u s l y  had 

some a c q u a i n t a n c e .  Hence,  when they  were approached w i th  t h e  r e q u e s t  

f o r  "an hour o r  two" o f  t h e i r  t ime " t o  ta k e  p a r t  in a s c i e n t i f i c  psycho­

l o g i c a l  r e s e a r c h  p ro b lem ,"  i t  was u s u a l l y  n o t  a d i f f i c u l t  m a t t e r  t o  s e ­

c u r e  t h e i r  c o o p e r a t i o n .  Some of  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s ,  on com ple t ion  of  t h e i r  

t e s t s ,  a ided  in s e c u r in g  t h e  s e r v i c e s  o f  o t h e r s .

There was no a t t e m p t  t o  c o n t ro l  t h e  v a r i a b l e  o f  o ccu p a t io n  s i n c e

t h e r e  was no p r i o r  knowledge o f  any p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

o c c u p a t io n  and r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t i o n .  However, t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o n d i t i o n s  

o f  s e l e c t i o n  o f  s u b j e c t s  s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  none would be drawn from such 

o c c u p a t io n a l  p u r s u i t s  a s  h o r t i c u l t u r e ,  o b s t e t r i c s ,  g e n e t i c s ,  p o u l t r y ,  

b io l o g y ,  embryology,  o r  any ty p e  o f  animal b r e e d i n g .  I t  was f e l t  t h a t  

an o c c u p a t io n ,  w i th  i t s  everyday c o n c e rn s ,  could  le a d  one t o  produce
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Rorschach c o n te n t  which d i r e c t l y  m i r r o r s  such concerns  independen t ly  o f  

non-occupa t iona l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .

P rocedures

Group C was t e s t e d  f i r s t ,  and t h e  age  and ed u c a t io n  in fo rm at ion  was 

t a b u l a t e d  on f requency  c h a r t s .  When th e  co n t ro l  groups were t e s t e d ,  t h e  

same v a r i a b l e s  were checked,  and an a t t e m p t  was made t o  keep d i f f e r e n c e s  

between th e  groups on t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  a t  a minimum.

The r e b i r t h  hypo the s i s  was t e s t e d  by us ing  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  t e c h ­

n iq u e s ,  th e  Rorschach t e s t ,  a M u l t i p l e  Choice Rorschach t e s t ,  and th e  

P i c t u r e  S e r i e s  T e s t .  In combinat ion wi th  t h e  conven t iona l  Rorschach,  

t h e  l a t t e r  two te chn iques  were inc luded  t o  a l lo w  t e s t i n g  o f  t h e  hypo­

t h e s i s  a t  l e v e l s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  o f  t h e  Rorschach .  The te chn iques  

and t h e i r  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a r e  d e s c r ib e d  in t h e  fo l lo w in g  p a r a g r a p h s .  All  

t e s t s  were adm in i s t e re d  i n d i v i d u a l l y  in t h e  o rd e r  s t a t e d  above .

The Rorschach t e s t . This  t e s t  was a d m in i s t e re d  w i th  t h e s e  in ­

s t r u c t i o n s :

I have ten  ca rd s  h e r e  and each one has t h e  photograph  o f  
an i n k b l o t .  I w i l l  show them t o  you one a t  a  t ime and I would 
l i k e  you t o  t e l l  me what you s e e  in them, what they  appea r  t o  
be l i k e  o r  what the y  remind you o f .  D i f f e r e n t  peop le  s e e  
d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  in t h e s e  c a r d s ,  and t h e r e  a r e  no r i g h t  or  
wrong answ ers ,  i 'm s imply  i n t e r e s t e d  in what  they  look  l i k e  
t o  you.  Here i s  t h e  f i r s t  one .

Following th e  f r e e  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  in which th e  s u b j e c t  r e a c t e d  t o  

each ca rd  s u c c e s s i v e l y  w i th o u t  i n t e r r u p t i o n ,  an in q u i ry  was performed 

in t h e  usual  manner.  A f t e r  t h e  t h r e e  t e s t s  were comple ted ,  t h e  Ror­

schach was sco red  acco rd ing  t o  t h e  K lopfer  system (Klopfer  e t  al . ,  1956),  

and th e  r e b i r t h  responses  o r  t h e  f a c t  o f  t h e i r  absence  were t a b u l a t e d .  

The M u l t i p l e  Choice Rorschach T e s t . Immediately f o l l o w in g  th e
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conven t iona l  Rorschach ,  t h e  M u l t i p l e  Choice Rorschach T e s t  (MCRT) was 

a d m i n i s t e r e d .  A n t i c i p a t i n g  t h a t  o n ly  a m i n o r i t y  o f  s u b j e c t s  perhaps  

would show r e b i r t h  symbolism on th e  Rorschach,  t h i s  t e s t  was in t roduced  

t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a f u l l e r  assessm en t  o f  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  r e b i r t h  Ideas as 

well a s  t o  p ro v id e  a f i r m e r  b a s i s  o f  group compar ison .  A ls o ,  i t  was 

thought  t h a t  t h e  MCRT would be handled more e a s i l y  by s u b j e c t s  who cou ld  

no t  produce many responses  (of  any type) on the  c o n v en t io n a l  Rorschach .

O r i g i n a l l y ,  t h i s  t e s t  was dev ised  as  an e f f i c i e n t  method o f  s c r e e n ­

ing armed f o r c e s  f o r  psychopa tho logy ,  and i t  i s  q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  t e c h ­

n ique  from th e  in d iv id u a l  Rorschach .  Narrower (1945) used a c h o ice  of  

te n  responses  p e r  c a r d ,  and S inge r  (1950) used s e v e ra l  forms o f  f o u r  and 

te n  cho ices  p e r  ca rd  in h i s  v a l i d a t i o n  s tu d y .

The MCRT as  used h e re  i s  no t  an e s t a b l i s h e d  te ch n iq u e  bu t  r a t h e r  an 

a d a p t a t i o n  o f  some o f  Harrower 's  and S i n g e r ' s  c o n t e n t  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  

p u r p o s e s .  A c h o ice  o f  t h r e e  responses  was g iv e n ,  o f  which one i s  in ­

d i c a t i v e  o f  r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n  accord ing  t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  s t a t e d  above ( see  

p .  15) .

Although t h i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  p rocedure  p e r t a i n s  t o  t h e  same h y p o t h e s i s ,  

t h e  method p ro b ab ly  t a p s  a more p e r i p h e r a l  l eve l  o f  awareness  than does 

th e  conven t iona l  Rorschach .  One would say  a more p e r i p h e r a l  bu t  n o t  

n e c e s s a r i l y  a consc ious  l e v e l .  The b a s i s  o f  t h i s  idea i s  t h a t  on t h e  

MCRT t h e  s u b j e c t  was asked  n o t  t o  produce b u t  mere ly  t o  r e c o g n i z e .  If  

a s u b j e c t  has a s t r o n g  hypo thes i s  based on th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  he may 

spon taneous ly  produce  i t  on t h e  Rorschach .  However, i t  would n o t  r e ­

q u i r e  as  s t r o n g  a h y p o th e s i s  t o  rec o g n iz e  in fo rm at ion  which i s  p r e s e n t e d  

as  i t  would t o  o rg a n iz e  ambiguous m a te r i a l  and produce  a g iven  p e r c e p t .
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For each  c a rd  t h e  s e r i a l  p o s i t i o n  in which th e  r e b i r t h  c h o ic e  was 

p r e s e n t e d  was randomized among t h e  t h r e e .  Th is  was accompli shed  by 

p l a c i n g  t h r e e  p e n n ie s  in a j a r ,  d e s i g n a t i n g  one o f  t h e  t h r e e  a s  " r e ­

b i r t h "  and two as  n e u t r a l .  The j a r  was shaken and a c o n f e d e r a t e  s e ­

l e c t e d  one then  a n o t h e r  o f  t h e  c o in s  w i th o u t  l o o k i n g .  For Card I o f  t h e  

R orschach ,  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  c h o ic e  was recorded  a c c o rd in g  t o  

t h e  o r d e r  in which t h e  p e n n ie s  were s e l e c t e d  and the  p r o c e s s  was r e p e a t e d  

f o r  t h e  remain ing  n in e  c a r d s .  The n e u t r a l  c h o ic e s  were s e l e c t e d  from 

t h e  l i s t s  o f  Narrower and S in g e r  s o  t h a t  t h e i r  p l a u s i b i l i t y  ( i . e .  formal 

congruence  w i th  t h e  b l o t  s t im u lu s )  would n o t  be too  f a r  f e t c h e d .

!n most c a rd s  th e y  a r e  a p p r e c i a b l y  more p l a u s i b l e  and given more 

f r e q u e n t l y  than  th e  r e b i r t h  c h o i c e .  In Card X, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  

" c a t e r p i l l a r "  i s  a " u s u a l "  r e s p o n s e  though n o t  a p o p u la r  one .  N eve r the ­

l e s s ,  i t  i s  no more f r e q u e n t l y  g ive n  than  t h e  n e u t r a l  p e r c e p t s  o f  "two 

p e o p l e "  and "a  d o g . "  Tab le  I l i s t s  th e  r e sponse  c h o i c e s .

The i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  t e s t  were:

Now l e t  us go th rough  t h e  c a rd s  a g a i n ,  b u t  t h i s  t ime i t  
w i l l  be a l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t .  I*m going t o  name t h r e e  t h i n g s ,  
and you choose t h e  one which t h e  i n k b l o t  o r  any p a r t  o f  i t  
looks l i k e  t h e  m os t .  Here i s  t h e  f i r s t  c a r d ,  and you choose 
one o f  t h e s e :  a w o l f ' s  head ,  l a r v a ,  o r  an emblem.

The s u b j e c t ' s  c h o ic e  was recorded  and th e  succeed ing  c a rd s  were

shown. The t e s t  s c o r e  was t h e  number o f  r e b i r t h  c h o i c e s .

The P i c t u r e  S e r i e s  T e s t . The o r i g i n a l  pu rpose  o f  t h e  P i c t u r e

S e r i e s  T e s t  (PST) was t o  t e s t  c e r t a i n  hypo theses  d e r iv e d  from Rorschach

t e s t  t h e o r y .  The PST c o n s i s t s  o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  c a r d s ,  each  c o n t a i n i n g  10

p i c t u r e s .  The c a rd s  a r e  e i g h t  inches  long and t e n  inches  w ide .  Each o f

t h e  10 p i c t u r e s  inc luded  i s  two inches  on each  s i d e .  The p i c t u r e s  on
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Tab le  I 

Choices on t h e  MCRT

Card Choice Card Choice

1 1. A w o l f ' s  head VI 1. Egg
2 . Larva 2 . A t u r t l e
3. Emblem 3 . A bed p o s t

! 1 1. A b u t t e r f l y V I1 1. A symbol o f  b i r t h
2 . Cocoon 2 . A map
3 . A bomb b u r s t i n g 3 . Ice and snow

III 1. R oos te r VI 11 1. A b io lo g y  s l i d e
2 . Blood 2 . Two f l a g s
3 . An unborn animal 3 . C h ry s a l i s

IV 1. Mountain IX 1. Baby in th e  mother
2 . Seeds 2 . Sea horses
3 . Animal head 3. A v i o l i n

V 1. A l l i g a t o r ' s  head X 1. Two peop le
2 . X-ray  p i c t u r e 2 . A dog
3 . Embryo 3 . C a t e r p i l l a r

t h e  c a rd  a r e  a r ranged  in f o u r  a d j a c e n t  v e r t i c a l  columns,  two c o n t a in in g  

two p i c t u r e s  and two c o n t a in in g  t h r e e  p i c t u r e s .  There i s  an i r r e g u l a r  

ar rangement of  t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  rows in tended  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a " s k ip p in g  

a round"  and a more v a l i d  method o f  g e t t i n g  t h e  s u b j e c t  t o  r e p o r t  what 

he s e e s  in t h e  o r d e r  in which he s e e s  i t  i n s t e a d  o f  in a f i x e d  o r d e r ,  

such a s  from l e f t  t o  r i g h t  o r  from top  t o  bo t tom .  The photos  a r e  a c h r o ­

m a t i c .  Among th e  p i c t u r e s  on each  c a rd  t h e r e  a r e  two p i c t u r e s  o f  human 

b e i n g s ,  an a s s o r tm e n t  o f  l a n d s c a p e s ,  h o r i z o n s ,  a e r i a l  views o f  t e r r a i n ,  

h o u s e s ,  and v a r io u s  man-made o b j e c t s .

The PST was a d a p t a b l e  t o  t h e  problem o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  due t o  

t h e  i n c lu s io n  by t h i s  t e s t ' s  o r i g i n a t o r s  o f  r e b i r t h  symbols in some o f
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t h e  p i c t u r e s .  The s e l e c t e d  c a rd s  were numbered on th e  back from one t o  

t e n .  They were p r e s e n t e d  with  t h e s e  i n s t r u c t i o n s :

l*m going t o  show you some photographed p i c t u r e s .  Each 
one has d i f f e r e n t  p i c t u r e s  on i t .  I want you t o  t e l l  me what 
you s ee  as  you s e e  i t .  You d o n ' t  have t o  fo l l o w  any s e t  o r d e r .
J u s t  t e l l  what you s ee  f i r s t ,  then  second ,  and so  on u n t i l  
you 've  gone th rough t h e  10 p i c t u r e s  on each c a r d .  You can 
sk ip  a round .  H e re ' s  th e  f i r s t  one .

The s u b j e c t ' s  answers were reco rded  v e rb a t im ,  and th e  s e q u e n t i a l  

p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  was n o t e d .  The r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e s  on 

e i g h t  o f  th e  photos  co r respond  e x a c t l y  to  t h e  r e b i r t h  symbols e s t a b l i s h ­

ed f o r  th e  Rorschach t e s t .  Depic ted  a r e  a c a t e r p i l l a r ,  t u r t l e s  h a tc h in g  

from eggs ,  snakes  h a t c h in g ,  b i r d s  h a t c h i n g ,  s e e d l i n g s ,  a b i r d  w i th  a 

n e s t  o f  eggs (on two p i c t u r e s ) ,  and a n e s t  o f  e g g s .  Two o f  t h e  c a rd s  

c o n t a in  a p i c t u r e  o f  a chipmunk in i t s  bu rrow. These were inc luded  de­

s p i t e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  do n o t  co r respond  t o  t h e  Rorschach c r i t e r i a .

For some o b s e rv e r s  t h i s  type  o f  p e r c e p t  symbolizes  " r e t u r n  t o  t h e  womb."

Each o f  th e  p l a t e s  i s  s i m i l a r  in t h e  t h i n g s  d e p ic te d  ( e . g .  p e o p le ,  

t r e e s ,  an im a ls ,  l a ndsca pes ,  houses ,  highways,  and m o u n ta in s ) .  The r e ­

b i r t h  p i c t u r e  and each o f  t h e  o t h e r  p i c t u r e s  were p r e s e n te d  w i th  equal  

f r e q u e n c y .  In o t h e r  words,  no in d iv id u a l  p i c t u r e  a t t a i n e d  any prominence 

by be ing shown more o f t e n .  Hence, t h e r e  was n o t  much chance o f  a g iven  

p i c t u r e ,  say  a r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e ,  becoming f i x a t e d  by th e  s u b j e c t  in t h e  

co u r s e  o f  the  t e s t ,  and by t h i s  p r o c e s s ,  be ing  r e p o r t e d  f i r s t  o r  l a s t .

The use o f  t h i s  t e s t  assumes t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  p o s s e s s  d i f f e r e n t  

t h r e s h o l d s  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s  d e p i c t e d  and t h a t  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  

t h r e s h o l d s  w i l l  a f f e c t  t h e  o r d e r  in which t h e  item i s  p e r c e i v e d .  I f  th e  

c a t a t o n i c  has a s t r o n g  h y p o th e s i s  based on t h e  r e b i r t h  c o n c e p t ,  then  

such p i c t u r e s  should  have t h r e s h o l d s  f o r  t h e  c a t a t o n i c  which a r e
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d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  t h r e s h o l d s  f o r  n o n c a t a t o n i c s , T h i s ,  t h e n ,  r e p r e s e n t e d  

a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  way in which th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  was a s s e s s e d  in t h e  

g ro u p s .

Trea tment o f  th e  Data

The f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  d e a l s  w i th  t h e  group c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  a g e ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  and t h e  number o f  Rorschach responses  ( ^ . Following 

t h i s  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  p a r t s  which deal  r e s p e c t i v e l y  w i th  t h e  Rorschach ,  

MCRT, and PST, t h e  t h r e e  ways in which the  r e b i r t h  hy p o th e s i s  has been 

t e s t e d .

Group c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . I t  was e s s e n t i a l  t o  a s s e s s  c e r t a i n  c h a r a c ­

t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  groups  t o  de te rm ine  whether any p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

them might  have a f f e c t e d  th e  p r e s e n c e  o r  absence  o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y .  

For t h e  v a r i a b l e s  o f  age  and ^  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e ch n iq u e  was a nonparam- 

e t r i c  one ,  t h e  Mann Whitney ^  t e s t  ( S i e g e l ,  1956) .  This  cho ice  was d i c ­

t a t e d  by th e  absence  o f  normal d i s t r i b u t i o n s  on th e s e  v a r i a b l e s .

In Table 2 ,  group means a r e  p r e s e n te d  f o r  c l a r i t y ;  th e y  were not  

involved  in t h e  computa t ion  o f  z  s c o r e s .  The h y p o th e s i s  t e s t e d  i s  t h a t  

t h e  groups have th e  same d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  and t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  h y p o th e s i s  i s  

t h a t  one v a r i a b l e  is  s t o c h a s t i c a l l y  l a r g e r  than  th e  o t h e r .  Groups H and 

N a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from Group C (£  = .23 and .20 r e s p e c t ­

i v e l y ) .  The mean age f o r  Group H exceeds  t h e  mean age f o r  Group N by 

3 .5  y e a r s ,  and th e  £  o f  .07 might  n o t  be d i sm issed  s o  r e a d i l y .  However, 

t h e  pr im ary  concern i s  t h e  e q u a t io n  o f  c o n t ro l  s u b j e c t s  w i th  t h e  c a t a ­

t o n i e s ,  no t  t h e  e q u a t io n  of  t h e  c o n t ro l  groups w i th  one a n o t h e r .  I t  

would seem, t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

in age could  be an impor tan t  v a r i a b l e  in t h e  r e s u l t s  of  t h i s  s t u d y .
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T ab le  2

A n a ly s i s  of  Group C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  Age

Group Mean Groups
compared z £.

C 31 .2 C v s .  H .75 .23

H 33.05 C v s .  N .81 .20

N 29.55 H v s .  N 1.44 .07

Most p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  of  t h e  r e b i r t h  h y p o th e s i s  is  th e  

v a r i a b l e  in t h a t  t h e  c r i t i c a l  c o n t e n t  i s ,  e x c lud ing  o t h e r  f a c t o r s ,  

more l i k e l y  t o  appear  in a Rorschach p ro toco l  t h a t  has more r e s p o n s e s .

As shown in T ab le  3 ,  t h e  group  comparisons  y i e l d  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

in each  i n s t a n c e .  On t h e  v a r i a b l e  o f  Group N is  s t o c h a s t i c a l l y  l a r g e r

than  both  Group H and Group C, and Group H, d e s p i t e  a mean d i f f e r e n c e  o f  

o n ly  0 . 8 ,  i s  s t o c h a s t i c a l l y  l a r g e r  than  Group C, In terms o f  mean d i f ­

f e r e n c e s ,  Group N exceeded t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  by 4 .3  r e s p o n s e s .  That  th e  

normals exceeded t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  in re sponse  p r o d u c t i v i t y  was n o t  unex-

T ab le  3

A n a ly s i s  o f  Group D i f f e r e n c e s  in Number 
o f  Rorschach Responses

Group Mean Range Groups
compared z E

C 17.2 8 - 5 2 C v s .  H 2 .36 .009

H 18.0 14 -  24 C v s .  N 2.99 .001

N 21.5 1 3 - 4 0 H v s .  N 1.76 .04



29

p e c t e d .  Twenty re s p o n s es  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  reg a rd ed  t o  be av e ra g e  f o r  t h e  

normal p o p u l a t i o n ,  and c a t a t o n i a  is  wel l  known f o r  i t s  symptoms of  

b lo c k in g  and r e s i s t a n c e .  Group C has t h e  w id e s t  range .  Group H th e  

s m a l l e s t ,  and Group N is  i n t e r m e d i a t e .

S ince  t h e r e  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in Rorschach p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  

i t  may be expec ted  t h a t  t h i s  would r e f l e c t  i t s e l f  in some way in t h e  r e ­

b i r t h  c o n t e n t  a n a l y s i s .  However, the  d i f f e r e n c e s  in p r o d u c t i v i t y  a r e  in 

a d i r e c t i o n  which should  work a g a i n s t  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  h y p o th e s i s  t h a t  

c a t a t o n i e s  show more r e b i r t h  symbolism on th e  Rorschach t e s t  r a t h e r  than  

f o r  i t .

For p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in yea rs  o f  e d u c a t io n ,  the  groups were 

compared by use o f  F i s h e r ' s  t - t e s t  (McNemar, 1949).  D i s t r i b u t i o n s  were 

f a i r l y  normal and £  t e s t s  showed th e  v a r i a n c e s  t o  be homogeneous. Thus,  

use  o f  t h e  j t - t e s t  was t e n a b l e .  Of th e  t h r e e  groups (as Tab le  4  shows) 

t h e  normals r e p r e s e n t  t h e  most " ed u ca ted ” group bu t  t h e  means a r e  n o t  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .

Tab le 4

A n a ly s i s  o f  Group C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  
Educa tion  ( in  Years)

Group Mean
Groups

compared t £

C 10.7 C v s .  H 58 1.52 n . s . 3

H 9 . 7 C v s .  N 58 .49 n . s .

N 11.05 H v s .  N 38 1.62 n . s .

a Not s i g n i f i c a n t ;  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  exceed th e  10 per  c e n t  l eve l  
in each  compar ison .
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Hence, i t  is  r e a s o n a b le  t o  exc lude  e d u c a t i o n ,  a long  w i th  age ,  as  

c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  in t h e  r e b i r t h  symbolism r e s u l t s .

The Rorschach t e s t . Of t h e  t o t a l  ^  o f  80 s u b j e c t s ,  on ly  23 p r o ­

duced r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t .  In each group th e  m a j o r i t y  o f  s u b j e c t s  do not  

show any r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t ,  and t h e  group compar isons  were based on th e  

number o f  s u b j e c t s  who show p re s e n c e  and absence  r e s p e c t i v e l y  o f  r e b i r t h  

re sponses  on t h e i r  Rorschachs .

For th e s e  comparisons chi  squa re  a n a l y s e s  were employed.  In Tab le 

5 ,  i t  is noted t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  p r e s e n t  when a l l  groups 

a r e  compared = . 0 2 ) .  S i g n i f i c a n t l y  more o f  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  show r e ­

b i r t h  c o n te n t  than  do Group H s u b j e c t s  (£  = . 0 1 ) .  Comparison o f  normals 

and c a t a t o n i e s  y i e l d s  a d i f f e r e n c e  which is  somewhat e q u i v o c a l .  For s i g ­

n i f i c a n c e  a t  th e  f i v e  p e r  c e n t  l eve l  a ch i  s q u a re  o f  3 .8 4  is  r e q u i r e d  

w i th  one degree  o f  freedom. The r e s u l t i n g  chi  s q u a re  o f  3 .59  y i e l d s  a 

p r o b a b i l i t y  of  .058 which i s  r a t h e r  c l o s e  t o  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  acc ep ted  

f i v e  per  cen t  l e v e l .

Tab le 5

Group Comparisons f o r  th e  P resence  o f  Rorschach R e b i r th  Content

Group Number
p r e s e n t

Number
ab s en t

Groups®
compared I f .

Chi
square £

C 18 22 C v s .  H v s .  N 2 9 .19 .02

H 1 19 C v s .  H 1 7.39 .01

N 4 16 C v s .  N 1 3 .59 .06

a Comparison o f  H and N is  c o n s id e re d  l a t e r .
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The f a c t  t h a t  Group N produced longer  Rorschach p r o t o c o l s  than  Group 

C would tend  t o  c a s t  some q u e s t i o n  upon t h e  n o n s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h i s  com­

p a r i s o n .  In r e l a t i o n  t o  Rorschach p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  s h o r t n e s s  

o f  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s '  p r o t o c o l s  would seem t o  a c c e n t u a t e  t h e i r  deg ree  of  

r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n .  On t h e  b a s i s  o f  r e l a t i v e  p r o d u c t i v i t y  between 

t h e  g roups ,  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s '  r e b i r t h  responses  would be weighted  somewhat 

more h e a v i l y  than  th o s e  o f  Group N. S u f f i c e  i t  t o  s a y ,  th e  r e s u l t s  a r e  

s u s p i c i o u s l y  c l o s e  t o  be ing  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and t h i s  in i t s e l f  b e a r s  f u r t h e r  

s c r u t i n y .

In Tab le  21 o f  t h e  Appendix i t  i s  no ted  t h a t ,  o f  t h e  f o u r  Group 

N s u b j e c t s  who show r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t ,  none gave more than  one such r e ­

sp o n se .  Of t h e  18 Group C s u b j e c t s ,  e i g h t  showed r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  in two 

o r  more d i f f e r e n t  r e s p o n s e s .  Group C and N can be compared,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

u s ing  a s  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  p r e s e n c e  o f  r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t ,  two o r  more r e ­

s p o n s e s ,  a s  shown in Tab le  6 .

Tab le 5

Comparison o f  Groups C and N f o r  t h e  P resence  o f  Rorschach 
R e b i r th  Content  when th e  C r i t e r i o n  i s  Two Responses

Category C
Group

N E

P r e s e n t 8 0
.026

Absent 32 20

The use o f  ch i  s q u a re  would be somewhat i r r e g u l a r  h e re  s i n c e  one o f  

t h e  expec ted  c e l l  f r e q u e n c i e s  i s  o n ly  2 . 6 7 .  The chi  squa re  com puta t ion
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y i e l d e d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  ,05 b u t  F i s h e r ' s  e x a c t  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  a more 

powerful  t e s t ,  e q u a l s  .026 which p ro v id e s  g r e a t e r  con f ide nce  in r e j e c t ­

ing t h e  nu l l  h y p o t h e s i s .  These d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  w i th  a more s t r i n g e n t  

c r i t e r i o n ,  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  exceed t h e  normals s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in t h e  number 

o f  s u b j e c t s  who show r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t i o n .  P a r e n t h e t i c a l l y ,  an even 

s m a l l e r  m i n o r i t y  (27.5  p e r  ce n t )  show r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t .  Implied a l s o  is  

t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  show g r e a t e r  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p r e o c c u p a t ­

ion th a n  th e  c o n t r o l s .  Here t h e  assumption  is  t h a t  s e v e r a l  r e s p o n s es  of  

t h e  same type  deno te  a g r e a t e r  deg ree  o f  p r e o c c u p a t io n  in a g iven  a r e a  

th a n  a s i n g l e  r e s p o n s e  would .  Th is  is  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  v a r io u s  app roach ­

es  t o  c o n t e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (Brown, 1953; L indner ,  1950; S c h a f e r ,  1954) .

To say t h a t  Group C and N do n o t  d i f f e r  in t h e  number from each 

group who show r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n  (Table 5) seems to o  c o n s e r v a t i v e .

The p r o b a b i l i t y  i s  c l o s e  t o  .0 5 ,  and i f  t h e s e  g roups  were e s s e n t i a l l y  

n o t  d i f f e r e n t  in t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  then  n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  would p ro b ­

a b l y  have r e s u l t e d  f o r  t h e  more s t r i n g e n t  c r i t e r i o n .  The i n c l i n a t i o n  

t h e r e f o r e  i s  t o  d i s c o u n t  t h e  small  f r a c t i o n  above th e  a c c ep ted  le ve l  o f  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  and t o  conc lude  t h a t  t h i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  h y p o th e s i s  is 

s u p p o r te d :  t h a t  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  as a  group show more ev idence  o f  r e b i r t h

p re o c c u p a t io n  than  do t h e  c o n t r o l s .

The comparison o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  groups w i th  one a n o t h e r  cou ld  n o t  be 

inc luded  in Tab le  5 because  h e r e ,  t o o ,  u se  o f  ch i  s q u a re  would n o t  be 

a p p r o p r i a t e .  In Tab le  7 ,  where t h e  comparison i s  based  on F i s h e r ' s  e x a c t  

t e s t  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  i t  i s  s een  t h a t  t h e  groups  do no t  d i f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t ­

l y  (2. =  . 147) t o  w a r r a n t  a  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  th e y  a r e  t r u l y  d i f f e r e n t .  In 

a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  MCRT r e s u l t s  ( s ee  below) a rgue  a g a i n s t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f
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Table  7

Comparison o f  Groups H and N f o r  Presence  
o f  Rorschach R e b i r th  Content

Group P r e s e n t Absent £

H 1 19
.147

N 4 16

a r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e  in f a v o r  o f  Group N.

M u l t i p l e  Choice Rorschach T e s t . The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s c o re s  on th e  

MCRT is  such t h a t ,  i n s t e a d  o f  two c a t e g o r i e s  ( p r e s e n t  and a b s e n t ) ,  the  

s u b j e c t s  v a r i e d  in t h e  number o f  r e b i r t h  c h o ic e s  from z e ro  ( in  t h e  c a s e  

o f  one N s u b j e c t )  t o  s i x  (two C s u b j e c t s  and one H s u b j e c t ) .  The s c o re  

i s  t h e  number o f  r e b i r t h  c h o i c e s .  Tab le 8 shows t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  

from each group in each s c o re  c a t e g o ry  a long  w i th  mean s c o r e s  f o r  each 

g roup .

In Group C, t h e  bu lk  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  made s c o re s  o f  t h r e e  and f o u r ;  

f o r  Group H most o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s  made s c o re s  o f  two or  t h r e e ;  and 17 o f  

t h e  20 normals made s c o re s  o f  z e r o ,  one ,  o r  two. The s t a t i s t i c a l  com­

p a r i s o n s  were made by both  chi  squa re  a n a l y s i s  and F i s h e r ' s  ^ - t e s t .

Cons ider ing  f i r s t  t h e  ch i  s q u a re  t e s t s  in Tab le 9 ,  d i f f e r e n t  g roup­

ings o f  c e l l s  p e rm i t  a d i f f e r e n t  number o f  t e s t s .  On one hand,  compar­

isons  can be made between a l l  t h r e e  groups  s im u l ta n e o u s ly  o r  between each  

p a i r  o f  g ro u p s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  s c o re s  may be grouped in v a r io u s  

ways .  Because o f  t h e  small  f r e q u e n c i e s  involved  i t  does n o t  seem r e a s o n ­

a b l e  t o  use an y th in g  o t h e r  than  th e  fo l l o w in g  grouping o f  s c o r e s ;
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a) s c o re s  o f  f o u r  o r  more v s .
s c o re s  o f  t h r e e  v s .
s c o re s  o f  two o r  l e s s

b) s co re s  of  fo u r  or  more v s .
s co re s  o f  t h r e e  or  l e s s

c) s c o re s  o f  t h r e e  or  more vs,
s c o re s  o f  two or  l e s s

Tab le 8

Number o f  S u b je c t s  in Each Score  Category on th e  MCRT

Group
Score C H N

6 2 1 0

5 4 1 0

4 10 3 1

3 15 6 2

2 7 6 12

1 2 3 4

0 0 0 1

Group Mean 3 .32 2 ,8 1.9

In Table 9 t h e r e  a r e  11 chi  squa re  com par isons .  The groups a r e  com­

pared  t h r e e  t imes each ,  bu t  in th e  case  o f  the  comparisons between Groups 

H and N t h e r e  a r e ,  owing t o  low c e l l  f r e q u e n c i e s ,  on ly  two chi  s q u a re  

t e s t s .

These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  when a l l  groups a r e  compared,  h ig h l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  p r e s e n t  (2. =  .02 t o  . 0 0 1 ) .  In t h e  C and H
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Tab le 9

Group D i f f e r e n c e s  on th e  MCRT

Groups
compared

Grouping 
o f  s c o re s ÉL

Chi
square E.

C v s .  H v s .  N a 4 21 .92 .001

b 2 7.97 .02

c 2 22.21 .001

C v s .  H a 2 3.57 .20

b 1 1.32 .30

c 1 3.21 .10

C v s .  N a 2 21.38 .001

b 1 10.48 .01

c 1 21.2 .001

H v s .  N a - - - - —

b 1 3 .14 .10

c 1 12.5 .001

com par isons .  Group C s u b j e c t s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  show h ig h e r  r e b i r t h  c h o ic e s  

b u t  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  do n o t  r e f l e c t  unequivocal  group d i f f e r e n c e s  (g_= 

.2 0 ,  . 3 0 , and . 1 0 ) .  Group N is  exceeded by Group C and Group H w i th  

l e v e l s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  which a r e  f a i r l y  c o n v i n c in g .  The Group C and N 

t e s t s  show p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  .01 and .001 .  The Group H and Group N t e s t s  

show p r o b a b i l i t i e s  o f  .10 and .001 .

A second s e t  o f  group comparisons  (by means o f  F i s h e r ' s  t ^ t e s t  o f
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mean d i f f e r e n c e s )  y i e l d s  r e s u l t s  w hich ,  in a way, p a r a l l e l  t h o s e  o f  t h e  

ch i  s q u a re  a n a l y s e s .  These  r e s u l t s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  in Table  10.  Groups C 

and H a r e  d i f f e r e n t  in MCRT means (Group C mean is g r e a t e r  by 0 . 5 2 ) ,  b u t  

t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  a g a in  may be due t o  chance = . 1 0 ) .  Group C exceeds 

Group N a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  l e v e l  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  ( ^  = . 0 0 1 ) ,  and Group H e x ­

ceeds  Group N (2  = . 05) ,  th u s  b e a r i n g  o u t  th e  co r respond ing  f i n d i n g s  in 

T ab le  9 .

Tab le  10 

Group D i f f e r e n c e s  in MCRT Means

Groups
compared

_t Éf. £

C v s .  H 1.82 58 .10

C v s .  N 5 .5 58 .001

H v s .  N 2 .2 7 38 .05

Although s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  do not  appea r  in eve ry  

compari son ,  a f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  t r e n d  i s  e v i d e n t .  An overview o f  t h e  

MCRT r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  t end  t o  exceed t h e  h o s p i t a l  

c o n t r o l s  in showing g r e a t e r  a t t r a c t i o n  t o  r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t ,  b u t  no t  t o  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d e g r e e .  Comparing t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  w i th  the  normal c o n t r o l s ,  

t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  more d e c i s i v e  in t h i s  r e s p e c t .  In e s s e n c e ,  t h e n ,  t h i s  

second leve l  a t  which th e  r e b i r t h  h y p o th e s i s  i s  t e s t e d  i s  s u p p o r t e d .

The d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  is  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  o f  th e  f i r s t  l e v e l .  In 

a d d i t i o n  t h e  h o s p i t a l  c o n t r o l s  exceed  t h e  normals on t h e  MCRT, and ,  a l -
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though t h i s  f i n d i n g  has no d i r e c t  p e r t i n e n c e  t o  t h e  h y p o th e s i s ,  i t  has 

im p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  r e s u l t s  as  a whole and w i l l  be taken  up l a t e r .

A f i n a l  p o i n t  in t h i s  s e c t i o n  concerns  t h e  p resence  o f  r e b i r t h  con­

t e n t  on th e  Rorschach and i t s  p o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n  t o  MCRT r e b i r t h  s c o r e s .  

For t h i s  pu rpose  Group C was d iv id e d  in to  two subgroups .  One c o n s i s t e d  

o f  th o s e  who showed r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on t h e  Rorschach (18 s u b j e c t s  d e s i g ­

n a t e d  "Group P r e s e n t " ) .  The o t h e r  c o n s i s t e d  o f  those  who showed no r e ­

b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on t h e  Rorschach (22 s u b j e c t s  de s ig n a t e d  "Group A b s e n t " ) .  

These two groups  were each  then  d iv id e d  in to  two subgroups:  th o s e  who

gave t h r e e  or  fewer  r e b i r t h  re sponses  on th e  MCRT and th o s e  who gave fo u r  

o r  more such r e s p o n s e s .  Con tro l  s u b j e c t s  were no t  inc luded .  Tab le  11 

shows t h a t  r e l a t i v e l y  more o f  th o s e  who showed r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on the  

Rorschach sco red  high  on th e  MCRT, b u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was not  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t  (2  = .20) .

An a d d i t i o n a l  t e s t  o f  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  was made by app ly ing  F i s h e r ' s  

^ - t e s t  to  t h e  MCRT mean o f  t h e  two g ro u p s .  Tab le  12 c o r r o b o r a t e s  th e

Table  11

Comparison o f  C a t a to n i c  Subgroups f o r  R e l a t i o n  
of  Rorschach and MCRT R e s u l t s

R e b i r th
group

MCRT Score ÉL
Chi

squa re £3^ 4b

P r e s e n t 9 9
1 2 .0 4 .20

Absent 15 7

o f  3 o r  l e s s ,

b S i g n i f i e s  t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  w i th  s c o r e s  
o f  4  o r  more.
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T ab le  12

Comparison o f  C a t a to n i c  Subgroups f o r  MCRT Means

R eb i r th
group

MCRT
mean ÉL _t £

P r e s e n t 3.50
38 .98 n . s .

Absent 3 .18

l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  t h e  subgroups a r e  n o t  d i f f e r e n t  in r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  MCRT 

s c o r e s  a l though  th e  P r e s e n t  Group has a h ig h e r  mean.

The P i c t u r e  S e r i e s  T e s t . R e c a l l i n g  th e  problem in terms o f  t h e  PST, 

t h e  p o in t  was developed t h a t  i f  t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  a ro u s e s  a p a r t i c u l a r ­

ly  s t r o n g  h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  f o r  th e  c a t a t o n i e s ,  then  th e  o r d e r  in which th e y  

r e p o r t  the  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  should  be d i f f e r e n t  from th e  o r d e r  in which 

th e  c o n t r o l s  r e p o r t  i t .  Judging from th e  r e s u l t s  on t h e  Rorschach and 

MCRT, th e  c a t a t o n i e s  might  be expec ted  t o  r e p o r t  th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in 

e a r l i e r  s e r i a l  p o s i t i o n s  than  t h e  c o n t r o l s .  The r e l a t i v e  e a s e  w i th  which 

th e  c a t a t o n i e s  gave such symbolism on th e  o t h e r  t e s t s  may be presumed t o  

i n d i c a t e  a lower t h r e s h o l d  f o r  p e r c e i v i n g  and r e p o r t i n g  such p i c t u r e s  on 

th e  PST. On th e  o t h e r  hand,  a lowered t h r e s h o l d  could  c o n c e iv a b ly  p r o ­

duce an o p p o s i t e  e f f e c t  by v i r t u e  o f  some form o f  emotional  b l o c k i n g .

If  t h i s  o c c u r r e d ,  then  th e  c a t a t o n i e s  might  d e l a y  t h e i r  r e p o r t i n g  o f  t h e  

r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e s .

Table 13 p r e s e n t s  group comparisons f o r  t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  who 

r e p o r t  the  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  and l a s t  t h r e e  p o s i t i o n s .  

The number o f  s u b j e c t s  is c a t e g o r i z e d  in terms o f  t h r e e  f r e q u e n c i e s ;
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Table 13

Number o f  S u b je c t s  in each P o s i t i o n  on t h e  PST 
and Chi Square Group Comparisons

(df = 4)

Group Chi
s q u a re 2C H N

Frequency , Frequency Frequency
P o s i t i o n 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2

1 20 13 7 9 4 7 9 5 6 2.10 n . s .

2 16 14 10 5 9 6 9 5 6 2 .97 n . s .

3 6 15 19 7 5 8 5 9 6 4 .58 n . s .

8 13 17 10 7 9 4 7 5 8 2.88 n . s .

9 17 15 8 10 8 2 13 4 3 3.57 n . s .

10 14 21 5 8 7 5 10 3 7 3.42 n . s .

a Frequency o f  two irnplies two or  more.

z e r o ,  once ,  and tw ice  o r  more.  For example,  20 Group C s u b j e c t s  r e p o r t ­

ed th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in t h e  f i r s t  p o s i t i o n  on none of  th e  c a r d s ,  13 

Group C s u b j e c t s  r e p o r t e d  i t  f i r s t  on one c a r d ,  and 7 Group C s u b j e c t s  

r e p o r t e d  th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in the  f i r s t  p o s i t i o n  on a t  l e a s t  two c a r d s .  

These  f r e q u e n c i e s  were compared w i th  Group H and Group N f r e q u e n c i e s  t o  

de te rm ine  i f  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups  in t h e  number o f  s u b ­

j e c t s  who r e p o r t  th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  in t h e  v a r io u s  p o s i t i o n s .

In t h e  chi  s q u a re  t e s t s  t h e  t h r e e  groups  a r e  compared s im u l t a n e o u s l y  

a t  t h r e e  f r e q u e n c i e s  by means o f  a t h r e e  by t h r e e  t a b l e .  Tab le 13 r e ­

v e a l s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  any 

o f  t h e  p o s i t i o n s .
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I t  i s  p ro b a b le  t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  in which t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  (or  

any g iven  p i c t u r e )  i s  r e p o r t e d  is p a r t l y  de te rm ined  by i t s  s p a t i a l  l o c a ­

t i o n  on t h e  c a r d .  On Card IX f o r  example,  t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  i s  l o c a ­

t e d  In t h e  lower r i g h t  hand c o r n e r .  Of t h e  t o t a l  o f  80 s u b j e c t s  52 

r e p o r t e d  i t  in t h e  n i n t h  and t e n t h  p o s i t i o n s .  Hence,  d e s p i t e  t h e  i n ­

s t r u c t i o n s  which aimed a t  g e t t i n g  t h e  s u b j e c t s  t o  " s k i p  around"  on each 

c a r d ,  the y  seemed t o  r e s o r t  l a r g e l y  t o  th e  h a b i t u a l  v i s u a l  movements o f  

r e a d in g  from l e f t  t o  r i g h t  and from t h e  top  to  t h e  bottom.  However, t h i s  

o r d e r l i n e s s  was no t  r i g i d l y  adhered  t o  by eve ry  s u b j e c t  on each c a r d .

NÔte t h a t  in our  example f o r  Card IX t h e r e  were 28 s u b j e c t s  who d i s p l a c e d  

t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  fo rw ard  from t h e  p r e v a l e n t  p o s i t i o n .  These d i s p l a c e ­

ment t r e n d s  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  n e x t  s e r i e s  o f  q u e s t i o n s  about  th e  PST r e s u l t s .

An a l t e r n a t e  approach  t o  the  PST has been d ev i sed  by Teska (1959) 

in a problem which invo lves  c h i l d r e n ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward money. Teska 

found t h e  d i s p la cem e n t  method to  be s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  group 

v a r i a t i o n  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  in f l u e n c e  o f  s p a t i a l  l o c a t i o n  as  a d e t e r ­

minant  o f  p o s i t i o n .  The idea  of  d i sp la cem e n t  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

in a s u b j e c t ' s  r e sponse  p a t t e r n  (as r e g a rd s  the  va ry ing  p o s i t i o n s  o f  th e  

c r i t i c a l  p i c t u r e )  from a  r e sp o n se  p a t t e r n  t h a t  would be expec ted  on a 

chance b a s i s .  If  t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  is  a " n e u t r a l "  concep t  f o r  a l l  

s u b j e c t s ,  o r  i f  i t  a r o u s e s  h y p o t h e s e s - s e t s  of  equal  s t r e n g t h  f o r  them, 

the n  i t s  d i s p la cem e n t  e x t e n t  and d i r e c t i o n  should  d i f f e r  from group t o  

group o n ly  on a chance  b a s i s .  There would no t  be s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

in t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  from each group who d i s p l a c e d  forward  o r  back­

ward.

The b a s e l i n e s  from which the  d i sp la cem e n ts  a r e  measured a r e  th e
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p o s i t i o n s  which r e p r e s e n t  medians f o r  Group N. In T e s k a ' s  s tu d y  (1959) 

t h e  b a s e l i n e s  a r e  t h e  c o n t ro l  g r o u p ' s  most f r e q u e n t l y  chosen p o s i t i o n s  

( i . e .  t h e  modes) .  The use  o f  t h e  mode f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  groups would have 

made i t  n ece ss a ry  t o  use  on ly  e i g h t  c a r d s ,  s i n c e  on two of  t h e  ca rds  

t h e r e  is no mode f o r  Group N. Thus 20 p e r  c e n t  of  t h e  PST d a t a  would 

have been w a s te d .  Fur therm ore ,  t h e  mode does n o t  c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e p r e s e n t  

a c e n t r a l  tendency  f o r  Group N on many o f  t h e  c a r d s .

Each s u b j e c t ' s  r e b i r t h  p o s i t i o n  was l i s t e d  f o r  each ca rd  a long w i th  

t h e  e x t e n t  and d i r e c t i o n  o f  d i s p la cem e n t  from t h e  Group N medians .  Table 

14 p r e s e n t s  a summary o f  t h e s e  d a t a  f o r  th e  t h r e e  g roups .

Tab le  14

Number o f  S u b j e c t s  w i th  D isp lacements  from Group N 
Median on PST

Frequency Tota l  Forward Backward
o f  d i sp la cem e n t  d i sp la cem e n t  d i sp lacem en t

d isp la c e m e n t C H N C H N C H N

0 I 2

1 1 1 6 3 3

2 1 10 7 5 10 6 3

3 6 2 4 9 5 6

4 3 1 2 10 4 2 11 4 4

5 5 4 1 10 1 4 3 2 1

6 12 5 7 3 5 2 1

7 7 4 5 1 1

8 9 3 3 1

9 3 2 2

10 1
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Inspec t ion  o f  t h i s  t a b l e  r e f l e c t s  f a i r l y  s i m i l a r  f requency  d i s t r i ­

b u t i o n  f o r - t h e  g ro u p s .  This  is  a l s o  r e f l e c t e d  in Tab le  15 where t h e  ch i  

s q u a re  va lues  a r e  l e s s  than  on e .  Thus,  Tab les  14 and 15 i n d i c a t e  t h e  

Groups to  be a l o t  more s i m i l a r  than d i f f e r e n t  in r e s p e c t  t o  d i s p l a c e ­

ment f requency .

The f requency  l i m i t s  in Table  15 were de termined  by a p r o c e s s  o f  

avo id in g  c e l l  f r e q u e n c i e s  which would be too  low f o r  a te n a b le  a p p l i c a t ­

ion o f  th e  chi sq u a re  t e s t s .

Tab le 15

Chi square  T e s t s  o f  Group D i f f e r e n c e s  in 
PST Disp lacement Frequency

(df  = 1)

Displacement
type

Frequency 
1im i ts

Groups
compared

Chi
sq u a re

E

Total 6 and l e s s C v s . H .04 n . s .
v s .

7 and more C v s . N .04 n . s .

H v s . N .00 n . s .

Forward 3 and l e s s C v s . H .03 n . s .
v s .

4  and more C v s . N .30 n . s .

H v s . N .10 n . s .

Backward 3 and l e s s C v s . H .04 n . s .
v s .

4  and more C v s . N .04 n . s .

H v s . N .00 n . s .
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Before a t t e m p t in g  t o  i n t e r p r e t  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s ,  i t  might  be advan­

ta geous  t o  e x p l o re  a n o t h e r  b a s i s  o f  comparing d i s p l a c e m e n t s .  I t  is  p o s ­

s i b l e  t h a t  d i s p la cem e n ts  based on f r e q u e n c y ,  and where t h e  c r i t e r i o n  is  

a s i n g l e  p o s i t i o n ,  may n o t  be q u i t e  d e c i s i v e .  For example ,  th e  c r i t e r ­

ion f o r  d i sp la cem e n ts  can be d e f in e d  as a d i sp la cem e n t  o f  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  

o r  f o u r  p o s i t i o n s .  T ab le  16 p r e s e n t s  t h e  f r e q u e n c i e s  under t h e s e  con­

d i t i o n s .

Tabie  16

Number of  S u b je c t s  w i th  PST Disp lacements  Under S t r i n g e n t  C r i t e r i a

Frequency Group
C r i t e r i o n o f  Displacement

3
Forward

4
Backward

3 4

Once C 39 19 23 11

H 17 10 13 7

N 19 10 16 5

Twice C 19 10 n 3

H 7 5 4 1

N 11 5 6 2

The f requency  f a c t o r  "once"  r e f e r s  t o  one o r  more d i s p la cem e n ts  o f  

t h r e e  o r  o f  f o u r  p o s i t i o n s .  The f a c t o r  Mtwice" s i g n i f i e s  t h a t  t h e  s u b ­

j e c t  has d i s p l a c e d  t h r e e  o r  fo u r  p o s i t i o n s  a t  l e a s t  two t i m e s .  To i l ­

l u s t r a t e ,  39 Group C s u b j e c t s  d i s p l a c e d  th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e d  t h r e e  

p o s i t i o n s  fo rw ard ,  19 d i s p l a c e d  i t  f o u r  p o s i t i o n s  fo rw ard ,  23 d i s p l a c e d  

i t  t h r e e  backward,  and 11 d i s p l a c e d  i t  f o u r  backward.  In Group N, 19
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d i s p l a c e d  t h r e e  fo rw ard  once ,  and 11 d i s p l a c e d  t h r e e  fo rward  t w ic e .

I t  was f e l t  t h a t  t h e s e  a d d i t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a  would add re f in e m en t  t o  

t h e  d i sp la c e m e n t  co m p ar i so n s .  However, a s  shown in T ab le  17, o n ly  two 

o f  t h e  compar isons  reach  t h e  t e n  per  c e n t  leve l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  At t h i s  

l e v e l  o f  c o n f id e n c e .  Group H exceeds  Group C in t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  

who d i s p l a c e  " t h r e e  fo rward  o n c e , "  and Group N exceeds  Group C f o r  th e  

c r i t e r i o n  " t h r e e  backward o n c e . "  However, s i n c e  t h e  bu lk  o f  t h e  compar­

i sons  f a i l  t o  show s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  g roups ,  i t  i s  more 

l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e s e  n e a r - s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  r e p r e s e n t  chance

Table 1?

Group Comparisons of  PST Displacements  
Under S t r i n g e n t  C r i t e r i a

Groups compared
C v s . H C v s . N H v s . N

C r i t e r i o n Chi
s q u a re E

Chi
sq u a re E

Chi
square E

3 fo rw ard  once .103 n . s . 3 n . s . 3

3 backward once .31 n . s . 2 .9 6 .10 1 .07 n . s .

4  forward  once .03 n . s . .03 n . s . .00 n . s .

4  backward once .36 n . s . .13 n . s . .48 n . s .

3 fo rward  tw ice .5 4 n . s . .30 n . s . 1.61 .30

3 backward tw ice .40 n . s . .18 n . s . .33 n . s .

4  fo rward  tw ice .00 n . s . .00 n . s . .00 n . s .

4  backward tw ice n . s . 3 n . s . 3 n . s . 3

a Because o f  low c e l l  f r e q u e n c i e s ,  2  'S d e r iv e d  from F i s h e r ' s  
e x a c t  t e s t  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  r a t h e r  than  from ch i  s q u a r e .
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f l u c t u a t i o n s .

In s u b s t a n c e ,  t h e r e  is  no s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  h y p o th e s i s  in th e  p e r c e p ­

t u a l  a r e a  r e p r e s e n t e d  by the  PST.

L o g i c a l l y ,  we would ex p ec t  th e  r e s u l t s  on t h i s  t e s t  t o  be more or  

l e s s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  Rorschach t e s t  and t h e  MCRT. 

S evera l  f a c t o r s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  PST seem t o  emerge as  p o s s i b l e  e x p la n a ­

t i o n s  f o r  t h e  absence  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  group d i f f e r e n c e s  on t h i s  t e c h n iq u e .

Teska (1959) found s i g n i f i c a n t  group d i f f e r e n c e s  in a PST problem 

in vo lv ing  c h i l d r e n ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward money. His use  o f  th e  PST d i f f e r s  

from th e  p r e s e n t  one in t h a t  he used o n ly  f i v e  p i c t u r e s  pe r  ca rd  and h i s  

s u b j e c t s  were g rade  school  c h i l d r e n .  I t  i s  c o n c e iv a b l e ,  a l though  t h e r e  

is  no a v a i l a b l e  e v i d e n c e ,  t h a t  t h e  a d u l t  s u b j e c t s  were so  p reoccup ied  

w i th  t h e  t a s k  o f  r e p o r t i n g  each one o f  t h e  10 p i c t u r e s  t h a t  t h e  p o t e n ­

t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  o f  any h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  f o r  r e b i r t h  was v i t i a t e d .  Perhaps  

t h e  use o f  fewer p i c t u r e s  on each ca rd  might  have avoided  t h i s .

I t  is  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  c h i l d r e n ,  l e s s  r i g i d l y  h a b i t u a t e d  t o  s t e r ­

eo typed  p a t t e r n s  o f  p rocedu re  than  a d u l t s ,  may t a k e  t o  t h e  PST i n s t r u c ­

t i o n s  more f r e e l y  and s p o n ta n e o u s ly .  That  i s ,  i t  may be t h a t  c h i l d r e n  

can more e a s i l y  conform t o  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  o f  r e p o r t i n g  f i r s t  what t r u l y  

c a t c h e s  t h e i r  eye  f i r s t .  In t h e  ca se  o f  a d u l t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p s y c h o t i c  

a d u l t s ,  t h e  r equ i r e m en ts  o f  t h e  t a s k  may be so  a b s o r b in g ,  o r  read ing  

h a b i t s  may be so  s t r o n g  t h a t  th e y  a r e  r endered  inc apab le  o f  a s p o n t a ­

neous r andom iza t ion  In r e p o r t i n g  th e  p i c t u r e s .  The a d u l t s  in t h i s  s tu d y  

appea red  n o t  t o  s k ip  a round .  I n s t e a d ,  the y  r e p o r t e d  f i r s t  t h e  p i c t u r e  

a t  t h e  top  o f  t h e  l e f t  hand column and moved from l e f t  t o  r i g h t  in t h e  

rows o r  from top  t o  bottom in t h e  columns.  I n s p e c t io n  o f  t h e  PST p r o t o -
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c o l s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h i s  s t e r e o t y p y  was th e  r u l e  f o r  many, i f  n o t  mos t ,  

s u b j e c t s  in a l l  t h e  g ro u p s .

Again,  t h e s e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  no t  well s u b s t a n t i a t e d  c o n c l u s i o n s .  

They a r e  impressions  which a r e  proposed as p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  th e  

absence  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  on th e  PST.

F u r th e r  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  is  pos tponed u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  

p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  the  second e x p e r im en t .  The d i s c u s s i o n  in Chapte r  IV 

c o n s id e r s  th e  f i n d i n g s  in both  exper iments  and t h e i r  i m p l i c a t i o n s .



CHAPTER 111 

EXPERIMENT TWO

Problem and HypothesIs  

Consider  such a v a r i a b l e  as  r e g r e s s i o n ,  p e r s o n a l i t y  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  

o r  d i s i n t e g r a t i o n  on a continuum f o r  t h e  gene ra l  p o p u l a t i o n .  On such a 

continuum th e  s c h iz o p h r e n i c  p o p u la t io n  would be c l u s t e r e d  a t  t h e  ’’d i s ­

tu rb e d "  end .  This  c l u s t e r  would inc lude  members o f  th e  p r e s e n t  Group C. 

But w i th i n  any p o p u la t i o n  of  s c h iz o p h r e n i c s  t h e r e  is  a f a i r  amount o f  

i n t e r - i n d i v i d u a l  v a r i a t i o n .  For example,  t h e r e  a r e  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  who 

perform e f f i c i e n t l y  in such th i n g s  a s  c l e r i c a l  work, a r t s ,  c r a f t s ,  and 

th e  l i k e .  A ls o ,  t h e r e  a r e  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  who have t o  be spoon f e d ,  

d r e s s e d ,  and b a t h e d .

One may p o s t u l a t e  two c l a s s e s  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s :  t h o s e  who a t t e m p t

r e s t i t u t i o n  and th o s e  who do n o t .  C l i n i c a l l y ,  i t  is recogn ized  t h a t  in 

th e  l a t t e r  ty p e  m a l ig n an t  p ro c e s s e s  a r e  i n d i c a t e d ,  w h i l e  th e  r e s t i t u t i o n  

a t t e m p t  i t s e l f  t ends  t o  be a f a v o r a b l e  p r o g n o s t i c  s i g n .  In o t h e r  words,  

i t  always p o r t e n d s  an u n fa v o ra b l e  outcome when th e  s c h i z o p h r e n i c ,  so  t o  

s peak ,  l e t s  h im se l f  s l i d e  in to  a r e g r e s s i v e  p a t t e r n .  On th e  o t h e r  hand,  

t h e  d e l u s i o n s ,  h a l l u c i n a t i o n s ,  and a u t i s t i c  f a n t a s i e s  o f t e n  deno te  an 

a c t i v e  a t t e m p t  t o  recove r  o r ,  a t  l e a s t ,  t o  f o r e s t a l l  f u r t h e r  r e g r e s s i o n  

and w i th d ra w a l .

47
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Experiment II is  l a r g e l y  based  on t h e  concep t  o f  r e s t i t u t i o n .  I t  

has a l r e a d y  been assumed t h a t  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  r e p r e s e n t s  a r e s t i t u -  

t i v e  d e v i c e .  Recogniz ing  t h a t  i t  need no t  be t h e  s o l e  r e s t i t u t i v e  means 

o f  t h e  c a t a t o n i c ,  a r e  t h e r e  n e v e r t h e l e s s  d i f f e r e n c e s  in p e r s o n a l i t y  f a c ­

t o r s  between th o s e  c a t a t o n i e s  who do and th o s e  who do no t  show ev idence  

o f  r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n  in acco rdance  w i th  t h e  Rorschach c r i t e r i a ?

This  q u e s t i o n  was i n i t i a l l y  developed  in t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y  s tudy  

(Krimsky,  1957) in which c l i n i c a l  im press ions  s ugges ted  t h a t  t h e  7 c a t a ­

t o n i c  s u b j e c t s  who showed r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  seemed t o  be l e s s  d e t e r i o r a t e d  

and in b e t t e r  c o n t a c t  tha n  t h e  remaining 13,  An a t t e m p t  t o  v e r i f y  t h i s  

im press ion  was made by comparing th e  subgroups  on th e  Rorschach P rog­

n o s t i c  R a t ing  S c a l e  (K lopfer  e t  a l , ,  1954).  The r e s u l t s  showed s i g n i f i ­

c a n t l y  h ig h e r  s c o r e s  f o r  t h e  " r e b i r t h ” s u b j e c t s .  However, t h i s  p rocedu re  

a l s o  p o in t e d  o u t  some shor tcom ings  in t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  s c a l e  t o  

p s y c h o t i c  g ro u p s .  The c l i n i c a l  impression  o f  subgroup d i f f e r e n c e s ,  i f  

s u b s t a n t i a t e d  f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  40 c a t a t o n i c  s u b j e c t s ,  could  add s u p p o r t  

t o  t h e  assum pt ions  in v o lv in g  r e b i r t h  and r e s t i t u t i o n  and p l a c e  them i n t o  

a c o n s i s t e n t  framework.

The q u a n t i f i e d  Rohschach d a t a  ( i . e .  s c o r e s  d e r iv e d  from th e  p r o t o ­

c o l s )  were used t o  compare t h e  subgroups f o r  " r e t e n t i o n  o f  b e t t e r  p e r s o n ­

a l i t y  i n t e g r a t i o n , "  This  n e c e s s i t a t e d  t h e  assumption  t h a t  t h e  Rorschach 

i s  a v a l i d  in s t rum en t  f o r  such a p u rp o s e .  A c t u a l l y ,  most Rorschach va ­

l i d i t y  s t u d i e s  a r e  conce rned  w i th  s i n g l e  o r  i s o l a t e d  f a c t o r  meanings 

which can be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  problem in a remote way a t  b e s t .  But 

t h e r e  a r e  some s t u d i e s  which use  a l l  o r  most  o f  t h e  Rorschach d a t a  as  i n ­

t e g r a t e d  w ho les .  Three  examples a r e  c i t e d  he re  a s  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  p r e s ­
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e n t  assumption  o f  Rorschach v a l i d i t y .

Munroe (1945) c o l l e c t e d  group Rorschach p r o t o c o l s  on 348 f i r s t  year  

c o l l e g e  women. She d e v i s e d  a check l i s t  f o r  r a p i d  e v a l u a t i o n s .  The in ­

t e g r a t i v e  s k e tc h e s  were made by " b l i n d "  a n a l y s e s .  That  i s ,  no informa­

t i o n  was a v a i l a b l e  o t h e r  th a n  age  and s e x .  R e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  " I n s p e c ­

t i o n  Technique"  was t e s t e d  by having th e  da t a  ana lyzed  independen t ly  by 

11 r a t e r s .  Agreement among t h e s e  r a t e r s  was s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

The v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  Rorschach was e v a l u a t e d  a g a i n s t  t h r e e  e x t e r n a l  c r i ­

t e r i a .  Teachers  who were tho rough ly  f a m i l i a r  w i th  t h e  s u b j e c t s  examined 

t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  in t h e  i n t e r p r e t i v e  s k e tch e s  and concurred  t h a t  t h e  v a s t  

m a j o r i t y  ( i . e .  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o p o r t i o n )  were a c c u r a t e .  The check l i s t s  

a l s o  y i e l d e d  b e t t e r  than  chance accuracy  as a p r e d i c t o r  o f  bo th  a c a ­

demic s t a n d i n g  and a d j u s t m e n t .

The method o f  " b l i n d "  a n a l y s i s  was a l s o  a p p l i e d  by S chac te l  (1951) 

in a problem o f  a s s e s s i n g  de l inquency  from th e  Rorschach .  He was given  

p r o t o c o l s  o f  1000 j u v e n i l e  m a les ,  o f  whom 500 were d e l i n q u e n t .  The two 

groups  were equa ted  f o r  a g e ,  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  and e t h n i c  o r i g i n ,  and a l l  

s u b j e c t s  had r e s i d e d  in poor  s e c t i o n s  o f  a l a r g e  c i t y .  S chac te l  l i s t e d  

53 t r a i t s  and judged each p ro to c o l  acc o rd ing  t o  t h e  p re s e n c e ,  absence ,  

o r  i n d e t e rm i n a te  s t a t u s  o f  each t r a i t .  From t h e s e  d a t a  he was a b l e  to  

i d e n t i f y  91 p e r  c e n t  o f  t h e  d e l i n q u e n t s  c o r r e c t l y  and 89 p e r  c e n t  o f  th e  

n o n d e l in q u e n t s  as  n o n d e l in q u e n t s .

In a Rorschach and c l i n i c a l  approach t o  s c h iz o p h r e n i a  Beck and h i s  

a s s o c i a t e s  (1954) e s t a b l i s h e d  s i x  d i s t i n c t  s u b ty p e s .  They f i r s t  l i s t e d  

d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t e m e n t s  r e l e v a n t  t o  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s :  d e f e n s e ,  ego f u n c ­

t i o n i n g ,  e m o t i o n a l i t y ,  and r e s t i t u t i o n .  P a r e n t h e t i c a l l y ,  concern  w i th
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b i r t h  o r  r e b i r t h  was l i s t e d  under r e s t i t u t i o n .  The d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t e ­

ments were then t r a n s l a t e d  in to  Rorschach t e s t  c o n c e p t s .  The ^  te c h n iq u e  

was a p p l i e d  t o  s o r t  t h e  d a t a  o b ta in e d  from th e  c l i n i c a l  and Rorschach 

reco rd s  o f  a group o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  a d u l t s  and c h i l d r e n .  Fac to r  a n a l y ­

s e s  o f  t h e s e  s o r t e d  d a t a  d e l i n e a t e d  s i x  p a t t e r n s  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  in ­

c lu d in g  two which were p e c u l i a r  t o  c h i l d r e n  and one which was common t o  

bo th  c h i l d r e n  and a d u l t s .  "The [Rorschach] f i n d i n g s  s e r v e d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

bo th  f o r  r ecogn iz ing  th e  d i s e a s e ,  and f o r  c l a s s i f y i n g  a person  in to  one 

o f  th e  p a t t e r n s  w i th  t h e  i m p l i c i t  s i g n i f i c a n c e  as  t o  t h e  kind o f  s c h i z o ­

p h re n ia  t o  e x p ec t"  (Seek,  1954, p .  8 2 ) .

The s u b j e c t s  who show p re s e n c e  of  Rorschach r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  a r e  

assumed t o  be t h e  r e s t i t u t i o n  a t t e m p t in g  g roup .  The e x p r e s s io n  " b e t t e r  

p e r s o n a l i t y  i n t e g r a t i o n "  is d e f in e d  in r e f e r e n c e  t o  p l a u s i b i l i t y  of  

t h i n k i n g ,  emotional  c o n t r o l ,  and inne r  r e s o u rc e s  f o r  r e s o l v i n g  problems 

and reduc ing  t e n s i o n .  The h y p o th e s i s  i s :  Are t h e r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in the

r e t e n t i o n  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y  i n t e g r a t i n g  f a c t o r s  between t h e  group o f  c a t a ­

t o n i e s  who show r e b i r t h  p r e o cc u p a t io n  and th o s e  c a t a t o n i e s  who do no t?

S u b je c t s  and P rocedures

The s u b j e c t s  f o r  t h i s  exper iment a r e  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  o f  Group C.

They were d iv ided  in to  subgroups P r e s e n t  (18 s u b j e c t s )  and Absent  (22 

s u b j e c t s ) .  Placement in t h e s e  subgroups is  based on t h e  p re s en ce  or  

absence  o f  Rorschach r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t .  In Experiment I t h e  Rorschach 

p r o t o c o l s  were scored  immediately fo l lo w in g  t h e  com ple t ion  o f  each sub­

j e c t ' s  t e s t i n g ,  and th e  d a t a  used he re  were d e r iv e d  from t h e s e  s c o r e s .

The method o f  s c o r in g  conforms ma in ly  t o  t h e  K lop fe r  system (1954) b u t  

w i th  some d e v i a t i o n s .  Included a r e  th e  Bd l o c a t i o n  s c o r e  f o r  a l l  d e t a i l s
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n o t  s c o r e a b î e  as wholes o r  usual  d e t a i l s  (D). In a d d i t i o n ,  form r e ­

sponses  a r e  s co red  as  p lu s  o r  minus in con fo rm i ty  w i th  B eck ' s  (1944) 

s t a n d a r d s .  Form res p o n s es  were a l s o  s co red  w i th o u t  n o t a t i o n  o f  acc u racy  

o r  inaccuracy  when t h e r e  was some doubt a s  t o  t h i s  q u a l i t y  or  when t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  re sponse  was no t  inc luded  in Beck 's  l i s t s .

For each  s u b j e c t ,  t a b u l a t i o n s  were made o f  t h e  number o f  r e s p o n s e s  

in t h e  fo l lo w in g  response  c a t e g o r i e s :

t o t a l  re sponse  number.
W, whole re sponses  o r  responses  in c lu d in g  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  t h e  b l o t  

a r e a .
usual  d e t a i l s .

Dd, unusual  d e t a i l s .
M, responses  in which humans o r  human-l ike  f i g u r e s  a r e  p e r c e iv e d  in 

some movement o r  a c t i v i t y  o r  an imals  engaged in human-l ike  a c t i v ­
i t y .

FM, an imals  p e r c e iv e d  in a c t i v i t y .
Fm, inan im ate  o b j e c t s  p e r c e iv e d  in movement ( e . g .  cans  f l o a t i n g ,  

wind blowing)
Ft , form responses  in which th e  form o f  t h e  p e r c e p t  conforms t o  t h e  

b l o t  o u t l i n e s .
F - , form re sponses  in which th e  form is  a r b i t r a r y ,  o f  poor q u a l i t y ,  

o r  does no t  r ea sonab ly  f i t  t h e  b l o t  o u t l i n e s .
2 ,  form response  in which th e  form q u a l i t y  is  in d o u b t .
Sh , responses  w&ich use t e x t u r a l  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  b l o t  o r  a c h ro m a t i c  

c o l o r .
FC, re sponses  in which form and c o l o r  a r e  combined w i th  form p r e ­

dominant .
CF, r e sponses  in which form and c o l o r  a r e  combined w i th  c o l o r  having 

th e  dominant  i n f l u e n c e .
2» c o l o r  r e sponses  in which formal e lem en ts  a r e  ignored  o r  a r e  a b ­

s e n t .
Sum Ĉ , ô n e - h a l f  t h e  sum o f  F£ + 2CF + 3C»
A, responses  o f  an im a l ,  animal d e t a i l ,  and animal o b j e c t  c o n t e n t .
P̂ , p opu la r  re sponses  acc o rd in g  t o  Beck ' s  l i s t  o f  p o p u l a r s .
R e j , number o f  ca rds  r e j e c t e d .

Responses o f  v i s t a ,  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  and d i f f u s e  shad ing  o c c u r r e d  too  

i n f r e q u e n t l y  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  th e  group com par isons .  In t h e  c a s e s  o f  i n ­

an im ate  movement and t e x t u r e ,  bo th  o f  which were r e l a t i v e l y  i n f r e q u e n t ,  

t h e  form dominant (Fm, Fc) re sponses  a r e  combined w i th  t h e  form secondary  

(mF, cF) r e s p o n s e s .  For t h r e e  s u b j e c t s  o f  Group A bsen t ,  s c o r in g  was no t
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comple te  due t o  th e  i n a b i l i t y  t o  o b t a i n  a d eq u a te  i n q u i r i e s .  In each 

in s t a n c e  th e  s u b j e c t  was e i t h e r  t o o  f l i g h t y  o r  i n a t t e n t i v e  f o r  t h i s  

p a r t  o f  t h e  t e s t .  N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  c o n t e n t  was s c o re d  f o r  t h e s e  t h r e e ,  and 

i t  was p o s s i b l e  t o  s c o r e  f o r  p o p u la r s  and t o t a l  r e s p o n s es  a long  w i th  a 

few i s o l a t e d  r e s p o n s e s .

T rea tment  o f  t h e  Data 

Except  f o r  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  t o t a l  r e s p o n s es  ( ^ , r e j e c t i o n s  ( R e j ) , 

and pe r  c e n t ,  t h e  Rorschach  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  compared by p e r  c e n t  o f  R̂ 

r a t h e r  than  by raw s c o r e s .  This  is n e c e s s i t a t e d  by a s i z e a b l e  d i f f e i — 

ence  in group means o f  which loads  a l l  comparisons in f a v o r  o f  Group 

P r e s e n t .  The mean Rs f o r  Groups P r e s e n t  and Absent  a r e  22.1 and 1 3 .2 ,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y .  These d a t a  a r e  shown in Tab le 18.

Had th e  groups  been e q u i v a l e n t  in r e s p e c t  t o  R̂ , i t  would n o t  have

been n e c e s s a r y  t o  c o n v e r t  raw s c o r e s  t o  p e r  c e n t s .  While t h i s  conve rs ion  

h e l p s  t o  p ro v id e  a workable  b a s i s  o f  com par isons ,  i t  makes i m p l i c i t  an 

assum pt ion  which has c e r t a i n  w eaknesses .  That  i s ,  in c o n v e r t i n g  from raw 

s c o r e s ,  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  r e t a i n  e q u i v a l e n t  va lue  in pe r  c e n t s .  For example,  

t h e  assumption  would hold  t h a t  f i v e  CF re sponses  in a 50 r e sponse  p r o t o ­

col  would be e q u i v a l e n t  t o  one CF in a 10 r e sponse  p r o t o c o l .  A c t u a l l y ,

t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  CF in such p r o t o c o l s  would be q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  Hence, 

t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  i n t e r p r e t e d  below w i th  some r e s t r i c t i o n s  in mind.

in Tab le  18 th e  compar isons  a r e  made by u s in g  th e  r ank ing  te ch n iq u e  

o f  t h e  Mann Whitney Ij T e s t .  The r ank ings  a r e  based  on p e r c e n t a g e s ,  bu t  

in t h e  ca s e  o f  ^  raw s c o r e s  a r e  u s e d .  The group comparison f o r  R e j . as  

shown in Tab le 19, i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  Groups a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f ­

f e r e n t  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e .
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T ab le  18

Raw Score Means, Per  Cent Means, and A n a ly s i s  o f  
Group D i f f e r e n c e s  on Rorschach V a r ia b l e s

V a r ia b l e
Raw

P r e s e n t
Score

Absent
P er  Cent 

P r e s e n t  Absent £ E

R 22.1 13.2 — 3.43 .001

W 6 . 4 5 .7 32.3 4 6 . 6 2 .3 4 .009

2 13.1 6 .8 57.1 48 .5 1.4 .08

2.5 0 . 6 9 .0 5 .3 2 .32 .01

M 1.6 1.1 7 .0 8 . 4 .08 .47

FM 1.0 0 .89 4 .83 6 .3 2 .56 .29

Fm 0.61 0 .3 2 2 .56 2.17 .33 .37

F+ 8 . 9 4 .3 71.83 53 .6* 1.66 .048

2 2 3 .3 2 .43 20 .3^ 19.2^ .38 .35

F 15.1 8 . 4 69.2 64.5 .61 .21

Sji 1.22 0 .68 5.48 5 .7 4 .27 .43

FC 1.17 0 .47 5 .46 3.75 .88 .15

CF 1.67 0.85 6.25 6.91 .29 .38

Ç 0 .5 1.0 2 . 4 7 .56 1.24 .09

Sum 2 2.83 2.58 12.2 19.2 .84 .20

A 10.4 6 .3 48 .3 47 .7 .16 .43

P 4.1 2.5 19.4 19.5 .07 .47

a F+ p e r  c e n t  is  d e r iv e d  
sum o f  2 2  and 2% r e s p o n s e s .

from th e  r a t i o o f  2 t re sponses t o  th e

b 2% p e r  c e n t i s  de r iv e d from th e  r a t i o o f  F- responses t o  R̂ .
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Table 19

Group Comparison f o r  Number o f  S u b je c t s  Showing 
R e j e c t i o n s  and Chi Square A n a ly s i s

Group
P r e s e n t Absent Chi

s q u a re E

Rei 6 6
1 0 .17 n . s .

No Rei 12 16

S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  found f o r  W, Dd, and ^  per  c e n t .

Near s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  sugges ted  in and In c h a r a c t e r i z ­

ing th e  groups i t  i s  advan tageous  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s c o re s  

w i th i n  each group even where s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  groups 

a r e  no t  p r e s e n t .

The s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  Group P r e s e n t  in ^  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  

a r e  more p r o d u c t i v e  ( in  a genera l  sense)  and capa b le  o f  g r e a t e r  energy  

o u tp u t  and e f f o r t .  The mean R o f  22.1 conforms f a i r l y  well  t o  t h e  p r o ­

d u c t i v i t y  o f  normal g ro u p s ,  w h i l e  the  Group Absent  mean o f  13.2 i s  q u i t e  

s u p p re s s e d ,  p o s s i b l y  an outcome o f  t y p i c a l  c a t a t o n i c  r e s i s t i v e n e s s  and 

b lo c k in g .  Response t o t a l  coup led  with  a s u p e r i o r  F+ per  c e n t  adds s up ­

p o r t  t o  t h e  hypo thes i s  t h a t  Group P r e s e n t  i s  t h e  b e t t e r  p r e s e r v e d  g roup .  

Form accuracy  i s  an index o f  ego s t r e n g t h  acc o rd in g  t o  Beck (1944).  

Others  r ega rd  i t  more c o n s e r v a t i v e l y  a s  an e x p r e s s io n  o f  judgment and 

a b i l i t y  t o  a p p r a i s e  r e a l i t y  in an impersonal way and in a f f e c t i v e l y  

n e u t r a l  s i t u a t i o n s .

The JF per  c e n t  is  somewhat g r e a t e r  in Group P r e s e n t  and ,  a t  a  mean
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o f  6 9 .2 ,  i s  s u g g e s t i v e  o f  r i g i d i t y  and r e p r e s s i v e  t r e n d s .  The g r e a t e r  

use  o f  2  w i th  W de-emphasized a l s o  stamps Group P r e s e n t  a s  be ing  c a u t i o u s ,  

" p r a c t i c a l - m i n d e d , "  more a t t a c h e d  t o  m a t t e r s  o f  common, everyday  t y p e .

The m ode ra te ly  s t r o n g  tendency  adds t o  t h e  p i c t u r e  o f  c o n s t r i c t i o n  

w i t h ,  p e rh a p s ,  an emphasis  on m a t t e r s  o f  minor impor tance .  A p o s s i b i l ­

i t y  o f  o b s e s s i v e  t r e n d s  e x i s t s  in t h i s  g roup .

Group A bsen t ,  on th e  o t h e r  hand,  i s  s t r o n g l y  i n c l i n e d  t o  g i v e  £

(pure  c o lo r )  r e s p o n s e s .  This  i s  most p r e v a l e n t  in psychoses  and is 

u s u a l l y  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  d e t e r i o r a t i o n ,  ex treme lo s s  o f  con­

t r o l ,  and a p a t h y .  In t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  c o l o r  r e s p o n s e s ,  bo th  groups  

f a v o r  CF over  FC. But in Group Absen t  £  is  g r e a t e r  than  C£ o r  FC. w h i l e  

f o r  Group P r e s e n t  £  is  g iven  l e s s  o f t e n  than  e i t h e r  o f  t h e  o t h e r s .  The 

£  emphasis in Group Absent  s i g n i f i e s  t h a t  t h i s  group has succumbed more 

d e c i s i v e l y  t o  the  d e t e r i o r a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  and t h i s  is 

a n o t h e r  im por tan t  d i f f e  ,'«ce in t h e  g ro u p s .  I t  is  c o n s i s t e n t  t h a t ,  from 

th e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  emotional  c o n t r o l .  Group P r e s e n t  exceeds Group Absent  

in t h e  use o f  F£, a l th o u g h  no t  t o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  e x t e n t  ( £ =  . 1 5 ) .  F£ 

im plies  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  s o c i a l l y  a d a p t i v e  hand l ing  o f  a f f e c t i v e  e x ­

p r e s s i o n .  In th e  c o n t e x t  o f  th e  f i n d i n g s  t o  t h i s  p o i n t ,  t h e  h ig h e r  W 

approach o f  Group Absent  can be taken  t o  mean a tendency f o r  vague and 

g loba l  types  of  p e r c e p t i o n .  Although W a l s o  im plie s  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  

a c t i v i t y ,  t h i s  t a l e n t  would be r u l e d  o u t  in t h e  Group Absent  s u b j e c t s  

because  o f  t h e  very  low F+ p e r  c e n t .

The s c a n t  use o f  s h a d in g ,  v i s t a ,  and p e r s p e c t i v e  in bo th  groups r e ­

s t r i c t s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  r e g a rd i n g  th e  p re s e n c e  o f  a n x i e t y .  However, i t  

may be i n f e r r e d  from th e  genera l  p i c t u r e  o f  c a u t io n  and compl iance in
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Group P r e s e n t  t h a t  t h e s e  s u b j e c t s  have somewhat g r e a t e r  i n c l i n a t i o n  t o ­

ward a n x i e t y .

S u b j e c t s  in n e i t h e r  group can be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as having much v i ­

t a l i t y  and e n th u s i a s m ,  nor i s  t h e r e  much e v id e n c e  o f  v a r i e d  and d i f f e r ­

e n t i a t e d  f u n c t i o n i n g .  The e n e r g i e s  of  Group Absent  seem t o  be l a r g e l y  

c h a n n e l l e d  i n t o  w i l l f u l  and s tu b b o rn  i n s i s t e n c e  on the  e x p r e s s io n  o f  

i r r a t i o n a l  f e e l i n g s .  The e n e r g i e s  o f  Group P r e s e n t  s u b j e c t s  a r e  l a r g e l y  

geared  towards r e a s o n a b l e  b eh av io r  and com pl iance .

Group P r e s e n t ,  t h e  r e s t i t u t i o n - a t t e m p t i n g  g roup ,  shows b e t t e r  r e ­

t e n t i o n  o f  i n t e g r a t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  and th e  h y p o th e s i s  is  t h e r e f o r e  

s u p p o r t e d .  But what i s  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  Group P r e s e n t ' s  s u p e r i o r i t y  over  

Group Absent? A c t u a l l y ,  t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  p e r t a i n s  l a r g e l y  t o  s u r f a c e  

f e a t u r e s  of  b e h a v i o r .  In c e r t a i n  a r e a s  t h e r e  does no t  seem t o  be much 

d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  g r o u p s .  We do n o t  f i n d  more ev idence  in Group 

P r e s e n t  o f  c r e a t i v i t y  ( p e r s o n a l ,  n o t  a r t i s t i c  o r  s c i e n t i f i c )  o r  o f  such  

t h i n g s  a s  empathy,  s t a b i l i t y  o r  s e l f  c o n c e p t ,  o r  i n t e r n a l i z e d  t e c h n iq u e s  

o f  reduc ing  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  t e n s i o n  and s t r e s s .  In s h o r t ,  we do no t  f i n d  

more movement p e r c e p t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  human movement, and t h i s  i s  why th e  

s u p e r i o r i t y  i s  based main ly  on t h e  more e x t e r n a l  and outward forms o f  

a d j u s t m e n t .

The h ig h e r  F+ p e r  c e n t  in t h e  Group P r e s e n t  s u b j e c t s  may r e p r e s e n t  

a  way o f  s u p p r e s s i n g  th e  d i s o r g a n i z e d  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  by 

p l a c i n g  p a r t i c u l a r  emphasis  in t h e i r  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  on t h e  a p p r o ­

p r i a t e  and r e a s o n a b l e .  In o t h e r  words,  t h e  F+ may i n d i c a t e  a d e f e n s i v e  

mask as  well  a s  an a b i l i t y .

Th is  i s  n o t  t o  min imize t h e  importance  o f  t h e  outward appea rance  o f
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pe r so n a l  a d j u s t m e n t .  Most everyday  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  tend t o  be s u p e r f i c i a l  

and w i t h i n  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  t h e  in d iv id u a l  does f u n c t i o n  b e t t e r  

in r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  i n t a c t n e s s  and r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h e s e  p e r s o n a l i t y  a t t r i ­

b u t e s .

In e s sence  t h e n ,  t h e  h y p o th e s i s  is  a p p r e c i a b l y  suppor ted  a l though  

t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  Group P r e s e n t  over  Group Absent  is  r e s t r i c t e d .



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Within the  l i m i t s  o f  t h e s e  e x p e r im en t s ,  i t  has been shown t h a t  th e  

c a t a t o n i c  group has s t r o n g e r  h y p o th e s e s - s e t s  f o r  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s i e s  than  

th e  con t ro l  g roups .  The c a t a t o n i e s  s e l e c t e d  more r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on 

th e  Rorschach and on th e  MCRT. On th e  PST th e  groups  were e s s e n t i a l l y  

no t  d i f f e r e n t  in regard  t o  th e  o rd e r  in which th e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  was 

r e p o r te d  or  in regard  t o  th e  e x t e n t  o r  d i r e c t i o n  o f  i t s  d i sp lacem en t  

from the  median.  The h y p o t h e s i s - s e t  d id  not  seem t o  o p e r a t e  as a s i g ­

n i f i c a n t  or  c o n s i s t e n t  de te rm in a n t  in any manner on t h i s  t e c h n iq u e .  

P o s s i b l e  reasons  f o r  t h i s  were sugges ted  in Chapter  I I .

Some o f  th e  conc lu s ions  must be drawn in a t e n t a t i v e  way because  

o f  c e r t a i n  l i m i t a t i o n s  of  t h e  p rocedu res  and i r r e g u l a r i t i e s  o f  t h e  t e c h ­

n i q u e s .  For one t h i n g ,  in a s tu d y  in which th e  independent  v a r i a b l e  

( i . e .  Rorschach r e b i r t h  c o n te n t )  is  a b s e n t  in th e  m a j o r i t y  o f  s u b j e c t s ,  

i t  would be more d e s i r e a b l e  to  compare groups o f  much l a r g e r  s i z e .  The 

exper imenta l  group o f  40 s u b j e c t s  is  o f  modest s i z e ,  and th e  c o n t ro l  

groups o f  20 each f u l f i l l  t h e i r  purpose  in a minimal way. In s p i t e  o f  

th e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  one may f e e l  r ea s o n ab ly  s e c u re  t h a t ,  in r e g a rd  t o  th e  

p resence  o f  Rorschach r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t ,  t h i s  sample i s  f a i r l y  r e p r e s e n t ­

a t i v e  and t h a t  s i m i l a r  groups  o f  l a r g e r  samples would show e s s e n t i a l l y

58
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th e  same r e s u l t s .  At l e a s t  t h e r e  is no known o r  even sugges ted  reason  

why o t h e r  s i m i l a r  groups  might  show d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s .

The MCRT, as  used h e r e ,  is by no means an e s t a b l i s h e d  t e c h n i q u e .  

R a t h e r ,  i t  i s  one which has been a l t e r e d  and adap ted  f o r  the  p r e s e n t  

p u rp o s e s .  In some cases  th e  c r i t i c a l  c o n t e n t  p r e s e n t e d  some u n a n t i c i p a t ­

ed p roblems.  Many s u b j e c t s  d id  n o t  know th e  meaning of  c h r y s a l i s ,  and a 

few d id  n o t  know th e  meaning of  l a rv a  or  embryo.  The t h r e e  groups  seem­

ed t o  be e q u a l l y  r e p r e s e n t e d  in t h i s  la ck  o f  in fo rm a t io n .  During a d ­

m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  th e  MCRT, when s u b j e c t s  asked  what th e s e  t h i n g s  were,  

they  were t o l d .  However, t h e r e  is  no way o f  knowing how many s u b j e c t s  

avoided  th e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  th e s e  cho ices  because  of  t h e i r  ignorance or  

how many chose t h e s e  answers fo r  t h e  very reason  t h a t  they  were ig no ran t  

o f  t h e  meaning.

S ince  t h r e e  ch o ice s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  f o r  each c a r d ,  t h e  r e b i r t h  s c o re  

on a chance b a s i s  would be 3 . 3 3 .  The Group C mean conforms f a i r l y  c l o s e ­

ly  t o  t h i s  s c o re  ( see  Table  8 ) .  The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  mean o f  a l l  s u b j e c t ' s  

r e b i r t h  cho ices  is  c o n s id e r a b ly  l e s s  than  chance s u g g es t s  e i t h e r  t h a t  

t h e  r e b i r t h  responses  were l e s s  p l a u s i b l e  than  th e  o t h e r  ch o ice s  or  

they  were avoided  because  they  were too  a b s t r u s e ,  in e i t h e r  ca s e  t h i s  

could  mean t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  Group C were due t o  p s y c h o t i c  th i n k in g  

as  well  as  r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n .  Conce ivab ly ,  t h i s  could  a l s o  imply 

t h a t  th e  MCRT had a s  much t o  do w i th  r e a l i t y  t e s t i n g  a b i l i t y  as w i th  

r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n .  On th e  o t h e r  hand,  th e c e  is  no reason  t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  

Group C has more p s y c h o t i c  ism than  Group H, and th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  

s i g n i f i c a n t  Rorschach d i f f e r e n c e s  and near  s i g n i f i c a n t  MCRT d i f f e r e n c e s  

a rgues  in f a v o r  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  h y p o t h e s i s .
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Another  p o i n t ^ t p  c o n s id e r  i s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  MCRT d i f f e r e n c e  be ­

tween Group H and Group N. The normals  gave n u m e r i c a l l y ,  though not  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  more r e b i r t h  r e s p o n s e s  on t h e  Rorschach .  On th e  MCRT 

t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  was r e v e r s e d  t o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d e g r e e .  A gain ,  one im­

p l i c a t i o n  is  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  t e s t  does n o t  measure what  i t  was 

d e v i se d  t o  measure .  Although t h i s  problem cannot be c o m p le te ly  r e s o l v ­

ed w i t h i n  th e  l i m i t s  o f  the  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  i t  does seem l o g i c a l  t h a t  

r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n  would be somewhat more p r e v a l e n t  in a p s y c h o t i c  

than  a normal g ro u p .  Moreover,  i t  has n o t  been implied a t  a l l  t h a t  t h e  

r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  is  t h e  e x c l u s i v e  p r o p e r t y  o f  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s .  

Perhaps  n o n - c a t a t o n i c  p s y c h o t i c s  a r e  a t t r a c t e d  t o  r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n  as  

one o f  s e v e ra l  p o s s i b l e  r e s t i t u t i v e  d e v i c e s .  C l e a r l y ,  r e s t i t u t i o n ,  p e r  

s e , i s  a more u rg e n t  concern  in p s y c h o t i c s  than  no rm als .  Excluding th e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t e s t  i n v a l i d i t y ,  t h i s  seems t o  be th e  most cogen t  e x p l a ­

n a t i o n  o f  th e  MCRT d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  normal and h o s p i t a l  c o n t r o l s .

V a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  R e b i r t h  C r i t e r i a

In Experiment One th e  most pa r s im on ious  approach  t o  t h e  Rorschach 

c o n t e n t  d a t a  would hold  t h a t  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  exceed  th e  c o n t r o l s  in g i v ­

ing r e sponses  such  a s  c a t e r p i l l a r ,  f e t u s ,  baby in th e  m othe r ,  unborn 

a n im a l ,  and so  f o r t h .  This  in i t s e l f ,  i s  no t  v e ry  m e a n in g fu l .  I t  is  

on ly  when we can r i g h t f u l l y  assume t h a t  t h e s e  r e sponses  s i g n i f y  concern 

w i th  r e b i r t h  t h a t  t h e  d a t a  become f r u i t f u l  and s i g n i f i c a n t .  In o t h e r  

words,  t h e  c o n c lu s io n s  t o  Experiment One a r e  h i g h l y  dependent  on th e  

assumption  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  R e b i r th  c o n t e n t  c r i t e r i a .

Does t h i s  l i s t  o f  re s p o n s es  encompass a l l  t h e  ways in which r e ­

b i r t h  can be symbol ized?  Perhaps  n o t .  I t  i s  c o n c e iv a b l e  t h a t  w i t h i n
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t h e  80 Rorschach p r o t o c o l s  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  has been e x p re s s ed  in 

ways which have gone un recogn ized  and which a r e  no t  a p t  to  be recogn ized  

even w i th  r e p e a te d  exam ina t ions  o f  th e s e  d a t a .  This  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  idea 

t h a t  the  in d iv id u a l  may symbolize  c e r t a i n  o f  h i s  f a n t a s i e s  in id i o s y n ­

c r a t i c  and un ique  fo rm s ,  no t  sha red  by o t h e r s .  The Rorschach c l i n i c i a n ,  

f u r th e r m o r e ,  i s  well  aware t h a t  he does no t  know t h e  p r e c i s e  symbolic 

meaning o f  ev e ry  Rorschach r e s p o n s e .  Hence, the  adequacy o f  t h e s e  c r i ­

t e r i a  is s u b j e c t  to  an added and unavo idab le  l i m i t a t i o n .  However, i f

c e r t a i n  o t h e r  Rorschach r e a c t i o n s  were i d e n t i f i a b l e  as symbols of  r e b i r t h ,  

i t  is  no t  very  l i k e l y  t h a t  th e  r e s u l t s  as  they  now s ta n d  would be a f f e c t ­

ed mater  i a l l y .

The Rorschach was s e l e c t e d  because  i t  was f e l t  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  b e s t  

p r a c t i c a l  t e ch n iq u e  f o r  e l i c i t i n g  f a n t a s i e s  o f  t h i s  t y p e .  But th e  Ror­

schach  i t s e l f  imposes c e r t a i n  l i m i t a t i o n s  in reg a rd  to  c o n t e n t .  Any 

c r i t e r i a ,  f o r  r e b i r t h  o r  any o t h e r  f a n t a s i e s ,  a r e  l i m i t e d  in terms of

t h e  range of  c o n t e n t  one c u s to m a r i ly  g e t s  on th e  Rorschach .  There  may

be r e a c t i o n s  which a r e  more r e a d i l y  e q u a t a b l e  w i th  r e b i r t h  than  th e  p r e s ­

e n t  c r i t e r i a ,  b u t ,  i f  th e y  r a r e l y  or  never  appea r  a s  Rorschach r e s p o n s e s ,  

th e y  can have no a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  r e s e a r c h  o f  t h i s  t y p e .  The p r e s e n t  l i s t  

o f  responses  had t o  be s e l e c t e d  with  a t t e n t i o n  t o  th e  p r o b a b i l i t y  of  

t h e i r  a t  l e a s t  o cc a s io n a l  appea rance  as  Rorschach r e s p o n s e s .

F u r th e r  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  r e b i r t h  c r i t e r i a  i s  s ug ­

g e s t e d  from th e  ways in which some o f  th e  c a t a t o n i e s  spo n tan eo u s ly  e l a b ­

o r a t e d  t h e  r e b i r t h  symbolism on the  Rorschach .  The normal c o n t ro l  group 

d id  no t  e x p re s s  t h i s  symbolism w i th  th e  d i v e r s i t y ,  r e p e t i t i v e n e s s ,  and 

a p p a re n t  involvement o f  some o f  th e  c a t a t o n i e s .  When a c a t a t o n i c  ^ s u b j e c t
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c 30; see  Tab le  21 in Appendix) g iv e s  responses  such a s ,  " I t  would be a 

c a t e r p i l l a r .  . . . The l a rv a e  . . .  cocoon s t a g e  i s  the  word l*m need­

ing .  Larva s t a g e  is  l i v i n g ,  cocoon s t a g e  i s  dead .  . . . Reminds me o f  

something unborn .  . . . an imals  . . .  t h e r e  a r e  two of  them e x a c t l y  

a l i k e , ” what can she be e x p re s s in g  o t h e r  than  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y ?

F i n a l l y ,  i t  may be argued  t h a t  c o n t e n t  l i k e  l a r v a ,  cocoon,  and f e t u s  

e x p re s s  t e n d e n c ie s  toward i s o l a t i o n  and withdrawal and have n o th in g  t o  

do w i th  r e b i r t h  w is h e s .  If  t h i s  were t h e  c a s e ,  then  t h i s  type  o f  c o n t e n t  

shou ld  have occur red  w i th  equal  f requency  in th e  h o s p i t a l  c o n t r o l s  s i n c e  

they  a r e  roughly  equal  t o  th e  c a t a t o n i e s  in deg ree  o f  withdrawal  and 

i s o l a t i o n .  Hence, wi thdrawal i t s e l f  cannot  accoun t  f o r  t h e  appea rance  

o f  th e s e  responses  on the  Rorschach .  The p o s i t i o n  taken  h e re  i s  t h a t ,  

a l though  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  may be a genera l  phenomenon, p r e s e n t  in 

normals as well  as  d i s t u r b e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  i t  seems t o  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  

p r e v a l e n t  in c a t a t o n i e s  a t  l e v e l s  o f  g r e a t e r  i n t e n s i t y .

R e s t i t u t i o n  and R e b i r th  

in Experiment Two, Group P r e s e n t  is  assumed t o  be t h e  r e s t i t u t i o n -  

a t t em p t in g  group on th e  b a s i s  o f  showing s t r o n g e r  h y p o t h e s e s - s e t s  f o r  

r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on the  Rorschach .  The subsequen t  f i n d i n g s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

they  a r e  b e t t e r  i n t e g r a t e d  and l e s s  d e t e r i o r a t e d  than  Group Absent  sub­

j e c t s .  The r e s t i t u t i o n  concep t  has been used h e re  t o  r e c o n c i l e  t h e  p r e s ­

ence o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  w i th  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  i n t e g r a t i v e  p e r s o n a l i t y  

f a c t o r s .  T h e re fo re ,  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  and th e  r e s t i t u t i o n  p ro c e s s  may 

be cons ide red  a s  mechanisms which s e r v e  as  b u f f e r s  a g a i n s t  t h e  d e t e r i o ­

r a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  s c h iz o p h re n ic  r e g r e s s i o n .  This  is  no t  t o  say  t h a t  t h e  

o resence  o f  r e b i r t h  c o n t e n t  on t h e  Rorschach r e f l e c t s  t h e  cause  o f  r e t a i n -
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ed i n t e g r a t i v e  f a c t o r s .  Causal r e l a t i o n s  have n o t  been shown in t h i s  

exp e r im en t ,  b u t  from th e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  c o n s i s t e n c y  in th e o ry  and em­

p i r i c a l  r e s u l t s ,  t h i s  c o n c lu s io n  i s  s u g g e s t e d .

The c a t a t o n i e s  d e t e r i o r a t e  t o  a l e s s e r  d e g re e ,  no t  because  o f  the  

chance occu r ren c e  t h a t  th e y  have f a n t a s i e s  o f  r e b i r t h ,  b u t ,  more l i k e l y ,  

because  they  a r e  th e  i n d i v i d u a l s  who, t o  beg in  w i t h ,  p o sse ss  g r e a t e r  

p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  t o  w i th s ta n d  th e  d e v a s t a t i n g  e f f e c t s  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  o r  t o  

rebound from r e g r e s s i o n .  The e f f o r t  t o  r e b u i l d  toward p e r s o n a l i t y  r e ­

o r g a n i z a t i o n  is  ex p re s sed  in some p a r t  in t h e  f a n t a s y  o f  r e b i r t h  in t h e s e  

i n d i v i d u a l s .

F u r th e r  Research Areas

In t h i s  or  any r e s e a r c h  d e a l in g  with  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  q u e s ­

t i o n s  a r i s e  concern ing  t h e  p rofoundness  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  in t h i s  d i s o r d e r .  

Why, f o r  example,  does t h e  c a t a t o n i c  r e g r e s s  more e x t e n s i v e l y  than  th e  

p a ran o id  o r  s im ple  s c h iz o p h re n ic ?  And does th e  depth  o f  r e g r e s s i o n  have 

an y th ing  t o  do w i th  t h e  b e t t e r  r ecove ry  r a t e  in c a t a t o n i a  than  t h a t  o f  

t h e  o t h e r  sub types?  An im por tan t  q u e s t i o n  invo lves  the  f a c t o r s  which 

u n d e r l i e  t h e  motor symptoms, p o s t u r e s ,  and s tu p o r o u s n e s s .  R e l a te d  

problems a l s o  concern t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  u n i f o r m i t i e s  in t h e  p r e - p s y c h o t i c  

p e r s o n a l i t i e s  o f  c a t a t o n i e s  and whether or  n o t  t h e r e  a r e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

from th e  comparable f a c t o r s  in p a ran o id  and s im p le  t y p e s .  These q ues ­

t i o n s  may be co n s id e re d  as  s t a r t i n g  p o i n t s  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  in t h e  

a r e a s  o f  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  The method o f  approach f o r  some of  

t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  would invo lve  o b t a i n i n g  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s

ch i ldhood  p e r s o n a l i t y  from f r i e n d s  and r e l a t i v e s  and from t h e  s c h i z o ­

p h r e n i c  h i m s e l f .  A dm i t t e d ly ,  t h i s  is  a d i f f i c u l t  p rocedu re  and one
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f r a u g h t  w i th  so u rces  o f  e r r o r .

The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  cou ld  be ex tended  w i th o u t  much d i f f i c u l t y  t o  

d e te rm in e  w h e th e r ,  among th e  c a t a t o n i e s ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  in Group P r e s e n t  

r e p r e s e n t  t h e  r e a c t i v e  type  and whether  t h e  Group Absent  s u b j e c t s  r e ­

p r e s e n t  p ro c e s s  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s .  In r e a c t i v e  s c h i z o p h r e n i a  t h e  p ro g n o s i s  

i s  always b e t t e r ,  in t h e s e  c a s e s  t h e  s c h iz o p h r e n i c  r e g r e s s i o n  tends  t o  

have an a b r u p t  o n s e t ,  o f t e n  o cca s io n ed  by a more o r  l e s s  d e f i n i t e  expe­

r i e n c e  o r  e v e n t  in t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  l i f e .  P roces s  s c h i z o p h r e n i a  seems 

t o  have an i n s i d i o u s  development which o f t e n  beg ins  in e a r l y  ad o le sc e n c e  

and has a long s t a n d i n g  i n t r o v e r t e d  c o l o r i n g .  I t  i s  n o t  g e n e r a l l y  r e ­

l a t e d  t o  e x t e r n a l  h a r d s h ip s  o r  t r a u m a ta .  B e t t e l h e i m ' s  ( 1956) c o n c e n t r a ­

t i o n  camp s c h i z o p h r e n i a  would be o f  t h e  r e a c t i v e  t y p e .  The r a t i o n a l e  

would m a in ta in  t h a t  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  who a t t e m p t  r e s t i t u t i o n  a r e  i n d i v i d u ­

a l s  who have ach ieved  some m a t u r i t y  in t h e  c o u r s e  o f  t h e i r  l i v e s  and 

whose breakdown may be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  e x t e r n a l  e v e n t s ,  a t  l e a s t  in 

p a r t .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  p r o c e s s  s c h i z o p h r e n i c ,  t h i s  h y p o th e s i s  

s u g g e s t s ,  is  an in d iv id u a l  who does n o t  a t t e m p t  r e s t i t u t i o n  because  he 

has  never  a ch iev ed  th e  m a t u r i t y  t o  which he may r e o r g a n i z e  h i m s e l f .

The method would invo lve  c a r e f u l  exam ina t ion  o f  h i s t o r i c a l  d a t a  

w i th  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  p e r io d  j u s t  p reced ing  t h e  breakdown o r  

t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  I t  would have t o  be de te rmined  i f  t h e  i n d i ­

v i d u a l ' s  l i f e  was r e l a t i v e l y  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  from h i s  you th  o r  whe ther  he 

had ach ieved  a c o nven t iona l  l e v e l  o f  n o r m a l i t y  and had r e g r e s s e d  under 

some d e f i n i t e  s t r e s s .

Regard ing t h e  dep th  o f  c a t a t o n i c  r e g r e s s i o n ,  a  s p e c u l a t i v e  hypo­

t h e s i s  is o f f e r e d .  F i r s t ,  i t  is  assumed t h a t ,  in s c h i z o p h r e n i c  r e g r e s s ­
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io n ,  t h e r e  a r e  e lem en ts  o f  a l i t e r a l  r e v e r s i o n  t o  th e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

ch i ldhood  and i n f a n t i l e  p e r s o n a l i t y .  These c o n s i s t  p a r t l y  o f  a  r e -  

a r o u s a l  of  im pulses ,  c o n f l i c t s ,  and a n x i e t i e s  which were r e p r e s s e d  in 

c h i ld h o o d .  P s y c h o a n a ly t i c  concep ts  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i c  r e g r e s s i o n  m a in ta in  

t h a t  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  p roduces  a loosen ing  o f  de fen s es  so t h a t  unconscious  

m a t e r i a l  ( i . e .  r e p r e s s e d  ideas  and impulses)  f l o o d s  the  co n sc io u s  ego .  

The r e g r e s s i o n  occurs  because  th e  in d iv id u a l  canno t  cope w i th  and must 

f i n d  some r e l i e f  from th e  u n b e a ra b le  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  h i s  c u r r e n t  l i f e .

But t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  may a r o u s e  o l d e r ,  r e p r e s s e d  a n x i e t i e s ,  hence t h e  i n ­

d i v i d u a l  must r e g r e s s  f u r t h e r .  The e x t e n t  o f  th e  r e g r e s s i o n ,  t ! . i s  s p e c ­

u l a t i o n  s u g g e s t s ,  would be de te rmined  o r  in f lu en ced  by th e  i n t e n s i t i e s  

o f  c o n f l i c t s  and a n x i e t i e s  o f  ch i ldhood  e x p e r i e n c e s .  In o t h e r  te rm s ,  

i f  t h e  in d iv id u a l  had an a n x i e t y - l a d e n  ch i ldhood  and in fan c y ,  t h e  r e ­

g r e s s i o n  would push him back t o  an e a r l i e r  l eve l  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  one 

which i s  ana lagous  t o  t h e  i n t r a - u t e r i n e  l i f e  where a n x i e t i e s  a r e  p r e ­

sumed t o  be minimized .



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY

The s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  was the  c l i n i c a l  p s y c h i a t r i c  

o b s e r v a t i o n  t h a t  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  f r e q u e n t l y  v e r b a l i z e  ideas  of  

r e b i r t h .  The l i t e r a t u r e  a l s o  no te s  th e  occu r ren c e  o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n ­

t a s y  in n o n c a t a to n i c  d i s o r d e r s  and in normals ,  bu t  t h e  more f r e q u e n t  

a s s o c i a t i o n s  a r e  w i th  c a t a t o n i e s .  The problem involved t h e  e x p re s s io n  

o f  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  a t  l e v e l s  o t h e r  than  v e r b a l i z a t i o n ,  thus  ignor ing  

o v e r t  e x p re s s io n  o f  t h i s  f a n t a s y ,  i t  was assumed t h a t ,  i f  t h i s  f a n t a s y  

were important  f o r  th e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  then  i t  would be e xp re s sed  i n d i r e c t l y  

and symbolized on p e rce p tu a l  t e s t s .  The h y p o th e s i s  posed t h e  q u e s t i o n  

o f  p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between a group of  c a t a t o n i e s  and two groups of  

n o n c a t a to n i c s  in regard  t o  r e b i r t h  p r e o c c u p a t io n .

For ty  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  s u b j e c t s ,  d iagnosed  as  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o ­

p h r e n i c ,  made up th e  exper imenta l  g roup ,  d e s ig n a t e d  Group C. Group H,

20 i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  s u b j e c t s  w i th  d iagnoses  o th e r  than c a t a t o n i a ,  along  

w i th  a group o f  20 normals (Group N), formed t h e  two c o n t ro l  g ro u p s .

For t h e  t h r e e  g roups ,  t h e  age l i m i t s  were 18 t o  4 2 .  Each group c o n t a i n ­

ed equal numbers o f  males and f e m a le s .  In d iv i d u a l s  o f  b o r d e r l i n e  o r  

d e f e c t i v e  i n t e l l i g e n c e  were o m i t t e d .  Groups were equated  f o r  age  and 

y e a r s  of  e d u c a t io n .
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Three te ch n iq u es  were used t o  t e s t  f o r  t h e  p re s e n c e  o f  r e b i r t h  

i d e a t i o n .  These were t h e  Rorschach ,  a m u l t i p l e  cho ice  Rorschach t e s t  

(adap ted t o  th e  p r e s e n t  p u r p o s e s ) ,  and th e  r e c e n t l y  dev i sed  P i c t u r e  

S e r i e s  T e s t .  All  t e s t i n g  was a d m in i s t e re d  i n d i v i d u a l l y  in t h e  sequence  

g iven  above.

On th e  Rorschach ,  t h e  c o n t e n t  c a t e g o r y  was used f o r  th e  c r i t e r i a  o f  

r e b i r t h  i d e a t i o n .  These c r i t e r i a  were e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  the  fo l l o w in g  r e ­

sp o n se s :  l a r v a ,  cocoon,  c a t e r p i l l a r ,  baby in t h e  mother ,  f e t u s ,  embryo,

unborn a n im a l ,  egg ,  s e e d ,  and t a d p o l e .  These responses  were assumed t o  

r e p r e s e n t  t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  in t h a t  th e y  were regarded  as p o s s e s s in g  

in common th e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  a p r e b i r t h  s t a g e  o f  b i o l o g i c a l  development.  

The Rorschach was a d m in i s t e re d  c o n v e n t i o n a l l y  w i th  t h e  per formance  f o l ­

lowed by t h e  i n q u i r y .  On th e  MCRT, t h r e e  responses  per  ca rd  were g iv e n ,  

one o f  which was a r e b i r t h  re sponse  as  d e f in e d  by th e  above c r i t e r i a .

The s u b je c t o  were shown th e  ca rds  one a t  a t ime and asked t o  s e l e c t  

which one o f  t h e  t h r e e  re s p o n s es  b e s t  f i t  t h e  b l o t .  The PST c o n s i s t e d  

o f  a s e r i e s  o f  10 c a r d s ,  each  showing 10 small  s t r u c t u r e d  p i c t u r e s  which 

were i r r e g u l a r l y  a r ranged  on th e  p l a t e .  One o f  t h e  p i c t u r e s  on each card  

d e p i c t e d  an example o f  t h e  Rorschach r e b i r t h  c r i t e r i a  ( e . g .  t u r t l e s  

h a tch in g  from e g g s ) .  The t a s k  was t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  p i c t u r e s  in t h e  o rd e r  

in which t h e  s u b j e c t  happened t o  see  them. The s c o r e  f o r  each  ca rd  was 

t h e  s e q u e n t i a l  p o s i t i o n  in which the  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e  was r e p o r t e d .

The Rorschach r e s u l t s  showed t h a t  Group C exceeded t h e  c o n t r o l s  in 

t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  who gave r e b i r t h  r e s p o n s e s .  The p r o b a b i l i t i e s  

were beyond a leve l  o f  chance e x p ec tan cy .  On t h e  MCRT, Group C a g a i n  e x ­

ceeded th e  c o n t r o l s  t o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  deg ree  in th e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  who
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made h ig h e r  s c o r e s .  A l s o ,  Group H had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ig h e r  s c o r e s  than  

Group N. On th e  PST, t h e  groups were n o t  found t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f ­

f e r e n t  in t h e  p o s i t i o n s  o f  r e p o r t i n g  t h e  r e b i r t h  p i c t u r e .  A second s e r i e s  

o f  compar isons  was made in which th e  median p o s i t i o n s  o f  Group N were 

used  as  b a s e l i n e s .  D isp lacements  from th e s e  median p o s i t i o n s  showed no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  o r  c o n s i s t e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s .  This  was a l s o  t r u e  when th e  d i s ­

p la cement was d e f in e d  a s  t h r e e  o r  more p o s i t i o n s .

In Experiment Two, t h e  c a t a t o n i e s  were d iv i d e d  in to  two subgroups ,  

P r e s e n t  and A bsen t ,  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  p re s e n c e  o r  absence  o f  r e b i r t h  

c o n t e n t  on th e  Rorschach .  The h y p o th e s i s  was t h a t  th e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  

was a means o f  r e s t i t u t i o n  f o r  t h e  c a t a t o n i e s ,  and i t s  p r e s e n c e  should  

t h e r e f o r e  imply an a t t e m p t  t o  r e c o v e r  from th e  e f f e c t s  of  the  p s y c h o s i s .  

The groups  were compared on t h e  Rorschach l o c a t i o n  and d e t e rm in a n t  s c o r e s ,  

number of  r e j e c t e d  c a r d s ,  and on animal and p o p u la r  r e s p o n s e s .  The r e ­

s u l t s  showed Group P r e s e n t  as  having  b e t t e r  s u r f a c e  c o n t r o l s ,  a s  being 

more r e a l i s t i c ,  somewhat more r i g i d ,  and l e s s  d e t e r i o r a t e d .  The hypo­

t h e s i s  was t h e r e f o r e  s u p p o r t e d ,  and t h e  assumptions  r e l a t i v e  t o  r e b i r t h  

and r e s t i t u t i o n  seemed t o  be upheld  on th e  b a s i s  o f  th e  c o n s i s t e n c y  of  

t h e  f i n d i n g s .

I t  was concluded  t h a t  c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  a r e  more s t r o n g l y  

p re o c c u p ie d  w i th  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s i e s  than  n o n c a t a to n i c s  and t h a t  p r o p o r t i o n ­

a t e l y  more c a t a t o n i e s  than  n o n c a t a t o n i c s  t end  t o  have t h i s  f a n t a s y  a t  a 

l e v e l  which may be m a n i f e s t e d  on t h e  Rorschach T e s t .  Among t h e  c a t a ­

t o n i e s ,  t h o s e  who show e v id e n c e  of t h e  r e b i r t h  f a n t a s y  on th e  Rorschach 

T e s t  seem t o  p o s s e s s  b e t t e r  r e t e n t i o n  o f  n onpsycho t i c  p e r s o n a l i t y  f e a t u r e s  

th a n  th e  c a t a t o n i e s  who do n o t  show r e b i r t h  symbolism on th e  Rorschach .



REFERENCES

Abraham, K. C l î n i c a l  pape rs  and e s s a y s  on p s y c h o a n a l y s i s . New York:
Bas i c Bocks, 1955.

A lexande r ,  F .  B u d d h i s t i c  t r a i n i n g  as an a r t i f i c i a l  c a t a t o n i a .  Psycho­
anal  . Rev. .  1931, 18, 129-145.

A l l p o r t ,  F.  H. T h eo r ie s  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  and th e  concept  o f  s t r u c t u r e .
New York: Wiley ,  1955.

Anonymous. An a u to b io g rap h y  of  a s c h i z o p h r e n i c  e x p e r i e n c e .  J .̂ abnorm. 
s o c . P s y c h o l . .  1955, 5 1 , 677- 689.

A r i e t i ,  S .  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i a . New York: Bruner ,  1955.

Beck,  S .  J .  R o rs ch ach ' s  t e s t . Vol.  1.  New York: Grune & S t r a t t o n ,  1944.

Beck, S.  J .  The s i x  s c h i z o p h r e n i a s .  R e s . Monogr. Amer. O r t h o p s y c h i a t . 
A ssn . 1954, No. 6 .

B e t t e l h e im ,  B. S ch iz o p h re n ia  a s  a r e a c t i o n  t o  ex treme s i t u a t i o n s .  Amer. 
O r t h o p s y c h i a t . 1956, 26 ,  507-518.

B l e u l e r ,  E. Dementia p raec ox  o r  t h e  group o f  s c h i z o p h r e n i a s . New York:
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  U n i v e r . ,  1950.

Bo isen ,  A. The e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  inne r  w o r ld . Chicago:  W i l l e t t  &
C la rk ,  1936.

Brown, F. An e x p l o r a t o r y  s tu d y  o f  th e  dynamic f a c t o r s  in th e  c o n t e n t  of  
t h e  Rorschach p r o t o c o l .  p r o j . Tech . .  1953, 17, 251-279 .

Bruner ,  J .  P e r s o n a l i t y  dynamics and p e r c e i v i n g .  In B lake ,  R. R . , & 
Ramsey, G. V. (Eds) P e r c e p t  ion-an  approach t o  p e r s o n a l i t y .  New 
York: Ronald,  1951.

C le v e lan d ,  S . ,  & F i s h e r ,  S .  P s ycho log ic a l  f a c t o r s  in n e u r o d e r m a t i t i s .  
Psychosom. Med. . 1956, 18, 209-220 .

F e n i c h e l ,  0 .  P s y c h o a n a ly t i c  th e o ry  o f  t h e  n e u r o s e s . New York: Norton,
1945.

69



70

F e re n c z î ,  S .  Sex in p s y c h o a n a l y s i s . New York: B as ic  Books, 1950.

F i s h e r ,  S . ,  & C leve land ,  S .  Body image bou n d a r ie s  and s t y l e  o f  l i f e ,  
abnorm. s o c . P s y c h o l . .  1956, 52 ,  373-379.

Freeman, G. L. The e n e r g e t i c s  o f  human b e h a v i o r . I th a c a :  Cornel l
U n iv . ,  1948.

Freud,  S.  General i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  p s y c h o a n a l y s i s . New York: L i v e r i g h t ,
1935.

Fromm, E. The f o r g o t t e n  language . New York: R i n e h a r t ,  1951.

Narrower,  Mol ly .  L a r g e - s c a l e  Rorschach t e c h n i q u e s . S p r i n g f i e l d ,  111: 
Thomas, 1945.

Kelsey ,  D. P h a n ta s i e s  o f  b i r t h  and p r e n a t a l  e x p e r i e n c e s  r ecove red  from
p a t i e n t s  undergoing h y p n o a n a ly s i s .  men t . S c i . .  1953, 99.  216-223 .

Kempf, E. Psychopa tho logy . S t .  Louis:  Mosby, 1920.

K lo p fe r ,  B . , Ainsworth ,  Mary D .,  K lo p fe r ,  W. G . , S- H o l t ,  R. R. Devel -  
opments in th e  Rorschach t e c h n i q u e . Vol.  1. New York: World
Book, 1954.

Krimsky,  M. A p r e l i m i n a r y  s tu d y  o f  f a n t a s i e s  in c a t a t o n i c  s c h i z o p h r e n i c s  
by means o f  th e  Rorschach T e s t .  Unpublished m a n u s c r i p t .  Psychology 
315, U niver .  o f  Oklahoma, May, 1957.

L indner ,  R. The c o n t e n t  a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  Rorschach p r o t o c o l .  In Abt,
L. E . , & B e l i a k ,  L . ,  (Eds) P r o t e c t i v e  psycho logy . New York:
Knopf, 1950.

McNemar, Q,. Psycho log ica l  s t a t i s t i c s . New York: Wiley ,  1949.

Munroe, Ruth L. P r e d i c t i o n  o f  th e  ad ju s tm en t  and academic performance  
o f  c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s  by a m o d i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  Rorschach method.
Appl. P s y c h o l . Monoqr. . 1945, No. 7 .

N i c o l l ,  M. An o u t l i n e  of  t h e  idea  o f  t ë b i r t h  in dreams.  B r i t . 2*
P s y c h o l . (Med. S e c t . ) . 1920, 1, 125-134.

Noyes, A. D. Modern c l i n i c a l  p s y c h i a t r y .  P h i l a d e l p h i a :  S aunders ,  1949.

Nunberg, H. P r a c t i s e  and th e o ry  o f  p s y c h o a n a l y s i s .  Nerv . & Ment. P i s . 
Monoqr. , 74,  19^^.

Postman,  L. Toward a gene ra l  th e o ry  o f  c o g n i t i o n .  In R ohre r ,  J .  M., & 
S h e r i f ,  M. (Eds .)  S oc ia l  psychology  a t  t h e  c r o s s r o a d s . New York: 
H arper ,  1951.



71

Rosen,  J .  D i r e c t  a n a l y s i s . New York; Grune & S t r a t t o n ,  1953.

S c h a c t e l , E.  G. Notes on Rorschach t e s t s  o f  500 j u v e n i l e  d e l i n q u e n t s  and 
a c o n t ro l  group o f  500 n o n - d e l i n q u e n t s .  p r o ] . Tech. , 1951, 15, 
144-172.

S c h a f e r ,  R. P s y c h o a n a ly t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  In Rorschach t e s t i n g . New 
York: Grune £• S t r a t t o n ,  1954.

S c h i l d e r ,  P .  I n t r o d u c t io n  t o  a p s y c h o a n a l y t i c  p s y c h i a t r y . New York: 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  U n i v e r . ,  1951. (a)

S c h i l d e r ,  P .  Bra in  and p e r s o n a l i t y .  New York: I n t e r n a t i o n a l  U n i v e r . ,
1951. (b)

S i e g e l ,  S .  Nonparametric  s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  th e  b e h av io ra l  s c i e n c e s . New 
York: McGraw-Hil l,  1956.

S i n g e r ,  M. The v a l i d i t y  o f  a m u l t i p l e - c h o i c e  p r o j e c t i v e  t e c h n iq u e  in 
p sychopa tho log ica l  s c r e e n i n g .  P s y c h o l . Monoqr. . 1950, 64,  No. 8 
(Whole No. 31 4 ) .

S prague ,  G. S .  R eg res s ion  in c a t a t o n i a .  J .̂ n e r v . ment. D i s . .  1940 , 91,  
566-578.

Tausk,  V. On th e  o r i g i n  o f  t h e  i n f l u e n c in g  machine in s c h i z o p h r e n i a .  
P s y ch o an a l . q u a r t . .  1933, 2 ,  519-552 .

Teska ,  J .  A.  E f f e c t s  o f  a t t i t u d e s  on p e r c e p t i o n  o f  co in  s i z e .  Unpub­
l i s h e d  m a s t e r ' s  t h e s i s .  U niver .  o f  Oklahoma, 1959.

Warburg,  B e t t i n a .  S u i c i d e ,  pregnancy and r e b i r t h .  P sychoana l . q u a r t . . 
1938, 7,  490-506.

W ol f f ,  S.  C. Thought c o n t e n t  in c a t a t o n i c  dement ia p raec o x .  P s y c h i a t . 
q u a r t . .  1932, 6 ,  504-512.



APPEND IX

72



73

T able  20

Persona l  Data and Tota l  Rorschach Responses 
(r) on a l l  S u b je c t s

S u b je c t Sex Age Educ R

c r M 30 9 23
C 2 M 29 13 14
C 3 M 19 10 13
C 4 M 26 8 14
C 5 M 21 12 18

C 6 M 33 10 24
C 7 M 37 8 11
C 8 M 18 12 52
C 9 M 30 10 10
C 10 M 37 10 10

C 11 M 31 3 14
C 12 M 32 10 12
c 13 M 34 9 16
C 14 M 25 15 37
C 15 M 32 9 13

C 16 M 32 10 11
C 17 M 32 12 17
C 18 M 36 12 14
C 19 M 35 12 16
C 20 M 26 12 8

C 21 F 33 9 12
C 22 F 33 11 26
C 23 F 32 12 14
C 24 F 35 8 14
C 25 F 30 10 18

C 26 F 30 10 18
C 27 F 39 13 11
C 28 F 31 10 22
C 29 F 31 12 15
C 30 F 39 16 14

H 41 th rough H 60 f o r  th e  h o s p i t a l  c o n t r o l s ,  and N 61 th rough N 80 f o r  
t h e  normal c o n t r o l s .
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Table  20 (Continued)

S u b je c t Sex Age Educ R

C 31 F 40 9 12
C 32 F 38 10 11
C 33 F 34 12 15
C 34 F 42 12 16
C 35 F 23 12 29

C 36 F 22 12 17
C 37 F 26 9 22
C 38 F 25 12 13
C 39 F 36 12 13
C 40 F 34 12 31

H 41 M 41 7 19
H 42 M 38 7 17
H 43 M 38 8 20
H 44 M 35 6 16
H 45 M 34 8 14

H 46 M 41 15 18
H 47 M 32 10 16
H 48 M 22 12 24
H 49 M 34 10 19
H 50 M 27 8 14

H 51 F 19 10 20
H 52 F 23 5 16
H 53 F 31 12 16
H 54 F 37 11 17
H 55 F 42 13 18

H 56 F 32 10 20
H 57 F 31 9 17
H 58 F 36 12 21
H 59 F 37 12 16
H 60 F 31 10 22

N 61 M 32 11 23
N 62 M 30 10 22
N 63 M 24 8 29
N 64 M 38 7 15
N 65 M 34 16 28

N 66 M 34 8 20
N 67 M 37 11 40
N 68 M 34 8 13
N 69 M 22 12 22
N 70 M 22 15 14
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T able  20 (Continued)

S u b je c t Sex Age Educ R

N 71 F 19 14 17
N 72 F 26 12 30
N 73 F 41 9 13
N 74 F 23 12 17
N 75 F 41 9 20

N 76 F 23 8 24
N 77 F 38 8 14
N 78 F 18 12 22
N 79 F 30 16 24
N 80 F 25 16 24

Table  21

T ab u la t io n o f  Rorschach R e b i r th  Responses

S u b je c t Response

C 1 Two b a b ie s  be ing  b o rn .  . . . t h e y ' r e  so  s m a l l ,  so  c l o s e
t o g e t h e r .

C 4  Could be two c a t e r p i l l a r s .

C 5 Twins i n s id e  th e  m othe r .  . . . Looks l i k e  two human be ings
ly ing  s t i l 1.

C 6 B i r t h ,  d e a t h ,  r e s u r r e c t i o n ,  and r e b i r t h  forming o u t  o f
m y s t i ca l  c l im e .

C 8 Red s t a i n e d  b lo o d ,  some s e e d s .  . . .  Seeds r e p r e s e n t  a baby
and blood  r e p r e s e n t s  blood in g iv i n g  b i r t h .

C 11 The i n s e c t  h e re  in t h e  l a r v a  s t a g e .  H e re ' s  a c a t e r p i l l a r .

C 14 C a t e r p i l l a r ,  something l i k e  t h a t  in a g a rden .

C 17 Kidney b e a n s .  . . . beans  t h a t  have s p r o u t e d .

C 22 A t a d p o le  j u s t  b e f o r e  i t  t u r n s  i n t o  a f ro g  . . . g o t  t h e
legs  s p r o u t e d .  Head o f  a baby .  . . .  I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  i t  
looks l i k e  a baby b e f o r e  i t ' s  b o rn .
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T ab le  21 (Continued)

S u b je c t  Response

C 24 Looks 1 ike a baby i s  in t h e  mother .  . . hunched over  l i k e
t h a t .  These two remind me o f  a c a t e r p i l l a r .

C 27 Could be a c a t e r p i l l a r .  . . .  u n fo ld in g  l i k e  a b u t t e r f l y ,
becoming a b u t t e r f l y .
I t  may be a moth u n f o l d i n g .  . . .  Did th e y  le ave  something 
o f f ?  . . .  becoming a moth.

C 28 A nother  b u t t e r f l y .  . . .  Something t h a t  goes in t h e r e ,
o v a r i e s ,  be ing  born t h a t  way.

C 29 These remind me o f  f l o w e r s .  . . .  guess  i t  could  be a bud .
Remind me o f  c a t e r p i l l a r s ,  never  seen a p in k  c a t e r p i l l a r ,  
have you?

C 30 I t  would be a c a t e r p i l l a r .
The l a rv a e  . . .  cocoon s t a g e  is  t h e  word I'm n eed in g .
Larva s t a g e  i s  l i v i n g ,  cocoon s t a g e  i s  dead .
Reminds me o f  something unborn .  . . . an imals  . . . t h e y ' r e
a r e  two o f  them e x a c t l y  a l i k e .

C 35 A young b u t t e r f l y .  . . .  wings . .  . and h a tch in g  th e  o t h e r
p a r t .
A young c a t e r p i l l a r  . . .  becomes a b u t t e r f l y .
A p i e c e  o f  wate rm elon .  . . .  b ecause  I can see  th e  seeds  
on i t .

C 36 Looks l i k e  seeds  h e r e ,  b e a n s .

C 37 I n s e c t  in t h e  l a rv a  . . .  worm s t a g e .

C 40 Could be a c a t e r p i l l a r ,  f r o n t  p a r t .
Looks l i k e  a f e t u s ,  bo th  a human f e t u s .  . . . some a t t a c h ­
ment h e r e  w i th  t h e  organ  o f  th e  m othe r .  . . . f a i r l y  d e ­
v e lo p e d .

H 58 A b u t t e r f l y  o f  h a l f  normal s i z e  when th e y  come o u t  o f  t h e
cocoon . , . r e a l l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  watch i t  d ev e lo p .

N 64 This  looks l i k e  a coup le  o f  human heads . . .  l i k e  b a b ie s
b e f o r e  th e y  were b o rn .

N 65 T h a t ' s  a b ig  o ld  l a r v a  o f  some s o r t .

N 72 Heads o f  c h i l d r e n  o r  a d u l t s  . . .  looks more t o  me now l i k e
an unborn baby ,

N 77 C a t e r p i l l a r  . . .  has t h a t  fu zzy  look ,  l i t t l e  l egs  th e y
crawl on .
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T ab le  22

Number o f  R e b i r th  Choices on the  
MORT f o r  Each S u b je c t

Subj e c t MCRT S u b je c t MCRT

C 1 2 H 41 1
C 2 2 H 42 1
C 3 2 H 43 3
C 4 3 H 44 2
C 5 2 H 45 6
C 6 3 H 46 2
C 7 3 H 47 5
C 8 4 H 48 1
C 9 3 H 49 2
C 10 3 H 50 3

C 11 4 H 51 3
C 12 3 H 52 4
C 13 3 H 53 2
C 14 4 H 54 3
C 15 4 H 55 2
C 16 3 H 56 2
C 17 1 K 57 4
C 18 5 H 58 3
C 19 3 H 59 2
C 20 1 H 60 3

C 21 4 N 61 2
C 22 3 N 62 2
C 23 3 N 63 1
C 24 2 N 64 3
C 25 4 N 65 2
C 26 4 N 66 0
C 27 5 N 67 2
C 28 3 N 68 2
C 29 3 N 69 2
C 30 6 N 70 1

C 31 5 N 71 4
C 32 2 N 72 2
C 33 2 N 73 2
0 34 3 N 74 2
C 35 4 N 75 2
C 36 4 N 76 1
C 37 6 N 77 3
C 38 5 N 78 2
C 39 3 N 79 2
C 40 4 N 80 1
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T ab le  23

Order o f  S e l e c t i o n o f  R eb i r th P i c t u r e f o r  Each Card on PST

S u b je c t
Card

1 11 111 IV V VI V I1 VI 1 1 IX X

C 1 4 1 5 4 4 6 4 2 10 7
C 2 5 9 5 4 3 6 3 3 10 7
C 3 7 3 4 2 2 4 5 3 10
C 4 3 10 9 3 2 7 3 3 9 7
C 5 9 *7/ 5 6 4 2 6 8 5 7
C 6 4 2 8 8 4 5 2 3 10
C 7 9 6 7 4 4 6 4 3 9
C 8 5 6 4 10 2 9 4 3 9 3
C 9 9 10 8 4 3 6 4 3 10 7
C 10 8 6 9 4 5 1 1 4 8

C 11 5 2 4 6 2 3 3 3 9 7
C 12 6 2 8 3 1 6 10 2 7
r- 13 9 2 5 6 7 8 7 2 10 7
C 14 3 8 5 4 4 8 4 3 10 7
C 15 9 8 7 6 2 5 3 2 9
C 16 8 2 9 4 1 6 7 5 9
C 17 5 5 5 10 4 8 4 3 9
C 18 9 10 5 4 3 7 4 4 10 7
C 19 7 1 3 6 3 7 4 2 9 7
C 20 5 3 10 8 2 10 10 7 6

C 21 9 8 5 4 4 8 4 3 10 7
C 22 5 3 5 4 1 6 2 3 10 7
C 23 2 1 6 7 7 3 7 8 2
C 24 10 9 6 3 8 4 4 1 3 5
C 25 10 8 5 4 4 8 4 3 10 7
C 26 3 6 1 9 3 6 10 6 9 10
C 27 9 8 5 4 4 8 4 3 10 7
C 28 9 7 4 5 2 9 5 1 10
C 29 7 4 5 2 8 2 6 7 1 3
C 30 9 3 3 3 4 6 4 2 10 7

C 31 2 10 1 5 2 7 4 3 6 7
C 32 1 6 6 6 7 8 7 7 3 3
C 33 2 8 2 7 4 4 4 3 10 7
C 34 3 1 6 7 7 1 5 3 10 8
C 35 7 4 1 7 1 5 2 4 10 9
C 36 3 3 4 8 7 1 7 8 1 4
C 37 7 1 1 3 3 1 6 6 7 1
C 38 6 7 8 4 2 6 4 3 10 7
C 39 6 5 1 8 3 6 4 1 9 6
C 40 8 9 5 4 4 7 3 3 9 8
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T ab le  23 (Continued)

S u b je c t
Card

1 11 I 1 1 IV V VI V I1 VI 1 1 IX X

H 41 9 10 4 4 2 7 4 3 8 6
H 42 5 6 6 7 3 8 3 3 10 6
H 43 7 7 5 4 2 6 6 3 9 6
H 44 5 8 4 4 4 6 4 2 9 7
H 45 9 3 2 7 2 1 7 3 9 7
H 46 8 2 5 3 2 1 1 3 10 5
H 47 8 10 5 5 4 8 4 3 10 7
H 48 7 3 5 4 2 3 10 5 5 2
H 49 8 5 9 8 8 6 8 8 7 4
H 50 10 8 5 4 4 6 4 2 10 7

H 51 6 2 4 2 1 4 1 8 4 1
H 52 2 4 3 4 10 1 3 4 6 *7/
H 53 7 10 6 4 4 8 3 2 10 7
H 54 6 7 6 9 1 5 6 7 7 1
H 55 10 2 5 2 2 7 7 1 9 6
H 56 7 I 9 6 2 5 7 8 2 5
H 57 10 8 5 4 4 8 3 3 10 7
H 53 9 8 2 3 1 9 3 1 10 6
H 59 4 9 1 10 7 1 7 1 3 2
H 60 6 8 5 4 4 8 4 2 10 7

N 61 8 3 1 4 1 3 2 3 10 3
N 62 8 6 8 8 2 8 3 3 6 7
N 63 1 7 5 7 3 7 5 8 3 5
N 64 7 5 2 4 1 5 4 2 9 9
N 65 8 1 4 4 3 7 4 5 10 1
N 66 8 3 8 8 7 7 7 5 10 5
N 67 9 9 1 4 1 5 2 1 9 7
N 68 4 10 10 10 6 7 4 6 3 10
N 69 7 3 2 10 1 9 4 2 5 5
N 70 8 8 5 7 1 1 4 9 10 7

N 71 6 4 4 3 1 5 2 4 5 1
N 72 9 6 1 8 7 7 7 6 9 8
N 73 4 2 10 8 3 7 3 10 6 7
N 74 3 8 8 8 3 7 3 3 10 6
N 75 8 9 8 4 4 2 2 3 9 7
N 76 6 8 8 4 3 4 3 2 3 2
N 77 8 4 4 4 4 8 2 8 9 5
N 78 4 2 8 3 2 6 7 10 5 6
N 79 7 10 1 7 6 6 3 7 4 10
N 80 6 2 4 7 1 3 2 1 9 5
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Tab le 24 

Median P o s i t i o n s  on t h e  PST

Group
Card I I ! 1 1 1 IV V VI VII V I11 IX X

C 6.5 5 .2 9 .52 4 .92 3 .5  5 .37 4 .65 2.58 9.82 6.22

H 6.75 7 .0 5 .5 4 .6 7 2 .5  6.0 4 . 6 3 .43 9 .0 6 .6

N® 6.67 5 .5 4 .5 7.25 3 .2  6 .5 3 .8 4 .5 9 .16 6 .0

a Disp lacement d a t a in Tab le  14, p .  41 a r e  based  on Group N me-
d ia n s  o n ly . Medians f o r Groups C and H a r e p r e s e n t e d  f o r  co m p le te n es s .

Tab le  25

PST Displacement Frequency and E x ten t  from Group N Medians

S u b je c t Forward Forward Backward Backward
t o t a l t o t a l

1 2 3 4^ 1 2 3 4®

C 1 0 2 1 1 4 1 0 0 0 1
C 2 2 0 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 2
C 3 2 2 0 1 5 1 1 0 0 2
C 4 2 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 2 3
C 5 1 0 0 2 3 2 2 1 0 5

C 6 3 1 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 1
C 7 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 2
C 8 3 0 1 0 4 0 2 0 0 2
C 9 1 0 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 4
C 10 1 1 1 2 5 2 0 1 0 3

C 11 4 0 0 2 6 1 0 0 0 1
C 12 0 3 1 1 5 0 0 1 1 2
C 13 1 1 1 0 3 2 1 2 0 5
C 14 1 0 2 0 3 2 1 0 0 3
C 15 3 1 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 4

C 16 0 1 2 0 3 1 0 1 1 3
C 17 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2
C 18 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 3
C 19 2 1 0 1 4 1 0 0 0 1
C 20 2 1 1 0 4 0 1 1 2 4

a I m p l i e s  e x t e n t  o f  4  o r  more p o s i t i o n s .
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T ab le  25 (Continued)

S u b je c t Forward Forward
t o t a l

Backward Backward
t o t a l

1 2 3 4® 1 2 3 4®

C 21 1 0 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 4
C 22 3 2 1 0 6 1 0 0 0 1
C 23 0 1 1 3 5 1 0 3 0 4
C 24 1 1 1 2 5 1 0 2 1 4
C 25 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 4

C 26 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 4
C 27 1 0 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 4
C 28 0 1 1 1 3 2 2 0 0 4
C 29 1 0 1 3 5 0 2 0 1 3
C 30 1 2 0 1 4 1 1 0 0 2

C 31 1 1 2 1 5 1 0 0 1 2
C 32 1 0 1 2 4 2 1 2 0 5
C 33 2 1 0 1 4 1 1 0 0 2
C 34 1 0 1 2 4 2 1 1 0 4
C 35 3 1 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 1

C 36 0 2 1 2 5 0 0 3 0 3
C 37 0 1 1 4 6 1 1 0 0 2
C 38 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 1 0 3
C 39 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
C 40 1 0 1 0 2 1 I 1 0 3

H 41 3 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 1 2
H 42 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2
H 43 2 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 0 2
H 44 1 1 1 0 3 1 1 0 0 2
H 45 2 2 0 1 5 1 1 1 0 3

H 46 3 1 1 2 7 1 0 0 0 1
H 47 1 1 0 0 2 3 0 c 1 4
H 48 1 1 2 2 6 0 0 0 1 1
H 49 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 3 5
H 50 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 0 3

H 51 0 3 1 2 6 0 0 1 0 1
H 52 2 0 2 2 6 1 0 0 1 2
H 53 0 1 1 0 2 3 0 0 1 4
H 54 1 2 0 1 4 3 2 0 0 5
H 55 1 0 2 1 4 0 0 2 0 2
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T able  25 (Continued)

S u b jec t

1

Forward 

2 3 4®

Forward
t o t a l

1

Backward 

2 3 4®

Backward
t o t a l

H 56 4 0 0 2 6 0 0 2 1 3
H 57 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 4
H 58 0 2 1 1 4 0 3 0 0 3
H 59 0 1 2 3 6 0 1 3 0 4
H 60 0 1 1 0 2 2 1 0 0 3

N 61 2 2 4 0 8 1 0 0 0 1
N 62 2 0 1 0 3 3 0 1 0 4
N 63 1 0 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 3
N 64 1 3 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 1
N 65 0 0 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 1

N 66 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 4
N 67 2 1 3 0 6 1 1 1 0 3
N 68 0 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 3 6
N 69 ] 3 0 1 5 0 2 0 0 2
N 70 C 1 0 1 2 2 1 0 1 4

N 71 3 1 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 0
N 72 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 2 0 c
N 73 0 1 2 0 3 1 0 0 2 3
N 74 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 2
N 75 2 0 1 1 4 2 0 2 0 4

N 76 0 2 1 2 5 0 1 1 0 2
N 77 3 0 1 0 4 2 0 1 0 3
N 78 1 1 1 2 5 0 0 2 1 3
N 79 0 0 1 1 2 0 2 0 1 3
N 80 2 1 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0



Table 26

Rorschach Scores  fo r  Groups P resen t  and Absent

S u b je c t R W D Dd M FM Fm £± Ez F Sh FÇ ÇF Ç Sum Ç A P R e L
Pr I 21 7 12 2 2 2 1 7 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 8 1 0
Pr 4 14 8 6 0 1 1 1 4 0 4 3 1 2 1 4 8 4 0
Pr 5 18 7 9 1 3 1 1 3 5 9 0 0 1 2 4 5 4 0
Pr 6 24 7 16 11 2 1 0 8 4 19 1 0 1 0 1 6 4 0
Pr 8 52 9 32 11 4 0 2 18 4 35 1 0 7 1 8 .5 12 7 0

Pr 11 14 3 11 0 0 0 0 6 2 13 0 1 0 0 0 .5 11 4 2
Pr 14 37 13 21 3 3 1 3 12 2 16 4 4 7 2 8 13 7 0
Pr 17 17 4 11 2 1 1 0 9 4 14 0 1 1 0 1.5 10 4 1
Pr 22 26 4 20 2 1 3 0 14 3 22 1 2 0 0 1 16 4 0
Pr 24 14 4 8 2 2 0 0 8 2 11 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 1

Pr 27 11 6 3 2 0 1 0 3 7 10 1 0 0 0 0 10 2 0
Pr 28 22 7 12 3 5 1 0 8 8 17 0 0 0 0 0 15 6 0
Pr 29 15 4 10 1 0 0 0 8 4 12 0 3 0 0 1.5 10 2 0
Pr 30 14 8 6 0 2 1 0 4 4 8 1 1 2 0 2.5 7 2 0
Pr 35 29 4 16 9 0 0 2 14 6 25 1 1 2 0 2.5 13 5 0

Pr 36 17 11 5 1 0 1 0 4 2 10 1 2 1 3 6.5 9 3 0
Pr 37 22 5 13 4 1 1 1 11 0 16 3 I 3 0 3.5 10 6 0
Pr 40 31 4 25 2 1 3 0 19 2 20 4 4 3 0 5 18 4 0
Ab 2 14 6 7 1 0 3 0 7 4 13 0 1 0 0 0 .5 11 4 0

, Ab 3 13 4 7 2 3 0 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 2

Ab 7 11 4 7 0 1 0 0 5 2 8 0 0 1 0 1 7 3 2
Ab 9 10 4 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 0 1 3 5.5 4 3 1
Ab 10 10 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 0 0 0 1 1.5 0 0 0
Ab 12 12 6 6 0 0 3 0 0 3 6 0 1 1 0 1.5 9 1 0
Ab 13 16 6 9 1 1 0 0 9 3 13 0 0 1 1 2.5 9 6 0

00



Table 26 (Continued)

S u b je c t R W D Dd M FM Fm F± Ez F Sh FÇ ÇF Ç Sum Ç A P ReL

Ab 15 13 9 4 0 0 0 0 4 1 7 1 2 1 G 2 4 2 G
Ab 16 11 7 4 0 0 0 1 5 1 7 1 2 1 G 2 6 4 1
Ab 18 14 8 5 1 1 0 0 4 6 11 G G 1 2 4 4 1 G
Ab 19 16 2 9 3 0 0 G G 1 1 4 G G 8 12 G G G
Ab 20 8 6 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 1 0 2 1 3.5 3 2 2

Ab 21 12 6 6 0 1 2 0 3 3 9 1 G G 1 1.5 7 2 G
Ab 23 14 6 8 0 1 1 0 6 4 11 G 2 G G 1 IG 6 G
Ab 25 18 8 9 1 3 5 2 8 6 12 2 G 3 1 4 .5 12 3 G
Ab 26 18 Un^ Un Un 0 Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un Un G G G
Ab 31 12 Un Un Un 0 Un Un Un 4 Un Un Un Un Un Un G G G

Ab 32 11 7 2 2 0 0 0 5 4 9 G G 2 G 2 9 2 G
Ab 33 15 5 10 0 2 1 0 6 4 12 G G 1 1 2.5 IG 4 G
Ab 34 16 Un Un Un 2 0 0 Un 2 Un Un Un Un Un Un IG G G
Ab 38 13 2 10 1 2 1 1 6 G 9 1 G 1 G 1 11 5 G
Ab 39 13 4 8 1 2 1 0 5 G 8 1 1 G G G.5 5 4 1

a Unscorab le


