EGO FUNCTION, OBJECT RELATIONS, AND INTERPERSONAL INTIMACY:

A RORSCHACH STUDY
A Dissertation

Presented to the Faculty of 

The California School of Professional Psychology at Alameda

In Partial Fulfillment 

for the Requirements of the Degree

Doctor of Philosophy

By 

Glenn Horwitz

12/96

Insert signature page here

ii
Table of Contents

5

Dedication

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
10


List of Tables
4


Introduction
1


Review of the Literature
3


Psychoanalytic Theory and Marriage
4


Object Relations Theory and Marriage
6


Assessment of Object Representation
9


Otto Kernberg - Theory of Romantic Love
15


Marital Assessment
20


Methods
26


Study Objectives
26


Participants
28


Data Collection and Management
30


Data Analysis
32


Results
38


Couple 1 - Cynthia and Gary
41


Couple 2 - Sally and John
51


Couple 3 - Gail and Robert
64


Couple 4 - Sheila and Mark
76


Couple 5 - Joanne and Bob
87


Couple 6 - Diane and Ronald
98


Discussion
120


References
139


Appendix A - Semi-Structured Individual Interview
145


Appendix B - Telephone Screening Interview
147


Appendix C - Text of Flyer
151


Appendix D - Consent Form to Act as a Participant
152


Appendix E - Demographic Questionnaire
156


iii




LIST OF TABLEStc "List of Tables"

Table 1 - Decision rules for subject assignment  to personality organization category
27


Table 2 - Participant Demographics
39


Table 3 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Core Section
109


Table 4 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Affect Section
111


Table 5 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Ideation Section
112


Table 6 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Mediation Section
113


Table 7 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Process Section
114


Table 8 - Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple - Self Perception Section
115


Table 9 - Rorschach Exner Variables Interpersonal Section
116


Table 10 - DAS - Dyadic Adjustment T Scores by Couple
118


Table 11 - Mutuality of Autonomy Scale Scores by Couple
119


Table 12 - Personality Organization and Relationship Type
120


Table 13 - Interview Highlights by Couple Denoting Anaclitic Relationship Dynamics
133




iv
DEDICATIONtc "Dedication"
To the spirit of loving relationships which sustains us all,

And to those who shared their experiences,

Without whom this work would not exist.

Finally, appreciation and thanks go to Redwood Park in the Oakland Hills, the surf at Stinson and Montara Beaches, and the healing waters at Orr Hot Springs in Ukiah. These were but a few of the places in Northern California and rural Virginia that I went for inspiration, rejuvenation, and peace, all of which sustained me through the dissertation process.

ix
tc "ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS"

ABSTRACT

EGO FUNCTION, OBJECT RELATIONS, AND INTERPERSONAL INTIMACY:

A RORSCHACH STUDY

GLENN HORWITZ

California School of Professional Psychology at Alameda

This qualitative, case study investigates the relationship between ego functioning and patterns of interpersonal intimacy, based in part on Otto Kernberg’s theory of romantic love (1995). Levels of object relations, ego functioning, marital satisfaction, and individual narratives are studied for six heterosexual couples who were married or living together for  three to fifteen years. The Rorschach, Dyadic Adjustment Scale, and a semi-structured interview were administered for each participant. The personality functioning and object relations of the partners are compared and contrasted. Hypotheses are generated about how each couple fits together psychologically, and about their motivation for selecting each other. The majority of participants coded positive for Exner’s Depression index and had object relations and ego functioning characteristic of  borderline personality organization (Kernberg, 1967). The marriages and relationships reflected this level of personality organization such that anaclitic themes were evident in both the interpersonal and intrapsychic dimensions. Personality strengths were also evident. There were adequate ego resources for coping, sufficient cognitive complexity, and an internalized defensive style. The interpersonal strengths 







1

common among most participants included a willingness to form meaningful relationships, and an expectation for positive interactions as a routine occurrence. Results from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale indicated the cohort reported marital satisfaction comparable to the median level for the instrument’s norm, although a large percentage of the cohort showed symptoms of borderline personality organization. 

2
tc "Introduction"




Oh Love! they wrong thee much






That say thy sweet is bitter,






When thy rich fruit is such 






As nothing can be sweeter








– Anonymous poet






...not only is love a source of delight, but its 





absence is a source of pain...it enhances 






all the best pleasures...A man (or woman) who 





has never enjoyed beautiful things in the 






company of a woman (or man) whom he loved






has not experienced the full power of which 






things are capable...








– Bertrand Russell (1930), p.40

This study addresses the dilemma regarding romantic love traditionally posed in psychoanalytic literature: love is a phenomenon central to human experience, but for which there is no well developed psychoanalytic theory. Romantic love eluded psychoanalytic thinkers’ efforts to construct a clear and coherent theory. Some theorists (Freud, 1910, p. 165) have suggested that romantic love is better left to poets and philosophers, who can plumb its depths and sort its complexities free from the constraints of theory building and clinical observation. Over the last twenty years, however, new psychoanalytic theories about love relationships have appeared in the literature.


Kernberg (1974a, 1974b, 1995) has published a significant amount of work that explains romantic love relationships, including its basis, characteristics, and the interplay of intrapsychic and interpersonal process between lovers. Kernberg’s work on romantic love rests on his theoretical integration of  ego psychology and object relations theory. In agreement with Freud, Kernberg (1974a) states that the capability for forming an emotionally and sexually intimate love relationship varies widely among individuals. Different types of love relationships parallel different intrapsychic developmental levels. The most intimate and enduring romantic love relationships occur between partners who have each matured to a level where they are capable of  integrating tenderness and sexual desire. This developmental level reflects a characteristic defensive style and ego functioning modes the individual achieved by successfully negotiating sequential stages of psychological development.  Less emotionally intimate love relationships correspond to fixation at less mature developmental stages. Thus, the course of romantic relationships is not random, but rather is governed by the developmental levels of the two partners. Further, the characteristics of romantic love relationships are influenced by t
he dynamic interaction of  ego function and internalized object worlds of thoughts, feelings, and memories of the two lovers.


More specifically, Kernberg explains that an individual's capacity to love is evident in its expression interpersonally within the context of a romantic relationship: one can love another only as much as developmental level permits. In other words, Kernberg envisions a link between two linear continuums. First is the continuum of the capacity to love, stemming from the evolution of object relations during childhood and adult development. The process of internalization by an individual of his or her thoughts and feelings about relationships with the immediate family determines the characteristics of his or her internal object world. Second is the continuum of the nature or quality of romantic love in a dyadic relationship. As the capacity to love increases, the nature and quality of romantic love also increases.


From Kernberg's theory evolved the following dissertation for a case study of six couples. The approach tests Kernberg's correlation between developmental level and patterns of interpersonal intimacy. To evaluate the capacity to love (to commute Kernberg's theory into meaningful assessment data), we classify participants into categories of personality organization based upon Rorschach scores. The decision rule table contains key areas of ego functioning and levels of object relations characteristic of Kernberg’s five types of personality organization associated with differing capacities to form romantic love relationships. Next, hypotheses about each participant’s personality are generated. The partners’ emerging psychological portraits are compared. Finally, hypotheses about the nature of each relationship are derived from an integration of Rorschach hypotheses, interview data, and Dyadic Adjustment Scale scores. 

The interviews capture each person’s perspective on their relationship with their partner. Their voices and individual narratives provide information that may not have been gleaned through psychological test results.

INTRODUCTIONtc "Review of the Literature"
Introduction 


This review establishes the theoretical context for the study, and  examines the assessment literature regarding the measures selected for use in this project. This review covers the following topics:

· chief theoretical ideas concerning psychoanalytic and object relations theory on marriage 

· an assessment of object representation

· a discussion on Kernberg’s theory of  romantic love

· an explanation of how key elements of Kernberg’s theory may be operationalized into Rorschach data

· an assessment of marital satisfaction and how it may be integrated with psychoanalytic concepts concerning romantic love relationships

Psychoanalytic Theory About Love and Marriagetc "Psychoanalytic Theory and Marriage"

The roots of  contemporary psychoanalytic understanding of love and marriage can be traced back to two important contributions of Freud: the discoveries of infantile sexuality, and the mother-infant dyad as the genesis of  the capacity for love and intimacy. Meissner (1978) stresses the importance of Freud's influence:

A psychoanalytic understanding of the family and its dynamics must trace its origins back to Freud's contributions and cannot take shape exclusive of them...his (Freud) major contribution was to begin to trace the intricate relationships between the structuring of personality and its developmental vicissitudes within the context of the experience of family life (p. 28).


This structuring of personality through family influence is central to Freud's theory of love as was his discovery of infantile sexuality and psychosexual development. In Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, Freud presents his theory of psychosexual development. According to this theory, children possess biologically determined sexual impulses (libido) beginning in infancy, based on the same biological needs of adults. However, a child’s expression of libido is not the same as adult sexuality. How a child expresses libido differs according to his or her stage of psychosexual development. Across the linear developmental line of successive stages, libido directs itself towards different areas of the body, termed erotogenic zones. Starting at birth, the oral zone, comprised of the mouth and lips, is the erotogenic zone toward which libido is initially directed. The anal and phallic zones follow next. The final zone is termed genital and is represented by a full expression of adult sexual impulses in the context of an intimate relationship between two adults. While these stages of psychosexual development were at first conceived by Freud as biological, he later realized they were closely linked to the development of the capacity to love, as described below.


According to Freud, children first experience love and begin developing their capacity for love during infancy, at the oral stage of development. They continue to evolve in their capacity for loving throughout psychosexual development. It is through children's relationships with their parents, who are the recipients of a child's initial expression of libido, that the capacity to love evolves. Bergman (1987, p.159) notes, "...in the early years of life, the sexual desires of the infant are directed toward one parent or the other. The mother, or her substitute, becomes both the first love and the first sexual object."  


The following passage by Freud (1905, p.22)  further clarifies the development of the capacity to love as beginning with the mother-infant dyad: "...a child sucking at the mother's breast has become the prototype of every relation of love. The finding of an object is in fact a refinding of it." This means that adult love relationships echo an infant's love of his or her mother as experienced during infancy. A child comes to experience loving feelings towards his or her mother for facilitating the expression of libido and gratification of oral needs. The nature of these loving feelings becomes  internalized as a part of the child's personality structure. An unconscious link between an individual's first love with his or her mother, and feelings for a romantic partner in the present affects future love relationships. In this way, the resurfacing of infantile feelings, thoughts, and memories in the context of adult romantic love relationships is a "refinding", or re-experiencing of an earlier relationship.


Despite Freud’s pioneering work on the advent of love in infancy and how personality structure derives from family relationships, the classical psychoanalytic literature has historically avoided treatment of the marital dyad as a means resolving clients’ problems with their romantic love relationships. Gurman (p.447) notes that, "...the very notion of treating marital systems directly (was avoided by clinicians), deriving from the psychoanalytic Zeitgeist of the first half of this century...."  This remained true, although many clients seeking treatment came for help concerning their romantic love relationships. Finklestein notes,

The psychoanalytic mainstream has largely omitted marital therapy from its considerations...This is unfortunate for several reasons...by omitting marital therapy psychoanalysts deprive themselves of an important data set which can be highly relevant to the psychoanalytic understanding of object relations...(and) most important...familiarity with marital therapy can help the psychoanalytic clinician who regularly faces patients with marital problems...Over 50 percent of all patients it has been estimated (Sager et al., 1968), come to treatment because of problems in their marriages or other significant relationships
(p. 905 – 6).


Although classical psychoanalytic theory  has left the theory of love and marriage unfinished, object relations theory provides the next conceptual step in understanding.
Object Relations Theory and Marriagetc "Object Relations Theory and Marriage" \l 2

The internalized object relations concept is derived from Freud, who first used the term "object" to denote the recipient of  biologically-driven behaviors. Freud never used the term "internal object," however,  and classical theory excludes mention of an agency in the psyche incorporating a system of internalized objects. According to Freud, individual psyches were cathected to objects (attached with psychic energy) to satisfy drives. Objects were initially the people upon whom the psyche came to rely upon for the satisfaction of basic physiological needs. Freud's "objects" in his later work came to possess more significance to the psyche than simply a source of need gratification; they were identified and actually taken into the ego. However,  the concept does not  explain the dynamic interplay of two individuals, subject and object, becoming incorporated into the conscious and unconscious of the individual psyche. This notion of dynamic interplay was discovered and explicated by subsequent psychoanalytic theorists.


The  British and American Schools of Object Relations, comprised of Winnicott, Klein, Fairbairn, Bion, and more recently Kernberg and Ogden, defined the term "object" to mean the internalization, or remembering, of early interpersonal relationships with significant others such as parents and siblings. The major object relations theorists do not agree fully on the definition of  "internalized object relations".  In its simplest form, the term refers to a psychic agency populated by internalized objects. Each internalized object is a conscious and unconscious mental representation, or memory, of a significant childhood relationship with someone with whom the child had frequent contact, typically a family member. The internalized object resembles but does not replicate exactly the actual relationship, but rather, how the individual perceived the relationship. Internalized objects influence the psyche, as they contain memories, feelings, thoughts, and fantasies both conscious and unconscious of early childhood relationships. Thus, the internalized object offers a template or lens through which an individual psyche may view the interpersonal world. 


Ogden (1990) organizes the ego into two types: 1) self sub-organizations (feelings and thoughts experienced primarily as one's own) and 2) object sub-organizations (meaning is generated based upon an identification with the object). In other words, within the ego, one experiences internalized objects as either a sense of that object during childhood, or as an experience of oneself in relationship with the object. Self sub-organizations and object sub-organizations remain linked as memories of early self-other  experience, and generate meaning for current interpersonal experience. Ogden (1990, p.133) explains, "The two parts of the ego remain linked and when repressed (not consciously available), constitute an internal object."


Object relations theorists have made important contributions to the psychoanalytic understanding of marriage. Their work provides a clinically useful conceptual model of marital structure and the interplay of two personalities in an intimate relationship (Meissner, 1978; Birtchnell; 1993; Bergman; 1987, Dicks, 1967; Gaylin,1986; Lasky & Silverman (Eds.) 1988; Scharff & Scharff, 1991; Siegel, 1992; Person, 1988; Solomon, 1989; Willi, 1982). 


A common chief accomplishment of many of these theorists is that they address the couple’s interaction of intrapsychic and interpersonal processes, thus bridging two previously separate domains. Classical theory was not concerned with such interactions, focusing instead upon intrapsychic process. Object relations and self psychology, however, deal with this interplay and provide clinicians with an effective means to evaluate and treat couples. This new approach is based on the crucial interplay of both intrapsychic and interpersonal processes, fostering a clearer and more comprehensive understanding of a couple’s difficulties. 


While these and many other contributions to the literature have advanced the clinician’s psychoanalytic understanding of marriage, additional work remains to be done to operationalize new concepts so that they can be evaluated empirically. Along these lines, Gurman (1978) makes the point, albeit somewhat critically, that operationalizing psychoanalytic constructs is an important area for future psychodynamic empirical research:

Research on relatively pure forms of psychoanalytic treatment of marital disorders is non-existent...While a great many of the treatment experiences in the empirical literature on marital therapy have definitely had a psychodynamic flavor, it would certainly be inaccurate and misleading to characterize these interventions as anything other than pragmatically eclectic. (p. 449)


In summary, the psychoanalytic literature on marriage shapes and influences the work of psychodynamic clinicians. However, operationalizing psychoanalytic concepts of marriage and testing theory would be an important step towards evaluating the clinical utility of such approaches.

Assessment of Object Representationtc "Assessment of Object Representation"

During the last two decades, many measures have been developed for the assessment of object representation. Lerner (1991) cites Blatt (1974), who provides a clear definition of object representation, as follows.

Broadly defined, object representation refers to conscious and unconscious mental schemata – including cognitive, affective, and experiential dimensions – of objects encountered in reality. Beginning as vague, diffuse sensory motor experiences of pleasure and unpleasure, these schemata gradually expand and develop into well-differentiated, consistent, and relatively realistic representations of the self and object world. Earlier forms of representations are based on action sequences associated with need gratification; intermediate forms are based on specific perceptual and functional features; and higher forms are thought to be more symbolic and conceptual. 


This study examines object representations as defined above, in the context of romantic heterosexual relationships. For each individual, object representations are dynamic rather than static, with levels of internal representation ranging from mature to less mature stages. This continuum is manifest on content analysis sub-scales in projective tests by modal, high and low assessment scores (Hartley, 1993). For example, on the Mutuality of Autonomy Scale (MOA), low scores denote mature object relations, and high scores denote immature object relations. This concept is elaborated further in the section below, which discusses the instruments used in this study for assessment of object representation. 


As dynamic entities, object representations are continually shaped by and interact with the interpersonal world. Thus Ogden (1986) states that a central principle of object relations theory is the inter-relationship between inner experience and interpersonal process. He states, "Object relations theory, often erroneously thought to be an exclusively interpersonal theory that diverts attention from the unconscious, is in fact fundamentally a theory of unconscious internal object relations in dynamic interplay with current interpersonal experience” (1986, p. 131). The object representation measures reviewed here use a variety of testing methods, both projective and objective in nature. The vast literature in this area reflects the broad scope of means available to assess object representation. Assessment schemes range from brief objective tests to complex, in-depth methods for interpreting Rorschach, TAT, and/or clinical interview protocols. Although the objective approaches have made significant additions to the empirical literature, projective tests offer the greatest depth and complexity (Striker & Healy, 1990). Since this is a descriptive, in-depth case study research project, projective Rorschach-based measures, rather than objective measures, are used to generate a rich, clinically oriented data set. 


A literature search produced four recent reviews of projective object representation assessment instruments (Hartley, 1993; Fishler et al., 1990; Lerner, 1991; Striker & Healy, 1990). The scope of measures discussed in each of these articles varies, as do the recommendations on which measures are best suited for empirical research. However, there is also considerable overlap among these reviews, especially regarding which measures are most widely used in research. 


Hartley (1993) states that Freud developed the original developmental model upon which object representation instruments are based. This theoretical developmental model was further developed by Hartman, Kris and Lowenstein, and Erikson. Klein, Mahler, and Stern contributed to developmental theory with work grounded in clinical and normative infant observation studies. Kernberg, Kohut, Jacobson, and others based their development theories on the clinical observations of adults in treatment. These theories are the underpinnings of a number of object representation instruments (Hartley, 1993). 


The first empirical work on the assessment of object representation with the Rorschach was performed by Mayman (1967) at the University of Michigan. Mayman (1967) states:

A person's most readily accessible object representation called up under such unstructured conditions tell much about his inner world of objects and about the quality of relationships with these inner objects toward which he is predisposed (Mayman, 1967 p. 17; Lerner, 1991, p.148). 


Other initial empirical research on the assessment of development level, a closely related construct to object representation,  was done by Loveinger (1976) at Washington University (Hartley, 1993). Subsequent to Loveinger's work, many others developed their own measures of object representation. Each approach is based on specific theoretical underpinnings, in an effort towards consistent conceptualization of projective techniques. Striker and Healey (1990) address the enigma of reaching a conclusion about the assessment of object representation considering the wide array of measures:

At present there is no single comprehensive system or approach to the assessment of object-relations phenomenon, nor is there ever likely to be one...The task is to see how well each approach measures its own conception of object-relations phenomenon, and perhaps to assess how well they complement each other. This lack of a single system is not to be seen as a problem or weakness of the tests but rather a reflection of the diversity of theoretical interpretations of the construct of object relations. 

Striker and Healy (1990) suggest that a conceptually clear integration of assessment data from these measures is not possible at this time, but this goal represents an area for further research. Such integration would further the clinical understanding of object relations theory, and uncover new methods for measuring unconscious mental processes. For the present, these authors recommend researchers use a multi-method research scheme to assess object representations, which would ensure a full rendering of the subject’s internal object world. This echoes the Campbell and Fiske (1959) assertion that “...validity can be established only by a combined strategy of (a) assessing the same trait by different methods, and (b) measuring different traits by the same method (multi-trait-multi-method matrix)” (Urist & Shill, p.453).


Data  analysis considered MOA scores and clinical impressions of the subjects during the semi-structured interview, and the general diagnostic impression gained from an analysis of each Rorschach protocol. This validated the construct of MOA scores.


The numerous projective measures of object representation can be organized into research groups and theoretical orientations. The most well known research groups are: 

1) Mayman, Krohn, Urist and Ryan (the latter three were students of Mayman) at the University of Michigan; and 2) Blatt et al. at Yale University. Mayman's scale, the Early Memories Test (1968), was designed to evaluate thematic content according to psychosexual stages. While this groundbreaking scale was clinically intriguing, it was not used in quantitative studies, and therefore its reliability and validity are not documented or understood. Krohn devised the Object Representation Scale (Krohn and Mayman 1974), which assesses capacity for interpersonal relatedness by evaluating Rorschach responses, dreams, and early memories. Its psychometric properties are better known and more fully established than the Early Memories Test, and it is considered a useful tool for empirical research on object representation. 


Urist (1977) developed the Mutuality of Autonomy Scale (MOA) for the Rorschach, that operationalizes aspects of the theories of Kernberg, Kohut, and Mahler. It reflects object relations, self psychology, and ego psychology theories. Rather than assessing or predicting actual interpersonal behavior, Urist intended the MOA to evaluate animate and inanimate figures engaged in a relational context that reflect the subject's internal world of object representation. As such, the MOA is a content analysis measure which  "...assesses the developmental progression from symbiosis to object constancy or from primary narcissism to empathic object relatedness (Hartley, 1993)." This developmental continuum is illustrated by a seven-point scale, which Urist and Shill (1982) have designated as follows:

1. Reciprocity – mutuality

2. Collaboration – cooperation

3. Simple interaction – dependency

4. Anaclitic – dependent

5. Reflection – mirroring

6. Magical control – coercion

7. Envelopment – incorporation

Each successively higher point on the scale reflects a progressively less mature level of object representation, with level one being the most mature and evolved, and level seven as the most immature and primitive. Urist and Shill (1982) describe the lowest and highest scores on the MOA as follows:

These points of developmental significance which represent the basis of the scale begin at the primitive end with the theme of undifferentiated, symbiotic fusion of body parts....Higher developmental levels approach more and more the stage of true object constancy (Fraiberg, 1969) where other people are valued as separate in their own right. At the most advanced extreme of this developmental line would be the capacity for empathy, involving an intense realistic investment in the subjective world of another, while still maintaining the sense of mutual autonomy (p. 451).

  
Several studies have examined the MOA's psychometric properties. Initially considering the MOA’s construct validity, Urist (1977) found significant, high correlations, "...between mutuality of autonomy as scored on the Rorschach and independent measures of mutuality of autonomy as scored on inpatients' autobiographical data and ward staff behavioral ratings” (Fishler, 1990, p. 504). In a follow-up study, Urist and Shill (1982) replicated these results and added further evidence that the findings were accurate. Urist and Shill isolated the scorable responses in their sample and rated the Rorschach protocols using only excerpted responses instead of the entire Rorschach transcript of subject responses. This technique ruled out the possibility that MOA scores were a reflection of non-scorable responses (extraneous factors) within the protocol. Both studies demonstrated reasonable inter-rater reliability. The MOA appears to be the most widely used instrument for assessing object representation, has well established and understood psychometric properties, and appears the most frequently in the empirical literature on the assessment object representation. 


As leader of theYale University group, Blatt et al. (1976) devised the Developmental Analysis of the Concept of the Object Scale (DACOS). DACOS integrates concepts from cognitive developmental psychology with object relations theory. This draws on Werner and Piaget's concept that an indicator of level of object representation is a developmentally increasing capacity for articulation, differentiation, and object concepts. In contrast to the content focused MOA, the DACOS focuses on the analysis of the structure of Rorschach responses, and evaluates the cognitive aspects of organization and content of the internal object world. MOA and DACOS share the common purpose of assessing an individual’s object representations with the same degree of subtlety and complexity performed in the work of experienced clinicians. 


The DACOS’s psychometric properties have been established in a number of publications. Blatt, in his original study with DACOS, provided support for its construct validity. A number of studies provide evidence for its inter-rater reliability. However, most research with DACOS has focused on differentiating diagnostic categories, except one in-depth single case study of a patient's object relations (Lerner, 1983). Striker & Healey (1990) state that while DACOS can be used to differentiate between clinical syndromes, in one study it failed to distinguish between hysterical and borderline sub-types, while Urist's MOA was able to differentiate patterns of object relations between these two groups. Unlike the MOA, which evaluates animate and inanimate Rorschach responses, DACOS relies exclusively on animate human responses. As such, its utility for assessing object representation is limited by the frequency of human responses on a protocol. Erdberg (1994, personal communication) notes that this is of particular concern in an in-depth case study with a small sample size such as this research project. The MOA seems the most likely scale to generate useful data in a case study. 

Otto Kernberg tc "Otto Kernberg - Theory of Romantic Love" – Theory of Romantic Love

Kernberg’s theory (1974a, 1974b, 1995) outlines the intrapsychic basis for a normal process of falling and remaining in love. He believes that it is the internalized object relations of each individual that determines the course of a couple’s relationship, including its degree of success or failure, as a deep, intimate, stable, dyadic relationship. From a psychoanalytic developmental perspective, Kernberg (1974) states the central concept of his point of view as follows: 

Two major developmental stages must be achieved in order to establish the normal capacity for falling – and remaining – in love: a first stage, when the early capacity for sensory stimulation of erogenous zones (particularly oral and skin eroticism) is integrated with the later capacity for establishing a total object relation; and a second stage, when full genital enjoyment incorporates earlier body-surface eroticism in the context of a total object relation, including a complementary sexual identification. (p. 486)

Clearly, Kernberg views the capacity for falling in and remaining in love as derived from intrapsychic developmental achievements, which when successful result in an integration of genital and pre-genital capacities. 

The incorporation of pre-genital trends in the form of tenderness, a crucial precondition for the capacity of mature falling in love, is a consequence of the integration of part object (absolutely good and absolutely bad) into total object relations, an integration that implies a certain degree of resolution of pre-genital conflicts over aggression and the capacity for tolerating ambivalence to love objects. This integration permits the incorporation of body-surface eroticism within a total object relation (p. 509).


In this model, not all individuals navigate development equally to reach the most evolved stage, characterized by a full capacity for falling and remaining in love. Kernberg classifies the capacity for falling and remaining in love on a continuum with five successively mature stages. For each stage, there is a characteristic intrapsychic organization including: level of object relations, ego development, and presence or absence of unresolved conflicts/issues, which impact the capacity for falling and remaining in love. For each stage there is also a characteristic type or range of interpersonal functioning in the context of romantic love relationships specific to the type of intrapsychic organization. The depth of intimacy, duration, and stability of the relationship are elements of the nature and quality of the interpersonal functioning that classify each type of interpersonal functioning. 


Below are listed descriptions of each of Kernberg's  five stages of intrapsychic organization and the associated characteristics typical of a romantic relationship for each stage. To operationalize each of these stages of intrapsychic organization into projective assessment scores, predictions of trends in assessment scores are discussed. 

I. Severe Narcissism

Defining Characteristics 


Lerner (1988) states that level of object relations in narcissistic personality is illustrated by a  "Grandiose self-concept and need for mirroring...shallow and empty  internal object world."  Kernberg (1974a) adds that individuals at this stage are unable to achieve the normal idealization of  a romantic partner. 

Predicted Assessment Scores 

Mutuality of Autonomy (MOA) range: level 4 (anaclitic-dependent) through level 7 (envelopment-incorporation)

Comprehensive System Variables:

Fr+rF>1 – The presence of this score in a protocol indicates a personality trait in the subject of overvaluing personal worth (Exner, p. 393).


In general, the Rorschach data for severe narcissists will reflect the developmental level of the pre-separation stage characteristic for this personality structure. Consistent with the pre-separation stage, Rorschach data such as internal body part responses (such as blood, heart, or lungs) would be present in the protocol. In addition, severe narcissists are expected to produce responses which are not well boundaried, where images merge (known as FABCOM responses on the Rorschach). Berg (1990, p. 542) notes, "Narcissists produced significantly greater (compared with borderlines) number of FABCOM responses." Also, severe narcissists are expected to produce in their protocol themes of engulfing, hatching, and mirroring.

II. Moderate Narcissism
Defining Characteristics
 Moderate narcissists produce Rorschach protocols that appear similar to those of severe narcissists; however, the diagnostic picture is less severe. Kernberg (1974a) notes that what is characteristic at this stage is an inability to achieve normal idealization of a romantic partner. However, in contrast to severe narcissists, who manage to avoid even brief romances,  most moderate narcissists are capable of engaging in transitory infatuations.

Predicted Assessment Scores
MOA range: level 4 (anaclitic-dependent) through level 6 (magical control-coercion)

Comprehensive System Variables:

· Fr+rF>1 

III. Borderline Personality Organization
Defining Characteristics: 

Kernberg et al. (1991) have extensively outlined and described  borderline personality organization. It  is identified on the basis of significant ego weakness and primitive object relations. Kernberg (1991) and Wilson (1991) describe ego weakness as consisting of the following elements:   impulsivity; unpredictability; unstable/intense interpersonal relations; lack of emotional control; identity disturbance; intolerance of isolation; feelings of emptiness and boredom.


For individuals at this stage, their romantic relationships tend to be very intense love attachments with primitive idealizations. Such relationships are more enduring than transitory attachments found typical of narcissists. Primitive idealization is linked with splitting mechanisms, where objects are seen as all bad or all good. These relationships differ from mature idealization, the latter of which is characterized by the integration of good and bad object relations and the capacity to experience guilt, concern, depression, and the need for reparation (Kernberg 1974a).

Predicted Assessment Scores
MOA range:  level 3 (simple interaction - dependency)  through level 7 (envelopment-incorporation)

Comprehensive System Variables: 

· Usually has extratensive problem solving style.

· Heightened concern with self as indicated by EI >.49.

· Presence of coping deficits as indicated by negative D scores and coding positive for Coping Deficit Index criteria. 

· Presence of heightened internal noise, disruption, and helplessness as indicated by es >10.87

· Over-responsive to affective stimuli as indicated by AFR>.75.

IV. Neurotic and Mild Character Disorder
Defining Characteristics

 Individuals have the capacity to establish stable and deep object ties without the capacity for full sexual gratification. They are capable of romantic idealization, but in the context of a sexual relationship where partners feel inhibited and cannot freely express their sexual desire for one another. This is in contrast to the preceding three stages, which were characterized by a relatively free expression of genital activity. As relationships deepen at this stage, unconscious conflicts reflecting predominantly oedipal struggles interfere with the continuity of the state of being in love (Kernberg, 1974a).

Predicted Assessment Scores
MOA range: level 1 (reciprocity-mutuality) through level 3 (simple interaction-dependency)

Comprehensive System Variables:

· Most scores near normal limits with some exceptions. 

· COP, F+%, and X-% near normal range. 

· Adequate H with whole H percepts rather than Hd. 

· Modulated color as evident in FC:CF+C ratio.

V. Integration of Genitality with Tenderness
Defining Characteristics
In this, the most healthy stage, there is a capacity for establishing stable and deep object ties with the capacity for full sexual gratification. There is a normal integration of genitality with the capacity for tenderness and a stable, deep object relation. "The capacity to merge, to interchange their self experience, as it were, and still to preserve their autonomy from each other (all important prerequisites for a normal love relation) now developed spontaneously” (Kernberg, 1974a, p. 503).  "This new type of idealization represents the idealized identification with the value system of the love object, not of the body or even the person, but of the values for which this person stands. Intellectual, aesthetic, cultural, and ethical values are included here” (Kernberg, 1974a, p. 508).

Predicted Assessment Scores
MOA  range: level 1 (reciprocity-mutuality) through level 2 (collaboration-cooperation)

Comprehensive System Variables: 

· Most scores near normal limits.

· COP, F+%, and X-% in normal range. 

· Adequate H with whole H percepts rather than Hd. 

· Some Ag responses. 

· Modulated color as evident in FC:CF+C ratio. 

Assessment of Marital Satisfactiontc "Marital Assessment"

As discussed above, psychoanalytic object relations theory about marriage provides an important conceptual framework for this study. While useful as a conceptual approach, object relations theory regarding marriage is just beginning to be tested empirically (Means, 1984). As such, there are some limitations when it comes to operationalizing constructs. Gurman (1978) notes:


...no existing operational definitions have yet received empirical study for any of the following central psychoanalytic constructs: 'collusion', 'projective identification', 'marital transference'...While psychoanalytic theory may have thus far afforded a set of constructs rich in their conceptual potential for understanding the nature of marriage and marital conflict, only empirical study will allow us to determine whether such notions deserve any greater status than that of convenient explanatory fictions (p. 457).

This leads to a consideration of other theoretical orientations that have covered empirical ground that object relations theory has yet to examine. One helpful perspective is that of family systems research, which contains a well-developed literature of empirical research about marriage. For example, according to Jacob and Tennenbaum (1988): 

Within the family complex, the relationship that has received the most attention by theorists, researchers, and clinicians has been the marital dyad. The primary questions asked about this dyad are concerned with what features characterize a happy marriage and how such features can be predicted...For all of these questions (about aspects of marital relations), investigators have described level of marital satisfaction or adjustment reported by spouses. Consequently, satisfaction has been the most frequently assessed dimension of marriage

(p. 30).


Of the several hundred studies on marriage, a large proportion fall under the rubric of marital success and failure. Numerous measures have been developed, of which the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) and Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) are among the most widely used in empirical research. DAS and MAT are discussed in depth in the next section.


Marital success and failure can be further defined with two basic approaches: marital stability and marital quality (Lewis & Spanier, 1979). According to Lewis & Spanier (1979) marital stability is defined as a marriage that ends only by a spouse’s natural death. They define marital instability as a marriage that is willfully terminated by one or both spouses. Research about marital quality is concerned with the characteristics of marital relations during the course of the marriage. Marital quality is usually discussed under the rubric of  "marital satisfaction", “marital adjustment", "marital integration", and other terms used to describe the quality of marital relationships.


The last 25 years of family systems research on marriage has established the construct validity of marital quality for understanding marriages. In fact, the construct appears to have corollary theoretical constructs in psychoanalytic theory about marriage. For example, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale's Dyadic Cohesion (DC) and Affectional Expression (AE) instruments address the main characteristic Kernberg (1974) discusses as a central component of mature romantic love relationships – stable and deep object ties with the capacity for full sexual gratification. The AE sub-scale is made up of four items which ask about sexual gratification and physical expressions of love:

#4 (Demonstrations of affection)
#6 (Sex relations)

#29 (Being too tired for sex)

#30 (Not showing love)

The DC sub-scale consists of  five items that ask about cohesion, a construct described by Olson et al (1979), which describes key aspects of stable and deep object ties. The items are as follows: 

#24 (Do you and your mate engage in outside interests together?)
#25 (Do you and your mate have a stimulating exchange of ideas?)
 #26 (Do you and your mate laugh together?)

#27 (Can you and your mate calmly discuss something

 #28 (Do you and your mate work on projects together?)

 In his dissertation research, Means (1984) used a scale that assesses cohesion to study object relations in couples. He described the relevance of cohesion to the nature of object ties:

Cohesion, for example refers to such systems concepts as fusion or differentiation of family members from each other (Bowen,1960), integrity of boundaries (Minuchin, 1974), and degree of dependence (Olson et al, 1979). These concepts address the issues discussed in object relations terms as differentiation and integrity of self and other representations, degree of interaction between self and others, gratification from relationships and nature of the self-object tie (dependency) (p. 33).

Means (1984) also explains the meaning in object relations terms of  high and low cohesion scores:

Where a couple is extremely high on cohesion, this indicates fusion or no differentiation (Bowen, 1960), diffuse boundaries (Minuchin, 1974) and high dependence (Olson et al, 1979) or pathological symbiosis (Searles, 1979) in which individual self-differentiation and object differentiation are insufficiently developed...At the other end of Olson's cohesion scale is low cohesion, or disengagement , which refers to marked emotional distance and high autonomy  (p. 33 – 34).


In summary, the DAS, while essentially a family systems measure, provides the Affectional Expression and Dyadic Cohesion sub-scales, which address two key components in object relations theory (Kernberg, 1974): sexual satisfaction and stable, deep object ties. The DAS will thus be a useful tool for assessing couple relationships in this study from both an object relations and systems perspective. 


As mentioned above, the MAT and DAS have been widely used in family research, and over the years there have been a number of reviews that consider their psychometric properties (Cross & Sharpeley, 1981; Haynes et al, 1979; Burnett, 1987; Jacob & Tennenbaum, 1988; Touliates et al, 1990; Cohen & Pennice, 1985; Locke & Wallace, 1959; Spanier, 1976). In summary, these studies agree that the MAT and DAS are both reliable and valid. According to the Dyadic Adjustment Scale manual (Spanier, 1986),  the DAS has an internal consistency coefficient of .96 and a test-retest reliability of .96. Internal consistency indicates whether all items on an instrument consistently measure the same dimension, in this case, marital satisfaction. An internal consistency coefficient of .96 indicates very good internal consistency. Test-retest reliability is a measure of the temporal stability of an instrument, or in other words, whether repeated administrations of a test generate the same scores. A test-retest coefficient of .96 indicates very good test-retest reliability. 


Validity is the extent to which a test measures a construct it is designed to assess, in this case, marital satisfaction. Validity is always inferred since it is impossible to measure a construct perfectly and therefore. Spanier (1984, p.27) notes, “Having been utilized in hundreds of clinical and experimental research studies, the validity of the DAS has been well established using a number of different techniques.”


Initially, it would seem that either instrument  would be well suited for use in this study to assess marital satisfaction. However, several findings in the literature demonstrate that, given the objectives of this study, the DAS has a number of advantages that make it better suited to the goals of this study.  


The advantages of the DAS stem from Spanier's (1976) goal of  developing an improved version of a marital assessment instruments. According to Spanier, the DAS was designed using (Spanier, 1976), "...a more comprehensive process (than the MAT and other instruments like it), which attempts to go beyond the procedures used by Locke, his colleagues, and the developers of other marital scales" (p. 17).  The concern over limited comprehensives of the MAT is further supported by Cross and Sharpeley (1981). They found, through discriminant analysis, most of the items on the entire MAT are accounted for by just two MAT items:

...Item 1 is a global measure of marital adjustment (respondents being asked to rate their marriage" '...everything considered...' from 0 as very unhappy to 35 as perfectly happy), it is suggested that this item in itself constitutes a measure of marital adjustment very nearly as valid as the entire  LWMAT. When item 14 ('If you had your life to live over, do you think you would marry the same person – score=15...)is added, these two comprise a test of marital adjustment almost equal to the 15 item LWMAT (p. 1305).

Cohen (1985), comparing the DAS with the MAT found that Spanier (1976) was successful in improving upon the MAT and other existing measures. Cohen found the DAS  had a number of advantages over the MAT, and is one of the best choices for assessing marital adjustment. First, unlike the MAT, the DAS is suitable for either married or co-habitating couples. Second, and most important, the DAS is indeed more comprehensive and as such has somewhat better reliability than the MAT. Thus the DAS is a brief measure that offers a broader range of assessment than the MAT, and may more accurately capture the level of marital satisfaction.

METHODStc "Methods" \l 1

tc "Study Objectives" \l 2

This study investigates the levels of object relations, personality functioning, and characteristics of interpersonal intimacy in six heterosexual couples. The study’s approach is exploratory, and it is intended to answer the following questions.

Study Objectives
1. Based on each subject's Rorschach scores, into which of Kernberg's five categories* may they be assigned? In turn, what capacity for intimacy may be expected based upon the couple’s collective developmental level?

2. What do the Rorschach scores for each subject suggest about each his or her personality? What does this suggest about the capacity for intimacy in each couple’s relationship? How well matched are the partners psychologically?

3. What degree of intimacy and satisfaction does each couple report in the Dyadic Adjustment Scale?

4. Is the DAS degree of intimacy and satisfaction reported by each couple consistent with the degree of intimacy predicted from the Rorschach scores?

5. How does the interview data support or contradict the Rorschach and DAS findings about intimacy?

*Genitality and tenderness, neurotic/mild character disorder, borderline personality organization, moderate narcissism, and severe narcissism. See Table 1 for subject assignment criteria.


The table below was used to classify each subject according to Kernberg’s five levels of personality organization. The first column, “Rorschach Criteria” lists the variables which, taken as a group, differentiate each subject’s psychological functioning. The purpose of the table is to operationalize Kernberg’s categories into assessment scores. The table was developed from discussions with the committee, and a variety of  books and articles on the Rorschach (Wilson, 1991; Exner, 1991;  Kernberg, 1995).
Table 1 – Decision Rules for Subject Assignment  to Personality Organization Category
	Rorschach Criteria
	Severe Narcissism
	Moderate Narcissism
	Borderline Personality Organization
	Neurotic & Mild Character Disorder 
	Integration of Genitality and Tenderness

	MOA range
	4 – 7
	4 – 6
	3 – 7
	1 – 3
	1 – 2

	Fr+rF>0
	>1
	>1
	0
	0
	0

	FABCOM
	>0
	>0
	>0
	0
	0

	W:M 
	>3:1
	>3:1
	
	normal range
	normal range

	FD
	none
	none
	
	normal range
	normal range

	H:(H)+Hd+(Hd)
	
	
	H higher
	normal range
	normal range

	es
	
	
	>10.87
	normal range
	normal range

	EI
	
	
	>.49
	normal range
	normal range

	EB  
	
	
	Extratensive
	normal range
	normal range

	X – %
	
	
	
	normal range
	normal range

	F+%
	
	
	
	normal range
	normal range

	X+%
	
	
	<.70
	normal range
	normal range

	X+% > F+% 
	
	
	yes
	
	

	AFR
	
	
	>.75
	normal range
	normal range

	L
	
	
	<.50 to .32
	normal range
	normal range

	S
	
	
	>3
	normal range
	normal range

	Y
	
	
	>1
	<.6
	<.6

	T
	
	
	
	>0 but <2
	>0 but <2

	COP
	none
	none
	
	>0
	>0

	eb>FM + m
	
	
	yes
	
	

	Mp
	>3
	>3
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	<0
	normal range
	normal range


Participants tc "Participants" \l 2
Sample Selection


Exploratory inquiry in case study research typically focuses on small samples (Kuzel, 1992). The intent  is not to test a theory or related hypotheses based upon how many people share a certain characteristic and then generalize findings to a larger population. The sampling approach seeks to identify trends and relationships in the study as a means of accessing “information richness” for the group of subjects in the research pool (Patton, 1990). 


In addition, an experienced family systems researcher has pointed out that a homogenous sample is optimal in a descriptive case study with a small sample size (personal communication, Robert Green, Ph.D.). “Homogeneous sample” refers to a  group of participants with similar characteristics regarding developmental level of object relations, marital satisfaction, and relationship dynamics. In cross-case comparisons, a homogeneous sample will focus the analysis upon the phenomenon under study rather than differences of characteristics between cases. The study was open to participants from any background as specified below in the inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Description, Number, and Rationale for Inclusion/Exclusion of Participants
Inclusion Criteria
1. Heterosexual.

2. Childless. 

3. Married or living together for at least three, but not more than fifteen years.

4. Between the ages of 25 and 50.


Each prospective participant was assessed for these criteria during the telephone screening interview (see Appendix B). The rationale for inclusion criteria 1 (heterosexual), is to control for variation in the data based upon sexual orientation. Inclusion criteria 2 (childless) eliminates the influence of a family sub-system that contributes another dimension to the couple’s interpersonal dynamics. The intended focus is solely on the personalities of the partners and their relationship together. Inclusion criteria 3 (married or living together for at least three, but not more than fifteen years) raises the likelihood that the participants’ relationships will be well established, having grown beyond the early relationship stages. Also, after three years the interpersonal dynamics within the dyad will be clearly established. Inclusion criteria 4 (participants must be between the ages of 25 and 50) recruits a research sample of  individuals who are between the developmental stages of  early and late adulthood. 

Exclusion Criteria
1. Past or current psychiatric hospitalization.

2. Past or current psychopharmacological treatment with anti-psychotic medication, not including anti-depressants.

3. Axis I diagnosis of a psychotic disorder.

4. Current or recent crisis as specified in item #7 of the telephone screening interview. (See Appendix B.)

5. Current public financial assistance. 


It was clear from consultation with several Bay Area assessment instructors that participant recruitment via flyers and classified advertising tends to draw a pool of participants with severe psychopathology (personal communications, Jan Gregory, Ph.D. & Carol Walser, Ph.D.). The exclusion criteria were designed  to offset this tendency. Despite this effort, a lower than average level of psychological functioning characterized the research group.

Recruitment Methods 

The following methods were used to recruit participants:

· Flyers posted in public areas in the East Bay and San Francisco, excluding graduate schools in the mental health profession (see Appendix D).

· Classified advertising: Bay Guardian, East Bay Express, or other local newspapers (see Appendix D).

· Internet Advertising via relevant newsgroups, WWW pages, and electronic bulletin boards (see Appendix D).

Data Collection and Managementtc "Data Collection and Management" \l 2
Data Collection 

Data collection took place with each couple during one four hour meeting in the evening or on a weekend day. The principal researcher conducted all tests and interviews. Data collection followed the three steps below.

1. The male participant was given the Rorschach and the semi-structured interview with the researcher in the research office, while the female participant completed the demographic questionnaire and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale in the waiting room.

2. The female participant was given the Rorschach and the semi-structured interview with the researcher in the research office, while the male participant completed the demographic questionnaire and the Dyadic Adjustment Scale in the waiting room.

3. Upon completion of steps one and two, the participants and researcher reconvened in the research office. The researcher then debriefed the participants.

Note:
For three of the couples, the male participant was interviewed first. For the second group of three couples, the female participant was interviewed first.

Data Preparation

Once all data were collected, the interview tapes were transcribed by a research assistant. The Rorschach data was scored, then re-scored using Exner’s Comprehensive System. The first round of Comprehensive System scoring was done by the principal researcher. Subsequently, all the Rorschach data were re-scored  by research assistants with extensive knowledge and experience in Comprehensive System scoring methods. The resulting two sets of scored Rorschach data proved to be similar. The Mutuality of Autonomy Scale scoring was done by the principal researcher and re-checked for accuracy. The principal researcher tallied and verified the Dyadic Adjustment Scale data.


According to Miles and Huberman (1994) qualitative data sets are efficiently managed with the use of tables and matrices, which consolidate large sets of data, of which this study certainly consists. Their recommendation was followed. Group and individual data are displayed in tables 3 – 11. 

Data Analysistc "Data Analysis" \l 2Data

First, the transcripts were read to gain an understanding of each participant and each couple’s perspective on their relationship. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale data was examined, and it was concluded that all scores were consistent. The data were at or near the mean for Spanier’s norm group. This finding indicated that all participants were as satisfied with their relationship as most married couples.


The first step in analyzing the Rorschach data was to read through the computer-generated Rorschach Interpretive Assistance Program (RIAP-3) Structural Summaries and interpretive hypotheses. Notes were made concerning each subject’s Rorschach profile. Next, the entire data set of Rorschach scores (see tables 3 – 9) was analyzed. For those scores that were at least one standard deviation above or below the norm group’s mean scores, interpretive hypotheses were generated by consulting Exner’s interpretive guidelines (Exner, 1991). In turn, these hypotheses were compared and integrated with those generated from RIAP-3. Where necessary, two other sources were consulted to clarify score meanings (Wilson, 1990; Gregory, personal notes). The final interpretive hypotheses that appear in the tables and summaries reflect an integration of the above analysis. 


This data analysis according to the research questions led to inferences about each subject and each couple's relationship. The goal of data analysis was to analyze and integrate the three forms of  data to produce an in-depth description of each participant and each couple's relationship. The following sections outline the theoretical underpinnings of the data analysis approach used in this study.

The Psychoanalytic Tradition

The analysis and interpretation of data in this study is based on contemporary psychoanalytic theory. The elements of psychoanalytic theory relevant to data analysis in this study are discussed below. 


First, according to psychoanalytic theory, it is assumed that every person has a unique personality structure or character comprised of a set of enduring personality traits and associated patterns of behavior. Personality structure can be illuminated using the Rorschach, and from impressions of the researcher conducting the interview. One chief component of personality structure with which this study is concerned is level of internalized object relations and ego functioning.


Second, in conjunction with a unique personality structure, it is assumed that couples have a unique interpersonal schema, in other words, a pattern of interactions the couple gravitates towards that characterizes their relationship, which is an outgrowth of a blending of their respective personalities. This interpersonal schema will be identified and analyzed from DAS data and responses from the semi-structured interview.   

The Case Study Method


The method of inquiry for this research project is a descriptive, multiple case study design as outlined by Yin (1994). Yin describes a case study broadly as a set of research guidelines:

Case study research is defined as a comprehensive research strategy that, comprises an all encompassing method-with the logic of design incorporating specific approaches to data collection and to data analysis. In this sense, case study is not either a data collection tactic or merely a design feature alone...but a comprehensive research strategy. (Yin, 1994, p.13) 

Case study research strategies are of three types: exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory. Each type has a particular purpose, goal, and set of selection conditions. The distinctions among these three types are not always clear. Depending on their characteristics, some studies would benefit from the use of any of the three strategies. An explanatory case study seeks to explain the “why” pertaining to the entity under consideration. For example, why do married couples both tend to be at or about the same level of internalized object relations? An exploratory or descriptive study concerns the “what” of the entity under consideration. In the present study, the “what” is three things: the ego functioning and level of internalized object relations of each participant, the level of marital satisfaction/quality of intimacy in the marriage or relationship, and the narrative description of the relationship by each participant. The study described all three of these elements, providing an in-depth view of each couple and the partners that comprise it.

The Narrative Analysis “Lens”

Analyzing the Rorschach data in this study using Exner, Urist, and Spanier’s scoring systems was a straightforward task. The analysis method for the interview transcripts required a different approach, as discussed below.


The field of textual analysis is vast, containing many theories and methods for coding, condensing, analyzing and interpreting interview data. Linguistic approaches to textual analysis stress the structure of language. Hermeneutic approaches stress cultural, social, or other factors that make up the subjectivity of the phenomenon under study. Some methods dissect text into discrete “units of analysis” which concern syntax, intonation or speech, etc. 


The present study fits best with the work of Reissman (1993), who outlines a set of procedures for doing a narrative analysis of interview transcripts. On a conceptual level, Reissman’s approach seeks to capture the unique narrative voice of each participant,  taking account of the socio-cultural environment from which it evolves. Reissman shares the perspective of Bruner (1990) and others, who believe that individual subjective experience is best understood through storytelling, or narratives which contain the meaning elements unique to each individual that cannot otherwise be identified.


On a procedural level, as a first step Reissman recommends that audio tapes of interviews be transcribed; that this is essential for working with interview data. She advises beginning with a rough transcription of the entire interview, reading it carefully, and then creating  a re-transcription of selected portions for detailed analysis. Carefully examining the rough transcript is itself an analysis of the interview out of which emerge the key features of the interview. Reissman considers identifying key segments the “...’unpacking’ of structure that is essential to interpretation” (p. 58).  This procedure was abbreviated for this study. The key elements from the transcripts that fit into the Rorschach findings concerning ego functioning and interpersonal dynamics between the partners of each couple were presented in the results section.

RESULTStc "Results"

Table 2 summarizes the demographic information for all six couples. The remainder of the data in this chapter describes each couple separately. Each couple’s section presents the woman’s Rorschach results first, followed by her partner’s. Data for the entire group appears at the end of the chapter (tables 3 – 11).


Within each couple’s section, the Rorschach data for each partner appears in a table with four columns. All 54 Exner Structural Summary Rorschach variables are listed in the first column. The rows are divided into seven sections, corresponding to Exner’s structural summary divisions, for example, “affect.” or “ideation”. These structural summary sections are highlighted in bold type. All the variables in each section pertain to a particular aspect of the subject’s personality. The second and third columns designate whether the subject’s score for a given variable is one standard deviation above or below the mean score for Exner’s adult non-patient normative sample (Exner, 1991). Where a score is one standard deviation above or below the mean score for the normative sample, a “yes” appears in the appropriate column at the specific row for the designated variable. If a score is not more than one standard deviation above or below the mean for the norm group, the row is blank. In the last column, to the right of each “yes”, the interpretive hypothesis column contains information pertaining to the unique meaning of the designated score. In some cases, where recommended by Exner (1991), the hypotheses take account of scores for other, related variables. This enhances the accuracy of the interpretations, so hypotheses reflect the meaning of other variables in a section. In a few cases, where necessary, “see above” appears in columns. At the top of those sections, a summary hypothesis explains the significance of all the variables from that section.


After each table of interpretive hypotheses, there is a summary of the main Rorschach findings for each subject. This section consolidates all the hypotheses from the table. The summary also integrates interpretive hypotheses from Exner’s RIAP-3 computer software generated from the data for each subject, but which do not appear in the tables. 


The next section, Assignment of Subject to 1 of  5 levels of Personality Organization, assigns each subject to a particular level of object relations based upon the decision rule criteria in Table 1. After this, the male partner’s data is presented in exactly the same format as the female partner’s. Next, the couple’s similarities and differences are listed and numbered. Finally, the last section for each couple provides an overview of the couple’s similarities and differences, and briefly mentions key issues pertaining to each couple’s capacity for intimacy. It includes analysis of each partner’s Dyadic Adjustment Scale results, and where relevant, references to interview material.

Table 2 :  Participant Demographics
	ID/Name
	Age/ Ethnicity
	Education
	Occupation
	Geographic Area
	Years with Partner/
Married or Living Together
	Yearly Income

	01 Cynthia 
	26/Cauc.
	H.S.
	Student/ Artist
	East Bay
	3/ Live
	<10,000

	02 Gary 
	31/Cauc.
	H.S.
	Unemployed
	East Bay
	3.5/ Live
	<10,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	03 Sally 
	36/Cauc.
	BA
	Insurance Asstnt.
	East Bay
	11/Married
	30-40,000

	04 John 
	34/Cauc.
	BA & some grad school
	Evaluation Analyst
	East Bay
	11/Married
	40-50,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	05 Gail 
	26/Cauc.
	BA
	Graduate Student
	SF
	3/Live
	0

	06 Robert 
	37/Cauc.
	BA
	Driver/
TourGuide
	SF
	3/Live
	30-40,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	07 Sheila 
	27/Cauc.
	BA
	Graduate Student
	SF
	3/Live
	20,000

	08 Mark 
	31/Cauc.
	BA
	Waiter
	SF
	3/Live
	30,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	09 Joanne 
	28/Cauc. - Mexican
	BA
	Graduate Student
	East Bay
	6/Married
	10-20,000

	10 Bob 
	26/Cauc.
	AA
	Electronics Technician
	East Bay
	6/Married
	20-30,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11 Diane
	38/Cauc.
	MA
	Coach  & Educator
	East Bay
	5/Married
	n/a

	12 Ronald 
	28/Cauc.
	Ph.D.
	Physical Sciences Research
	East Bay
	5/Married
	39,000


Couple 1: Cynthia and Garytc "Couple 1 - Cynthia and Gary" \l 3
Interpretive Hypotheses:  Cynthia

Introversive problem solving style. Prefers to think decisions through before acting. Tends to keep feelings at a peripheral level during problem solving and tends to rely heavily on internal evaluations to make judgments.

Subject 1: Cynthia 
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	
	
	

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety.

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	
	
	

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	yes
	Does not perceive or anticipate positive interactions among people as a routine event. Tends to feel less secure in interpersonal situations.

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	
	
	

	Ma:Mp
	
	
	

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	
	
	

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes w/ logic & promotes faulty judgment.

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	For this section: Chronic and pervasive problems with perceptual accuracy; serious problems in reality testing; produces behaviors that are very inappropriate to the situation.

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics. 

	X+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	X–%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	S–%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	Xu%
	
	
	

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	yes
	
	Under-incorporative scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss cues.

	W:D:Dd
	
	
	

	W:M
	
	
	

	DQ+
	
	
	

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	
	

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	yes
	Less involved with self awareness than most people.

	An+Xy
	yes
	
	Excessive bodily concerns.

	MOR
	yes
	
	Negative self image; pessimism.


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings: Cynthia


Cynthia displayed serious problems in thinking and perceptual accuracy. She coded positive for the Exner Comprehensive System Depression Index. This indicates that Cynthia suffers significant depressive symptoms of a chronic nature, probably dysthymia. These affective problems are the likely cause of her thinking and perceiving problems.


She is currently in a state of notable distress due to the influence of her depressive symptoms. Also, she tends to process information hastily and haphazardly, often neglecting important cues in her environment. Her basic problem solving and decision making style is one in which she prefers to think things through before initiating behavior. She tends to hold in or overcontrol her expression of emotion (since FC:CF+C is 3:1, Exner, 1991 p.195). She also tends to avoid emotionally charged situations, and regards herself as less favorable than other people. Last, her self image includes many more negative features than should be the case.
Assignment of Subject to 1 of  5 Levels of Personality Organization: Cynthia


As noted above, it is apparent that Cynthia has serious problems in thinking and perceptual accuracy. This finding makes it less likely that she fits the criteria for neurotic/mild character disorder or genitality/tenderness. Of the remaining three categories, borderline personality organization fits the best for several reasons. Characteristic of borderline personality organization, she is in general affect orienting,                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              meaning that she tends to experience her feelings more intensely than others, and this improves her thought process. Also, she has significant affective disturbance in the form of depressive symptoms and is in considerable subjectively felt distress. Cynthia’s MOA median score of three and ranges to include a six response suggest a level of object relations characteristic of borderline personality organization. That is, her type six response “monsters taking a baby to sacrifice” and type five responses suggest themes of her internal object world being populated with primitive aggression and unchecked destructive forces.
Interpretive Hypotheses:  Gary

Introversive problem solving style. Prefers to think decisions through before acting. Tends to keep feelings at a peripheral level during problem solving and tends to rely heavily on internal evaluations to make judgments.

Subject 02: Gary 

	Variable
	Above norm
	Below norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	yes
	Depression.

	L
	
	yes
	Overinvolved with environmental stimuli. Affect disrupts cognitive functioning. Possible impulsive acting out.

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	yes
	Limited ego resources.

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	yes
	Affective constriction; primitive defense.

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation.

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness; loss of control; anxiety.

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	yes
	
	Predisposed to more oppositional/negative set towards environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	yes
	Does not perceive or anticipate positive interactions among people as a routine event.

	Food
	yes
	
	High dependency needs.

	Isolate/R
	yes
	
	Interpersonally alienated and withdrawn.

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	
	
	

	Ma:Mp
	
	
	

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	
	
	

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes w/ logic and promotes faulty judgment.

	Mnone
	yes
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	For this section: Chronic and pervasive problems with perceptual accuracy; serious problems in reality testing; produces behaviors that are very inappropriate to the situation.

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional; non-conforming.

	X+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	X–%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	S–%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	Xu%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	yes
	
	Highly motivated to process information. Obsessive trait.

	W:D:Dd
	
	
	

	W:M
	
	
	

	DQ+
	
	
	

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self.

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	yes
	Less involved in self-awareness than most people.

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	yes
	
	Negative self image; pessimism

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Summary of  Main Rorschach Findings:  Gary

Gary has significant problems in thinking and perceiving, and suffers from severe depression. Because he has few ego resources, he is often in a chronic state of stimulus overload that impairs his capacity for self control. This makes him vulnerable to impulsiveness. He angry at life, overcontrolled in expressing affect. He is very self-centered and tends to overestimate his self worth. He is likely to have frequent difficulties interacting with the environment, including the interpersonal sphere.
Assignment of Subject to 1 of  5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Gary

Like his partner Cynthia, Gary displays serious problems in thinking and perceptual accuracy. This finding makes it less likely that he fits the criteria for neurotic/mild character disorder or genitality/tenderness. Of the remaining three categories, primarily borderline personality organization and secondarily moderate narcissism fit the best, for several reasons. 


According to the subject assignment decision rules (see table 1) Gary’s Rorschach scores on key variables clearly place him in the borderline personality organization range of functioning. In addition, characteristic of borderline personality organization, he tends to experience his feelings more intensely than others, but this enhances his functioning and perceptual accuracy. Also, he has significant affective disturbance in the form of depressive symptoms, and is in considerable subjectively felt distress.


As for the moderate narcissism decision rule criteria, Gary’s Rorschach scores meet criteria for a marked sense of grandiosity, self-centeredness, poor self image, and lack of self-awareness. Together, these indicators suggest borderline personality organization and moderate narcissism are both relevant categories to which Gary may be assigned. 


Last, Gary’s MOA scores (median: 6; range: 2 – 7) indicate the most pathological level of internalized object relations of all subjects in the study, and fall well into the range of 3 – 7 predicted as diagnostic signs for borderline personality organization and moderate narcissism.

Cynthia and Gary:   How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically?
Similarities and Differences
· The partners are remarkably similar to one another on a number of dimensions. In general,  they are similar in terms of thought process and affect. Both have severe problems in thinking, perceiving, and processing information. Both are likely to experience chronic depressive affect which disorganizes their thinking process. Both experience a sense of diffuse helplessness, such that the feeling is not focused on any particular situation.

· Both partners employ an introversive problem solving style, delaying decision making, and preferring to go into their heads rather than consult others. 

· Both engage in negative introspection, which generates a negative emotional tone. However, both are less self-aware than most people. 

· Gary feels socially isolated, and Cynthia does not.

· Cynthia is more ambitious than Gary.

· Both partners are motivated to process information.

· Both partners are at an level of internalized object relations of borderline personality organization and fit into Kernberg’s borderline personality organization group. Each partner thus has an internal object world populated by harsh introjects. 

Differences

· Where Cynthia has a normative level of ego resources, Gary has limited ego resources. 

· Where Cynthia is conforming, Gary is angry and oppositional.

· Where Cynthia has normative dependency needs, Gary has high dependency needs. 

· Where Cynthia has heightened concerns about her body, Gary does not share such        concerns.

·  Where Cynthia does not have a sense of overinflated self-worth, Gary does.

Where Cynthia does not experience significant loneliness, Gary is lonely and out of the mainstream, without a social network.
Cynthia and Gary:   Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy

Given the similarities between the partners of Couple 1, it is likely that they feel some comfort and support in having a relationship with another person similar to themselves. It may be adaptive for them to be together suffering from similar problems, tending to view the world in a comparable way. Cynthia’s interview data is illustrative, as she states, “I always like people that are kind of quirky and they’re not really, but they’re sort of like loners.” They may derive strength and comfort from a consensual validation of their respective personalities as markedly different from the mainstream. Moreover, their relationship may offset their feelings of social isolation. 


Where there are differences between the partners, they may also derive some relief from their mutual internal suffering. They may balance each other’s personality characteristics in a relationship where it appears they may be almost too similar.  One complementary characteristic is that Gary may rely on Cynthia’s stronger ego when he feels weak. The trade-off for her may be that he in turn offers her his angry and oppositional side, where she tends to be conforming. These contrasting styles of expressed versus internalized anger may be helpful to both partners concerning their depressive difficulties, and the manner in which they unite around depressive issues. Cynthia may identify with and gain vicarious satisfaction and relief from Gary’s angry depressive style. Seeing him show depression outwardly in anger may reduce her own depressive experience. Conversely, Gary may benefit from Cynthia’s quieter, internalized depressive style, as she embodies the passivity he defends. She also may be an introject for him of depressive strength, or in other words, someone who can tolerate depressive affect, and stoically contain it. Interview material illuminates this dynamic. Gary notes in his perception of Cynthia’s depressive problems that she deals with them in a way foreign to him, such that she becomes inaccessible: “Like sometimes when she gets in a really emotional state, I’m not quite able to reach her at that state, and so that gap has a feeling of uncomfortability (sic) there. And in a sense too, I kind of seem to have more energy...it really get me wired, and it affects her in an opposite way.” 


The potential for gratification of his strong dependency needs through affiliation with Cynthia was evident in Gary’s interview material, where he notes an aspect of  his attraction to her “strength”. “...she was just sure of herself...so she was like strong in that sense...she just seemed like a solid person.”  Gary goes on to say that oral issues of feeding were important in attracting her interest in him, indicating his preference for setting up a dialogue with Cynthia centered around eating. Thus he says, “...me being in a position of having food and in a sense I kind of believe the way to someone’s heart is through their stomach....” He supplied her with food, meeting her needs for nourishment. It is likely that given his dependency needs and sense of her strength, he thought she would feed him with her self in the sense of sharing her nourishing strength.


This couple’s capacity for intimacy, given their degree of impairment and their striking similarities and complementary characteristics, suggests that their relationship is likely a type of anaclitic, or dependent relationship. They may feel close to one another because of inferred mutual validation through association and due to mutual needs gratification. The couple’s union compensates each partner’s ego weaknesses. An important shared task in the relationship is that they support one another. However, this does not extend into the type of intimacy expected from a higher functioning couple with less primitive object relations, where intimacy goes beyond mutual need gratification and affiliation to empathy for one another, and a sense of appreciation of the other as a separate autonomous being. 


Data from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale for this couple indicates that their scores for marital satisfaction are near mean for the norm group (see table 9). As such, they are as satisfied with their relationship as most married couples.
tc "Couple 2 - Sally and John" \l 3Couple 2: Sally and John
Interpretive Hypotheses:  Sally

Ambitent problem solving style.  No definitive or characteristic coping style. Likely to vacillate and switch coping styles. In one situation she may be strongly influenced by her feelings, in another similar situation her thoughts may play a more central role in decision making and problem solving. This is a less adaptive and efficient coping style.

Subject 03:  Sally
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	yes
	
	High IQ; academic achievement; found in obsessive compulsives.

	L
	yes
	
	Tends to avoid feelings and oversimplify perceptions.

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	yes
	
	Noise, disruption, or helplessness.

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	
	yes
	Limited resources to meet demands of situation; overwhelmed; cannot process information efficiently.

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	yes
	Affective constriction; primitive defense.

	V
	
	
	

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation.

	Y
	
	
	

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	yes
	
	Predisposed to more oppositional/negative set towards environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	yes
	Does not perceive or anticipate positive interactions among people as a routine event. Tend to feel less secure in interpersonal situations.

	Food
	yes
	
	High dependency needs.

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	
	
	

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	
	Flight into fantasy is a routine tactic for dealing with unpleasant situations. Snow White Syndrome.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	
	
	

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes 
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes w/ logic & promotes faulty judgment.

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	
	

	X+%
	
	yes
	May be evidence of strong effort to distance self from environment that is perceived as hostile or threatening.

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+% above)

	X – %
	yes
	
	Overpersonalizing of stimuli such that subject may disregard social demands or expectations.

	S – %
	
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	(see X – % above)

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	
	
	

	W:D:Dd
	yes
	
	Tendency to simplify what us perceived and conserve efforts.

	W:M
	yes
	
	Cautious and conservative in defining achievable goals

	DQ+
	
	yes
	Processing of information not complex or sophisticated.

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self.

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	yes
	Less involved with self-awareness than most people.

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Sally

Sally is experiencing marked situational distress and feeling overwhelmed, such that she may act impulsively or in a disorganized manner. This may be a function of  the Rorschach situation, which may undermine her customary defenses (see below), or it may be a common reaction to stressful situations. Nonetheless, when Sally is in this state it may reduce the effectiveness of her functioning and make her vulnerable to disorganization. In such conditions, her psychological processes become notably more complex in response to the stress. Ordinarily though, her capacity for stress and tolerance to stress is similar to that of other people. Also, she may be suffering from a recent emotional loss that has undermined her functioning.  


Her self-perception is more negative than ought to be the case, and she is less self-aware than most people. She is at times a lonely person with consistently strong needs for closeness with other people, and often feels helpless. She is very interested in others. Unfortunately, her social awareness and judgment are less acute than most people, and as a consequence she is likely not to be able to meet her strong needs for connection with people. Her difficulties may be exacerbated by her tendency to overpersonalize social stimuli such that she may disregard social demands or expectations. This personal style may help explain why she tends to have pessimistic expectations that interactions with people will be negative. She also appears to have an angry and oppositional attitude towards her environment. 


Sally’s defensive style is a tendency to narrow and oversimplify her perceptions, not deal with her feelings, and retreat into fantasy rather than face reality. This approach is adaptive for her; it protects her from being overwhelmed and conserves her output of emotional energy. When she is overtaxed and turns to her defenses, she in effect protects herself from a world  she perceives as hostile. This process conserves her output of emotional energy in dealing with external reality, and she expects others, possibly her husband, to solve problems for her. In contrast, at other times she varies her problem-solving approach and deals with problems on her own. While her defensive posture is adaptive most of the time, her inconsistent problem solving styles degrade her efficiency.

Assignment of Subject to 1 of  5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Sally

Sally has ego weaknesses as manifested in her thinking, perceiving, and coping difficulties. Given the level of psychological functioning suggested by her Rorschach findings, one would not expect her to fall into the two higher functioning types of personality organization. The decision rules for assignment to personality organization support this hypothesis, as she meets 8 of 15 possible criteria for borderline personality organization.

Interpretive Hypotheses: John

Ambitent problem solving style. No definitive or characteristic coping style. Likely to vacillate and switch coping styles. In one situation he may be strongly influenced by his feelings, in another similar situation his thoughts may play a more central role in decision making and problem solving. This is a less adaptive and efficient coping style.
Subject 04: John
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	yes
	Lacks available ego resources.

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	yes
	
	Unorganized ideation and affect impinging on subject.

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	
	yes
	Limited resources to meet demands of situation; overwhelmed; cannot process information efficiently.

	adj D
	
	yes
	Taken with CDI of 4 – immature personality. Highly vulnerable to loss of control and becoming disorganized under stress. Vulnerable to impulsiveness.

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	
	
	

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation. 

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety.

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	yes
	
	Very attracted by emotional stimulation.

	S
	yes
	
	Predisposed to more oppositional/negative set towards the environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	yes
	Does not perceive or anticipate positive interactions among people as a routine event. Tend to feel less secure in interpersonal situations. 

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	yes
	Likely subject is socially isolated and has difficulty sustaining smooth interpersonal relationships.

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	yes 
	May not be as interested in people as are most people. 

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	
	
	

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	
	Flight into fantasy is a routine tactic for dealing with unpleasant situations. Snow White Syndrome.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	
	
	

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes 
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes with logic and promotes faulty judgment.

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics.

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally and produce unconventional behaviors.

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+%)

	X – %
	yes
	
	Gross perceptual inaccuracy.

	S – %
	yes
	
	Perceptual distortion due to anger.

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Unconventional perception. 

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	yes
	
	Highly motivated, and makes considerable effort in processing. 

	Zd
	
	yes
	Underincorporative scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss cues. 

	W:D:Dd
	
	
	

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability.

	DQ+
	
	yes
	Processing not complex or sophisticated.

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self.

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	yes
	
	More self-aware than most people.

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  John

John’s ambitent coping style, combined with his limited ego resources and the influence of unorganized thoughts and feelings impinging on  him suggest a picture of someone struggling to meet the demands of everyday life. He is easily overwhelmed, and when under stress becomes disorganized and likely to show poor judgment in decision making and behaviors. He feels helpless, out of control and anxious. Yet, he is ambitious and his need to achieve may exceed his actual ability. Because of this he experiences a sense of failure to meet his desires and expectations for himself, and has negative self-esteem. 


He is very attracted by emotionally charged stimuli, but predisposed to perceive the world in a more pessimistic way than most people. Such pessimism extends to the interpersonal realm, where he has very strong needs for closeness but does not anticipate positive interactions with people as routine. He is likely to be socially isolated and has trouble sustaining smooth interpersonal relationships. He is more involved with introspection than the average person.


When processing information, John is highly motivated and makes a considerable effort, but uses an underincorparative scanning style such that he tends to miss important information and cues. His processing tends to be less complex and sophisticated than most people. Once information is taken in, John tends to translate what he has perceived in unconventional ways, leading him to act in ways others may perceive as odd or inappropriate. This may explain why, except for his relationship with Sally, he is socially isolated and feels pessimistic about social interactions. 


Once information has been translated, John’s thinking is not as clear or logical as that of most people. There may be serious problems with his thinking processes that may interfere with logic and contribute to faulty judgment. As a defense against this circumstance, John relies at times on flights into fantasy. He may disregard the need to deal with unpleasant situations, or expect others to solve problems for him.  

Assignment of Subject to 1 of  5 Levels of Personality Organization:  John

Given John’s problems in thinking, perceiving, and coping, and the lower level of psychological functioning suggested by his Rorschach findings, it is unlikely he would fall into the two higher functioning personality organization types. The decision rules for assignment to personality organization type  support this finding in that he meets most all the criteria for borderline personality organization. Consistent with this type of ego functioning, John’s level of object relations ranges from between Urist’s  level 2 “collaboration and cooperation” and level 6 “magical coercion and control”. This level of object relations reflects a distorted object world. 

Sally and John:  How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically?
Similarities and Differences among Partners
· Both partners rely on the same ambitent coping style. 

· Sally has normative ego resources where John lacks ego resources.

· Both are currently in stimulus overload, and lack sufficient resources to meet the demands of the situation. However, John’s deficit is chronic, not situational.

· Both have very strong needs for closeness. Sally has high dependency needs. 

· Both at times employ the defense of flight into fantasy and denial of reality for dealing with difficult situations. John can adopt a passive attitude and expect others to do things for him. 

· Sally tends to ward off her feelings and narrow the scope of how she perceives the world. John is opposite here and tends to be swept away from his feelings. 

· Both partners have impaired reality testing, and tend to perceive the world in an unconventional way.

·  Both partners have serious problems in thinking clearly and logically, which likely impairs their judgment.

· Sally is conservative when setting goals for herself. John, although somewhat passive, is much more ambitious and highly motivated in dealing with his environment. Both have negative self-esteem and experience failure at meeting their desires and expectations. 

· Sally is less self-aware than John. 

Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy

The couple share many more similar features than they share differences. Of central importance, they utilize a similar ambitent coping style, have compromised reality testing, and feel overwhelmed when under stress. They are likely to have significant difficulties functioning and dealing effectively with some of the tasks of daily living. They may share a sense of frustration with how they fare in the world compared to others. Given these similar areas of deficit, their respective strong needs for closeness, and dependency issues, their relationship may offer solace from the world, as well as gratification of basic interpersonal needs that go unmet in their outside lives. Affiliation with one another may boost their negative self-esteem, and mitigate their difficulties. 


Where the partners in the couple are different from one another, this may be another source of their attraction to each other and sustaining factor in their relationship. The couple complement one another in the areas of affect, ego strength/coping, ambition/passivity, and introspection. Sally may be drawn to John’s responsiveness to affect when she herself tends to ward off and avoid feelings. Through John’s sensitivity to affectively charged situations, she may be able to safely and vicariously experience her own feeling states more fully. At the same time, John likely appreciates, and is drawn to, Sally’s higher degree of ego strength and better overall tolerance to stress, especially when his coping is undermined by excessive stress. At these times, John may rely on Sally’s ego resources to shore up his own. 


Also, John’s high ambition for achievement (coupled with passivity) may be offset by Sally’s comparatively lower expectations of herself. Her more conservative expectations may be a support for him, which he internalizes. When the setting of unrealistic goals and passivity leads John to feel a sense of failure, Sally may not resent John or share his disappointment. As such her perspective is a support to him. Finally, Sally may be drawn to John’s introspective capabilities, with which she herself may be uncomfortable, given her style of avoiding introspection.


The couple’s dynamics and individual personality characteristics lead to the conclusion that they have an anaclitic type of relationship. A chief psychological purpose of their union is the mutual gratification of emotional needs. Material from both of their interviews illustrates this hypothesis. In response to the question of what attracted them to one another, each speaks of dependency traits in the other. Thus, John appreciated Sally’s “giving hugs to other people...generosity...and sensitivity.” Sally appreciated John’s “...sensitivity to people’s feelings and willingness to listen to me....” These responses point to an attraction based on gratifying oral-based needs.


 It seems unlikely that they are able to experience object love together. Although they support one another emotionally, this is limited to a need gratification basis. They are probably unable to be fully aware of each other as autonomous individuals. They probably have difficulty sustaining an accurate, empathic understanding of the other person’s experience. Though not a highly evolved relationship, the Dyadic Adjustment Scale results show that they believe their marriage is as satisfying as that of most married couples. This optimistic outlook on their relationship serves in part to offset their ego weaknesses. 

Couple 3 :  Gail and Roberttc "Couple 3 - Gail and Robert" \l 3
Interpretive Hypotheses: Gail

Extratensive Coping Style. Subject usually merges feelings with thinking during problem solving activities. Judgments are often influenced by trial and error activity. Affective impact on ideation may give rise to more complex patterns of thinking.
Subject  05: Gail 

	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	yes
	
	High IQ, academic achievement. Found in obsessive compulsives.

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	yes
	
	Unorganized affect and ideation impinging on subject.

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	yes
	Affective constriction, primitive defense.

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	
	
	

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety.

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	yes
	
	Predisposed to more oppositional/negative set towards environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	yes
	
	May be less interested in people than others. May be socially withdrawn.

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes
	
	Not significant.

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	
	When under stress, tends to rely on fantasy. Breeds dependency on others since expectation is they will provide solutions.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	
	
	

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes w/ logic and promotes faulty judgment.

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	Summary: Quite unconventional in the way she interprets reality. Many behaviors are formulated with less concern about social acceptability, but when obvious cues are present more likely to define things conventionally.

	P
	
	
	

	X+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see above)

	X – %
	yes
	
	(see above)

	S – %
	yes
	
	(see above)

	Xu%
	yes
	
	(see above)

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	yes
	
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort in processing.

	Zd
	
	yes
	Underincorporative scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss cues.

	W:D:Dd
	yes
	
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort in processing, especially when involved with problem solving.

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability.

	DQ+
	
	yes
	Processing of information not complex or sophisticated.

	DQv
	yes
	
	Concrete, overly simplistic, and diffuse form of thinking.

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self.

	Fr+rF
	yes
	
	Narcissistic tendency to overvalue self-worth.

	FD
	
	
	

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Gail

Gail is prone to frequent bouts of depression and associated emotional turmoil. Presently, she is experiencing notable distress, including feelings of anxiety and helplessness. Her depressive symptoms are exacerbated and/or elicited by a tendency to ruminate about herself in a negative manner. She holds a rather angry, negative attitude towards her environment. She is vulnerable to impulsive behavior and disorganization. 


Her depressive symptoms are likely linked to her narcissistic difficulties. These include the following personality traits: self-centeredness,  over-valuing self-worth, grandiose needs for achievement, and negative self-esteem. Her defensive system is entrenched; she tends to see the world in an idiosyncratic way, denying and rationalizing away perspectives that do not fit her point of view. 


Gail’s thinking processes are significantly influenced by her feeling states, and she tends to often make faulty judgments using incorrect logic. She processes information hastily and perceives reality in an unconventional way, with many behaviors formulated with less concern about social acceptability than most people. 

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Gail

Gail is best classified into the moderate narcissist category of personality organization, and shows traits characteristic of borderline personality organization.  The ego weaknesses and narcissistic features discussed above, as well as the scores, support this. She meets four of eight possible criteria for moderate narcissism, and nine of thirteen possible criteria for borderline personality organization. 


It is important to note that her level of object relations scores range from 1 
(reciprocity – mutuality) to 3 (simple interaction – dependency). This indicates that while she may have significant psychopathology, she also has the strength of a capacity for healthy object relations, reflected by the higher than expected level of object relations. 
Interpretive Hypotheses: Robert

Ambitent problem solving style.  No definitive or characteristic coping style. Likely to vacillate and switch coping styles. In one situation he may be strongly influenced by his feelings, in another similar situation his thoughts may play a more central role in decision making and problem solving. This is a less adaptive and efficient coping style than that of most people.
Subject  05: Robert 

	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	yes
	Cognitive overload being experienced. Presence of unorganized thoughts. 

	C’
	
	yes
	Affective constriction. Primitive defense. 

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation.

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety. 

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	yes
	
	Pre-disposed to more oppostional/negative set towards the environment. 

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	yes
	Does not perceive or anticipate positive interactions among people as a routine event. Tends to feel less secure in interpersonal situations. 

	Food
	yes
	
	High dependency needs. 

	Isolate/R
	
	yes
	Likely subject is socially isolated and has difficulty sustaining smooth interpersonal relationships.

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	yes
	
	Strong interest in others.

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes (1:6)
	
	Passivity an integral part of psychological style. 

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	
	Flight into fantasy is at times a tactic for dealing with unpleasant situations. Snow White Syndrome.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed. 

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking. Interferes with logic and promotes faulty judgment. 

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics.

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally and produce unconventional behaviors.

	F+%
	
	
	

	X – %
	
	
	

	S – %
	
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Unconventional perception.

	Processing
	
	
	Positive motivation to process complexity, but quality of processing not very sophisticated.

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	
	
	

	W:D:Dd
	yes
	
	Not significant.

	W:M
	
	
	

	DQ+
	yes
	
	(see above)*

	DQv
	yes
	
	(see above)*

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes 
	Negative self-esteem. Failure to meet desires and expectations for self. 

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	
	

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Robert

Robert is prone to frequent bouts of depression or emotional turmoil, which at present appear to cause him significant emotional distress. His depressive symptoms are likely related to his negative self-esteem. They are evident in his feelings of helplessness and the negative, angry attitude he holds towards the environment. He is likely to be socially isolated and does not expect positive social interactions to take place between people on a routine basis. 


At the same time, he has a strong interest in people, and his passive-dependent personality traits are pronounced. As such, he relies on others  to take care of matters that he should address directly. He likely denies to himself that he ought to take more responsibility for his affairs, and becomes angry and expects that others will solve problems for him. He may be in a cycle whereby poor self-esteem and anxiety lead him to pessimistic conclusions about the outcome of his efforts. This cycle reinforces his passive defensive posture, so he believes it is best that he not be assertive.


Last, he is less concerned than most people with issues of social acceptability and as such many of his behaviors are idiosyncratic, and may not be judged acceptable by others. His thinking is often marked by flawed logic and inadequate judgment. Taken in conjunction with an inconsistent problem solving style, he is likely to be inefficient in the activities of daily life. 

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Robert

Given Robert’s ego weaknesses discussed above, in conjunction with an absence of narcissistic features, it is expected that according to the decision rule criteria he be assigned to the borderline personality organization category. In fact, his scores meet only five of the fourteen criteria indicative of borderline personality organization. On the other hand, he does not have enough scores in the normal range to be classified in the mild character disorder and neurotic range. Also, his passive/dependent character structure suggests other than a neurotic level of functioning. In sum, the best fit is in the higher end of the borderline personality organization category. 

Gail and Robert: How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically? 

Similarities and Differences among Partners
· Gail’s personality has narcissistic features without marked dependency traits, whereas Robert’s is of a passive dependent type without narcissistic features. As such, Gail is less interested in people and more focused on herself and her own gratification than is Robert. Robert in contrast is more interested in others, and seeks caretaking and support from them. 

· Both partners’ personalities are organized at the upper end of the borderline level.

· Both partners have frequent depressive episodes with marked emotional turmoil and coded positive for the Depression Index.

· Both partners utilize the defenses of denial and rationalization. When under stress, they tend to retreat into their own idiosyncratic fantasies, and expect problems to resolve themselves if ignored long enough.

· Both partners have significant difficulties in the area of reality testing such that they are prone to misperceive situations in their environment. Also, they both often have faulty judgment and employ poor logic. 

· Both partners have a modal level of object relations at the dependent level, but the range extends into the highest end of Mutuality of Autonomy scale. This is higher than expected from their Rorschach findings. It indicates a capacity for a close, stable interpersonal bond along with underlying, more pathological object relations of a dependent sort.

· Both partners have less concern than most people for the social acceptability of their behavior.

· Gail has more difficulty coping and tends to be more overwhelmed and distressed by the events in her life than does Robert. Robert also has somewhat better reality testing than Gail.

· Robert is more interested in people than is Gail.

Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy


Gail and Robert have similar personalities, with the following salient features: comparable levels of object relations, frequent depressive disturbances, negative self-esteem, an angry attitude towards the world, denial and rationalization defense mechanisms, impaired reality testing, and unclear thinking processes. Their relationship is likely to be based on issues of dependency where their areas of weakness are mitigated by their affiliation. That is, they probably find strength and solace with each other because they can identify with each other’s issues and readily offer emotional support. Theirs is a cooperative relationship bolstering their sense of selves. They likely derive ego strength and a sense of security from being in relationship with someone similar to themselves, who is at the same level of personality organization and functioning. 


Their differences may also be a source of strength in their relationship, in the sense that their personalities complement one another. One dynamic may be that Gail receives  the narcissistic supplies she needs from Robert, when he admires, acknowledges, and nurtures her. In turn, although he appeared in denial of his dependency needs during his interview, Robert has strong dependency needs that he does not acknowledge to himself, but are gratified in his relationship with Gail. By not acknowledging these needs to himself, he bolsters his sense of self and considers himself stronger and more independent than is the case. He projects onto Gail his own dependent traits, seeing her as weak and reliant on him. Thus he explains that in the past,

...those other relationships were more dependent...it was a sort of very needy sort of clutching type of love...just something to fill me up and make me feel better and take care of me, because I was going through stuff with my recovery....


During the interview, Robert characterized himself as having evolved beyond dependency issues, however they are evident in both the Rorschach results and his account of past relationships. While he very well may have worked on and resolved (to some degree) his dependency issues, they still exert influence over him. Denial and projection appear to be at work in the couple, where Robert splits off his dependency and projects it onto Gail, whom he perceives as reliant on him. He never stated in the interview that he was reliant on her. He sees Gail as weaker than himself, with him no longer the “clutching” lover he once was. Thus, part of his initial attraction to Gail was, “I’m ...older...she’s vulnerable  just because of her uncertainty and being young, and so I was attracted to that...she started to  – not depend on me –  but there was a little bit of that...so I found that attractive.”


Gail, on the other hand, accepts such projections from Robert, so long as things are balanced and she receives sufficient acceptance, support, love and encouragement. This was evident in Gail’s interview, where she expressed that while falling in love with Robert, “...finally someone accepted me and understood me...it felt really good...it’s an incredible relationship...honest and supportive and I mean without a doubt, he’s my best friend, and he’s the person I rely on most..”


Of note, the partners both have a range of level of object relations that includes a capacity for mutuality of autonomy, the most mature form of object relatedness in Urist’s scale. In other words, despite their ego weaknesses discussed above, which reflect personality deficits, they may in their adult lives have healed childhood trauma through treatment and their relationship. For example, both mentioned in their interviews prior psychological treatment. Robert discussed his work on substance abuse issues in Alcoholics Anonymous. Gail mentioned prior psychotherapy as helpful to her in the past, and her interest in resuming treatment in the near future. 


Consequently, prior treatment and their own personal work on themselves would have helped to incorporate healthier introjects into their personalities. As a consequence, their relationship likely benefits from each partner’s ability to empathize with and nurture one another. This would not be expected if the Rorschach data were considered independent from the Mutuality of Autonomy scores. Further evidence of this point is that the couple reports on the Dyadic Adjustment scale that they are almost exactly at the mean score for satisfaction with their relationship. They are as satisfied with their relationship as most married couples. Such satisfaction likely stems from successful, mutual needs gratification, and a healthy capacity for intimacy.
Couple 4: Sheila and Marktc "Couple 4 - Sheila and Mark" \l 3
Interpretive Hypotheses: Sheila

Extratensive Coping Style. Subject usually merges feelings with thinking during problem solving activities. Judgments are often influenced by trial and error. Affective impact on ideation may lead to more complex patterns of thinking.
Subject  08: Sheila
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core 
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	yes
	
	More sturdy tolerance for stress than most people. Less likely to experience problems with control. 

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	
	
	

	T
	
	yes
	May be distant and removed from interpersonal contacts. 

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, anxiety.

	Affect 
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	yes
	Withdrawn from emotions. May attempt to control affective experience. 

	S
	yes 
	
	Predisposed to more negative/oppositional set towards the environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes
	
	Not significant.

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	
	Flight into fantasy is a routine tactic for dealing with unpleasant situations. Snow White syndrome characterized by avoidance of responsibility and decision making.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	yes
	
	Strips away emotional meaning of perceptions in effort to neutralize affect.

	M – 
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed. 

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking. Interferes with logic and promotes faulty judgment. 

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics.

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally, producing unconventional behaviors.

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+%)

	X – %
	yes
	
	Gross perceptual inaccuracy.

	S – %
	yes
	
	Perceptual distortion occurs when angry. 

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Unconventional perceptions. 

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	yes
	
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort in processing.

	Zd
	
	yes
	Underincorporative scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss cues.

	W:D:Dd
	
	yes
	

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability. 

	DQ+
	
	yes
	(Further evidence for W:M hypothesis.)

	DQv
	yes
	
	Concrete, overly simplistic form of cognitive functioning. 

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	
	

	Fr+rF
	yes
	
	Narcissistic tendency to over-value self worth.

	FD
	yes
	
	More self-aware than most people.

	An+Xy
	yes
	
	Excessive bodily concerns.

	MOR
	yes
	
	Negative self-image. Pessimism.


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Sheila 


Sheila’s Rorschach data indicates the presence of a chronic and serious depression. She coded positive on the Depression Index. Her depression disrupts her thoughts and feelings, and she is currently experiencing notable distress. However, in general, she has a more sturdy tolerance for stress than most people. The conditions of being administered the Rorschach may have promoted a minor and temporary regression of her ego functioning, or, she may have suffered a recent loss or crisis. 


The etiology of her depression is likely in part linked to narcissistic issues in her personality, which were evident in her scores. The Rorschach shows she has a negative self-image, excessive concerns with her physical being, grandiose needs to achieve beyond her actual abilities, and has a narcissistic tendency to overvalue her self worth. Further, she employs the defense of denial, where she has a marked style of flight into fantasy for dealing with unpleasant situations. When there is conflict  and situations are difficult, she prefers to avoid decision making and deny the reality of her circumstances, which may put her in a helpless position.


An intuitive person, she tends to merge feelings with thinking when problem solving, which is to her advantage. This type of problem solving leads to more complex patterns of thought, and she is thus more likely to accept ambiguous systems of logic that are imprecise. Though she prefers this style, when necessary she is flexible, putting her feelings aside and thinking through alternatives before reaching a decision. Sheila is also more introspective and self-aware than most people, which, in conjunction with her flexibility and coping abilities mentioned above, indicate a higher level of maturity in these areas than most people.
Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Sheila

The overall picture of Sheila’s personality indicated by her Rorschach data suggests she would fit into the neurotic and mild character disorder range of personality organization. However, many of her scores on the decision rule variables are not in the normal range. In fact, she meets or nearly meets criteria for nine of the fifteen criteria for borderline personality organization. Her level of object relations ranges from “collaboration-cooperation” to “anaclitic-dependent”. These findings indicating she has a borderline personality organization, but at the healthier end of the category.  Her protocol shows some narcissistic traits, but she does not meet enough narcissistic personality type criteria for classification into that category.
Interpretive Hypotheses:  Mark
Introversive problem solving style.  Prefers to think decisions through before acting. Tends to keep feelings at a peripheral level during problem solving, and tends to rely heavily on internal evaluations to make judgments.

Subject  07: Mark 

	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core 
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	yes
	Overinvolved with stimuli. Affect disrupts cognitive functioning. Possible impulsive acting out. 

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	yes
	
	Presence of noise, disruption and helplessness.

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	yes
	
	Greater capacity for control and greater tolerance for stress. Resources available in excess of demands. 

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	
	
	

	T
	
	yes
	May be distant and removed from interpersonal contacts.

	Y
	yes
	
	Marked feelings of helplessness, anxiety.

	Affect 
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	
	
	

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes (4:7)
	
	Passivity an integral part of psychological style.

	Ma:Mp
	yes (4:4)
	
	Cognitive flexibility.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	
	
	

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Problems in thinking. Interferes with logic and promotes faulty judgment.

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics.

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally and produce unconventional behaviors. 

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+% above)

	X – %
	
	
	

	S – %
	
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Perceptual inaccuracy.

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	
	yes
	Reluctance to deal with the complexity of stimuli.

	Zd
	yes
	
	Highly motivated to process information. Obsessive trait.

	W:D:Dd
	yes
	
	Deals with ambiguity rather than withdrawing from it and focusing on the obvious.

	W:M
	
	yes
	Cautious and conservative in defining achievable goals.

	DQ+
	
	yes
	Processing of information not complex or sophisticated.

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	
	

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	yes
	
	More self-aware than most people. 

	An+Xy
	yes
	
	Excessive bodily concerns.

	MOR
	yes
	
	Negative self-image. Pessimism.


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Mark

Mark appears prone to frequent episodes of depression or emotional turmoil, but has a sturdier tolerance for stress than most people. During testing, he was feeling notable situational distress due to depression. This undermined his functioning. His propensity for depressive episodes is likely linked to a pessimistic thinking style and excessive bodily concerns. He regards himself less favorably when he compares himself to others, which is a precursor to a sense of futility and depressive affect. He compensates for this by frequently engaging in self-inspection, which may promote a more favorable re-evaluation of his self image. Also, his sense of self is reality-based, stemming from social interaction. This may compensate for his internal sense of self as being damaged or unworthy. Thus, positive feedback from others increases his self-esteem.


Interpersonally, Mark is prone to rely on others for direction and support, and he is somewhat naive in what he expects from others. This passive-dependent style is a key aspect to his personality. It is complicated by a tendency to be passive-aggressive. Mark expects positive social interactions between people as a routine event. He is normatively interested in people and has needs for interpersonal closeness similar to most people. He is more conservative than might be expected, leading him to be more cautious about building close ties with others. He wants to be close to others, but also needs to protect himself.


Mark tends to become overinvolved with the complexity and affect of his environment, which is not a liability because he has adequate resources with which to solve problems. He interprets the world unconventionally, and may behave with a strong individualistic orientation such that others may regard him as eccentric. 


Mark’s thinking processes are frequently unclear and impaired. They are an area of relative weakness compared with other aspects of his personality. Given that he did not present in the interview as such, and denies recent behavioral problems confirming this hypothesis, it may be that during Rorschach administration he was not performing up to his potential.

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Mark

Considering his self-perception, affective, cognitive, and coping characteristics, the clinical picture that emerges from the Rorschach data discussed above suggests Mark’s  personality is probably organized at a mild character disorder or neurotic level. Application of his scores to the decision rules show that he meets six of fourteen criteria for borderline personality organization, with a consistent level of object relations for this stage,  ranging from “collaboration-cooperation” to “anaclitic-dependent”. Thus it may be concluded that he best fits the borderline personality organization but has capabilities which overlap into the next, more mature level of personality organization, mild character disorder or neurotic. 
Sheila and Mark:  How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically?
Similarities and Differences Among Partners
· Both partners have personalities organized at the high end of borderline personality organization.

· Both partners have significant problems with depressive affect, but Sheila’s difficulties are more severe and chronic than Mark’s, whose depressions are episodic. 

· Where both partners have a sense of self that is negative and damaged, clearly linked to their depressive issues, they are manifested differently. Sheila’s narcissistic traits are an attempt to compensate for lack of a coherent and intact sense of self. Mark compensates by being passive and dependent on others, on whom he relies to augment his sense of self. 

· Both partners are highly individualistic and interpret the world unconventionally. Their behavior may be seen by others as eccentric.

· Both partners usually have a sturdier tolerance for stress than most people, but were experiencing some situational distress. 

· Where Mark is reality-based in his sense of self and does not heavily rely on denial as a defense, Sheila is opposite. She uses flight into fantasy or denial as a routine tactic for dealing with unpleasant situations.
· Both partners are cautious about interpersonal relationships, especially those that involve tactile exchange.

· Where Sheila is intuitive and merges her feeling and thoughts while making decisions, Mark isolates his feelings and considers all his options internally before acting.

Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy

The couple’s respective levels of object relations, personality organizations and depressive characteristics suggest that a mild though clearly anaclitic or dependent component is a key characteristic in their relationship. This couple likely functions in a manner that augments their sense of self through their reliance on one another. They also may help each other compensate for their depressive tendencies. This hypothesis is supported with material from each of the partner’s interviews. When asked what attracted them to each other, both gave similar answers, indicating a shared defensive posture of avoiding sadness and embracing a Pollyanna type of happy perspective. Sheila said, “He makes me laugh, and like to laugh, like to smile, and its a happy – when you’re laughing, you’re happy, and I really like that...he has a good outlook on life.”  Mark said he was attracted to her  “bright and bubbliness...seemed to bounce off people well...the sparkle and upbeatness...I like an...energetic, uplifting kind of person.” 


In addition, the couple likely function so as to gratify Sheila’s narcissistic need for emotional supplies and Mark’s dependency issues. This may be an unspoken arrangement in their relationship. Thus, he may provide her with mirroring admiration and she in turn provides him with support, nurturance and consistency in his life. Their defensive style of perceiving the world may mesh well also, as both see and interact with the world unconventionally. The unusualness of their perspective may be mitigated by the fact it is a shared view they have as a couple, even though it may differ from that of most people. Finally, Sheila’s decision making style of merging feelings and  thoughts is flexible such that she can consider Mark’s more intellectual approach. This may facilitate decisions the couple must make jointly. 


The couple reports through the Dyadic Adjustment Scale that they are not significantly different in their satisfaction with their relationship from most people. There is a subtle difference from the norm group where Sheila is slightly less satisfied and Mark is slightly more satisfied than most people. This finding indicates that they perceive their relationship to be working well in terms of the interlocking defensive styles and mutual need gratification.
Couple 5 - Joanne and Bobtc "Couple 5 - Joanne and Bob" \l 3
Interpretive Hypotheses: Joanne
Ambitent problem solving style. No definitive or characteristic coping style. Likely to vacillate and switch coping styles. In one situation she may be strongly influenced by her feelings, in another similar situation her thoughts may play a more central role in decision making and problem solving. This is a less adaptive and efficient coping style than that of most people.
Subject 10:  Joanne
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core 
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	yes
	
	Reflects sense of helplessness, loss of control over events, and sense of disruption.

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	
	
	

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety.

	Affect 
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	yes
	Withdrawn from emotions. May attempt to control affective experience.

	S
	
	
	

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes
	
	Flexibility in ideational approach.

	Ma:Mp
	yes
	.
	When under stress tends to rely on fantasy. Breeds dependency on others, expecting the situation will resolve itself if avoided long enough. 

	2AB+Art+Ay
	yes
	
	Strips away emotional meaning of perceptions in effort to neutralize affect.

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Some problems in thinking. Ideational discontinuity  and faulty conceptualization occur frequently.

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	
	

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally, producing unconventional behaviors.

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+% above)

	X – %
	yes
	
	Overpersonalizing of stimuli such that subject may disregard social demands or expectations.

	S – %
	
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	(see X – % above)

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	yes
	
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort in processing.

	Zd
	
	yes
	Underincorporative in scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss cues. 

	W:D:Dd
	
	
	

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability. 

	DQ+
	
	
	

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem. Failure to meet desires and expectations for self. 

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	
	

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Joanne


Joanne has personality characteristics that indicate the presence of a chronic and serious depression. She coded positive for the Depression Index. Her depressive symptoms disrupt her thinking process and her emotional state. Currently, she is experiencing significant distress, which influences her thoughts and feelings. Her self-esteem is negative, and she strives to achieve more than she is capable of, the combination of which represents a negative cycle of reinforcement of poor self-esteem. Also, she feels helpless, anxious and ruminates about herself in a critical, or negative manner. 


Joanne is flexible in her thinking processes and can adopt different vantage points from her own, yet she has difficulties perceiving the world accurately, which leads to problems in her reality testing. Although she is highly motivated to process information, she scans her environment hastily and may overlook cues.  She tends to interpret the information she does process idiosyncratically, such that she overpersonalizes what she sees and at times disregards social expectations. When Joanne is under stress, she denies important aspects of reality to herself, and thus avoids difficult situations with the hope that they will resolve themselves if ignored long enough. She also relies on intellectualizing defenses, removing the emotional content of her perceptions and neutralizing the affect. 

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Joanne

Given the severity and chronicity of Joanne’s affective difficulties, and the manner in which they interfere with her cognition and reality testing, it is unlikely that her personality is organized at a level higher than borderline personality organization. As many of her scores lie outside the normal range for decision rule criteria, this is the case. Her Mutuality of Autonomy scores range from two to five, placing her at the borderline personality organization level. She meets about half the decision rule criteria for borderline personality organization (L, es, S, and X+%), suggesting along with the Mutuality of Autonomy scores that she is at the high end of this level of organization. 

Interpretive Hypotheses:  Bob
Introversive problem solving style. Prefers to think decisions through before acting. Tends to keep feelings at a peripheral level during problem solving and rely heavily on internal evaluations to make judgments. 

Subject  09: Bob
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core 
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	yes
	
	Reflects sense of helplessness, loss of control over events, and sense of disruption.

	C’
	yes
	
	Affective constriction, primitive defense.

	V
	
	
	

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation.

	Y
	yes
	
	Feelings of helplessness, loss of control, anxiety.

	Affect 
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	yes
	
	Predisposed to a more oppositional/negative set towards the environment. 

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	yes
	
	 Strong interest in others.

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes (10:0)
	
	Ideas and values are very fixed. Difficulty considering another perspective from their own.

	Ma:Mp
	yes (6:0)
	
	Marked focus on practical problem solving.

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Some problems in thinking. Ideational discontinuity  and faulty conceptualization occur frequently.

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics. 

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally, producing unconventional behaviors.

	F+%
	
	yes
	(see X+% above)

	X – %
	yes
	
	Overpersonalizing of stimuli such that subject may disregard social demands or expectations.

	S – %
	yes
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	(see X – % above)

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	yes
	
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort in processing.

	Zd
	
	
	

	W:D:Dd
	yes
	
	Excessive effort to organize perceptions. May withdraw from ambiguity and focus on the obvious.

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability.

	DQ+
	
	yes
	Processing less complex and sophisticated than most people.

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	
	

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	yes
	
	More self-aware than most people.

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	yes
	
	Negative self-image. Pessimism.


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Bob

Bob has serious problems accurately perceiving his environment, such that his reality testing is impaired. His thought process becomes disorganized easily, and is frequently marked by  incorrect logic and poor judgment. He approaches problem solving and decision making by thinking things through before initiating behavior. As he is very fixed in his attitudes, ideas, and values, he has marked  difficulty considering others’ perspectives. He tends to have a negative, angry outlook on life. He is interested in others but can be quite oppositional. 


Although he did not code positive for depression, Bob has a rather negative self-image. He has difficulty understanding and expressing his feelings. Interpersonally, Bob has very strong needs for closeness, which are partially met in his relationship with Joanne. These needs are not being met fully, however, so he sometimes experiences a sense of emotional deprivation. This deficit and his high needs for achievement may explain why he also frequently feels helpless. Also, Bob tends to overpersonalize stimuli in the environment, yet makes a considerable effort to organize what he perceives, focusing on the obvious and avoiding ambiguity. Bob is coping well with these problem areas since they do not cause him to code positive for depression, as might be the case for someone with fewer ego resources. 

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Bob

Given Bob’s difficulties with reality testing, affective constriction, and negative sense of self, it is likely that he falls somewhere between borderline personality organization and mild character disorder/neurotic. His Mutuality of Autonomy Scores (range 2 – 3) indicate that he should be assigned to the neurotic and mild character disorder level. However, half of his decision rule Rorschach variable scores are out of the normal range. S, H:(H)Hd(Hd), Y and X+% all fall in the borderline range. In sum, these findings parallel with the hypothesis above: that Bob is between the mild character disorder and borderline levels. 
Joanne and Bob:  How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically?
Similarities and Differences Among Partners
· Both partners feel helpless, and experience a sense of disruption in their lives. 

· Joanne has significantly more depressive features in her personality than does Bob. She suffers more from depressive illness than he does. She is more distressed than he is, and her functioning is more disrupted.

· Both share comparable degrees of compromised reality testing and impairment in clear and logical thinking processes. Both are subject to significant errors in judgment and decision making. 

· Both have object relations between the mild character disorder and borderline levels.

· Bob has very strong needs for closeness, sometimes experiencing emotional deprivation;  Joanne does not share such traits. However, Joanne heavily denies reality in favor of fantasies, which breeds dependency, perhaps on Bob, that others will deal with problems, or that they will resolve themselves if ignored long enough. Both retreat into fantasy and ask others to solve their problems. 

· Joanne is more withdrawn from her affect, attempts to control it, and strips affect away from her perceptions. Bob is also withdrawn from affect.

· Joanne has flexibility in her approach to ideas and values whereas Bob is quite rigid and inflexible in this area. 

· Both partners are ambitious and expect more from themselves than is possible, which is linked to their respective negative self-esteem. 

· Joanne tolerates ambiguity better than Bob.

· Bob is more self-aware than most people;  Joanne is normative in this respect. 
· Joanne employs an inconsistent problem solving style that is less efficient than Bob’s.
Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy


In understanding Joanne and Bob’s  respective Rorschach findings in terms of how they function as a couple, their levels of object relations suggests an anaclitic or dependent type of relationship. Their Exner scores support this inference, in that there are a number of themes that emerge from their data which illustrate how Joanne and Bob rely on one another. First, they both have negative self-esteem, unmet expectations for themselves, a sense of helplessness, and a mild mistrust of their environment. Such individuals seek out others to complement and solidify themselves. Being married to one another other likely achieves this purpose. 


Similarly, Joanne suffers from depressive symptoms (she coded positive on the Depression Index) whereas Bob does not. This contrast may serve Joanne as a refuge from her suffering. Bob may mitigate her depression by holding a contrasting point of view, vicariously experiencing her symptoms without being so affected by them as she is. This dynamic of Joanne being taken care of by being heard, loved, and buoyed by his freedom from depression was evident in her interview. She states she was drawn to Bob because, “...he had a good sense of humor, and he seemed really sensitive, and paid a lot of attention to me.” Throughout her interview she repeats this theme of valuing her experience of his love for her, “I really felt a sense of love.”


Also, Bob offers her his strength of being comparatively less swept away by feelings and more able to experience affect, where Joanne must defend against affect, strongly guarding against her greater vulnerability. Joanne also relies on Bob as being more reality-based than she. However,  both have significant problems in accurately perceiving their environment and making logical and sound judgments. Joanne may also rely on Bob’s more efficient problem solving style to inform her own and for important decisions the couple makes. 


On the other hand, Bob has stronger needs for closeness than Joanne. Joanne helps Bob meet these needs by showing him affection. This was evident in his interview, where Bob discusses one reason he was initially attracted to Joanne: “She’s somewhat affectionate. It was the comfort I had in being with her...the way she kisses sometimes...or she likes holding hands when we’re walking.” In turn, Bob helps Joanne with her need to deny reality and retreat into fantasy. When she does this and turns to Bob to solve her problems, he is well equipped to assist her. His more efficient problem solving style, tolerance of affect, and practical nature offer her a pragmatic means to solve problems she would rather avoid. Finally, this couple benefits from the fact they both rely on internalizing rather than externalizing defenses. They are less prone to blaming or acting out as a defensive posture. Consequently, their relationship is likely more stable, not disrupted by interpersonal conflict.


The couples’ strengths are evident in their results from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale. The data indicate that the couple are satisfied with their relationship. They do not differ significantly from one another or from the norm group in their degree of marital satisfaction.

Couple 6: Diane and Ronaldtc "Couple 6 - Diane and Ronald" \l 3
Interpretive Hypotheses:  Diane
Introversive problem solving style. Prefers to think decisions through before acting. Tends to keep feelings at a peripheral level during problem solving. Tends to rely heavily on internal evaluations to make judgments. 

Subject  11:  Diane
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	yes
	Depression. Possible intellectual limitations.

	L
	
	
	

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	
	

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	
	
	

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	yes
	Affective constriction. Primitive defense.

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	yes
	
	Very strong needs for closeness. Presence of experienced emotional deprivation. 

	Y
	
	
	

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	
	

	S
	
	
	

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	Lonely. Quite insecure about her personal integrity. Tends to be authoritarian and argumentative when interpersonal situations pose a challenge to the self. 

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	yes (3:6)
	Not as interested in people as are most adults. 

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	yes
	
	Not significant.

	Ma:Mp
	
	
	

	2AB+Art+Ay
	
	
	

	M – 
	yes
	
	Thinking likely to be peculiar or disturbed.

	Sum6
	yes
	
	Serious problems in thinking; interferes with logic and judgment.

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	yes
	
	(see Sum6)

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	yes
	Unconventional, non-conforming characteristics.

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally, producing unconventional behaviors. 

	F+%
	
	
	

	X – %
	
	yes
	Gross perceptual inaccuracy.

	S – %
	
	
	

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Unconventional perception.

	Processing
	
	
	

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	
	yes
	Underincorporative scanning style. Scans environment hastily and may miss important cues. 

	W:D:Dd
	
	yes
	Highly motivated and makes considerable effort processing information.

	W:M
	
	
	

	DQ+
	
	
	

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self-esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self. 

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	
	
	

	An+Xy
	yes
	
	Excessive bodily concerns.

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings:  Diane

The salient finding in Diane’s Rorschach data is that she meets criteria for both the Depression and Schizophrenia indexes. This indicates she has chronic and severe depressive difficulties, suffers emotional turmoil, and that her thinking patterns are odd and unusual. Her thinking and perceptual problems are a by-product of her affective disturbance. Other findings related to her depression are the tendency to negatively introspect, which causes her to feel worse about herself.


The chronicity of her depressive signs suggest a characterological depression linked to deficits in her sense of self, as well as oral depressive features. He oral character traits are strong needs for closeness, emotional deprivation, and loneliness. Her sense of self  is clearly one of being inadequate and damaged in some way, as reflected by her low self esteem and excessive concerns about her body and its functions. She is quite insecure her sense of self, such that she views herself as fragile.

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Diane

Given Diane’s problems in thinking and perceiving and her affective disturbance, it is unlikely she would fall into the two higher functioning types of personality organization. She meets five criteria (MOA, Fr+rf, L, X+%, and FABCOM) for borderline personality organization. Narcissistic features, such as the damaged sense of self discussed above, are also present, but not in a pronounced enough manner to classify Diane in the narcissistic personality types. 


Further support for this assignment is that Diane’s level of object relations ranges from between Urist’s  level 2 “collaboration and cooperation” and level 6 “magical coercion and control”. This level of object relations reflects a distorted object world characteristic of borderline personality organization. 

Interpretive Hypotheses:  Ronald

Ambitent problem solving style. No definitive or characteristic coping style. Likely to vacillate and switch coping styles. In one situation, he may be strongly influenced by his feelings; in another similar situation, his thoughts may play a more central role in decision making and problem solving. This is a less adaptive and efficient coping style than that of most people.
Subject  12: Ronald
	Variable
	Above Norm
	Below Norm
	Interpretive Hypothesis

	Core
	
	
	

	R
	
	
	

	L
	
	yes
	Overinvolved with stimuli. Affect disrupts cognitive functioning. Possible impulsive acting out.  

	EB
	
	
	

	EA
	
	
	

	EBPer
	
	
	

	eb
	
	
	

	es
	
	yes
	Freer than most people from anxiety, disruption and helplessness. 

	adj es
	
	
	

	D
	yes
	
	Greater capacity for control and greater tolerance for stress than most people. Resources available in excess of demands. 

	adj D
	
	
	

	FM
	
	
	

	m
	
	
	

	C’
	
	
	

	V
	yes
	
	Negative, ruminative introspection.

	T
	
	yes
	May be distant and removed interpersonally.

	Y
	
	
	

	Affect
	
	
	

	FC:CF+C
	
	
	

	Pure C
	
	
	

	SumC’:WSumC
	
	
	

	Afr
	
	yes
	Withdrawn from emotions. May attempt to control affective experience.

	S
	
	yes
	Predisposed to oppositional or negative set towards the environment.

	Blends:R
	
	
	

	CP
	
	
	

	Interpersonal
	
	
	

	COP
	
	
	

	Food
	
	
	

	Isolate/R
	
	
	

	H:(H)Hd(Hd)
	
	
	

	(HHd):(AAd)
	
	
	

	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	
	

	Ideation
	
	
	

	a:p
	
	
	

	Ma:Mp
	
	
	

	2AB+Art+Ay
	yes
	
	Strips away emotional meaning of perceptions in effort to neutralize affect.

	M –
	yes
	
	Thinking my be peculiar or disturbed.

(See other cognitive scores.)

	Sum6
	
	
	

	Lv2
	
	
	

	WSum6
	
	
	

	Mnone
	
	
	

	Mediation
	
	
	

	P
	
	
	

	X+%
	
	yes
	Tends to translate stimuli unconventionally, producing unconventional behavior.

	F+%
	
	
	

	X – %
	
	
	

	S – %
	yes
	
	Perceptual distortion due to anger.

	Xu%
	yes
	
	Unconventional perception.

	Processing
	
	
	For this section: much more involved with stimulus complexity and thinking and feeling than others. However quality of his processing is not very complex or sophisticated but is regular and predictable. 

	Zf
	
	
	

	Zd
	
	
	

	W:D:Dd
	
	
	

	W:M
	yes
	
	Need to achieve exceeds actual ability.

	DQ+
	
	
	

	DQv
	
	
	

	Self Perception
	
	
	

	3r+(2)/R
	
	yes
	Negative self esteem; failure to meet desires and expectations for self. 

	Fr+rF
	
	
	

	FD
	yes
	
	Much more self-aware than most people.

	An+Xy
	
	
	

	MOR
	
	
	


Summary of Main Rorschach Findings: Ronald

The central finding in Ronald’s Rorschach protocol is that he coded positive for the Depression Index, indicating a chronic and serious depression. Low-grade depression (dysthymia in DSM IV terminology) seems to be the most likely form of affective disturbance from which he suffers. As such, he tends to spend more time than most people involved in introspection, where he evaluates himself negatively.


Although his affective disturbance may sometimes disrupt his cognitive functioning, his thinking is generally clear. He is freer than most people from anxiety, helplessness, and noise. In addition, he has a greater than average capability to tolerate stress and control impulses.


Ronald likely employs an intellectualizing defense of stripping away the emotional content of his perceptions to ward off depressive affect. Such a defense is an important coping mechanism, since it may offset his tendency to be overinvolved with stimuli in his environment. This defense is bolstered by his tendency to withdraw from emotions, and be distant and withdrawn from others. When he does have interpersonal contact, however, he expects positive interactions will routinely occur. 

Assignment of Subject to 1 of 5 Levels of Personality Organization:  Ronald

Given Ronald’s strengths in the areas of coping, stress tolerance, freedom from internal stress or “noise”, and the absence of  thought disturbances, it is unlikely he would meet criteria for the three lower functioning personality organization categories. His Rorschach scores support this hypothesis, but he does not fall neatly into the neurotic and mild character disorder category. A number of his scores fall in the borderline personality range ( L, S, X+%), suggesting he is at the lower end of the neurotic and mild character disorder range. His level of object relations ranges between level 2 “collaboration – cooperation” and level 3 “simple interaction – dependency”. As with most other decision rules, this indicates he should be assigned to the neurotic and mild character disorder level of personality organization. 

Diane and Ronald:  How Does the Couple Fit Psychologically?
Similarities and Differences Among the Partners
· Ronald has a greater tolerance for stress and better controls than Diane.

· Both suffer from depressive disturbance, but to different degrees of impairment. Their personalities have similar features, including negative self esteem, negative introspection, and a  damaged sense of self. 

· Ronald is overinvolved with environmental stimuli, and his emotions can disrupt his cognitive functioning. He reduces his depressive affect by withdrawing from the environment. Diane is as involved with environmental experience as most people, and does not attempt to control her affect because she has less emotional reactivity.   

· Diane has very strong needs for closeness and experiences of emotional deprivation, whereas Ronald may be interpersonally cautious. 

· Both partners are likely to misread social situations, but Ronald has more difficulty in this area. Ronald harbors strong feelings of anger, and misreads aggressively imbued social situations. Diane does not share these characteristics. 

· Both have ideational flexibility, and thus can readily entertain differing points of view.

· Diane has significant difficulties with clear thinking and accurate perception. She is inconsistent in her cognitive patterns, where Ronald is consistent and does not have comparable cognitive and perceptual problems. 

· Diane falls into the borderline personality organization classification, where Ronald may be classified into the neurotic and mild character disorder level of functioning. 

· Diane uses an introversive problem solving style;  Ronald relies on an ambitent style. 

Summary of Similarities and Differences
and Indications of the Couple’s Capacity for Intimacy


Diane and Ronald share the common characteristic of severe and chronic depression, but differ in how they experience and mange their symptoms. Ronald has clear cognitive functioning but Diane does not. Her thinking and perceptual processes are disturbed. 


As discussed above, Diane demonstrates a depressive characterological picture organized at a borderline level, as evidenced by her dependency traits and level of object relations. Ronald’s personality, in contrast, is organized at a mild character disorder/neurotic level and thus he may have a more neurotic level depression; similar in terms of symptoms, but different in its derivation. This similarity is likely a strength for the partners. They may find comfort in being united with someone else who shares a similar depressive perspective to a point. Finally, Ronald’s anger may help to pull Diane out of her depression. 


Ronald makes a related point in his interview. He was attracted to Diane’s “strength”, that she is, “...a mixture of their (sic) being a very strong person on one side and being kind of childish or having this very easy mind on the other side, and she was just very refreshing.” This “strength” may be that she both experiences and handles her depression differently than he, where she is active in sports and more interpersonally involved than he. That is, sports and social contact serve as a means to cope with depressive affect.  An “easy mind” may be a reference to Diane’s cognitive and perceptual slippage. Ronald may have sensed this at first, and perceived this as an area of comparative strength in himself that he might offer her as support in exchange for her extroverted traits. 


Regarding the origin of  her dependency issues, Diane in her interview alluded to issues of not feeling sufficiently loved for herself. She repeated this dynamic in the past with the men she dated before Ronald. In those relationships, she lacked a sense of security and felt used as a sexual object. She traced such dynamics back to her childhood when she never had a feeling of security about family relationships. Diane poignantly described the development of her relationship with Ronald as characterized by his taking care of her. She states, “I depended on him to basically feed me the way through there...He was always there hanging on there, trying to be there for me, and he would do anything for me....”


In summary, the couple’s capacity for intimacy appears to be of a dependent, anaclitic type, and not a more fully evolved level of intimacy where each partner’s sense of self exists fully on its own. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale scores for the partners do not differ significantly from one another or from the norm group mean, indicating they are as satisfied as most other people with their relationship. 

Table 3:  Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Core Section
Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd from mean
	
	R
	L
	EB(n/a)
	eb(n/a)
	EA
	es
	Adj. es (n/a)

	
	(22.7/4.2)
	(.58/.26)
	
	
	(8.82/2.2)
	(8.20/2.98)
	

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	19/17*
	.36/.31*
	7:2.5/4:2
	3:6/6:5
	9.5/6
	9/11
	8/10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	36*/21
	1.25*/.62
	3:4/1:2
	2:12/7:6
	7/3*
	14*/13*
	8/11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	28*/21
	.47/.62
	2:7/5:3.5
	1:13/2:7
	9.0/8.5
	14*/9
	11/7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	21/20
	.40/.05*
	4:7/8:2.5
	4:5/3:9
	11/10.5
	9/12*
	7/5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	20/20
	0.43/.67
	5:4.0/6:2
	5:6/4:4
	9.0/7.5
	11/8/
	8/7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	17*/22
	.42/*0.29
	4:2.5/4:5.5
	3:4/3:2
	6.5/9.5
	7/5*
	7/4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EBPer
	D
	Adj. D
	FM
	C'
	
	

	
	(n/a)
	(.04/1.08)
	(.2/.87)
	(3.7/1.2)
	(1.5/1.3)
	
	

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	2.8/2
	0/-1
	0/-1
	3/5
	2/*0
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	n/a
	-2*/-3*
	0/-3*
	2/6
	0*/1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	3.5/na
	-1/0
	0/0
	1/2
	0*/0*
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	1.8/3.2
	0/0
	+1*/+2*
	3/3
	2/1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	na/4
	0/0
	0/0
	2/4
	2/0*
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	na/na
	0/1
	0/+2*
	3/1
	0*/1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	T
	m
	V
	Y
	
	
	

	Couple
	(1/.6)
	(1.1/.85)
	(.26/.58)
	(.6/1)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	1/2*
	0*/1
	1*/1*
	2*/2*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	5*/2*
	0*/1
	0/0
	7*/3*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	1/2*
	0*/0*
	1*/1*
	3*/4*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	0*/0*
	1/0*
	0/0
	3*/8*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	1/2*
	3*/0*
	1*/0
	2*/2*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	0*/2*
	*2/0*
	1*/2*
	0/0
	
	
	


Table 4: Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Affect Section
Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean
	
	FC:CF+C
	
	Pure C
	SmC’:WSC
	
	Afr
	S

	
	(4.09:2.44/1.88:1.55)
	
	(.08/.28)
	1.53:4.52/1.25:1.79
	
	(.69/.16)
	(1.47/1.21)

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	3:1*/4:0*
	
	0/0
	2:2.5/0:2
	
	.27*/.42
	0*/4*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	2:3*/2:1
	
	0/0
	0:4/1:2
	
	.50*/1.1*
	3*/3*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	3:5*/4:1*
	
	1/1
	7:7/1:3.5
	
	.40*/.65
	7*/6*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	3:4*/5:0*
	
	3/0
	2:7/1:2.5
	
	.31*/.67
	3*/2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	4:2/1:1*
	
	0/0
	2:4.0/0:1.5
	
	.33*/.54
	2/5*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	2:1/5:3
	
	1/0
	0:2.5/1:5.5
	
	.55/.47*
	0*/3*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Bld:R
	CP
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(5.16/1.93)
	(.02/.14)
	
	
	
	
	

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	5:19/5:17
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	5:36/6:21
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	7:28/7:21
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	7:21/8:20
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	8:20/6:20
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	2:17/3:22
	0/0
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5:  Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Ideation Section
Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean
	
	a:p
	Ma:Mp
	2AB+Art+Ay
	M-
	WSum6
	Mnone
	Sum6
	Lv2

	
	(6.5:2.7/2.1:1.5)
	(3:1.3/1.6:0.9)
	('1.6/2.1)
	(.03/.19)
	(3.3/2.9)
	(.01/.11)
	(1.6/1.3)
	(.03/.2)

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.9 to .3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	8:2/7:3
	2:2/6:1*
	2/0
	2*/1*
	31*/11*
	0/0
	8*/3*
	2*/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	2:3*/6:2
	1:0/1:2*
	1/0
	0/0
	8*/7*
	0/0
	2/2
	0/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	1:2*/1:6*
	0:2*/0:5*
	2/2
	0/1*
	17*/15*
	0/0
	6*/5*
	0/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	4:4*/4:7*
	1:3*/4:4*
	4*/1
	0/0
	10*/16*
	0/0
	3*/6*
	0/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	5:5*/10:0*
	2:3*/6.0*
	6*/2
	2*/2*
	11*/8*
	0/0
	5*/3*
	0/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	3:4*/4:3
	2:2/2:2
	3/4*
	2*/1*
	31*/1
	0/0
	8*/1
	0/0


Table 6:  Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Mediation Section
Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean
	
	P
	X+%
	F+%
	X-%
	S-%
	Xu%

	
	(6.9/1.4)
	(.79/.08)
	(.71/.17)
	(.07/.05)
	(.08/.23)
	(.14/.07)

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	.21 to .07

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	5*/4*
	.42*/.35*
	.2*/.25*
	.47*/.41*
	.00/.43*
	.11/.24*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	6/2*
	.36*/.43*
	.40*/.13*
	.22*/.33*
	0.0/.14
	0.42*/.24*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	6/4*
	.50*/.62*
	.22*/.63
	.14*/.05
	.50*/0.0
	.36*/.29*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	3*/2*
	.43*/.55*
	.33*/0.0*
	.14*/.05
	.67*/0.0
	0.33*/.40*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	6/5*
	.40*/.55*
	.5*/.5*
	.25*/.20*
	0.0/.25*
	.35*/.25*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	4*/6
	.41*/.64
	.60/.67
	.29*/.09
	0.0/1.0*
	.24*/.27*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 7:  Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Process Section

Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean
	
	Zf
	Zd
	W:D:Dd
	W:M
	DQ+
	DQv

	
	(11.8/2.6)
	(.72/3.1)
	(8.6:12.9:1.2/1.9:3.5:1.2)
	(8.6:4.3/1.9:1.9)
	(7.3/2.2)
	(1.3/1.3)

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	15*/11
	-9.5*/5.5*
	16:0:3*/9:3:5*
	16:7*/9:4
	1*/1*
	1/1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	4/12*
	+1/-4.5*
	3:21:12*/10:9:2
	3:3*/10:1
	0*/4*
	2/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	13*/10
	-3.5*/1.0
	11:10:7*/8:8:5*
	11.2*/8:5
	2*/2*
	4*/1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	15*/3*
	-4.5*/+6*
	15:4:2*/3:12/5*
	15:4*/3:8*
	1*/1*
	4*/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	17*/18*
	-6.5*/+2.5
	13:6:1*/17:1:2*
	13:5*/17:6*
	6/1*
	1/0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	11/13
	-4*/+1
	10:4:3*/11:9:2*
	10:4/11:4*
	4/5
	1/2


Table 8: Exner Rorschach Variables by Couple – Self Perception Section

Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean
	
	3r + (2) /R
	Fr + rF
	FD
	An + Xy
	MOR

	
	(.4/.09)
	(.08/.35)
	(1.2/.87)
	(.45/.83)
	(.70/.82)

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	1.52 to -.12

	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	.32/.29*
	0/1*
	0*/0*
	5*/0
	3*/3*

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	.14*/.05*
	0/0
	0*/3*
	0/1
	0/1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	.21*/.05*
	1*/0
	1/2
	0/0
	0/0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	.33/.30
	1*/0
	3*/2
	2*/2*
	5*/3*

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	.25*/.35
	0/0
	2/2
	1/1
	0/2*

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	.12*/.18*
	0/0
	0/4*
	3*/0
	0/1


Table 9:  Rorschach Exner Variables – Interpersonal Section

Key: female/male; mean/std. dev.; * indicates >1 sd frm mean

Note: For Sczi, Depi, etc. scores the "*" indicates score meets criteria
	
	COP
	Food
	Isolate/R
	H:(H) Hd (Hd)
	
	(HHd):(AAd)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Couple
	(2/1.5)
	(.23/.50)
	(.20/.09)
	(3.4:0.12\1.8:0.31)
	
	(.48:18/.63:2.4)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	0/0
	0/2
	.11/.35
	4:3/4:2
	
	2:2/1:0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	0/0
	1/0
	.19/.10
	5:8/0:4*
	
	2:0/1:0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	0/0
	1/1
	.39/.05
	1:4*/6:1*
	
	2:2/0:0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	1/1
	0/1
	.14/.20
	4:3/6:3*
	
	2:1/2:0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	1/1
	0/0
	.30/.15
	2:5/6:1*
	
	3:0/1:0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	1/2
	0/0
	.18/.32
	1:2*/3:6
	
	2:1/6:2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	H+A:Hd+Ad
	
	Ag
	SCZI
	DEPI
	CDI
	SCON

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Couple
	(11.2:2.1)
	
	(1.2/1.2)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	14:3/9:4
	
	0/1
	5*/4*
	7*/6*
	2/4*
	3/6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	21:8/10:9
	
	0/2
	1/3
	4/4
	2/4*
	*8/5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	13:5/12:3
	
	0/0
	0/0
	*5/*5
	3/3
	6/7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	10:4/12:1
	
	0/0
	1/1
	*6/5*
	2/3
	6/6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	9:5/13:2
	
	1/2
	2/2
	7*/2
	3/2
	6/4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	12:1/13:2
	
	0/0
	4*/0
	5*/6*
	3/1
	5/4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	HVI
	OBS
	
	
	
	
	

	Couple
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Two 
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Three
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Four
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Five
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Six
	no/no
	no/no
	
	
	
	
	



Table 10 displays all the Dyadic Adjustment Scale data for the research sample regarding marital satisfaction. The scores are sorted by gender and by couple. Each number is a T-score, which is a conversion of the raw score that facilitates between participant and between couple comparisons. T-scores range from 0 to 100, with a mean of 50, and a standard deviation of 10. The scores were calculated using Spanier’s scoring system (1976). This system compares the raw score of each participant with the norm group of married couples, and yields a T-score indicating how the participant compares with the norm group. Thus, a score of 50 indicates marital satisfaction exactly at the mean of the norm group of married couples for both men and women. 

tc ""

tc ""Table 10:  DAS – Dyadic Adjustment T-Scores by Couple
	Couple
	Female Partner
	Male Partner

	One
	47
	51

	Two
	51
	57

	Three
	48
	49

	Four
	45
	53

	Five
	46
	44

	Six
	50
	46



Table 11 displays the Mutuality of Autonomy Scale (Urist, 1977) data for the research sample. The data are sorted by couple and gender. The MOA has scale points from 1 to 7. 1 indicates the highest level of functioning; 7 indicates the most pathological responses. Healthy responses denote more evolved and less primitive object relations. 


The scores are displayed according to Urist’s recommendation that a display of MOA data should include a range of high and low scores, as well as the modal score. The range reflects the span of an individual’s introjects from healthiest to most pathological. The modal score indicates a mid-point of object relatedness.
Table 11: Mutuality of Autonomy Scale Scores by Couple

	Female
	Male

	Couple
	Median
	Highest
	Lowest
	Median
	Highest
	Lowest

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	One
	3
	6
	2
	6
	7
	2

	Two 
	2
	4
	2
	4
	6
	2

	Three
	2
	3
	1
	4
	4
	1

	Four
	2
	4
	2
	2
	4
	2

	Five 
	2
	5
	2
	2.5
	3
	2

	Six
	3.5
	6
	2
	2.5
	3
	2


DISCUSSIONtc "Discussion"
Study Findings Overview

This study investigated the personalities, marital satisfaction, and individual narratives of six heterosexual couples. It examines the data according to research questions based on Kernberg’s theory of romantic love relationships: that level of personality organization is a basis for patterns of interpersonal intimacy. It was expected that couples would be linked interpersonally in a way that reflected their intrapsychic structure. The table below summarizes the research findings for intrapsychic and interpersonal dimensions for the six couples who participated in the study.

Table 12:  Personality Organization and Relationship Type 
	Couple
	Female:

 Level of Personality Organization
	Male: 
Level of Personality Organization
	Relationship Type

	Cynthia and Gary
	borderline
	borderline with narcissistic traits
	anaclitic

	Sally and John
	borderline


	borderline
	anaclitic

	Gail and Robert
	borderline with narcissistic traits
	borderline
	anaclitic

	Sheila and Mark
	borderline with narcissistic traits
	borderline but near neurotic level
	anaclitic

	Joanne and Bob
	borderline 
	between borderline and neurotic levels
	anaclitic

	Diane and Ronald
	borderline with narcissistic traits
	neurotic/mild character disorder
	anaclitic



Clearly the couples were all quite similar: nearly all personalities were organized at the borderline level, and all couples had anaclitic-type relationships. An anaclitic relationship is an adaptive arrangement between two people to offset anaclitic character traits, including: feelings of helplessness, inferiority, weakness, and being unloved. Consciously and unconsciously, the partners in an anaclitic relationship see their affiliation as a means to compensate for this array of feelings.


This trend was likely due the sampling characteristics discussed in the methods section, and will be elaborated upon in the discussion section. However,  the correspondence between personality organization and relationship type indicates something more than sampling characteristics. That is, the data was consistent with Kernberg’s theory that personality organization influences level of intimacy: interpersonal intimacy among participants organized at the borderline level was primarily of an anaclitic nature. All but one couple demonstrated a correspondence between level of personality organization and intrapsychic structure. In other words, borderline personality organization corresponds with anaclitic love relationships, narcissistic personality organization corresponds with narcissistic love relationships, and neurotic personality organization corresponds with object love relationships. 


The indication here is that those with borderline personality organization tended to have an anaclitic type of relationship they regarded as about as satisfying as most married couples experience. This supports the aspect of  Kernberg’s theory that a given level of personality organization indicates a corresponding level of  interpersonal intimacy. A larger sampling would include a participant range representing all five of Kernberg’s levels of personality organization and the associated types of interpersonal relationships. In summary, the study provided evidence supporting an important aspect of Kernberg’s theory: there is a correspondence between borderline personality organization and anaclitic interpersonal relationships. Such findings are preliminary and await further research. Additional research may illuminate whether there is correspondence among all five of Kernberg’s categories and patterns of interpersonal intimacy.

The Influence of Sampling and Instrument Bias on Results and Interpretation

In interpreting the results of the Rorschach, one should consider sampling and instrument bias. The recruitment methods used in this study, according to the graduate assessment instructors consulted, tend to attract participants with a higher than average degree of psychopatholgy. Participants may in part have been motivated to join the study as a plea for help. No participant acknowledged this during data collection, but one participant began crying during the interview when discussing the possible dissolution of her relationship. She asked for a referral to psychotherapy, which was subsequently made. Despite efforts to counteract the tendency to recruit high functioning participants by way of exclusion criteria, the cohort as a group had significant psychopatholgy. 


The participants’ educational and economic demographics are also revealing variables, offering cross-validation of Rorschach findings concerning degree of psychopathology. A key finding was that most participants had more than average education but less than average household income, a disparity suggesting psychological difficulty. All but two participants had college degrees, but many participants’ combined household incomes were below the median income of $50,000 for the average US household of two married adults (US Government Website, Whitehouse, 1996). However, a college education is above the median level of education for the average US household. There was nothing in the occupational choices of the cohort to explain a lower than average rate of income.


As for the Rorschach bias, a brief review of the literature on Rorschach reliability and validity confirmed the concern that the Rorschach favors ego weakness over ego strength (Greenwald, 1990). However, it is also important to remember that borderline personality organization characteristically appears on the Rorschach as it did in the present study (Sugarman in Kwawer, et al., 1980), and may emphasize deficits. According to Sugarman (1980), ego weakness, a chief clinical diagnostic sign of borderline personality organization, shows up on the Rorschach as “amplified” ego weakness. Such ego weaknesses include the depression, helplessness, anger, difficulty modulating affect, impaired reality testing, and other findings in the cohort that frequently ruled in a classification of borderline personality organization. At the same time, specific ego weaknesses reflect unconscious conflicts and areas of difficulty. Personalities organized at the borderline level appear worse on the Rorschach, because the unstructured nature of the test promotes regression and tends to draw out weaknesses. People with borderline personality organization are not well equipped to deal with unstructured tests, and characteristically appear healthier on structured tests.


Furthermore, Greenwald’s (1990) construct validity study of the Rorschach concluded that, “In general, the Rorschach appears better at identifying weaknesses in the ego rather than strengths...Rorschach variables show more significant correlations in the direction of poor functioning or dysphoric affect than in the direction of optimal functioning” (p. 768 & 778).  Anastasi (1988), in her classic text on psychological assessment, points out that, “... projective tests are usually regarded by their exponents as especially effective in revealing covert, latent, or unconscious aspects of personality” (p. 595).  Unconscious material is often related to pathology and conflict, even in highly functioning individuals who enjoy productive lives and are free of serious symptoms.  Thus, extrapolating from Anastasi, and in agreement with Greenwald, it seems that the uncovering aspect of the Rorschach is one reason why it tends to identify ego weaknesses. 


In summary, it should be noted that most personality tests used in clinical work are designed to measure psychopatholgy rather than health. This indicates that this bias is probably prevalent among many personality instruments, not only the Rorschach. Finally, Greenwald (1990) also showed that despite its bias, the Rorschach is a valid and reliable instrument for personality assessment, with reliability and validity data comparable to the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 

Participant Personality and Relationship Strengths

There were a number of trends in the Rorschach data set indicating personality strengths (see tables 3 – 9). Trends applying to more than 75% of the cohort are discussed below. 

Interpersonal Strengths:

The following areas of strength enhance the social functioning of many of the participants. Many participants had a normative level of texture responses, denoting a willingness to form meaningful interpersonal relationships. There was also a prevalence of cooperative responses, indicating many participants expect positive interactions with people as a routine occurrence. The W:M ratio, indicating the ratio of ambition to resources, was normative for many couples. This benefits a dyadic relationship. When ambition is proportionate to resources, workaholism, obsessiveness, and perfectionism are less prevalent. Such an attitude towards work enhances functioning and satisfaction. A general acceptance of personal accomplishments and satisfaction in work life is likely. The prevalence of normative marital satisfaction in the cohort, evident from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale data, suggests that satisfaction was a common attitude in the cohort. Finally, most participants did not have elevated Isolation Index scores, indicating that they do not feel interpersonally isolated. This likely reflects that interpersonal needs are being met in their relationships. 

Coping Strengths:


The following areas of strength have to do with participants’ abilities to deal with the stressors of daily living. These strengths enhance functioning. Most participants had normative EA scores, indicating adequate ego resources for coping with stress, solving problems, and functioning at work or recreation. Most participants also had normative Adjusted D scores, indicating that usually, participants’ ego resources are adequate to handle stressors.


The percentages of Blend responses were normative for most participants, showing that participants bring a sufficient degree of complexity to thinking through and responding to problem solving tasks. No participants had CP responses, indicating there was no gross denial of reality evident. 

Personality Strengths That Enhance Couple Relationships:


The following strengths are also especially helpful to each couple’s relationship. First, externalizing defenses such as blaming, provoking, and arguing were less prevalent than internalizing defenses. The scarcity of aggression responses, the frequency of passive movement responses, and low egocentricity scores all denote this finding. For a smaller percentage of subjects, who also had an ambitent problem solving style, an internalizing defensive style was even more pronounced. The benefit of internalizing defenses in a dyadic relationship is that this promotes stable patterns of relating. Areas of difficulty tend to be turned inward rather than expressed outwardly. For example, if one partner is having dysphoric feelings, she or he may deal with it by introspection, reflecting on the sources of the depression, rather than starting a fight with their partner. The former seems to be a more adaptive means of relieving dysphoric affect in the context of a couple relationship.


A second area of strength that enhances functioning among the couples is their complementary scanning styles. Scanning styles are used in processing information, thinking, and making decisions. Zd scores indicate scanning style and efficiency. A Zd score of .72 with a standard deviation of 3.1 is normative (Exner, 1991), and denotes a very efficient style. High or low scores mean lower efficiency. A high score denotes overincorporation of information, taking in more than is necessary or reasonable to form a judgment or make a decision.  A low score denotes underincorporation of information and a tendency to make impulsive and less informed decisions. In the cohort, 100% of the couples had a balanced Zd pattern between the partners, and 67% were more than one standard deviation from the norm group. This indicates that for a large part of the cohort, one person’s inefficient coping styles were offset by the partner’s contrasting styles. Thus, when one partner was overincorpative, the other was underincorporative, and vice versa. This translates into a combined efficiency in making judgments greater for the couple together than for the partners as individuals. Many of the couples may help each other this way, and enjoy this strength in their relationships.


The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) data illuminates yet another strength evident in the cohort. The mean T-score for the cohort on the DAS was 49, almost exactly the mean T-score of 50 for the normative sample of married couples. The mean T-scores for women and men in the cohort were 48 and 50 respectively. Thus, the cohort had a comparable level of marital satisfaction as compared with an “average” married couple in the U.S. This is unexpected in a cohort with a higher than normative level of psychopathology. This finding illuminates a strength of many of the couples, especially given the preponderance of depressive symptomotology in the cohort. The depressive ideation in the cohort, such as pessimism, helplessness, and anger, might have negatively colored the participants’ attitudes towards their relationships. The DAS results then would show low satisfaction, but this was not  the case. To what may the normative marital satisfaction then be attributed?


It is important to first distinguish between marital satisfaction and the degree and quality of intimacy common in the cohort, which was anaclitic. Marital satisfaction reflects the attitudes, perspectives, and evaluation of the relationships by the participants. The degree and quality of intimacy, according to Kernberg (1995), is a clinical evaluation  and comparison of different couples. It is based on clinical and assessment data, not a couple’s self-assessment. Thus, a couple may enjoy normative or high marital satisfaction and still be at an anaclitic or even less evolved level of intimacy.  


There are no validity scales on the DAS, so it is difficult to conclude how honestly the participants responded to the DAS questions. It may be that the couples made an effort to present their relationships in a socially acceptable manner that elevated the DAS scores. Their defenses may have been at work, and were not challenged by the self report format of the DAS, as they were by the Rorschach. On the other hand, they may have responded honestly to the DAS. In that case, the normative results indicate a sense of  “felt intimacy” by the couples, where they are satisfied with their relationships even though they are not as evolved as a higher functioning cohort. They may be satisfied with their relationships because they perceive them as meeting their needs, stable, and loving, even though there is not the highly evolved type of intimacy described by Kernberg. Most couples are well matched in developmental level and level of ego functioning. People at similar developmental levels may have comparable styles and expectations for intimacy, and are likely to be satisfied with what they create together.

Borderline Personality Organization and Anaclitic Interpersonal Relationships

75% of the participants in this study coded positive for Exner’s Depression Index, indicating that the majority of the research cohort suffer from significant depressive disturbance. Kernberg (1967) and Sugarman (1979) note that, “...tendencies toward dysphoric affect and difficulty with depression are common features of the variety of patients manifesting borderline personality organization” (Sugarman in Kwawer, 1980, p. 47). The pervasiveness of depressive symptomatology in the cohort also illuminates the connection between borderline personality organization and anaclitic relationships. The cohort’s depressions reflect their pre-oedipal origins and predispose a tendency to interpersonally enact anaclitic intrapsychic dynamics in a marital relationship. That is, this finding of depression on borderline Rorschach protocol has prompted other clinicians (Blatt, 1974) to suggest that due to the early developmental onset of disturbance, the depression is itself anaclitic. This is different from a more mature introjective depression seen in neurotic patients. Anaclitic depression is characterized by feelings of helplessness, inferiority, weakness, and being unloved.


In the cohort, these feeling states were evident in the Rorschach findings. For example, of the 75% of the cohort who coded positive for depression, everyone in this group also showed feelings of diffuse helplessness. Thus, in this depressive subset of the cohort, 100% of the participants had Y responses (denoting feelings of helplessness) that were at least 1 standard deviation above the Exner norm. Feelings of weakness and inferiority were evident in this subgroup. 66% of the scores for 3r+(2)/R (egocentricity index) fell below the cut-off, denoting negative self-esteem.


In contrast, a neurotic type of depression would appear differently on the Rorschach (Sugarman in Kwawer et al, 1980). There would be evidence of guilt feelings and failure to live up to others’ expectations. Such evidence does not appear on the Rorschach in the subgroup of depressive participants. 



In addition to depression, ego weakness is a key feature of borderline personality organization. Ego weakness is a condition in which a number of psychological processes vary from normal states of ego organization. The Rorschach describes these ego weaknesses as listed below (Sugarman in Kwawer, 1980; Wilson, 1990; Gregory, personal communication, 1996; Kernberg, 1991). These criteria underlie the decision rule criteria in
table 1.

1. Depression 

2. Anxiety, noise, and disruption

3. Helplessness

4. Anger

5. Difficulty modulating affect

6. Impaired reality testing


Affect regulation is problematic in that feelings, particularly when an individual is under stress, are often experienced as overwhelming. They are too strong to be tolerated internally and press for release. Rather than being experienced, understood, and tolerated intrapsychically, they are handled through the primitive defenses of denial, acting out, splitting, and projective identification.  Alternately, affect may be warded off and avoided, leading to a clinical presentation of constricted affect where feelings are very difficult to express. Difficulties with affect regulation were evident in 75% of the cohort, as indicated by the FC:CF+C ratios that deviated from norm by more than 1 standard deviation. About half of this subgroup with affect regulation problems overcontrolled and avoided affect. The other half had weak controls over affect modulation and was subject to impulsivity.


Exner (1991) notes that adjusted D is a valuable index of ability to tolerate stress, and the cohort was normative on this variable. However, Exner also advises that adjusted D be considered with other capacity for control variables: “If studied alone (adjusted D), however, it offers relatively little information about the capacity for control, and might even render misleading information about stress tolerance” (Exner, 1991, p. 161 – 162).


When the capacity for control is lacking, there is a higher degree of vulnerability to normal everyday stressors. Impulse control is compromised and is at times inadequate to prevent destructive acting out against others or the self. In the cohort, adjusted D and EA (ego resources) were normative, with only 16% coding positive for the CDI. However, the mean (number of Coping Deficit Index) criteria met for the cohort was 2.7 (requires 4 of 5 criteria to code positive), suggesting that while coping difficulties were not pronounced, they were present in a mild form and reflect generalized ego weakness.


Finally, both contemporary object relations (Scharff and Scharff, 1991) and classical analytic theory refer to the interpersonal atmosphere of anaclitic relationships as “narcissistic love”. This is in contrast to object love where there is “true intimacy”. In relationships characterized by object love, the partners have an integrated, intact, and evolved sense of self, are free from ego weakness, and can relate to the loved partner very differently from anaclitic couples. The other is appreciated for him or herself without the unconscious process of shoring up the self through exploitation of the other. Such a state of affairs leads to deeper, more stable intimacy. In these relationships, there is empathy and understanding of the loved partner as a valued individual for their own sake, not for what they may offer as compensation for ego weaknesses. 


Now, to return to the couples in this study, as noted above, most participants’ personalities were organized at the borderline level, and they have an anaclitic type of relationship with their partners. Evidence for this appears in the Rorschach and interview data analyses presented earlier in the results section. Rorschach data showed ego weakness quite clearly. Interview data further established that for many of the couples, deriving strength and support from their partners is a main benefit of their relationship, and was the basis for their attraction to each other. This indicates a link expressed by the participants between ego weakness and their anaclitic relationships. It is instructive to take a closer look at the patterns in the interview material denoting anaclitic processes in their relationships. 


The table below illustrates the subjective perspective, or narrative voice, of each participant about what was of chief importance in their attraction to their partner. The highlighted words condense each quotation, facilitating cross-comparisons.

Table 13: Interview Highlights by Couple Denoting Anaclitic Relationship Dynamics
	Couple
	Female: Interview Material
	Male: Interview Material

	Cynthia and Gary
	 “...he was gentle and caring, there was definitely compassion about it...I like to protect myself a lot, so with Gary there was just nothing, I didn’t feel that need...there was nothing that intimidated me about him...”
	“...she was just sure of herself...so she was like strong in that sense...she just seemed like a solid person”.

	Sally and John
	“... his sensitivity to people’s feelings and willingness to listen to me...”
	“She is always giving hugs to other people...generosity ...and sensitivity.”

	Gail and Robert
	“...finally someone accepted me and understood me...it felt really good.”
	“I’m ...older...she’s vulnerable  just because of her uncertainty and being young, and so I was attracted to that...she started to – not depend on me – but there was a little bit of that...so I found that attractive.”

	Sheila and Mark
	“He makes me laugh, and I like to laugh, like to smile, and its a happy – when you’re laughing, you’re happy, and I really like that...he has a good outlook on life.”
	“...her bright and bubbliness...seemed to bounce off people well...the sparkle and upbeatness...I like a...energetic, uplifting kind of person.”

	Joanne and Bob
	“...he had a good sense of humor, and he seemed really sensitive, and paid a lot of attention to me...I really felt a sense of love.”


	“She’s somewhat affectionate. It was the comfort I had in being with her...the way she kisses sometimes...or she likes holding hands when we’re walking.”



	Diane and Ronald
	“I depended on him to basically feed me the way through there...He was always there hanging on there, trying to be there for me, and he would do anything for me....”


	“...a mixture of there (sic) being a very strong person on one side and being kind of childish or having this very easy mind on the other side, and she was just very refreshing.”



It is remarkable how consistently many partners in this table use anaclitic language when describing what about their partner attracted them. Cynthia and Gary speak to concerns of safety and strength, perceived in the other as a means of bolstering the self. Sally and John speak of being heard sensitively by their partner and of receiving physical affection. Gail tells us of her needs for acceptance and infers she waited for some time to find someone like Robert who would provide such ego support.  Robert derives strength in being seen by Gail as strong, stable, and dependable; conferring on him a sense of his own strength, itself a compensation for his ego weaknesses.


The participants with ego weaknesses are likely not to be consciously aware of their ego weaknesses as aspects of psychological impairment, but are conscious of some of their difficulties in functioning. Over time these people may have learned that other people may help shore up their ego weaknesses and enhance their functioning. Accurate reality testing, impulse control, affective modulation, judgment, and decision making for those with ego weakness are less than ideal. It is likely that a relationship with another person with similar ego weaknesses enhances the functioning of both people as well as providing a need satisfying object for the self.

Matching Levels of Personality Organization Within Couples


Table 12 (see above: Personality Organization and Relationship Type) reveals that for most couples in this study, the partners are at or near the same level of personality organization. It is likely that each individual selected a romantic partner at a level of personality organization similar to their own, unconsciously aware that they would mutually gratify each other’s  needs in compensation for ego weakness. The psychoanalytic literature refers to this process as object choice, the basis for choosing a particular individual as a romantic partner. 


The work of Blum and Shadduck (1991) on object choice illuminates this idea. In their article, they review the literature on and summarize the psychoanalytic concept of object choice. Object choice is the conscious and unconscious motivations for selecting individuals with certain personality characteristics as prospective partners for a romantic relationship, in this case someone with a comparable personality organization. The objective of object choice, according to Blum and Shadduck, is as follows: “In object-choice, there is an attempt to repeat and/or rework conflictual aspects of the original objects and the self “ (1991, p. 59).  Quoting Freud’s paper “On Narcissism”,  Blum and Shadduck suggest such re-working of conflict for borderline individuals has to do with anaclitic issues as follows:

“...the anaclitic object-choice is based on the person’s early attachments: ‘a person may love...according to the anaclitic (attachment) type: (a ) the woman who feeds him, (b) the man who protects him, and the succession of substitutes who take their place...:” (1991, p.60)


The ego weaknesses evident in many participants may have arisen from anxious or insecure attachment during infancy, and over- or under-gratification of needs at the oral stage of development. These are precursors of the development of borderline personality organization. In self psychology terms, this indicates that during childhood there was a failure in empathic attunement. In other words, there were no consistently soothing self-objects present to form a cohesive sense of self. Ego weakness then set the stage for the prevalence of anaclitic object choice seen in the many of the couples who participated in this study. But to what do we attribute the pattern of partner selection at or near the same level of personality organization? Why not select partners at a higher or lower level than one’s own?


Freud (192?) in “Remembering, Repeating, and Working Through” first established the primacy of unresolved unconscious conflicts as shaping and influencing interpersonal dynamics in an image that resonates with unconscious conflicts. Such conflicts influence choice of persons for interaction and the meaning of interpersonal.


Focusing on borderline interpersonal phenomenon, mutual conscious and unconscious consent to participate in an anaclitic relationship is likely to occur when both partners share a comparable level of personality organization at the borderline level. This is because the partners share an of unconscious motivation to rework anaclitic conflicts in an interpersonal sphere. In contrast, without such complemental needs and unconscious conflict, the respective reworking tasks of two people would be disparate. 


For example, one partner might have dominant intrapsychic oedipal issues to re-work, with associated unconscious wishes to enact for interpersonal triangulations of a romantic/sexual nature. For this individual it is exciting to set up romantic triangles as a means of “remembering” or reviving oedipal conflicts in the interpersonal sphere. In contrast to this, the other prospective partner of this hypothetical couple that just met, and are sizing up one another, might have dominant intrapsychic pre-oedipal issues. Rather than triangulation, issues of separation-individuation from maternal objects prevail and press for re-working in the interpersonal sphere. This person would seek interpersonal enmeshment as a means to revive and re-work intrapsychic issues. Thus, we have a conflict of dominant issues and developmental levels: triangulation and separation-individuation are incompatible interpersonal modes of interaction in this scenario. A need to triangulate presupposes the earlier developmental achievement of mastering and working through separation-individuation issues, such that separation anxiety and tension inherent in triangulation may be sufficiently tolerated. In this example, the pre-oedipal partner, not having fully worked through separation-individuation issues, would have prevailing needs for security, safety, and consistency. He or she would not tolerate separation anxiety inherent to interpersonal triangulation very well. This individual would experience excessive anxiety when the oedipal partner began acting out interpersonal triangulation. 


On the other hand, the oedipal partner would perceive needs for enmeshment from the pre-oedipal partner as foreign. The oedipal partner would then also be frustrated, and might feel hemmed in by the preoedipal partner’s demands for closeness, security, and safety.  He or she might understand the pre-oedipal partner’s separation anxiety and see it is a barrier to their own needs to triangulate others into the relationship. Given these dynamics and such an interpersonal scenario, the relationship would not be likely to continue. The partners would be inclined to end it and seek out more suitable partners. Kernberg (1991, p.54) states that “Narcissistic conflicts manifest themselves not only in unconscious envy, devaluation, spoiling and separation, but also in the unconscious desire to complete oneself by means of the loved partner, who is treated as the imaginary twin.” Twinship affiliation with a loved other is a means of completing the self and shoring up ego deficits.
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APPENDIX Atc "Appendix A - Semi-Structured Individual Interview"
Semi-Structured Individual Interview
(some material adapted from Gans, 1975) 

I. Attraction
How did you and X meet?

What quality attracted you most about X?

II. Development of the Relationship
Would you describe the emotional stages (how you feel about each other) of your relationship with X?

Can you remember what it was like falling in love with X?

III. Present Relationship
How would you describe your relationship with X now? 

Describe the nature of your romantic love relationship with X. 

What do you like most/least about your relationship with X?

In your relationship with X how do you make decisions about household tasks such as cooking dinner?

Describe a warm moment that has recently occurred between you and your partner.

IV. Pertinent History
Have you had close or significant relationships in the past, before you met X?

(Probe: number, duration, quality, what was significant)

APPENDIX Btc "Appendix B - Telephone Screening Interview"
Telephone Screening Interview

Thank you for calling. My name is Glenn Horwitz and I am a doctoral candidate in clinical psychology at the California School of Professional Psychology – Alameda. The study I am conducting is a research project for my doctoral dissertation research. It is a study of the relationships and personalities of men and women between the ages of 25 and 50 who have been together between 3 – 15 years, have no children, and are currently married or living together. As the principal researcher, I meet with the couples for one three hour session at my office.


The research involves interviews, paper and pencil questionnaires, and a task of responding to pictures on printed cards. After these procedures are completed I will pay each couple $75 in appreciation of  their participation.


All the information collected in the research will be kept confidential. The feedback about the research that will be given to the participants will be a one-page summary of the group findings for the entire research project. Feedback will not include information about each individual or couple who participate.


If you don’t mind I would like to ask a few brief questions to see if you would be interested in participating in the study, and whether your background fits with the type of people that I am seeking.

Ask the following questions:

1. What ages are you and your partner? 

2. What is the ethnicity of you and your partner? 

3. Do you live together? 

4. Are you married? 

5. Have you or your partner been diagnosed with a major psychiatric illness? (If yes, ask for details regarding diagnosis but do not take a history of the course of illness.)

6. Have you or your partner ever been prescribed psychiatric medication? If yes, ask for names of drugs prescribed if known.

7. Are you or your partner currently, or have you been in the recent past, in a serious crisis which has caused problems with your  life? This is not a study of crises, but due to the nature of the study it is important that participants be currently free of  this kind of problem. For example, this includes a crisis brought on by : physical illness, financial difficulties, legal problems, drug and alcohol use, emotional problems, psychiatric hospitalization or marital conflict?

8. Have you or your partner been hospitalized psychiatrically? 

9. How long have you been a couple? 

10. Do either you or your partner have any children? 


If a participant’s answers to questions 7 and 8 indicate that a crisis is ongoing at present, then the researcher will offer appropriate referrals to community resources if necessary. If the caller and his or her partner fit the inclusion criteria and are interested in participating in the study, a meeting will be scheduled. Arrange to speak to the other partner via telephone to confirm with him/her that they will be able to make the appointment. Also, ask this person questions 7 & 8 regarding the presence of an ongoing crisis. 


Last, ask for the name and address of the couple and send them directions to the office as well as the time and date of the appointment. Let them know you will call to confirm the appointment the day before. Also let them know that you will send them two copies of the informed consent form. Ask them to each review the form carefully, sign it if they feel comfortable doing so, and bring it to the scheduled appointment. Tell them that they may contact you before the appointment should they have any questions about the form. If the caller and his or her partner do not fit the inclusion profile, be sure to ask all the above questions. Do not stop as soon as it is evident the caller and his or her partner will not be invited to participate. Rather, explain that although the caller or his or her partner do not match the inclusion criteria, this has no bearing on them personally. For those callers who will not be invited to participate say the following:

I want to thank you very much for taking the time to answer the questions that I have asked. Unfortunately, although this has absolutely no bearing on you, your partner, or your relationship nonetheless, your background does not closely fit that which my research plan requires. This study uses an approach and tests that are designed for a small group of people with similar characteristics. I am seeking a small group of volunteers who all have some specific characteristics in common. I need this type of group for research purposes. I want to thank you for taking the time to answer the questions that I have asked you.

APPENDIX Ctc "Appendix C - Text of Flyer"
Flyer, Internet, and Classified Advertisement Text
PARTICIPATE IN A STUDY ON ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS as part of a dissertation research project. Receive $75/couple for approximately 3 hours of interviewing and paper and pencil tests. You and your partner must: both be 25 – 50 years old; be married or living together; have been a couple 3 – 15 years; be childless; and both be heterosexual . All information will be kept confidential. Call Glenn @ (510) 841-7423.

APPENDIX Dtc "Appendix D - Consent Form to Act as a Participant"
CALIFORNIA SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

ALAMEDA CAMPUS

CONSENT FORM TO ACT AS A PARTICIPANT

Instructions: Please read this form carefully. Should you have any questions, please feel free to ask me to clarify anything for you.


This is a study of heterosexual couples' relationships and who they are as two distinct individuals. The information in the study will be used in the completion of Glenn Horwitz's doctoral dissertation. 

1. I hereby authorize Glenn Horwitz, a doctoral student at the California School of Professional Psychology, Alameda to gather information from me on the topic described above. I have freely and voluntarily consented to participate in this study. My participation will consist of  the following: a questionnaire about demographic information; a questionnaire about my relationship; a personality test using inkblots; and a 30 minute interview about my relationship. It will take approximately three hours for my partner and I to complete the entire process.

2. I understand that confidentiality will be maintained. The master list of research participants and code numbers will be stored in a locked cabinet separate from the research materials. This means that names will be stored separately from the numbered data. The research materials include the following items:

a) demographic data sheets

b)  test protocols and interpretive summary sheets

c)  interview audio recordings and transcripts

Research materials will all be assigned numerical codes. All materials will be kept in a locked cabinet when not in use. Any descriptive information or quotations used in reporting of results will be disguised. Research materials will not be seen or heard by anyone other than Glenn Horwitz, his committee members, and his research assistant. Research materials will be kept for five years after the completion of the study, after which they will be destroyed. I understand that some material gathered in this study may be used for publication or presentation purposes but that all identifying information will be changed to insure protection of my confidentiality.

I understand that there are some circumstances  that may arise which would result in the researcher breaching confidentiality. These situations are as follows and pertain to:


a.) Past or current child abuse or neglect.


b.) Past or current elder (senior citizen or disabled) abuse or neglect.


c.) Circumstances where a research participant is gravely disabled (unable to adequately care for him or herself) or is a serious and imminent threat to him or herself OR to a specified other person. 

Should one of the above situations arise, and depending on the circumstances, the principle researcher may be required by California law to notify one or more public service agencies. 

___________

Initials

3. I understand that I may end my participation at any time, and request that any information already collected not be used in any way.           

4. This study is not designed to be stressful, but from time to time strong feelings arise when filling out questionnaires, looking at inkblots, and/or answering interview questions. To ensure my comfort during the research process I am free to refuse to answer any question which causes me discomfort or which I deem as an unwanted invasion of my privacy. Also, as noted below in item #5 I have the option of referral for consultation with a licensed mental health professional, should I feel undue distress as a result of the research process. 

5. I understand that should I experience any undue stress or difficulty I can contact Glenn Horwitz at the number listed below, for a referral for a two hour consultation with a licensed psychotherapist at no cost to me.

6. I can receive a written summary of the group results of this research if I request it (see below).

7. I understand that the information during the research process which I provide to the researcher will not be disclosed by the researcher to my husband/wife/partner.

8. Glenn Horwitz, who is available to answer any questions I may have, can be reached at (510) 841-7423. If I experience a problem or need additional information about the study I can also contact the California School of Professional Psychology Human Participants Committee at (510) 523-2300.

_____________________________                                               

Print Name

_____________________________

Participant's Signature





          Date

**********************

9. I consent  to have the interview portion of this project audio tape recorded. I may shut off the tape recorder at any time I wish. I understand that the audio tape recording of the interview will be erased as soon as the information on the tape is transcribed by Glenn Horwitz or his research assistant.

_____________________________                                               _________________

Participant's Signature





          Date

**********************

REQUEST FOR SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
I would like to receive a written summary of the group results of the research. I understand that such results may not be available for about one year.

_____________________________                                               _________________

Participant's Signature





          Date

____________________________________________

____________________________________________

Address where summary should be sent

APPENDIX Etc "Appendix E - Demographic Questionnaire"
PERSONAL DATA SHEET
Name ___________________________________

Address_________________________  City___________ State___________ 

Zip__________ Phone (     )____________
Birthdate___________  Highest degree of education completed________________

Marital Status_____________  If married, date of marriage____________

Number of years together with romantic partner _____________________

Ethnicity__________________  Occupation_______________________

Yearly Income: (please check one)

Male Partner

Under $10,000__
$10-20,000__

$20-30,000__

$30-40,000__

$40-50,000__

$50,000+  __

Female Partner

Under $10,000__
$10-20,000__

$20-30,000__

$30-40,000__

$40-50,000__

$50,000+  __
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