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Projective techniques have been the target of extensive criticism, from both clinicians
and academicians, since the 1940s. However, the last two decades have witnessed a
steady stream of rather reviled and condescending commentary directed largely on the
lack of psychometric credibility of individual projective methods. The intent of the current
study is to determine whether this collective movement, evident in the scholarly literature,
against projective techniques has had a deleterious impact on test usage worldwide. To
that end, the author identified, through an extensive literature review, published survey
research that reported on test usage patterns from 1995-2015. The 28 identified studies
served as the data pool to ascertain the extent of use of projective instruments within the
context of psychological tests available to mental health practitioners. Around 70% of the
sample was from the USA, but other countries (e.g., Africa, UK, Hong Kong, Belgium,
and Brazil) were also represented. The analysis showed that at least one projective
technique was ranked among the top 5 tests, in terms of usage, in 14 of the 28 studies.
Moreover, human-figure-drawings, sentence completion measures, and the TAT were
ranked among the top 15 tests in all but three of these studies. These findings confirm
continued use (albeit to a lesser degree than 50 years ago) of projective tests among
mental health practitioners worldwide, despite the onslaught of perennial criticism in
the research literature.
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Copious survey data, from the 1940s through the
1980s, attest to the clinical popularity of projective
techniques in mental health settings worldwide,
particularly in the USA (chronologically: Louttit
& Browne, 1947; Frank, 1948; Burton, 1949;
Sundberg, 1961; Hinkle, Nelson, & Miller, 1968;
Lubin et al., 1971; Brown & McGuire, 1976;
Wade & Baker, 1977; Piotrowski & Keller, 1978,
1989; Sell & Torres-Henry, 1979; Fee, Elkins, &
Boyd, 1982; Tuma & Pratt, 1982; Lubin, Larsen,
& Matarazzo, 1984; Piotrowski, 1985; Sweeney,
Clarkin, & Fitzgiggon, 1987; Harrison et al.,
1988; Bubenzer, Zimpher, & Mahrle, 1990;
Archer et al., 1991). Thus, over these years,
projective techniques were found to be popular
in adult settings, used frequently in child and
adolescent assessment (Cashel, 2002), relied
upon by school psychologists (Hutton, Dubes,
& Muir, 1992; Miller & Nickerson, 2007), and
applied in forensic settings (Hamel, Gallagher,

& Soares, 2001). Interestingly, the Rorschach
and TAT have been accepted in the assessment
armamentarium by clinicians harboring a
behavioral orientation (see Piotrowski & Keller,
1984).Furthermore, applications of projective
testing to culturally-diverse populations and
ethnic groups have been evident in the research
literature (e.g., Dana, 1998; Lindzey, 1961;
Retief, 1987).

Few survey-based studies on test usage
outside the USA appeared in the 1970s; for
example in Canada (La Pointe, 1974), in South
America (Gonzalez, 1977), and in Germany
(Schober, 1977). In the 1980s, test usage
patterns were noted in a survey of the British
Psychological Society (Tyler, 1986). Later,
Piotrowski, Keller, & Ogawa (1992) reported on
projective test usage patterns in four countries
during the 1980s, i.e., USA, Japan, Netherlands,
and China (Hong Kong). The analysis showed
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that projective tests were quite popular in clinical
assessments across all these geographical
regions. However, it must be noted that during
these decades, the sentiment toward projective
techniques was quite unfavorable across Europe
(see Mahmood, 1988; Poortinga et al., 1982;
Porteous, 1986; Rausch de Traubenberg, 1976).
However, survey data from the early 1990s
found that projective measures were quite
popular in Japan (Ogawa & Piotrowski, 1992).
Unfortunately, some published reports on test
use internationally tend to omit discussion of
projective tests (e.g., Cheung, 2004; Evers et
al., 2012; Oakland, 2004; Paterson & Uys, 2005).

Critical Appraisal of Projective Techniques

Nevertheless, there were perennial concerns
and critiques of projective techniques over the
last 50 years (see Butcher, 2006; Piotrowski,
1984; Reynolds, 1979). It was not until the early
1990s that an onslaught of hardened opposition
to use most projective techniques was evident
from many quarters (Garb 1999; Garb, Wood,
Lilienfeld, & Nezworski, 2002; Hunsley & Bailey,
1999; Medoff, 2010; Wood, Nezworski, &
Stejskal, 1996; Ziskin,1995).In support of these
rather reviled appraisals, extensive reviews of
the literature concluded that validity evidence
for projective techniques has been very limited
(see Lilienfeld, Wood, & Garb, 2000; Mihura,
Meyer, Dumitrascu, & Bombel, 2013; Motta,
Little, & Tobin, 1993; Smith & Dumont, 1995),
including reviews by European researchers
(e.g., Wittkowski, 1996). However, other
researchers, in reviewing meta-analytic studies,
have reported positive differential diagnostic
outcomes regarding several projective tests
(e.g.,Kahill, 1984; Kubiszyn et al., 2000;
Piotrowski, 1999). In psychometric theory,
the central contention regarding assessment
instruments rests on ‘validity’ metrics that reflect
psychological and behavioral tendencies (see
Abell, Wood, & Liebman, 2001; Bornstein,
1999; Messick, 1995). With regard to projective
tests, the focus of criticism was predominantly
targeted at the lack of validity per se. Based on
this dramatic shift (commencing around 25 years
ago) to expunge projective techniques from both
training emphasis and clinical practice, it would
be of interest to examine extant published data

Chris Piotrowski

Table1. Major Investigatory Aspects of Journal
Articles on Projective Techniques (1990-2015)

N
Topical focus
Test validity 548
Personality measures 412
Test reliability 334
Psychometrics 306
Methodology
Empirical analysis 1,771
Quantitative approach 666
Interviews 71
Clinical case study 66
Qualitative design 53
Literature review 47
Longitudinal design 43
Meta-Analysis 16
Age Group
Adult (18+ yrs. of age) 1,553
Adolescents (13-17 yrs. of age) 450
Children (1-12 yrs. of age) 307
Aged (65+ yrs. of age) 268

on clinical use of projective techniques in clinical
and other applied settings since 1990. Moreover,
it would be revealing to investigate recent usage
trends with regard to individual projective tests
worldwide.

In order to appreciate historical trends on
the role of projective testing in applied clinical
settings, the author utilized bibliometric analysis
of the extant literature to: a) identify the extent
of research emphasis on various topics of
investigatory interest, and b) identify data-
based survey studies on usage of projective
techniques. To that end, a systematic search
of the database PsycINFO (published by
the American Psychological Association)
was conducted, as this research repository
is considered the leading scholarly file of
research in the social and behavioral sciences
worldwide. Table 1 presents areas of topical
focus by researchers regarding projective tests
since 1990. Psychometric credibility, empirical-
quantitative approaches seem to predominate
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this area of research, perhaps highlighted by
meta-analysis methods in more recent years.
Moreover, samples that reflect all age groups
appear to be representative of this body of
research. Table 2 summarizes survey findings on
usage of projective techniques since 1995. This
analysis includes the 28 published studies that
appear in journals, based on clinician/practitioner
samples worldwide. A brief discussion of general
conclusions on projective test use, over the last
two decades, follows below.

Findings

This section discusses the findings on
projective test usage reported in the 28 survey-
type studies of either practicing psychologists/
mental health practitioners or in mental health
settings worldwide since 1995. Table 2 presents
a summary of the country of origin, samples
surveyed, and degree of test use on specific
projective tests. In general, the overall analysis
indicates that projective tests have continued
to be used (to some degree) in the majority of
countries surveyed over the past 20 years. In 50%
of these studies (n=14), at least one projective
technique was ranked within the top five tests
in terms of usage. The Rorschach seems to
be the most popular projective test, evident by
being ranked among the top five tests in 12 of
these 14 studies. This corroborates research-
based findings ( Piotrowski, 1996). Human figure
drawings, sentence completion methods, and
the TAT ranked among the top 15 tests in 25 of
the 28 surveys in the current analysis. Validation
research on these instruments show modest
support (e.g., Yama, 1990). In the aggregate, a
general conclusion can be confidently offered
that projective tests continue to be relied upon
across diverse psychological practitioner
groups, in various clinical settings, for all age
groups (children, adolescents, adults), across
many countries worldwide, over the last two
decades (1995-2015). These results support the
continued popularity of and interest in projective
assessment, as evidenced in scholarly books
on these select instruments (Aronow, Weiss,
& Reznikoff, 2013; Dana, 2014; Frick, Barry,
& Kamphaus, 2010; Groth-Marnat, 2009;
Harwood, Beutler, & Groth-Marnat, 2011; Rabin,
1986).
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The affirmation on projective test use, based
on this extensive analysis of the literature seems
to counter several highly-cited studies (e.g.,
Lilienfeld et al., 2000; Wood et al., 2000) and
research compendiums (e.g., Ziskin, 1995)
that contend (the unsupported position) that
projective techniques are moribund in clinical
practice, lack psychometric credibility, and
should be excised from graduate education and
internship training. This perennial degradation of
projective techniques can be aptly summarized
by the comments in Ziskin (1995).

“Of all the criticisms to which projective
techniques have been subject to, perhaps, the
potentially most devastating one is when the
examiner may engage in as much projection and
subjectivity in the interpretation of responses as
did the examinee in generating the responses. ...
may be primarily biased by clinical impression.”
(p. 824).

What is particularly alarming regarding
such derisive commentary from critics is that
these drawbacks can be readily applied to
objective tests and even behavioral assessment
techniques. Unfortunately, it appears that terms
like ‘Moratorium’ is leveled solely on projective
techniques (Garb, 1999).Yet, interestingly,
opponents of projective tests conveniently
neglect to apply their stringent evaluative
standards to non-projective instruments.

The current analysis shows that based on
the self-report data from practicing clinicians,
projective techniques continue to be an
appropriate ‘instrument of choice’in the available
clinical assessment protocol of tests. Although,
the extent of projective test use has been
tempered over the past 50 years, based on
survey data over the decades (Piotrowski &
Colleagues, 1984, 1985,1992, 1998), it appears
that such techniques continue to provide rich
clinical data for a sizeable segment of mental
health practitioners worldwide (Blatt, 1976;
Keddy & Piotrowski, 1992; Kennedy etal., 1994).
Perhaps, as evidence for the high level of interest
in select projective measures, research teams
continue to explore creative adaptations to the
Rorschach method and Human Figure Drawing
applications. It should be noted that projective
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techniques should not be immune from intense
criticism from both clinical and research scholars
- the assessment enterprise can prosper from
thought-provoking challenges. However, cynical
attacks on the future of projective methods
would best be framed on hard data. Irv Weiner
(1983), in his award presentation exclaimed
that despite severe criticisms leveled against
projective techniques (some 50 years ago),
published survey data clearly showed that these
assessment approaches were held in high
regard by practicing clinicians, both in practice
and academic settings. The current findings,
based on objective survey data worldwide,
indicate that although there has been a tepid
decrease in use of projective tests over the
last two decades, Weiner’s contention has not
been invalidated - to the dismay of opponents
of projective techniques.

Conclusion

Critical appraisal is a fundamental, and
welcomed, aspect of scholarship, which clearly
applies to projective methods (Butcher, 2006;
Porto-Noronha, 2002). However, reviews of
the recent literature confirm that projective
techniques have been unfairly targeted by
what can only be characterized as reviled
criticism from a select group of detractors.
Psychometric theory, supported in recent years
by advancements in statistical modeling, posits
that all assessment methods have drawbacks
with regard to validity issues (Messick, 1995;
Meyer et al., 2001). Thoughtful, scholarly
rebuttals to attacks on the viability of projective
tests, in recent years, have been scant (see
Weiner, 1996, 1997, for a review). Thus, the
current study was designed to adhere to
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providing an objective, data-based approach
in determining whether the perennial weight
of criticism against projective techniques, over
the last two decades, has impacted usage
of this group of assessment instruments in
applied settings worldwide. The findings of the
analysis clearly indicate that a sizeable minority
of mental health practitioners, from over 10
countries, continue to rely on the Rorschach,
Thematic measures, Human-Figure-Drawings,
and Sentence Completion tests as part of the
clinical assessment armamentarium. Such
usage is evident across various patient age
groups (e.g., Kamphaus, Petoskey, & Rowe,
2000; Palmiter, 2004) and in a host of treatment
settings, in addition to court-related evaluations
(Gava & Dell’Aglio, 2013; Lally, 2001; Meloy,
Hansen, & Weiner, 1997; Weiner, Exner, Sciara,
1996). These robust findings suggest that the
clarion-call to abandon projective methods has
largely fallen on deaf ears. Perhaps, this reflects
the science-practice divide noted so keenly
in the literature (Beutler, Williams, Wakefield,
& Entwistle, 1995; Hogan & Rengert, 2008;
Piotrowski, 2012). At the same time, the evidence
suggests that practitioners view the merits of
projective testing as a diagnostic tool, as an
indicator or direction for progress in therapy,
and as a compliment to the overall assessment
enterprise (Basu, 2014). Future research should
address the potential impact of evidence-based
psychological assessment guidelines on overall
projective test usage (Jensen-Doss & Hawley,
2011; Youngstrom, 2013). Finally, studies on test
use patterns in countries not represented in the
current analysis would provide a more accurate
appraisal on the current status of projective
testing worldwide (see Bartram & Coyne, 1998;
Boucherat-Hue, 2001; Datu, 2013).

Table 2. Summary and Findings on Use of Projective Techniques across 28 Studies (1995-2015)

Study Country Sample Findings
50 practicing psychologists in -1+ ranked 2'; DAP 7% SCT
Chan & Lee (1995) Hong Kong 199"’3 9 psycholog g, TAT 12", MAPS Test 16™;
CAT 18"; Rorschach 29t
Kennedyv et al HFDs ranked 3"; SCT 4™; H-T-P
(1994) y ’ USA School psychologists 5t KFDs 7t; TAT 9th; CAT 12t;
Rorschach 13th
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Watkins et al. (1995) USA

412 clinical psychologists

SCT ranked 4t; TAT 5%;
Rorschach 6™; H-F-Ds 8t"; CAT
16th

Borum & Grisso

102 forensic psychologists/

33% of practitioners, in
court-mandated competency

USA - evaluations, use projective tests;
(1995) psychiatrists 30% rely on the Rorschach;
other PT used infrequently
Lees-Haley et al. USA 100 forensic neuropsychology =~ SCT ranked 10"; Rorschach
(1996) experts 23'; Figure drawings 26th
Ackermann & USA Practitioners in court-related Rorschach ranked #2; TAT #4;
Ackermann (1997) settings SCT 5th
Frauenhoffer et al. USA Srljarc\:/t?if:e‘:sszpr:yecnr:i:ohgeistléh SCT ranked 5™; H-F-Ds 6;
(1998) . ’ Rorschach 9*; TAT 12th
counselors, social workers)
Tests considered most important
137 practitioners in National to practice: Rorschach ranked
Piotrowski et al. USA Register of Health Service 3 TAT 5% HFDs 12%. Also,
(1998) : . 20% of respondents felt that the
providers in Psychology Rorschach & TAT are no longer
used
Spain, Test use by practicing Rorschach ranked 3; DAP 8™;
Muniz et al. (1999) Portugal, & ’ ’

Latin America

psychologists

TAT 10th

Boccaccini &

80 practicing forensic

40% of sample use the

USA . Rorschach-ranked 5™; only 10%
Brodsky (1999) psychologists use TAT-ranked 11th
179 practitioners, mostly clinical Rorschach ranked 4™; TAT 6;
Camara et al. (2000) USA psychologists SCT 15"; CAT 16th
. . . Rorschach ranked 2™; SCT 3;
gggg; & Newsom USA 23(6”2:32/2:::095&, working with TAT 4% H-T-P 7% KEDs 11%:
Roberts Apperception Test 19th
Boothby & Clements USA Correctional (prison) Rorschach ranked 5%; Projective
(2000) psychologists drawings 6th
European Objective psychometric tests
(Spain, UK, . ’ )
. . predominate; Rorschach listed
. Holland, 3,455 professional psychologists ) : :
Muniz et al. (2001) Slovenia use psvcholoaical tests among Top 10 in Spain, Belgium,
L psy 9 & Slovenia; TAT & CAT popular
Croatia, in Belgium
Belgium) gium.
84 psychologists, assessment  Rorschach ranked 3; TAT 6';
Bow et al. (2002) USA practices with parents in child SCT 8™. Projective drawings
custody disputes were used most with children.
. . Tests considered ‘unacceptable’
64 Diplomate-status forensic by at least 50% of sample:
Lally (2003) USA psychologists, test use in court- Y g ple:

related evaluations

Projective drawings; Rorschach;
TAT; SCT

Foxcroft et al. (2004) South Africa

Practitioners in psychological
assessment

Both objective and projective
tests are acceptable clinical
instruments

Bekhit et al. (2005) England

158 British clinical psychologists

50% of sample use projective
drawings, but only informally in
the assessment process.
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de Oliveira et al.

TAT ranked #1; CAT-Human 4;

(2006)

(2005) Brazil 35 professional psychologists Rorschach 5"; CAT-Animal 7t;
HFDs 15th
About one-third (38%) use
. . . projective assessment; (in rank
Hojnoski et al. USA 170 school psychologists order) sentence completion tests,

reported use of projective tests

H-T-P, Kinetic Family Drawing,
DAP, TAT, Rorschach, and CAT

Archer et al. (2006) USA

152 forensic psychologists’ use
of projective techniques in court-
related assessments

About 30% of respondents use
the Rorschach; about 20% use
the TAT, SCT, and projective
drawings.

Herzberg & Mattar

Clinical psychology faculty use

Overall, 87% of sample use
projective techniques, a
decrease from a decade earlier;

(2009)

(2008) Braz Bf ProjeitlveftSeStslljn plr actice, TAT used most frequently,
niverstly of ao Faulo whereas the CAT-A usage has
diminished.
SPA members held more
215 psychologists, members favorable views toward the
Musewicz et al. USA of the APA or Society for Rorschach; Moreover, the RIM

Personality Assessment (SPA)
views on the Rorschach (RIM)

continues to be used despite
continuing criticism levels against
this test.

Smith et al. (2010)  USA

404 members of the
International Neuropsychological
Society or National Academy

of Neuropsychology surveyed
on personality assessment
practices

The TAT and Rorschach were
used (to some degree) by about
32% of the respondents.

Vaskinn et al. (2010) Norway

Members of the Norwegian
Psychological Association
(n=6246) surveyed on use &
opinions on psychological tests

Older psychologists use fewer
tests than younger cohorts;
Psychometric credibility of
individual tests is a major
concern.

Donoso et al. (2010) USA

150 professionals who conduct
vocational rehabilitation
evaluations

Overall, projective techniques
were seldom used; Projective
drawings ranked 13"; Rorschach
15%: TAT 18th

Ackermann & Pritzl

213 forensic psychologists
surveyed on tests used with

50% of sample use the
Rorschach, ranked 4*; 40% use

(2011) USA parents in child custody SCT, 5"; 30% use TAT, 8"; 27%
evaluations use H-F-Ds, 10th
Peterson et al 222Itﬁ10usrz:st’1€olglrso(gc|:3 IC;:£28t8| H-T-P ranked 17%, H-F-Ds 21%,
(2014) . USA rated t’ests of éll t gs regardin DAP 357, TAT 407, KFD 477,
Ypes regarding  potter ISB 54, & Rorschach 57t
usage
References Ackerman, M.J., & Ackerman, M.C. (1997). Custody

Abell, S.C., Wood, W., & Liebman, S.J. (2001).
Children’s human figure drawings as measures
of intelligence: The comparative validity of three
scoring systems. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 19, 204-215.

evaluation practices: A survey of experienced

professionals. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 28, 137-145.

Ackerman, M.J., & Pritzl, T.B. (2011). Child custody
evaluation practices: A 20-year follow-up. Family

Court Review, 49(3), 618-628.



Projective Techniques Usage Worldwide

Archer, R.P., Buffington-Vollum, J.K., Stredny, R.V., &
Handel, R.W. (2006). A survey of psychological
test use patterns among forensic psychologists.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 87, 84-94.

Archer, R.P., Maruish, M., Imhof, E.A., & Piotrowski, C.
(1991). Psychological test usage with adolescent
clients: 1990 survey findings. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 22, 247-252.

Archer, R.P., & Newsom, C.R. (2000). Psychological
test usage with adolescent clients: Survey
update. Assessment, 7(3), 227-235.

Aronow, E., Weiss, K.A., & Reznikoff, M. (2013). A
practical guide to the Thematic Apperception
Test: The TAT in clinical practice. New York:
Bruner-Routledge.

Bartram, D., & Coyne, |. (1998). Variations in national
patterns of testing and test use: The ITC/EFPA
international survey. European Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 14(3), 249-260.

Basu, J. (2014). Psychologists’ ambivalence toward
ambiguity: Relocating the projective test debate
for multiple interpretative hypotheses. SIS Journal
of Projective Psychology & Mental Health, 21,
25-36.

Bekhit, N.S., Thomas, G.V., & Jolley, R. (2005). The
use of drawing for psychological assessment
in Britain: Survey findings. Psychology and
Psychotherapy: Theory, Research and Practice,
78(2), 205-217.

Beutler, L.E., Williams, R.E., Wakefield, P.J., &
Entwistle, S.R. (1995). Bridging scientist and
practitioner perspectives in clinical psychology.
American Psychologist, 50, 984-994.

Blatt, S.J. (1975). The validity of projective techniques
and their research and clinical contribution.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 39, 327-343.

Boccaccini, M.T., & Brodsky, S.L. (1999). Diagnostic
test usage by forensic psychologists in emotional
injury cases. Professional Psychology: Research
and Practice, 30, 253-259.

Boothby, J. & Clements, C. (2000). A national survey
of correctional psychologists. Criminal Justice
and Behavior, 27, 716-732.

Bornstein, R.F. (1999). Criterion validity of objective
and projective dependency tests: A meta-
analytic assessment of behavioral prediction.
Psychological Assessment, 11, 48-57.

Borum, R., & Grisso, T. (1995). Psychological test
use in criminal forensic evaluations. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 26, 465-473.

15

Boucherat-Hue, V. (2001). The professional use of
projective tests: The state of test use, questions,
limits, and prospects. Pratiques Psychologiques,
3, 79-94.

Bow, J.N., Quinnell, F.A., Zaroff, M., & Assemany, A.
(2002). Assessment of sexual abuse allegations
in child custody cases. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 33, 566-575.

Brown, W.R., & McGuire, J.M. (1976). Current
psychological assessment practices. Professional
Psychology, 7, 475-484.

Bubenzer, D.L., Zimpfer, D.G., & Mahrle, C.L. (1990).
Standardized individual appraisal in agency and
private practice: A survey. Journal of Mental
Health Counseling, 12, 51-66.

Burton, A. (1949). The use of psychometric and
projective tests in clinical psychology. Journal of
Psychology, 28(2), 451-456.

Butcher, J.N. (2006). Assessment in clinical
psychology: A perspective on the past, present
challenges, and future prospects. Clinical
Psychology: Science and Practice, 13(3), 205-
209.

Camara, W.J., Nathan, J.S., & Puente, A.E.
(2000). Psychological test usage: Implications
in professional psychology. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 31, 141-154.

Cashel, M.L. (2002). Child and adolescent
psychological assessment. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 33, 446-453.

Chan, D.W., & Lee, H.B. (1995). Patterns of
psychological test usage in Hong Kong in 1993.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice,
26, 292-297.

Cheung, F.M. (2004). Use of western and indigenously
developed personality tests in Asia. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 53(2),
173-191.

Cheung, F.M., Leong, F.T., & Ben-Porath, Y.S. (2003).
Psychological assessmentin Asia. Psychological
Assessment, 15, 243-247.

Dana, R.H. (2014). Personality tests and psychological
science: Instruments, populations, practice.
In Leong, F.T. et al. (Eds.), APA handbook of
multicultural psychology, Vol. 2: Applications and
training (pp. 181-196). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Dana, R.H. (1998). Projective assessment of Latinos
in the U.S.: Current realities, problems, and
prospects. Cultural Diversity & Mental Health,
4(3), 165-184.



16

Datu, J.A. (2013). From a rational standpoint:
Analyzing nuances in the utility of western
psychological tests as assessment tools in the
Philippines. International Journal of Research
Studies in Psychology, 2(1), 53-58.

de Oliveira, K.L., Noronha, A.P., Dantas, M.A., &
Santarem, E.M. (2005). The use of psychological
techniques and instruments for behavioral
psychologists. PsicologiaemEstido, Maringa,
10(1), 127-135.

Donoso, O.A., Hernandez, B., & Horin, E.V. (2010).
Use of psychological tests within vocational
rehabilitation. Journal of Vocational Rehabilitation,
32, 191-200.

Evers, A., Muniz, J., Bartram, D., et al. (2012). Testing
practices in the 21st century: Developments and
European psychologists’ opinions. European
Psychologist, 17(4), 300-319.

Fee, A.F., Elkins, G.R., & Boyd, L. (1982). Testing and
counseling psychologists: Current practices and
implications for training. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 46, 116-118.

Foxcroft, C., Paterson, H., le Roux, N., & Herbst,
D. (2004). Psychological assessment in South
Africa: A needs analysis. Final government report.

Frank, L. (1948). Projective methods. Springfield, IL:
C.C. Thomas.

Frauenhoffer, D., Ross, M.J., Gfeller, J., Searight,
H.R., & Piotrowski, C. (1998). Psychological
test usage among licensed mental health
practitioners: A multidisciplinary survey. Journal
of Psychological Practice, 4, 28-33.

Frick, P.J., Barry, C.T., & Kamphaus, R.W. (Eds.).
(2010). Clinical assessment of child and
adolescent personality and behavior (3rd ed.).
New York, NY: Springer.

Garb, H.N. (1999). Call for a moratorium on the use of
the Rorschach Inkblot Test in clinical and forensic
settings. Assessment, 6(4), 313-315.

Garb, H.N., Wood, J.M., Lilienfeld, S.O., & Nezworski,
M.T. (2002). Effective use of projective techniques
in clinical practice: Let the data help with selection
and interpretation. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 33, 454-463.

Gava, L.L., & Dell’Aglio, D. (2013). Techniques used
in forensic psychological examinations in cases
of child and adolescent sexual abuse. Paideia
Ribeirao Preto, 23(5-6), 1-12.

Gonzalez, J.M. (1977). Psychological testing in

Columbia. Revistalatinamericana de Psicologia,
7,429-435.

Chris Piotrowski

Groth-Marnat, G. (2009). Handbook of personality
assessment (5th ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Hamel, M., Gallagher, S., & Soares, C. (2001). The
Rorschach: Here we go again. Journal of Forensic
Psychology Practice, 1(3), 79-88.

Harrison, P.L., Kaufman, A.S., Hickman, J.A., &
Kaufman, N.L. (1988). A survey of tests used for
adult assessment. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 6, 188-198.

Harwood, T.M., Beutler, L.E., & Groth-Marnat,
G. (2011). Integrative assessment of adult
personality (3rd ed.). New York: Guilford Press.

Herzberg, E., & Mattar, A. (2008). Clinical instruments
used in the department of clinical psychology of
USP: 10 years later. Boletim de Psicologia, 58,
1-11.

Hinkle, J.E., Nelson, S., & Miller, D. (1968).
Psychological test usage by psychotherapists
in private practice. Psychotherapy: Theory,
Research, and Practice, 5, 210-213.

Hogan, T.P., & Rengert, C. (2008). Test usage
in published research and the practice of
counseling: A comparative review. Measurement
and Evaluation in Counseling and Development,
41(1), 51-56.

Hojnoski, R.L., Morrison, R., Brown, M., & Matthews,
W.J. (2006). Projective test use among school
psychologists: A survey and critique. Journal of
Psychoeducational Assessment, 24, 145-159.

Hunsley, J., & Bailey, J.M. (1999). The clinical utility
of the Rorschach: Unfulfilled promises and an
uncertain future. Psychological Assessment, 11,
266-277.

Hutton, J.B., Dubes, R., & Muir, S. (1992). Assessment
practices of school psychologists: Ten years later.
School Psychology Review, 21, 271-284.

Jensen-Doss, A., & Hawley, K.M. (2011).
Understanding barriers to evidenced-based
assessment. Journal of Clinical Child and
Adolescent Psychology, 39, 885-896.

Kahill, S. (1984). Human figure drawings in adults:
An update of the empirical evidence, 1967-1982.
Canadian Psychology, 25, 269-290.

Kamphaus, R.W., Petoskey, M.D., & Rowe, E.W.
(2000). Current trends in psychological testing
of children. Professional Psychology: Research
and Practice, 31, 155-164.

Keddy, P., & Piotrowski, C. (1992). Testing in
psychotherapy practice: Literature review survey,
and commentary. Journal of Training & Practice
in Professional Psychology, 6(1), 30-39.



Projective Techniques Usage Worldwide

Kennedy, M.L., Faust, D., Willis, W.G., & Piotrowski, C.
(1994). Social-emotional assessment practices in
school psychology. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 12, 228-240.

Kubiszyn, TW., Meyer, G.J., Finn, S.E. et al. (2000).
Empirical support for psychological assessment
in clinical health care settings. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 31, 119-130.

Lally, S.J. (2003). What tests are acceptable for use
in forensic evaluations? A survey of experts.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice,
34, 491-498.

Lally, S.J. (2001). Should human figure drawings
be admitted into court? Journal of Personality
Assessment, 76, 135-149.

La Pointe, R.E. (1974). The use of psychological
tests by Ontario psychologists. The Ontario
Psychologist, 6, 75-82.

Lees-Haley, P.R., Smith, H., Williams, C.W., & Dunn,
J.T. (1996). Forensic neuropsychological test
usage: An empirical survey. Archives of Clinical
Neuropsychology, 11(1), 45-51.

Lilienfeld, S.O., Wood, J.M., & Garb, H.N. (2000).
The scientific status of projective techniques.
Psychological Science in the Public Interest,
1(2), 27-66.

Lindzey, G. (1961). Projective techniques and cross-
cultural research. New York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts.

Louttit, C.M., & Browne, C.G. (1947). Psychometric
instruments in psychological clinics. Journal of
Consulting Psychology, 11, 49-54.

Lubin, B., Larsen, R.M., & Matarazzo, J.D. (1984).
Patterns of psychological test usage in the United
States: 1935-1982. American Psychologist, 39,
451-454.

Lubin, B., Wallis, R. & Paine, C. (1971). Patterns of
psychological test use in the United States: 1935-
1969. Professional Psychology, 2, 70-74.

Mahmood, Z. (1988). The projective scene in the world
at large: A blot on the landscape. British Journal
of Projective Psychology, 33(2), 54-67.

Medoff, D. (2010). Protecting the integrity of forensic
psychological testing. Journal of Child Custody,
7,78-92.

Meloy, J.R., Hansen, T.L., & Weiner, |.B. (1997).
Authority of the Rorschach: Legal citations
during the past 50 years. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 69, 53-62.

17

Messick, S. (1995). Validity of psychological
assessment. American Psychologist, 50, 741-
749.

Meyer. G.J., Finn, S.E., Eyde, L.D., et al. (2001).
Psychological testing and psychological
assessment: A review of evidence and issues.
American Psychologist, 56(2), 128-165.

Mihura, J.L., Meyer, G.J., Dumitrascu, N., & Bombel,
G. (2013). The validity of individual Rorschach
variables: Systematic reviews and meta-analyses
of the Comprehensive System. Psychological
Bulletin, 139, 548-605.

Miller, D.N., & Nickerson, A.B. (2007). Projective
techniques and the school-based assessment
of childhood internalizing disorders. SIS Journal
of Projective Psychology & Mental Health, 14,
48-58.

Motta, R., Little, S., & Tobin, M. (1993). The use
and abuse of human figure drawings. School
Psychology Quarterly, 8, 162-169.

Muniz, J., Bartram, D., Evers, A., et al. (2001). Testing
practices in European countries. European
Journal of Psychological Assessment, 17(3),
201-211.

Muniz, J., Prieto, G., Almeida, L., & Bartram, D. (1999).
Test use in Spain, Portugal and Latin American
countries. European Journal of Psychological
Assessment, 15(2), 151-157.

Musewicz, J., Marczyk, G., Knauss, L., & York,
D. (2009). Current assessment practice,
personality measurement, and Rorschach
usage by psychologists. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 91, 453-461.

Ogawa, T., & Piotrowski, C. (1992). Clinical
psychological test usage in Japan: A comparative
study with a survey in the U.S.A. Tsukuba
Psychological Research, 14, 151-158.

Oakland, T. (2004). Use of educational and
psychological tests internationally. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 53(2),
157-172.

Palmiter, D.J. (2004). A survey of the assessment
practices of child and adolescent clinicians.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 74(2),
122-128.

Paterson, H., & Uys, K. (2005). Critical issues in
psychological test use in the South African
workplace. South African Journal of Industrial
Psychology, 31(3), 12-22.

Peterson, C.H., Lomas, G.I., Neukrug, E.S., & Bonner,
M.W. (2014). Assessment use by counselors in



18

the United States: Implications for policy and
practice. Journal of Counseling & Development,
92, 90-99.

Phelps. R., Eisman, E.J., & Kohout, J. (1998).
Psychological practice and managed care:
Results of the CAPP practitioner survey.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice,
29, 31-36.

Piotrowski, C. (2012). Research areas of emphasis
in professional psychology: Past and current
trends. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 39(2),
131-135.

Piotrowski, C. (1999). Assessment practices in the
era of managed care: Current status and future
directions. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 55,
787-796.

Piotrowski, C. (1996). The status of Exner’s
Comprehensive System in contemporary
research. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 82, 1341-
1342.

Piotrowski, C. (1985). Clinical assessment: Attitudes
of the Society for Personality Assessment
membership. Southern Psychologist, 2(4), 80-83.

Piotrowski, C. (1984). The status of projective
techniques. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 40,
1495-1502.

Piotrowski, C., Belter, R.W., & Keller, J.W. (1998).
The impact of “Managed Care” on the practice
of psychological testing: Preliminary findings.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 70, 441-447.

Piotrowski, C., & Keller, J.W. (1992). Psychological
testing in applied settings: A literature review
from 1982-1992. Journal of Training & Practice
in Professional Psychology, 6(2), 74-82.

Piotrowski, C., & Keller, J.W. (1989). Psychological
testing in outpatient mental health facilities:
A national survey. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 20, 423-425.

Piotrowski, C., & Keller, J.W. (1989). Use of
assessment in mental health clinics and services.
Psychological Reports, 64, 1298.

Piotrowski, C., & Keller, J.W. (1984). Attitudes toward
clinical assessment by members of the AABT.
Psychological Reports, 55, 831-838.

Piotrowski, C., & Keller, J.W. (1978). Psychological
test usage in southeastern outpatient mental
health facilities in 1975. Professional Psychology,
9, 63-67.

Piotrowski, C., Keller, J.W., & Ogawa, T. (1993).
Projective techniques: An international
perspective. Psychological Reports, 72, 179-182.

Chris Piotrowski

Poortinga, Y.H., Coetsier, P., Meuris, G., et al. (1982).
A survey of attitudes towards tests among
psychologists in six western European countries.
International Review of Applied Psychology, 31,
7-34.

Porteous, M.A. (1986). A survey of Irish psychologists’
attitudes towards tests. Infernational Review of
Applied Psychology, 35, 231-238.

Porto-Noronha, A. P. (2002). The worst and the most
common problems in the use of psychological
tests. Psicologia: Reflexao e Critica, 15(1), 1-12.

Rabin, A.l. (1986). Projective techniques for
adolescents and children. New York: Springer.

Rausch de Traubenberg, N. (1976). The projective
approaches in France: Ways and means. Revue
de Psychologie Applique, 26, 383-400.

Retief, A. (1987). Thematic apperception testing
across cultures. South African Journal of
Psychology, 17, 47-55.

Reynolds, W.M. (1979). Psychological tests: Clinical
usage versus psychometric quality. Professional
Psychology, 10, 324-329.

Schober, S. (1977). Attitudes toward and use of
projective procedures in clinical psychology today
by educational counselors of West Germany.
Diagnostica, 23(4), 364-372.

Sell, J.M., & Torres-Henry, R. (1979). Testing practices
in university and college counseling centers in
the United States. Professional Psychology, 10,
774-779.

Smith, D., & Dumont, F. (1995). A cautionary study:
Unwarranted interpretations of the Draw-A-
Person test. Professional Psychology: Research
and Practice, 26, 298-303.

Smith, S.R., Gorske, T., Wiggins, C., & Little, J.A.
(2010). Personality assessment use by clinical
neuropsychologists. International Journal of
Testing, 10, 6-20.

Sundberg, N. (1961). The practice of psychological
testing in clinical services in the United States.
American Psychologist, 16, 79-83.

Sweeney, J.A,, Clarkin, J.F., & Fitzgibbon, M.L. (1987).
Current practice of psychological assessment.
Professional Psychology: Research and Practice,
18, 377-380.

Tuma, J.M., & Pratt, J. (1982). Clinical child psychology
practice and training: A survey. Journal of Clinical
Child Psychology, 11, 27-34.

Tyler, B. (1986). Responsibility in practice: Some
implications of the BPS survey on test use.



Projective Techniques Usage Worldwide

Bulletin of the British Psychological Society, 39,
410-413.

Vaskinn, A., Egeland, J., Nielsen, G.H.,
&Hostmaelingen, A. (2010). Norwegian
psychologists’ use of and opinions on tests and
testing. Tidsskrift for NorskPsykologforening,
47(11), 1010-1016.

Wade, T.C., & Baker, T.B. (1977). Opinions and
use of psychological tests: A survey of clinical
psychologists. American Psychologist, 32, 874-
882.

Watkins, C.E., Campbell, V.L., Nieberding, R., &
Hallmark, R. (1995). Contemporary practice
of psychological assessment by clinical
psychologists. Professional Psychology:
Research and Practice, 26, 54-60.

Weiner, 1.B. (2005). Rorschach assessment in child
custody cases. Journal of Child Custody, 2(3),
99-119.

Weiner, 1.B. (1997). Current status of the Rorschach
Inkblot Method. Journal of Personality
Assessment, 68, 5-19.

Weiner, 1.B. (1983). The future of psychodiagnosis
revisited. Journal of Personality Assessment,
48, 451-461.

Weiner, |.B., Exner, J.E., Jr., & Sciara, A. (1996). Is the
Rorschach welcome in the courtroom? Journal of
Personality Assessment, 67, 422-424.

19

Wittkowski, J. (1996). Current status of the Rorschach
technique. Diagnostica, 42(3), 191-219.

Wood, J.M., Garb, H.N., Lilienfeld, S.O., & Nezworski,
M.T. (2002). Clinical assessment. Annual Review
of Psychology, 53, 519-543.

Wood, J.M., Lilienfeld, S.O., Garb, H.N., & Nezworski,
M.T. (2000). Limitations of the Rorschach as a
diagnostic tool: Areply to Garfield (2000), Lerner,
(2000), and Weiner (2000). Journal of Clinical
Psychology, 56, 441-448.

Wood, J.M., Nezworski, M.T., & Stejskal, W.J. (1996).
The Comprehensive System for the Rorschach:
A critical examination. Psychological Science,
7, 3-10.

Yama, M.F. (1990). The usefulness of human figure
drawings as an index of overall adjustment.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 54, 78-86.

Youngstrom, E.A. (2013). Future directions in
psychological assessment: Combining evidence-
based medicine innovations with psychology’s
historical strengths to enhance utility. Journal of
Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 42(1),
139-159.

Ziskin, J. (1995). Coping with psychiatric and
psychological testimony, Vol. 2 (5th ed.,Challenging
personality testing: the Rorschach & other
projective methods, pp.823-884). Los Angeles,
CA: Law and Psychology Press.

Chris Piotrowski, University of West Florida, USA, Email: cpiotrowski@uwf.edu



