TABLE 4.1 Prosand Cons of Projective Tests

THE PROJECTIVE DEBATE

CON

Less structured format allows clinician greater flexibility in
administration and interpretation and places fewer demand
characteristics that would prompt socially desirable responses
from an informant.

The reliability of many techniques is questionable. As a result,
the interpretations are more related to characteristics of the
clinician than to characteristics of the person being tested.

Allows for the assessment of drives, motivations, desires, and
conflicts that can affect a person’s perceptual experiences but
are often unconscious.

Even some techniques that have good reliability have
questionable validity, especially in making diagnoses and
predicting overt behavior.

Provides a deeper understanding of a person than would be
obtained by simply describing behavioral patterns.

Although we can at times predict things we cannot understand,
it is rarely the case that understanding does not enhance
prediction (Gittelman-Klein, 1986).

Adds to an overall assessment picture.

Adding an unreliable piece of information to an assessment
battery simply decreases the overall reliability of the battery.

Helps to generate hypotheses regarding a person’s
functioning.

Leads one to pursue erroneous avenues in testing, or to place
undue confidence in a particular finding.

Non-threatening and good for rapport building.

Detracts from the time an assessor could better spend
collecting more detailed, objective information.

Many projective techniques have a long and rich clinical
tradition.

Assessment techniques are based on an evolving knowledge
base and must continually evolve to reflect this knowledge.

Source: Frick et al. (2010), with kind permission from Springer Science+Business Media B.V.





