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I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Subjects (Ss) to whom the Rorschach test is adminis-
te:ed,usually give af.least one or two texture (c) responses,
“that is, :csponsescin which texture charéc£eristics arc ver-
balized:(KlOpfer,éet al,;l956). fSince the Rorschach cards:
themselves are two-dimensional ahd‘tactually uniform, §
makes his response on the basis oftwhatfhe sees .in these
cards, that.is,.onhthe‘basis of visual ‘stimuli. Yet the
tactile‘rcsponse itéclf requires no vision, stimulation
being_feceiVed.through skin receptors; it involves actual
contact with and differentiation of surfaces havihg varying
tactile characteristics, involving some element of three-
dimensiohality, howevef.limited. ‘Were all.sur%aces com-
pletely‘two—dimensional, the:worldzwould_be uniformlyjsmooth;
textire would cease to be a relevant déécriptive;diﬁcnsiohv
‘of;éxpérience. - The occufrence'of Ehe:ﬁcrschacﬁ £e2turevre-
spbﬁscAsuggests;that:tactile and.viscal characteristics of
stimuli are very closely‘aSSociatcd witﬁ,onc anothcr, such

éssociationS‘ultimately'becoming sufficiently strong to
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permit v#sgal stimulation alone to elicit the texturg re-
spgnse in.ﬁhe absence of adequate tactile stimulation.

‘What factors might produce individual variations . in
texture responses‘tolthe.Rorschach test? One possible an-
swer is that ghere are variations in Ss' awareness of
textures.in,the,world,a;ound.them. A hypothetical individ-
ual who éomplétely lacked awareness .of textures could
hardly be expected tq,have formed.associaﬁions-between.the
visﬁél and tactile properties of objeéts. On the other
hand"a per;on‘hiéhly aware of, and requngive to, textures
might be ;xpected_to have‘formed,a large nhﬁbervof such
associations. Following this line of reaséning, the present
study wasAdesigngd to test the general hypéthesis that a
dimengion of awareness of textures, varying from individual
to individual, does exist, énd,that production of Rorschach
texéure rééponseé:is.to some extent a function (and measure)
of awarenéss of textures.

Associations produced in response tofunseen'tactile
stimuiatioh could be hypothesized toxbe reiated‘t§iaware—
ness of textures‘for similar'éeasoﬁs, Jusé’as a:taétually
non;aware person would fail tévform associations:ﬁetween’

tactile stimuli and the visual cues accompanying them, so
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he would fail to form associations between experience of
tactile sensations and the viéual characteristics of the
objeccs producing these sensations;'while the person highly
aware of textures might be e#pected.to have formed not only
strong associations between corresponding tactile and vis-
ual characteristics cf objects, but also a variety of ex-
periential éssociétions to given tactile stimuli. Both the
visual and the experiential types of association wccld be
pcedicted,to varf with>thellevél of awareness of textures
of the individual producing them. If.fhis be the case,
scores baced_upon‘a tally of number of'associations pro-
duced to a given set of.unseen tactile stimuli would be
predicted to correlate positively with production of texture
responses to the Rorschach; and the exictence cf such a re-
4lationship might be interpretcdcas confirming’the basic
‘assumption of a dimensioniof awareness of textures.

.This statement of the predicted relationship between
.RcrschachAtexture score and awareness of texture is of
ccursé considerably cversimpiified, Recogniiing‘this fact,
an attempt was made to consiacr‘some cther?variagiés which
migﬁt:influence thiS'relationship; with tﬁé intention of

incorporating into.the design of the experiment additional
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hypotheses thch ﬁight'lead to some clarification of the
roles-playéd\by thesé'variaSLes,

One such variéble which might be expected to.influ-
ence an S's awareness of textures would be the affect which
he associates with textures. Given two.Ss whose basic'ievel
of tactile awaréness.is comparable, but one of whom had come
to associate tactile experience in géneral with pleasant ex-
pe¥ience3fwhile the other:had not, it might:be predicted
that the first would tend to respond more readily to tex~-
tures ‘than would the second. On the other hand, a third §

- who had2dgveloped.unpleasant associations*to‘textu:eshmight
be predicted_to produce fewer responses than either of the
first two, either because he had come to avoid tactile ex-
perience and was thus less familiar with textures, or because
his ﬁnpleasant associations with textures had acted as an .in-
hibitoi toAﬁiS‘responsg production, A-rough.index of this
variable might be obtained by having Ss judge tactile stimuli
as ple;sanﬁtor unpleésant° |

Another variable relevéné to'awareness-of‘textures
might,ge ébility to discrimihaté between textures. Although
individual differenceé‘in physidlogicél capacity for sensing

textures doubtless exist, it may be that Ss are sufficiently
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homogeneous .in physiological sensitivity, or that thresholds
necessary for the dévelopment of awareness of textures as
postulated in this study are sufficiently low, to permit de-
velopment of such awareness .in all individuals. .On :the other
hand, -Ss having greater ability to discriminate between gra-
dations.of.afgivenltype of tactile. stimulus could also be
predicted tO»show;greétgr awareness of texture as indicated
by aésociations producea to tactile stimuli or'by number of
Rorschach texture responées éiven, on the grounds that their
greater sensitivity permits them a wider and mOre varied
range of tactile experience.

-Sex of S may also be a variable relevantvto,awéreness
of textures. It is possible that physiological sensor dif-
ferences -exist between men and women--alﬁhough, if so, these
differences may be sufficiently small as to have little or
no influence on tacfile awareness, for reasons similai to
those given above.regarding.physiologicaljéehsitivity in
general. Aside from possible physiological‘differences, how-
:éver, men and-women may resédnd.différently to texéures on
‘the baéis of ‘attitudes culturallyjpééﬁittéd them or expected
Sf thém. .For example, such expéétatiéhé might.permitAwomen

to make texturally based responses which are not permitted
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to men,.thus increasing'the probability of texture responses
among women.:.Conversely,vexpression of awareness .of textures:
might be cultﬁrally;inﬁibited in one. sex group, thus diminish-
ing .the likelihood of texture respénsesAfrom membefs of that
group. Whichldireétion such .cultural sex differences might
take would be hard to say: for'example; observation suggestsf
.that women are more concerned with textures of fabrics such
as are found,in clothing, but also that many men may be high-
ly aware of texturesvaSSociated Qith.f;nishes of objects such
as are produced in woodshops, etc.

S's willingness to verbalize responses once he has
_formulated_them.may'also,influeﬁce Rorschach texture response
andwprpduction‘of associaﬁionswtomtactile stimuli as 'indi-
cators:of:awareness of textﬁfe (see Gordon, 1959)° Both
affect associated with textufes and‘possibie cultural sex
differences may influence willingness.to:verbalize responses
as weli as influencing'awaréﬁess éf textures:itéelf; in fact,
it .is very'pos%iblé'that some part of the influence of these
féctérs-iﬁ a stud§ sﬁéﬁias fhis‘oné'may occu% through varia-
tions.in.willihéﬁéss:to verbaiizélresuiting from them.

.Many sfudies-ﬁave been feported“relating‘to.the Rorscﬁach

texture response. .However, nearly all of these studies have
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approaéheq.thé texture response from the point of view;of the
~interpretive hypbtheseS‘attacheduto this response, rather than
_fromzthe-péint of view of the response as-a'perCeptual phenom-
enon. A study by Ainéworth-ana:Kuethe.(l959) seems most di-
reétly‘relevant to the present study. Attemptihg-to explore
théuassumption-that shading‘on”theﬂRorschach evokes a "contact
sensation", Ainsworthiahd_Kuethe hypothesized that the re-
sbonse,to-texturé on the Rorschach should be related to.the
way -in which an;gwresponds to the textured qualities of ob-
jécts;in everyday life. To test this hypothesis, a texture
sorting test was devised‘which-wa;:intended.to,incorporate
the following=vafiable5'of the formulation of the Rorschach.
shading;responsé: ;ka) the ability'to.discriminate differ-
‘ences 'in shading; ~(b) the iﬁterpretation of a visual
stimulusvcompleX‘in terms of a tactual concept; (c)‘ the
formation of ‘a texture concept,.in terms of the ihtegration
of features of-blot confbur and éhading, indicatiné’that:the
person not only ﬁerceives:téktgre,buf‘uses the variable of
texture as a basis for Crganizinékhis experiencefin.éoncept-
ual'terms}.fahd,(d) spontaneou57vérbéliéation thaé’shading
was a determiﬁant.bf the concept." Their results Qenerally

confirmed their hypothesis for hospitalized Ss but not for



normals.

‘The central hypothesis of the present study was like-
wise concerned with the relationship between the way 'in which
a person responds to Rorschach shading and the way in-which
‘he responds to the textured qualities of tangible objects:
fin.everydéy-life, However,,the.approach-in.this study em-
phasizedhfhe'assumption.that there is a basic awarenéss of
texture which‘may vary ‘in strength .from .individual to.inai—
vidual, that~Ro:schach texturé-réspdnseS'may be cohsidéred
one measure or-indicétor of such awareness, .and ﬁhat other
measures of response to textured qualities of objects will
of necéssity-be related to Rorschach texture responses if
the assumption itself is valid. In this study, no attempt
was made to prepare a task which would reprbduceLthe charac-
‘teristics of the Rorschach texture fégponse;_visual cues were
eliminafed.ffbmfthe tactile tests, and,fqrmulation of a tex-
ture concept was not required.

In.summary,'thefspecific hypotheses.teSted4in,this study
included the following:" |

1. Productivity of associations to unseen tactile
stimuli is positively related to productivity of Rorschach

texture responses.
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2,: .8s ‘'having predominantly pleasant associations to
tactile stimuli will differ'éignificantlyjin.production of
fexture~fespohsesifrom*§§;having predominaﬁtly‘unpleasant or
neutral associations.

3. . Scores-on a ‘test of tactile discrimination are
:poSitivelyﬁrélated to ProduCﬁion of ‘Rorschach texture responses.

4. ,Malé_and,feaaié-§§ will;differ significantly ‘in

responding  to . tactile stimuli.



.II. PROCEDURE

Apparatus. .For ﬁheipurposes of this study, a measure
of tactile‘sensitivity eliciting‘respbnseS‘based solely on
.taétile;stimulation was desired. iThe apparatus uSedwin<the
tactile tests should be arranged so as to eliminate visual
cues‘tovg, so as to pro&ide as :little extraneous tactile stimf
uiationvaS'possible,'aﬂdiso-as to hold the element of extrane-
ous stimulation constant. .In'additiqﬁ,‘this?apparatus should
be comfortable for ‘S and should permit ‘the experimenter (E)
to have a clear view;éfgg_at all times. A modification and
enlargemént:of.the<Stoelting'mirrqr-drawing‘apparatus was se-
lected as'best~fulfilling these requirements.. (éee Fig. 1.)
_The apparatus was congtructed of 3/8"-plywood;and_finished
with black enamel.

 ihe téctilé-sﬁimuli were mounted on a 5" x 5 x:3/8"
woodenabl§c£’t§‘which;é 3/4" WOodéﬁ edge frame was éttached.
.The”edgé %r;més,were also.finisﬁééTQith smooth black enamel.
 Stimuli were prééented'by placing the pre;ared{blocks.in.the
frame provided for thatzpurpoéejonﬂthe apparatus ‘baseboard.

‘10
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.The tactile stimuli themselvesuwerevselectéd,to.fulfil;
the following'requirements: durability; suitability'tq the
manner of preparation,(mounting onrwoodenAblécks);;absence
of characterigticsvwhich»might modify;the condition of :8's
recepﬁors (as coating with powder);ﬁand‘Stability of charac-
te:istics;(wét;substanges dry out).

The stimuli for the association test included the fol-

lowing:
raffia mat section .cowhide
plastic glass screening
steel wool rubber mat _
sponge rubber ‘fleece (wool, artificial)
heavy wool fabric balloon rubber over sawdust

These stimuli were selected from-a total of 15 whi¢h 
‘had been tried out ‘on the basis of responses of 10 pilot
se. §

.For the discrimination test, the criterion of avail-
ability of,several gradations of a readily obtainable sub-
.stance was ad&edvto the list of requiréments. .The following
substances were selected: (1) four sémples of unfinished
uleather-selected ffom?a total of 10 poSsibilities on .the
basis 6£ jﬁégeék rétings*of'similéri£y; iz)i féur‘similarly
selected samples of péﬁer, 20#-Cascadé:3uberwhite bohd,“la#

Cascade Supeiwhitenbond;ulG#fleaderAbond,ﬁand_6# manifold
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paper; and (3) 3/0, 4/0, 5/0, and 6/0 - weight sandpaper.
gubjects. As:pfe&iously stated (see Chapter I), will-
ingness :to verbaiize concepﬁé;isjone factor which 'is recoé—
nized as .influencing.obtained verbal respohsés;inAtests such
as those being used in this study. Assuming that.oné e1ement
in obtaining verbalizations  is ability to verbalize, .and
assuming, further, that ability to verbalize is.related to
scores obtained on tests of intelligence ‘and of verbal skills,
.some limited (if'unfortunatelf'unspecifiablg) restriétion of
variébiiity?of responses,dﬁe to vérbal;zation alonebmight be
achieved through preéselection of;§s,onathe basis of scores
.on tests of intelligence and verbal skills. . In addition,
,the;eJis some evidenge that:productionHOf‘téxture responses
‘to the Rorschach tends to increase aé:the total‘of all
Rorschach res;onses:incfeases,fa pfoductivity'funétionA(see
Wittenborn, 1950). .To the?egtentfthat thé assumpéions.stated
_above-ére valid, variability in number of.obtained Rorsch;ch
fexﬁure-respénseé shoﬁldAbe maximized‘by selecﬁing~§s‘from
the ‘upper ‘extremes offdistribﬁtiéﬁs of scores on verbal tests.
.Theﬁégtenéion of variable range resulting from such selection
would.incfeasevthe probability of'detecting‘existing;relaﬁion—

ships statistically. nsincé&the:purppse of this 'study was to
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determine whether predicﬁed relationships 0ccur'rather than
to specify their nature throughout a raﬁge of possible re-
sponsesfvsuch pre—se}ectionrwés:justifiable.,

.College entrénée examination scores were available for
most ‘introductory psychology'students. Primary»weight:ih
‘selection was giventthé éalifornia.cépacitnyuestionnaire
Language scores. .In addition, consistency of this score with
rtﬁe Non-language score'fromfthe same test was considered, and
other»verbal scores were checked. .CCQ 5cor§5“were available
for all.Ss selected; other verbal scores :available included
the Coopérative English Test Total Reading percentile,‘
American.College’Tests'ExpressiOn_percentile, and,the.College
-Qualification Test Verbal,pereenﬁi}e. .8's status as to trans-
-fer 'or non-transfer student on entrance and as to freshman
orAupperclassman.determineduwhich specific scores were avail-
able'for‘ﬁiﬁ.;‘Descriptive information for the selected group
,in r¢ference to thesé scores;is giﬁén.in.Table 1.

Of'ﬁhe total N of 54.Ss, 28 were members of an:honors
section.ih;introductoryfpsydhology. ‘The:remaindér Qére se;
lected from 5 other claééésfof'introductéry psydholggy students.

Method. .sténdard procedure waE;followed.inuiﬁdividual

administrétionlof the Rorschach test, following the recommendations
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Table 1. Percentile range and’medién’percentile scores of
54 participating introductory psychology students on
' five verbal tests

. Male | v Females

___Test ' N _Range Median N Range  Median
‘California !
Capacity - ,
-‘Language 27 95-99 %8 27 . 91-99 97
Cal. Cap.-- ‘ _
Non-Language 27 . 50-99 92 27 40-95 80
Cooperative
Englins Total
.Reading 14 30-99 80 21 38-99 68
American Col-
lege Tests
‘EXpression 11 27-97 78 18 14-97 88
coll. Qual. ’

.Test Verbal 12 . .50-99 90 10 ~15-99 60

‘of Klopfer et al (1956). The Rorschach protocols were.scored
for texture only, again following the analysis of Klopfer.
Protocols were independently scored by tWo judges, one of
whom (E) was a psychology graduate student, .and the other of
whom wasia practicing“clinical psychblogist at Montana State
Hdséiﬁél;”.Whep £he twb~judges'disagreea\as”toithe occurrence
or non—océﬁrrence of a texture responée, ﬁhe responsé was

eliminated from subsequent analysis. Where disagreement as
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to the category of texture response occurred (see discussion
of index 3 below), the scoring.of:the second:judge was used
because of her grgater'experiencefin,working;withfthe Rorschach.

Three indices”basedﬁon Rorschach -texture scores wére
used. .The major hypothésis.of this study required only that
an index based on .total frequency of texture‘résPénses<be
available. ,However,‘Rorsqhach~theoristsrhave suggested that
:the‘fole which texture plays .in the formation of the concept
(whether main or secondary) may require different.interbretar
~tions which might be reflected by differential weighting.
‘More relevant to this study is the facteﬁhat‘main.andvaddi—
tional scores'maygrepresent differing,degreeS“of awareness
of texture as reflected in the Roxschach test. Ainsworth and
_Kuethé (1959) made use of an. index which weighted texture
responses ‘according to the nature 6f the response, on the
baéis of clinical .impression of differential interpretative
significance. For comparative purposes, their ihdex was
:also,includedHin.thé preséﬁt study.

The three indices séie¢ted for use thus . included the
'féllbwihg: (1} ¥ Fc +'éF,fwhich-representS'simbie uﬁweighted
préductivity of texture responses; (2) an.index which accord-

ed main and additional SCOIeS'different weights by scoring
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T Fc + cF with main scores = 2 and_addiﬁiénais;= i; and (3)
the Ainsworth and.Kuethe index which is~based.ontfhe follow-
ing ‘weightings:
Main,Séores
£Soft-texture 6

‘Rough texture, smooth texture,,three—
dimensional carved or modelled surfaces 4

‘Transparency, achromatic representa-

‘tion of chromatic color, and use of
shading to give a differentiated

_pattern . 12

,Additiénal_Scores

..:One-~half the value assigned to main scores of
‘'similar nature.

-Two éééimateS'Gf'reliability'of"Rorschaqh scores ‘were
obtéined. .The first, .involving percentage agreement between
?£W01independent scdfers, showed 82,3%~agreement as to oc-
currence of texture'responses,Aand}77.6% agreementzas:to
.category of'rggponse for:indéx-S. |

‘.Since computatiops were to be. based on.rénks.of:§syon
each indéx,‘three sets of séoresffor'each index were obtain-

- ed and ranked. ' The fifst set-was~baséd.on.theforiginal scoring
,éf:judge 1; the Seéohd.waS‘basedAon:the original scoring of

judge 2; and the third represented scores as ‘they would be
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used .in .further computations. .These three Sets of scores
were intercorreleted usingvSpearﬁan;s.rank—order correlation
Trgi results are reporteduih.Tablef2; 1mhe vélues‘of :sAre—
‘ported in:Table'Ziindicate a satisfactory level of interjudge

reliability.

‘Table 2. Spearman rank-order -intercorrelations.(rg) between

_comparative - ‘ranks of 54 .introductory psychology students
.on three indices .of Rorschach texture response; .as
.determined from original scorings of two .independent
Judges ‘and from pooled values used in- further

computatlons
Index of - :

‘Rorschach Judges .Judge 1 and Judge ‘2 and
_Texture 1 and 2 __Pooled . ‘Pooled
1 .91 93 .95
P ! .93 .95
3 Lol .93 .94

Inradministeriné:the tactile_seneitiQity;test,‘§iand}§
were;seated oﬁwopposite sides.of the apparatus with-thevperrow
:ape:the of’tbe épparatps:near~§, 5ﬁhe'foquﬁing instruetions
were_given: |

"Now, . I'm going to put some things.into.this box.
I want you to feel each .one, and then ‘tell me what ‘it
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reminds you of--anything and everything that it makes
'you “think of. Do you have any questions?"

The ten‘assoéiation stimuii were then presented, all
responses being recorded. 'The order of the'ten stimuli was
‘the same for all §s: 6rder was .determined by numbering the
stimuli from one to ten, then referring to a table of random
‘numbers. When S had finished responding to each stimulus,
E asked, "What does ‘that make you feel like?" and then, "Is.
‘it pleasant or unpleasant?", again recording responses.

.When all association stimuli were presented, E said:

"Now we're going to . do sométhing different. I

‘have some samples of different ‘kinds of paper. What

I'm going to do is put.them in the box for you. to feel

in sets of two. .In each case, .I want you to feel the

first. one; then when I give you the second, feel it

.and tell me whether 'it is .the same or different from:

:the first one. - There will be quite a few: different:

pairs. Now sometimes I will give you the same one

twice; other times, the second one will be different
from -the first. So be sure to.feel them very careful-

- .ly, so you:can tell me whether they're the same or
different. Do you have any questions?"

When présentation-of the paper samples was completed,
.E said;f"Nowrwe'll do - the same thing:again,_only_this:time;
we'll be using leather sampiés," Similar:insftuctionsipref—
aced the final set of sandpéper‘saﬁplés.

‘Reference stimuli were presented for 5 seconds, . inter-

stimulus :interval being approximately one second. To determine
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the order.of presentation of the discrimination stimuli, .which
“was the same for‘ail;§e,,thexsamplesuin.each-setAwere numbered
from one to. four. Aitable was;prepared ﬁaving four numbered
_ : : e \

rows;.within eachirow,.the reference number WES‘paired.in:se-
quence with each other number‘and”twice,with‘itself. Each
combination was~numbered,;£he second'self—pairing;being given
the number five. Using a table of.random:q#mbers,rthe~sequence
of pairs :was determined sepaxatelygfor'eéeﬁ row. Determinationi
of presentation orderAWithin each pair (reference-comparison
or comparison-reference) was made by‘randemly_assigning,one
of the two .conditions to the first appearance of each-combina—
<tion,ethenArevefsing:the order for the second.eppearance.of
the pair. .The same orderAtable was used for ell‘sete,of stimuli.
E attempted at all.times:tolkeep stimuli out of sight, ahdnto
avoid_afm'movements,whieh-might se;ve as 'a cue to cofrectg
.:response. | |

Association productivity (TA) was.estimated,byltallYing
,tdtal_associatiens-toﬁthe ten.asseciation stimuli. Three judges
“(E~énd,two other.pSYChology-gfeduate students) tallieq.total
.assécietibns;independently,5?a$ihg;judgments:on_a series of
previously develbped.criterie~which-were discussed by the judges

prior ‘to .actual scoring. These . criteria are presented in



21

Appendix A. Ss' ranks based on .the original tallies of
each ‘judge were intercorrelated, with results as shown in
Table 3. To determine working. indices, .agreement of two
of the three judges :as to number of responses to a given
stimulus waS‘fequired;;wﬁere none of the three judges
tagreed,'final scores were settled by discussion.

Table 3. Agreement among '3 independent judges in ranking

54 .Ss on number of associations produced in response

to unseen textures, using Spearman's rank-order
.correlation rg

Judges Ty
-1 and 2 .84
1 and.3 .90

r2,and“3 .87

To determine affect .associated with the tactile sfim-
uli, a weight of 3 was assigned to judgments of pleasant,
2 to néutralljudgments,.and;l,tohjudgments.of'unpleasant.
The sum of ﬁheéé'vaiues'for'all‘stimuli,wasfused_a5<pleas-
anfness%unpleasantnéss.indéx;(PU). Where -S had not given
a judgﬁeht of pleasant or unpleasant,. or was not sure, .a
value: of two waé*assigned;:where two opposing. judgments were

made to’the ‘same stimulus, the first judgment was scored.
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.Total errors on the discrimination test was used as
the discrimination score (TD).
.Rah'scoresvofléllugs on .all indices are presented in
Appendix B.
Table 4. . Score ranges,rmedian:scores,,and.modal scores
of 54 .introductory psychology students on three indices

.of response to unseen textures and three indices of
Rorschach texture response (c) '

Index Range _ Median ‘Mode
Association - 12~65 23 .19 and 20
Discrimination '5-25 13 13
Pleasantness~- :
unpleasantness 17-29 21 21

Rdrschach texture '
index ‘1 0-~17 2 1

RorSchach texture
index 2 0-29 3 1

Rorschach texture ‘ o
index 3 .0-44 .6 2

‘Table 4 presents-ranges)-medians,_énd.modal scores for
'allﬂgs'on each index.
Experimental design.bkgs,were assigned separétely:by

‘sex groups to one of two experimental conditions:;¢Cohditian
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A, .in which the tactile tests preceded the Rorschach; and
Condition B, in which Rorschach administration preceded
tactile tests. Simple'counterbalanced:order was used .in as-
signing :Ss to conditions.  Minimum .interval between.testing'
sessionSiwas.bne day, maximum . interval §ix days.

Upon completion of the final tésting'session,'g was
given a’questioﬁnaire to be filled out and returned. A
sample of the questionnaire isAincluaed.in Appendix C.

‘Statistical analfsis. Siegéi_(1956) warns:thét sténd—
ard parametric statistical procedﬁreS‘are not appropriate
fo; data . in.an ordinal scale. .Scores of Ss on:the<Rorschaéh
test may'pe ordered into an ordinal scale but not :into an
.interval ;cale: the same holds true for the other measures
<obtained.in,this study. Accordingly, nonparametric sta-
tistics were used in analyzing .the data obtained,in,this
study.

Whén<differehceS1between scores of two groups were to
be tested,.the Mann-Whitney U test or Wilcoxon's T was ap-

plied, as appropriate. Spearman's rank correlation rg was

‘used in estimating degree of relationship between indices.

Kendall's partial rank coerrelation- tat_;xy » was also used.
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.The .05.level of significance was required of statisti-
cal tests for accepting or rejecting hypotheses .in this study.
All values réported were corrected for ties, using.the appro-

briate corrections (Seigel, 1956).



III. RESULTS

Scores .on all indices were first compared, using.the
Mann—Whitney'ﬁ,test, to determine whether significant dif-
fereﬁces existed between sex groups within conditions, .or
between conditions within sex groups. . None of thése differ-
ences, . as reported in Table 5, was found to be significant |
:at:the;level.reqﬁiredlin‘this'study (.O5).

Accoidingly,,téstsvof'sigﬁificance were then computed
for combined.sgx:groups.by coﬁditions;aqd.fér combined con-
ditions by sex groups. As._indicated in Table é, §§iin.con—
dition A (tactile teéts:first) préduced.significantly‘more
associations .on the tactile productivity;t;st than did Ss
.in condition B; no other differences were found to.be sig-
-nificéht. On the basis of these,results,"further«analyses
.for-all.indices except the association test were computed
.uSing.éombined sexes ‘and .conditions; analyses involﬁing
.the assééiafibn test were done by.cohditions-A énde éeﬁa—
ffatély.

To determine whether~Réfschéch~texture respohsestvaried
;accoiding,tbzg's,judgments'of‘the.pleasantnesé.orﬂunpleaSantness

25
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Table 5. Values of U .obtained for comparisons of sex

groups within conditions A and B, and .conditions A and

B within sex groups, .for three indices based on Rorschach

texture response .and for three indices based on responses
to unseen textures.

Index A B M F

M-F ‘M-F A-B A-B
n;=n,=13 n;#n,=l4  n,=13 n,;=13
' ‘n2=l4 n2=l4
Tactile -
-Assoclations 82.5 67.5 55 65.5

M>F F>M ASB _A>B

‘Tactile Dis- ¢
crimination 72.5 68.5 .90.5 .65.5

M>F M>F B>A A>B
Pleasantness-
Unpleas. .78 85.5 74 65.5
' M>F ‘M>F B>A B>A
Rorschach
M>F M>F A>B B>A
‘Rorschach
Texture 2 66 ‘90 .80 90.5
; M>F M>F B>A B>A
Rorschach <
‘Texture 3 71 86.5 .89.5 86

M>F M>F B>A “B>A
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Table 6. Values of U .obtained in comparing scores on .three
‘Rorschach texture indices .and three .indices based on
response to unseen tactile stimuli by conditions
A and B .for cdédmbined sex groups and by sex
groups for combinéd cdnditions.

M~-F ‘ : A - B

nlf 26,'n2= 28 n,= n,= 27
M= 364 My= 364.5
,ﬁé%ﬁf. U  oyties z U eyties z
Tactile : : . B
" Associations 426.5 57.76 1.07 .494.0 57.64 .2.26%
' F>M A>B
Tactile Dis- ' B
crimination 434.5 57.55 1.22 .396.5  57.43 »57
M>F B>A
Pleasantness- B -
Unpleas. ©.398.0.57.40 .58 451.0 57.29 ..1l.52
M>F B> A
Rorschach ‘ .
Texture 1 401.5 56.80 . +65 385.5 56.89 .38
M>F B> A
‘Rorschach 4 _ _ -
| Texture 2 418.5 57.40 .96 387.0 .57.29 .40
M>F B>A
Rorschach
Texture 3 417.5 57.64 .92 .392.5 57.52 .50

M>F A>B

*Significant at .05 level of confidence
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of tactile stimuli (hypothesis 3), scores of high and low
~thirds of the total.group)aS'ranked'acgordiﬁg'to the P-U
index were compared using the Mann-Whitney U test. .The re-
sults of this comparison, together with the compafiéon.of 
each»of'these groups’with<the'mediumdgréup,;are presented
.in Table ‘7. .The high andlléwraffect.grdups did not differ
‘gignificantly from each other in.productibn of Rorschach
texture responses, nor did.either of these groups differ
;Tabien7-r Values of U“obfained in comparing High, Low,
~and Medium affect .groups (Pleasantness-Unpleas-
.antness :test) for production of Rorschach texture

response,-as:estimated'bygthree-indices.of
‘Rorschach texture.

Rorschach H-L H-M L -.M

Texture nyg= nr, nH==nM np= ny
Index = 18 =18 =18
p .133.0 .152.0 .119.5
L>H H>M L>M

2 +136.5 133.5 © -109.0+
L>H H>M L>M

3 - 152.0 141.0 :124.0
L>H H>M L>M

+Sighifiéaht'atA,lOflevel\of confidence
sigﬁificantly~from-the medium;affeétﬁgroup. However, it is

.interesting to notice that -the groups :consistently differ 'in
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the order of low >high> medium; .the low group is not only
more different from the medium group'than,ﬁromrthe,high-group,
.but -also produces a greater number of Rorschach texturefre—
sponses:than;either of the other two groups.
.Values.Of'rs-obtained,for scores on the tactile dis-
;crimination:testAand.the‘éhIEe‘indicesfof'Rorschach texture
‘response are presented:.in.Table 8. None of these correlations
‘Table 81':Spearman's'rankforder.intercdrrelations.of scores
on three indices :of Rorschach texture response :and three

‘indices ‘based on response to unseen tactile stimuli for
.54 -introductory psychology students.

- Association .test T™> P-U R-1 R-2
Cond. A Cond. B
N = 26 N = 28

Tactile

Discrimination -.10 .20

Pleasantness-

Unpleas. .10 -.17 .03

Rorschach

Texture 1 - 60 %% < 5T** .06 -.07
Rorschach : '
Texture 2 s 60%* s 49%* .02 -.05 .97*%*
Rorschach

Texture 3. NV YL 0L .00 .94%% ,97%

**gignificant at.the .0l level of confidence.
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was significantly'differentifrom zero; as measured by this
test, tactile discrimination was not related to production
lof Rorschach texture iesponses, However[,the measure -em-
ployed in this study was very. limited. It may be that in-
»dividual.differences.ih'actual‘phyéiological sensitivity to
texture are sufficiently small that they do not  influence
:awarenessAof texture; it may also be that this test:simply
'was not sufficiently discriminating;to-refléct:the differ-
ences which do exist.

Values.of'rs-foﬁnd,iﬁ‘relatiﬁg_association scores and
Rorschach texturéﬁséores~byrconditions'separately:are'also
réporteduin.Table-S. All correlations between these two
sets of indices were found,to»be'Significant beyond the .01
level of confidence, thus confirming . the major.hypotheSis of
this study.

Since it is .probable that Rorschach texture responses
tend to :increase as:t;tal response to:the Rorschach increases,
.it is possible to argue that production of textureiresponses
Ais;_in,part~at:least,.a functiqn.offpfbductivity,'dr willing-
ness of S to give réspénses9iﬁfa‘tés£'situatioho Such .a pro-
ductivity factor, .if operative, would more than‘likelyfaiso

affect number of responses to a .test such as the-association
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test, probably in chh~the same manner asvittwould_affect
the Rorschach. No'independent'index Qf'verbai productivity
as 'such was:avaiiable. However, .if this relatienship exists,
total‘number'of'responses:to;the Rorschach test might ‘be
considered an .approximate indicator of simple productiv;ty
~asif3e$<;hibited_bys_§_s.a .ifiso, an-additional analyses:testing
:the»relationshipretween association test scores and texture
:responses with total.Rorséhach respepses-held constant might
‘clarify the role played by'verbal.produc;ivity;in‘producing'
these results.

Total Rorschach responses were tallied for all Ss and
tested for differences between sekes'and.conditions.k.U
tests revealed no significant differences. Intercorrelations
of total responses, 3 Rorschach texture indices, and as-
sociations to .tactile stimuli were computed using Kendall's
rankiqerrelation tau,-with‘results?as reported in Table 9.
.Itiis,intefesting%that:Rorschach‘total_responsesiappear-to
be=more»closeiy-related to associations to tactile stimuli
than tb the indices .of Rorschach texture response. .The varia-
tions,féuﬁdﬁin.correlation.vélues obtained for Rorschach re-
spohse total with-the three:ihdices‘of'Rorschach-texture

‘might -be due to.the weighting procedures .followed in obtaining
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‘Table 9. Values of Kendall's tau obtained in correlating
three ‘indices of Rorschach texture, total Rorschach
responses, and associations to.tactile stimuli
by twe conditions. All values .corrected

for ties.
Associationltest Total Rorschach
Cond.A Cond.B Cond.A Cond.B
_ N = 26 N = 28 . N = 26 ‘N = 28
-Rorschach
-Texture
Index
1 .46** - 46** o 3T7%* ,20%*
2 45w .35 .32 L13%%
3 JAT** J32%% J2T** .10%:
Roxrschach

Total LAl ** C37x*

* Significant at :the ﬂ05-level,of confidence
*% -Significant at the .0l level of confidence

these index values, .since Ehé'Weiéhtings‘may.introduce or
'emphaéize elements notfnecessa#ily‘related to productivity.
.Unfortﬁn;tely/4né test:éf the significance of differences
tbétween-bbtéinedivalués of tau is avéilable;<it would be in-
téfésfing;tbfknow.Whether'any'of'tﬁerbserved.differences
reported in Table 9 did reach the- level of éiggificance:re—

quired.in ‘this étudy. .The -reported values wefé all
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signifiéantly different from zero. .To the extent that
Rorschach total response measures productivity, some portion
of the variance of both -Rorschach texture scores:and.aSSOCia-
"tion scores:can}be accounted for opzthefbasis of;productiv—.
ifyi

Using the values of tau reported.in Table 9, Kendall's
Apgrtiai rank correlationvtadxy.z was computed to estiméte
the co%ﬁelation between associations .and Rbrschach-texture
‘scores1withvtotal,RQrschach=reéponses;held.constant. Re-
sultS'are reported in-Table 10, :No test of the significance
Table ‘10. Estimated éorrelétion"between-associations to

unseen tactile=stimuli and three -indices of Rorschach
‘texture response with total Rorschach responses

--heldlconstant,.using-Kenda.ll's.tauxy z° All
values corrected for ties.
‘Association Rorschach Texture Indices
Test 1 2 3
Cendition A _
N = 26 .37 .37 .41
Condition B )

N =28 . -42 -33 -30

of this statistic .is available. 1However, the obtained
values suggest ‘that there is certainly at 'least a strong

'@ehﬂéngyffor association to texture and Rorschach texture
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scorgs‘to.covary'even.when.total Rorschach responses :are con-
troelled; .the relationship between :these two types of texture
response is apparently not solely'a~function.of productivity.
'Additional intercbrrélatiens'reppited in Table 8 in-
clude ‘those between~the'thxee taétile test indices and those
between the*threewindicés:bf:ROrschach»texture«response,
Values of rg obtained between the various}tactile test  in-
dices:;efe notafqund.t0>5é significantly different .from zero.
.As*mightibefexpected,,the three~indices:of‘Rorschach
texture response -proved to be highly related tp.oneﬂanbther.
.The obtained.values=suggest:that'§s would not ‘be expectea.to
differ significantly,inAscores,on the:3 .indices. As a
check, Wilcoxén'S'T was used to test the difference between
scores .obtained on the three Rorschach-indices, with results
as reported in Table 11. ‘None of the obtained differences
was found to be significant.
Responsestof.gs‘obtained4from.questionnaires;and;from
written reports on this experiment . are summarized briefly

‘in Appendix D.
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.Table 1ll. .Values of Wilcoxon's T .obtained in comparing
scores of subjects on Rorschach texture indices-l and
~.2,.1 and .3, .and 2 and 3 by sex groups within .con-
‘ditions, conditions within sex groups, sex groups
for combined conditions, and .conditions -for
‘combined sex groups. All values corrected
for ties.

Rorschach texture indices compared

Group ‘1 aﬁd.g -1 and 3 2 :.and 3

T N T N T N
_Eemales-A 6.0 7 27 10 21 9
Males—A' 17.0 | 9 5. 4 12 .8
‘Females—;B | 24.5° .11 27 .10 6.5 6
Mélésf-B 44 .13: .39 13 30 “D?:
Females-A+B  101.5 20 120 22 76 18
Males-A+B '100.0 25 118 23 .129.5 25
A-M+F 94 20 .114.5 23 123 22

B-=M+F 118.0 23 73.5 18 :126 22




IV, DISCUSSION ;

For groups‘similat to those tested in this . study, a-
wareness of texture does;not:vary'significantlyjaccording
,to'sex:of>§5 Both analyses of differences between male :and
female groups,.and analyses based on tactile discrimination
scores,,suggest.that:physiological sensor differenges:be—
tween=§5"mayfbe too .fine to be detecfedﬁby*the measures
:uséd”inzthiS'study,.or that théy may . be relatively home-
'geneousﬁin relation tofthe development. of awareness of tex-
tures. These ‘results also imply that -for these groups 'and
others ‘similar to them, socially defined attitudes:toward
expressing responses ‘to textures do not'prOduce differénces‘
‘between the responses of the two sex groups.

Two ‘peints may be relevant to this disqusSion of  find-
.ings. The first of these is that all Ss tested in ﬁhis.study
were selected on the basis of ‘high scores.on .tests .of intelli-
gence and of verbal skills;ﬁgndfésﬁone approaChes:the upper
.extfemeﬁfof.distributiohénof'intéiligence,.differéhces}between
<maleAand,fémale.§s,§end to become less clear-cut, i.e., males

36
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tend to exhibit more "fémininé"'attitudes'and‘intérest:char-
acteristiés. The second,pointtié.thatiwithin'a testing
. situation such»as:thap:employednin3this'study,~§§,in either
sex group mayrtehd to'set'asiae~inhibiting;attitudes‘and
.respond more freely ‘because theyhavevbeéﬁiinstructed,tozdo
so. .It would be:interesting. to obtain-§§' ratingsqu'a
variety of textures as 'masculine” or."feminine". Responses
of male and_female~grcupé;to'these:pre—rated.téxtures:might
then ‘be compared for Ss selected over the entire intelli-
-éghCeJéontiﬁuum;and_at:selected points of the continuumw

Althqugh’none of‘the relationships,obtained'with the
pleasantness—unpleésantness.index'proved to be significant,
the general tendencies observed .in thése data provide 'some
interesting;material upon which to speculate. The P-U
,index:itself»waS'extremely.crude; the folléwing points "in-
dicate some of its major weaknesses. (l) Considerably
greater differentiation between §s,.aS‘well,as'more»accu:ate
reflection of the actual affect associated with the textures,
mightﬁhave beenvpossible hadfgs-been.asked to=ratelaffect
'ass6éi3téd with given:stimﬁii'bnyé:séale‘of 1 to 9, orl to
v§. Many §s.exhibit¢d no particulér-affect:in.relafionv;o

the stimuli; others responded very strongly to.one or two.
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Some seemed to exhibit more définite affective reactions .to
,tactile'stimuli.in.géneral than did others. These differ-
-ences ‘were not-refleqted;by the index used in this study.

(2) Judgments of pleasantness-unpleasantness were very
difficult for some Ss to make. Some of the reasons given iin_
‘cluded absence -of affective_response to the stimuli, and un-
certainty as to the type of response desired. More informa-
tion about what Ss were responding to.when they -answered
this question would have been desirable, and might have been
included in-a questionnaire or incorporated into the test
‘session 'in the form of a brief 'interview following completion
of the tactile tests. (3) No pre-selection of stimuli was
made ‘in reference to a pleasantness-unpleasantness dimen-
sion, other than,a§certaininggin.a'pilot.study;that.pilot
.Ss' responses did vary. The information contained in

Table 4 suggests that included stimuli were restricted .in
the unpleasantness -dimension. .Ten neutral judgments would
‘have yielded‘a score of 20;*scores;ranged fromzl7;to 29 with
a median.of 21.5. .A much wider ?ariety of stimuli.miéht;be
teétéd“for-affect:associatibns oﬂ” several dimensions. .An
index ‘based on,such¢informatién.concerning;the elicitation

values of different categories of stimuli, as well as mean
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.or'st;ndard §.r2sponse-values-of these stimuli, would be
—conSiderably_mére.informative than ‘an-index such as that
used .in this study. (4) . The exclusion'of:many,categories
of tacﬁile-ekperience by;the requirements ‘set up -arbitrari-
‘ly for this.ﬁest~alsozlimited the value of this.index.
.(5) Finally, the lack of adequate reliability data on -this
index must ‘be considered in evaluating. the results obtained
on ‘the basis .of it. .This cautign applies :not only to the
:pleasantness—uhpleasantness:ihdex, but to.all the indices
used in this study.

iin view of the several limitations of the P-U.index,
. the tendencies observed for low, high, and.medium groups
;to-differ:in-that.order‘inﬂproductiﬁn.of'Rorschach~textures
perhaps ‘deserves :a second: look. .The weakness of the .P-U
.index may ‘be so'great'that‘this,tendencyjis-anzartifact
‘produced by unknown -facters. ,bnvthe other hand, a relation-
ship maY’exist'beiweénvthe P-U.index -and the Rorschach -in-
dices whichTis sufficiently_strong-to:permitieven'such-a
.gross éstimate‘as:that:used'in this :study to;deteét some
differences; further research pertaining to -this variable
:might.réVeal‘significant:relationsﬁips. If these results

‘aré‘meaningful,,affectzépparently,doeStinfluence:awareness
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of textures in thattboth~high.and”16w affect groups tend to
be more aware of textures as indicated by Rorschach texture
responses;;althouqh!ip this case one might also expect sig-
nificant relationships:to be:fOund between the P-U . index
‘and associations to textures. It:may"be-that:affec£:repre-
sents the influence of factorS'whicﬁ would focus S's
attention more to4textures;lthus'causing him to be more ready
'fo.recognizé andwrespondvtorthem. If so,5the«apparent dis-
crepancy -of results:cbﬁid be due in part io the fact that
‘the association test forces response to.textures, whereas
the Rorschach permits.§s.to selectztexture'aS‘a.basisffor
responding. -The~Rofschach-would thus reflect the infiuence
-of such.an:attention—focusing:factor,-whereaS‘the associa-
tion test would not. .The greater production of Rorschach
-texture-bethe 10Wfaffect.group}than‘by'the‘high:affect
group might. in this case suggest that negative affect .as-
‘sociated with textures:is a stronger attention-focusser
'thanuis.bositivemaffect..Thié seems-reasbnable;-iﬁ.behooves
-a.personﬁﬁhd abhors certain textures to be sufficiently
_cpnscious'of all textures 'in .order to.évoid.effectively'those
Which_he dislikes,Awhereas:respon&ing'positively to textures

;in .general would not necessarily necessitate or elicit 'such
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differentiation.

‘The tactile discrimination testfusedinfﬁhiS'study was
Aaléo severely 'limited. As previously mentioned,.only -four
values of each-df th:ee stimuli were used. . The arbitrary
klimitations‘set]by}the-apparétns used in thiS'study;limited
1the aVai1able S£imuius péséibilities; also, a considerably
‘larger number of-trials:wbuld-probébly“be necessary.in:order
to.detect:interﬁg'differences}réliably (théughuthe larger
part of -the tactilé test session was spent in administering
~the discriminatidnutést; evenfin.this:limited form). .Other
'modes.of:stimu1ﬁs présentation might -be more effec£ive in
:detecting;differences-and.might:also.be léSs restricﬁive.
.The failure of scores on the TD.index to correlate signifi-
cantly with either the Rorschach texture indices or the TA
index may have-been.due to this.ineffectiveness{of:measure-
~mentj40r,.aS'préviously'étated, other»factéfS'than sensory
'capacity may ‘be- the primary determinants of awareness .of
texture.

.The<pésitive'relafionShipsfdundlbetweenﬂassociation
[sébfeé“aﬁdlprodﬁctioh @ffﬁbrsdhaéh'texture1responses{supports
‘the assumption of the existence-of.a'dimensiqn of awareness

of texture, of which both associations to textures -and
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,Rorschachitexture-résanse are indicators. That these re-
sults ‘were probably -not due to .verbal productivity alone was
'evidenced;by‘values.of tauxy_z obtained between associations
to tactile stimuli and Rorschach texture,-withitotal:Ror—
-schachfyesponses;heldAconstant. ,In-evaluatingjthese-results,
one should remember that mahyiof'the criticisms,leveled
against the other tactile indices pértain as well to this .
one, e.g., restriction of stimuli by the demands of the
apparatus, restribtion.of'mQAeJof:response,_absence of in-
.formation.concerning theneffectiveness-of selected stimuli
.in'elicitiné'deéired,rgspohses,,and”lack'of reliability data.
In addition, Ss were a very highly ‘selected group.
.The~strong;relation$hip between tactile and visual
modes of perception, recognized as basic to the production
of the Rorschach texture -response (see Chapter I), . is further
attested to by the positive relationship .found to exist be-
tween associations to non-visual tactile stimulation and
.the occurrence of visual.Rorschach texture fesponse. Interest-
ingly enough, some .Ss responded to the tactile stimuli by
verbalizing concepts not necessarily -texture-related and for
which vision alone would have been the adequate - stimulus, i.

e. "that feels :as though it would be pretty", "that feels red"
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(or'gold, o?-brown,«etc.); One- S based discrimination judg-
‘ments on matching of-non—matéhing;viSﬁal."pattérns" project~-
-ed from textures. Another-g_repofted,that‘seeing;the room
;about;ﬁim had,inhibited his responses to tactile stimuli,
.and,suggested,blindfoldingt§§'during;administration”of the
tactile tests to permit freer responding. The occurrence
-of such'"visual sensations" in response to the tactile stim-
ulation might-be-interpreted as supporting;Klopfer'stassumpw
tion of a "contact sensation" in response to visual stimﬁli,
assuming the relationship is symmetrical (Klopfer, et al,
_;956). .Apparently the two modes of-responseS‘are so. highly
;interrelated.asito benlargelyjinseparable. ‘The relation-
ship is of course -complicated by the fact that the visual
response modé»is‘thé more general of the two--in all but-
blind Ss, any texture response could be -accompanied by visual
.Stimulation,;whereas:visual stimuli are not necessarily
;a¢compénied by‘tactile stimulation. Further investigation
.oflthe:ihterrelatithhiPsloftthese-perceptual modeS’shoﬁld
be productive.
,Froﬁ'his.assumpﬁionWOf the evocation of a .contact

'sensation" Klopfer (1956) goes on 'to assume that'thiS‘se@sa—

tion evokes :a need for basic emotional security.in -the
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-individual, bringing;out.tﬁe prevailing,emotional,response
to ‘this need in the life of the individual as an.influence
on the conceptual use of the shading stimuli. This study
provides no diréct.informatiqnjreleVant:to:these.further
asSumptions. _Hewever, since -awareness of textures apparent-
*-lyjaccounts;for-ataleast:part'of the variability in pro-
‘duction of the texture response,.furtherfinyeStigation.of
the awareness of texture dimension and:its personality cor-
relates should provide valuable information relevant to the
-interpretative-significahcélof the texture response.

Ainsworth and Kuethe, in the study mentioned earlier
(1959), fouhd.general support.for'the'hypothesis,that
,"sensitivity'to;texture-is,a_generalized characteriStic of
the individuél,vmanifestihgjitsélf-in,hisfrésponses‘both_to
the Rorschach -ink blqts~and to real objects" among hospital-
ized patientsfbut-notramonggnonﬁhospitalized4malef§s. ‘The
‘results of this :study, on.the other hand, confirm a similar
‘hypothesis  for non-hospitalized 'Ss of both sexes but pro-
vide no information reiating to hospitalized.Ss. .The apparent
diécrépanéy"bétwéén'the rééults.of the two studies for non-
,hospitélized,gs can probably . be accounted for -on the basis

.of the.differences'in method of testing the hypotheses, as
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described inAan.eaflier-section<of this report. .Differences
‘in subject selection techniques may also have contributed to
the discrepancies :in findings, since Ainsworth and Kuethe's
non-hospitalized Ss were 34 male university students in an
fintroductory‘psychology course,=with.no,further selection
Criteria méntiohed. A.replicatibn.of the present study
'using;hospitalizedfgs:would provide interesting comparisons.
‘both with Ainsworth-and'Kuethe's,finding-for;hospitalizéd
»§§'and with the results of this study for non-hospitalized
Ss.

.Some of the work being done in the area of cognitive
‘controls (typical individual patterns of perception, memory,
and thinking) may be}appliqable to the study of awareness of
texture as a variable.prqducing,the Rorschach.texture re-
‘sponse. For. example, the cognitive control "scanning" is

" desecribed as active searching of the perceptuél Or memory
‘field, with resuiting greater awareness not only of stimuli
relevant to thé scanner'siiﬁtentions;but of other stimuli
as well. (See Gardner, 1959). E's impression, confirmed
.somewhat»byvverbalizgtions of some Ss .in questionnaireszand
post-session conversations, .was that:responses;to-textures

tended to be much ‘less clear-cut than responses to -.visual
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stimuli, a51thdugh_tactile responses=were-aaseconda£y‘or
‘peripﬁeral mode 6f'percepti¢npasfcompgred to~vision. .Con-
-sideration of theﬂrelative‘efficiencies-ofAthe two percept-
ual modes makes . .this seem reasonable, .Vision,appears,to'be
the more efficient basis  for responding to.the world, since
»it.permits'recognitioh.notvonly,of texture but of form and
coler, since-it does not require physical contact, and since
it can transcend distance. .If thevtaCti;e~résponseAis.in-
deed secondary to vision, and if the scanning,céntrol
applies:acrOSS'péQCeptual modes-as well as within a given
:mode,»one:might:prédictzthat séanners.would.be.more awafe of
textures ‘than would non?scanners, and thus would produce
more-Rorschach texture responsestthan:wpuld'non-scanners.
It would.be~intéresting,.tao, to investigate the. hypo-
‘thesis. that awareness of texturefis:but Qne:aspect'of a
general iésponsiveness,;or tendency'té be=a&are of'a variety
of types of stimuli in the environment, and that this re-
<sponsivéness:varies:inﬂdegree from -individual to individual.
For example, aihighly”responsive indiyidual.might, in
addiﬁiénr.tOvbéihgfaware of tektureﬁ,.bé*morejhighly‘aWare
~ofvcolors-and,huances:in_hues:thantwould the less responsive

individual. On this:assumption, a series of hypotheses might
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‘be formulatéd pertaining}to;Rorséhachiresponses‘other than
utéXture:;these»would4dea1.both with the producfion of the
responses themselves and with the relationships between the
perceptual factors producing various catégories.of responses.
xInvestiéatioﬂ of such hypotheses would.bear.no direct re-
lationsﬁip to the traditionalvinterpretative»hYpothesis
associated,with~categoriés of.Rorschach-respohses;,it would
nqnetheless:bé of value ‘in supplementing,thevbody of tested
information<pertainingjto,factorsfrelev;nt.to the production

- of such responses.



V.  SUMMARY

This study was:designediio,test ﬁhe general hypo-
thesis. that Rorschach texture‘responses,<and other types
of texture responses as well, arezih‘part a function,.or
measure, -of a7dimension-of:éwareness of texture which
»v;ries;fromsindividuai to individual. .Specificaliy,fit
.was'predicted.thattproductivity of associations:to,tactile
=stimuli_is'pasitively'related.to productivity,of.Roréchach
texture responses.-‘In addition,,it was predicted (1) that
 §§;having;predom?nantly'pleasant;associations:tostactile
rstimﬁlivwill.differ significaﬁtly;in-prOQuction”of texture
:responses;fromf§s;having;predominantly ﬁnpleasant or neutral
.aSSOCiations; (2) that{scores.on:a festzof tactile dis-:
crimination are-positively related to production .ef Ror-
-scﬁaéh'texturefrésponses;;and - (3)- thatimale<and”fémale1§s
:will.differ:significantly_in-résponding;t0=téctile stimuli.

Fifty-four. introductory psychclogy students 'selected
on the basis.of high scores on.tests of verbal ability. were
tested with the ﬁorschachuand with. a test of responses to

48



49

unseen tactile stimuli,  including associations to such stimu-
1i, -judgments of their pleasantness or unplsasantness,,and
.judgments :as ‘to whether samples of an unseen tactile stimulus
were the same or different. _No~significant:sexAdifferences
were :found for any -index, .nor ‘did production of Rorschach
texture résponseS'vafy with'tacﬁile discnimination.as tested
.insthiS'study. Ss tested with the tactile tests-preéeding
~the Rorschach test produced significantly more associations
to tactile -stimuli than did.Ss to whom the-Rorschach was
‘administered first. . No significant:differenceslinARorschach
texture responses were found between high, medium, and:low
‘groups ‘on the pleasantness-unpleasantness .index; however,
. the tendency.of these grouﬁsito.fallvin the order low >
‘high>medium may indicate the probabil;tysof a relationship
'worthy,of»fusthér investigation,
.Associations'tb.tactile~stimuli and Rorschach texture
productivity correlated positively, confirming ‘the major
hypothesis of the study. Total Rorschach responses were
found to correlate positively with both types.of’texture
-féSpbnses;‘suggestingfthat-tﬁéhobsérveésrelatioﬁship‘is.in
part a-function of<verbalvproductivity, .HoWeVer,,valuesAof

tauxy.z4obtained.betweéh Rbrschach'texture~responses=and
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associations to texture with total Rorschach responses
held constant indicate that verbal productivity alone -does
-not~acééunt for the obtained.results.

Weaknesses of the tactile tests used were pointed
.éut, and some suggestions for additional.research_were=made,

This-study pertéins:onlyjindirectly;tovtraditional
interpretative hypotheses associated with the Rorschach
‘texture response; although-the rgsults;appear to,provide
=someisupporttfor»Klopferﬁs:asSumpfion of the occurrence -of
.a "contact ‘sensation" in responding‘téxthe Rorschach test.
However, additional studies . of the factors:involvéd in pro-~
-ducing Rorschach respbnsesxwould'be of.considerable value
-in providing. information upon which~evaluation'of intérpre?

tive hypotheses might ‘be based.
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eInstructions:to tactile test judges

. Read these instructions carefully before beginning.
~If you have any questions,. or if the criteria are not clear,
do not go on until you have discussed the problem with me.

The . question you will be answering.in judging these proto-
cols:.is, "How many different responses or associations did
this subject give for this particular stimulus?" In general,
the associations are clearly separated,.and you will simply
~count the number and enter it in the appropriate place on the
data sheets provided. For:the cases where separation .is net
clear, the following. criteria may be helpful.

1. What is wanted is the number of discrete associations
produced.

a) "If a subject verbalizes the same response more
“than once, .it is .counted only once.

.b) Two similar or approximately equivalent associa-
tions will be counted as one-association. "A wool coat or
‘a wool jacket" would be considered as ‘a single -association.
‘The manner or verbalization may help sometimes :in judging
whether or not the subject differentiates between his re-
sponses oOr considers them about the same.

2. .Generalizations and examples.

.a) If S gives several examples-and then gives a
generalizatlon that .includes them all, the examples are
counted but the generalization .is not (provided, of course,
‘that the examples are discrete responses). Example: “A
furry doll. A teddy. bear. .Stuffed animals 'in general.'
Count -2. (This . is very near being a case of 1lb above.)

"b) If S gives ‘a generalization and then cites cases
of it, score only one. Example: "Rubber surface,. like in
rubber shower mats, drain mats, and things like that."

c) Sometimes S may give a geéneralization and several
other responses which ‘are related but which are according
‘to ‘other criteria separate. These-cases are hard to dis-
tinguish-from 2a ‘and 2b above, and are fairly rare. . How-
ever, .if in some cases you feel that the generalization is
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actually ‘a separate response3from;thoée following or pre-
ceding it, score it separately.

3. More abstract responses such as "It feels .dirty",
"It feels like it has pretty colors", or "It would have a
practical purpose" are counted as ‘associations. -

4. Descriptions. Simple descriptions .of stimulus charac-
teristics will not be counted. . Here again, verbalization

may help yqu.to‘judge; ~§Sawerefanswéring'the question,

."What does it make you think of, or remind you of?" 'If

they respond, "It is woven", do not score.  "Something

"woven", score l. Responses such as. "It is threatening"

are counted; this .is not part of enumeration of physical
tactile characteristics of the stimulus. .The numbered list

of stimuli may be a handy reference -in deciding whether or

not the response pertains only to the physical characteristics.

5. The pleasant-unpleasant judgments are not counted. §
may go on to give additional associations :after this judg-
ment; . these will be counted. Responses to. "How does it
make :you feel?" will be counted, .if they qualify as separate
associations according to.the other criteria.  These responses
‘follow F in the protocols.
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Raw 'scores of 54 .introductory psychology students .on 3
indices based on response to unseen tactile stimulation

Group ~Tactile test indices  Rorschach texture indices
TA TD PU 1 2 3

Females, Cond.

Cond. A - _
CcCh 34 13 17 5 7 .13
‘BC 25 14 21 2 4 10
. CCR 57 -18 ‘19 1 1 3
JD .32 18 23 7 .9 16
‘RF 16 ‘14 21 1 1 1
KH 20 .13 27 0 0 0
SH 27 6 22 1 1 2
FH 34 13 21 3 4 6
BL 29 12 28 2 3 9
BN 36 12 21 4 5 13
SS 21 15 23 0 0. 0
JS 23 19 22 1 2 6
-JT 27 13 .20 6 8 12
Cond. B
PA 24 10 .21 0 0 .0
EB 43 .9 22 5 6 12
‘LB 24 12 20 1 2 2
BB 28 11 21 4 4 9
MC 20 112 23 2 4 10
MD 29 17 22 1 1 1
NH 21 .22 22 0 0 0
PK 33 ‘5 21 6 7 13
PL .37 .10 .25 7 11 27
MM .19 13 22 1 1 1
‘MO 22 13 29 6 9 17
BP 14 12 24 0 .0 0
DR 19 25 24 . 4 7 12
'SR 17 15 25 1 1 1
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Group Tactile test indices Rorschach texture indices

TA TD PU. S 2 3
‘Males
Cond. A , _
RA 14 10 21 1 2 2
BB 23 10 24 2 3 9
JB 20 .15 19 2 4 -10
GB 15 22 24 1 1 2
MBR 63 23 18 6 10 21
PD ;38 21 26 1 2 2
HF 17 .18 21 1 1 2
CG 44 .10 28 6 8 17
DL 37 18 23 17 29 44
UM 21 ) 22 1 1 2
.BO 133 16 20 6 -9 14
DR .33 10 19 2 3 3
DS .35 18 24 5 7 11
Cond. B
JA 19 20 .25 1 2 -4
BB ‘19 11 23 3 5 9
BBO 14 14 24 .0 0 0
MBO 20 12 23 4 4 12
LD 17 13 23 2 2 4
BF 12 .9 24 1 2 6
‘DH 27 18 ‘19 -3 3 3
DK .65 18 26 4 7 12
.CM 222 .16 29. 2 3 5
FN 19 13 23 1 1 2
DO 27 16 ‘19 4 8 16
GO ‘13 18 19 2 4 8
GT 26 22 © 25 4 8 18
DVS 20 11 22 2 2 4
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.Questionnaire

Name: - . __Date Filled out:

Please answer these questions as soon as possible, -while the
sessions are fresh in your mind. Be as explicit as you .can.
.If .you need more room, write on the back of this sheet, la-
belling your answers. When you finish, return this question=-

naire to Ellen .Strommeri, JD 210.

1. What relationships do you think there ﬁight'be between
what you have done in the two sessions?

2. ‘Was .it relatively‘easyxor hard for you to respond when
feeling the test surfaces? How do you account for its being
.easy or hard?

3. .On the "Same-different" test, what factors helped you
decide whether surfaces were the same or different, besides
their texture? Were there any characteristics that helped

you to identify certain surfaces, .such as irregularities,

sound, etc.? ' ‘ ‘

4, Do you .enjoy touching or handling things just because
you :like the way they feel? Please given an example or two.

5. ‘What kinds oﬁitextﬁ:es,do you. like? Disliké? Are
there any surfaces that you react to very strongly, either
positively or negatively, primarily -because of the way they
-feel?
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6. What are -some texturés;that<yqu_find“interesting? Un-
interesting? -What characteristics do these textures have
that make them interesting or uninteresting to you?

7. Any other comments?
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Responses .of .Ss on Questionnaires and Notebooks

In addition-to the questionnaire previously'mentioned,
_reports on .this éxperimenttprépared,by participatingﬂgg.who
were membersféf'tﬁe honors section of,introductory'psyéhology
ﬁere also‘ﬁaée available to E. The following,geﬁeral sum-
mary of .Ss' respénses1combinesuinformation taken from both
-sources. “

- In describihg.the’relationshipvbetweenAthe two experi-
mental.sessions,fgs_fell.into.two major groups: . those who
thought ‘the experiment was designed to study modes of per-
‘ception, either as.comparative ability to perceive stimuli
presented to differing_pe;geptual‘receptors,.or.as compari-
sons .of fesponses;to different types of stimuli; and those
who thought .the sfudy was .concerned with-persdnalitf pro-
‘cesses, either the establishment.of the tactile test as a
pérsonalityjindicator‘or the study of responses to. the two
.tests as détermiﬁed,by_or detecting personality chérééteris-
tics. :Other suggestedvrélatioﬁshipsiincluded:' studf_of
imagery evoked by two . types of stiﬁuli; study_of "mental pro-

cesses"; both tests . involved associations, both testS*requiré
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concentratiop; Study of the meaning acquired by neutrél ob-
jects :as a result of past experiences,

'The majority of:§s.stated”that the test surfaces were
easy ‘to respond to, giving fémiliarity of stimulpg_materials
~as:th; reason5in-mOst caSes. .Other':éégénS'mentionéd“in—‘
cluded: vg_ﬁad a good”imaginatioh aﬁdhfoundﬂit,easy to. form
-associations; . the tests required no'complex'brainwork;xthe
textures Qere Qafied and interesting; .S let himself go;.irreg-
ulériﬁiesfin.the £est.sﬁrfacés,facilitated,responding_in.the
same-different:tests.'.§§ reporting,thatzthey-found the test
‘hard to respond to generally (though not'always) referred to
specific portions of the test. Reasons given for finding:
the £estin§ hard”included.unfamiiiarity,qf the task;.S was
.afraiajhe would looek éilly_o¥ foolisﬁ;,it takeé"longer:to
srespond.to'an-obﬁect.byvtquh'than.by'sight; the stimﬁii
.could”feprésent:too many“things;:the paper samgles were dif-
ficult.té'discriminate bécause they were éo simiiér: the fin-
gers'bécame numbedAby.the sandpaper samples -in the same-
differenﬁ:tést{(mentionedlby'thrée~§§,as.a comment on the
téctilé tests -in general) ; the aSsociatidﬁ stimuli.afoused
no particular affect,iméking,ﬁhe pleasant-unpleasant. :judgment

difficult. The few¥§s'having,mixed'reactions.in geheral stated
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that it was easy to respond at first but that once a con-
-cept,had'beenideyelopeduit.inhibitéﬂ.the formation of other
concepts; or that ease of response varied‘with-stimulusv
familiarity.

‘Faétorswaiding Ss.in makinghéiscriminations;between
.the‘tactiie stimulilincludeddthe following: :irregulérities
‘in the paper and leather‘samples,,SOunds‘;ésociated.with
the sandpaper and somevoflthe‘pape:,_vgrying;céarseness of
the:sandpéper,‘detectable irregﬁlaritiesfinuthe blocks be-
neath the stimulus, irregularities of the inner edge of thg
attached,wooden.fréme,,projectéd mental images .of the refer-
ence surface ("light-dark patterns") whiph;hust.be matched
mbywthe-éomparison'surfacé,.the feeling of'scraping,a_fingei—
nail across the stimulus, associationé.with-past experience.
One-§ stated that he locked for irreqularities but .found
none; two specifically statéd.that sound was not a help;
seven~stated,tha£.they'used_texturelaloneAin.mékinggthéir
judgments; ‘The descriptions of some of the "irregularities"
'used”in»méking‘discriminétions was rather intriguing, as for
example the:“nap"'or hairs on :the léather,;the gfain.orfcoafse-
ness of the sandpaper, . the “fuéz" on the paper. E would .be

curious to know.what Ss mentioning these factors would .consider
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.to be tactile characteristics.

Eight:gs,indicated,that.they do not enjoy touching or
‘handling things just because they like thenway they~féel;
_interestiﬁgly enough, all eight were male. A quick check of
scorés.showed.thése eight.thbe well distributed,throughéut
.the score dist:ibutions of the yatious indices. .Three:Ss
sometimes énjoyéd handling things for thei:{textures;Athe
remainder'stated.that<they do enjoy handling things, and
specified objects primarily in the following categories:
soft—furry}vsoft—smOth,_soft-fluffy, smobth—metallic,-smoeth—
nonmetéllic, and."thin&Stthat'make me feel pleasant”, such
‘as "rﬁnning”over a sandy beach, or running sand through your
fingers". The types .of texturgs~liked by Ss fell generally
4in the same categorieS'as:thése listed above, i.e. soft,
-smooth,,furry..wooley:;in»addition various ‘Ss also mention-
éd hard,;roughf'cold,."bouncy". and“textures.whichiprovide
variety. ADisliked.textures“included wirey or scratchy,
vstlcky, sllmy. hard and ;ough, dlrty-feellng, soggy, clammy,
~cold harsh—soundlng, coarse. spongy, and unsymmetrlcal tex-
tures.

'In‘describing:téxfures-foﬁnd_interesting or“uninterest-

ing, six .Ss felt that the question of interest was irrelevant
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to .textures; 15 either directly,or byVimp1ication equated -
the interesting-unintefesting,dimension withvthé like—diélike
dimension. . Of oﬁher reasons specifiéd,,the méjopity mentionL'
ed variability of textures.as:being;tﬂe major source of
interest,:while iack;of variability maae’the texture dull.
Other ‘Ss mentioned strange,»unfamiliar; or unusual textures
as mostyinteresting.

Avnﬁhber offgs,.predominantly‘males, felt.ﬁhat their
responses.inuboth:Sessions had been inhibited by. the proxim-
4i£y of E and bygthe»awareneSSwthat.all responses were beiné
recorded. They suggested separating §_and-§ with screens
.or;havinglg‘speakHith a.dictaphone.  Severa1 malezgs spe&if—
ically_mentioned.sexuof E (female) as a reéponse inhibitor; -
.8s also mentioned the following as response—inhibiting;faétors
for the tactile tests: the familiarity of tactile stimuli;
Ithe unfamiliarity'of tactile s£imuli; the austerity of the
surroundiﬁgs.in.the testing situation: the fact.that there
were visible surroundings_(g;mentiéning_this factor suggested
blindfoldiﬁg Ss in“future ekéeriménts);.uncertainty as to
E's reactions and fear of seemiﬁg*foolish; encountering one
stimulﬁsvwhich:was'found very;unpléasant,;which inhibited

.responses :to-later 'stimuli;. immediate recognition-of or
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response to a given Stimulus,.wbich-iphibited further responses
'tojthatistimglus.- |

Other comments made byf§§_;nciuded.the fbllowing: ai-
réctions for thg tests;were:inc§mplete-éﬁd.not sufficiently
explicit; directions were too complete and_unnécessarily're-
'stricteddresponses. :The‘tactile discriminatién.test Was-ﬁery
frustrating ana, for one § attleast;.ﬁofing. E_Was tbo re-
'served and“"secrétive" in‘handling;the'teéting”seséiohs; E's
vapproach-was.overlyjinformal4and,personal. ,Rest.pausés-should
have been used in the tactile test to~évoid.thé "numbing"
effect mentioned previously. .The urge tojidéntify-tactile
stimuli was extremely étronghand“failu:e to identify was
-very frustrating, even though S was aware that idéntifica—
tion per se was not the desired response. .Affective response
.to aAgiven-stimulusrsométimes‘changed as S coﬁtinuedAto
.touch-if, complicatingAaffeétive jﬁdgments. .Intérestinq
compariéohs:miéht,be made -and some of the "numbiﬂé" eﬁfect

:preferred1hand,only,
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