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Differences in ego function between high and
low mutuality in past cris)is modes

—O0n ego strength projected into Rorschach responses——

Shiro Nakagomi and Koh Yoshimura

This report is one in a series of studies examining the hypothesis that mutuality in past crisis
modes is the key factor contributing to personality development. Here the relationship between the
subjects’ degree of mutuality in past crisis modes and their ego strength projected into Rorschach
responses is examined.

Two subject group were selected from a total of 80 athletes according to their degree of mutuality
as determined by Nakagomi & Suzuki’s scale of ego identity formation process: the high mutuality
group consisted of the twelve sujects with the highest scores (H-M group) and the low mutuality group
the twelve with the lowest scores (L-M group). The Rorschach protocols of these two groups were
analyzed by Klopfer’s Rorschach Prognostic Rating Scale (RPRS). Both the raw and weighted scores
of Sum (sumation), M (human movement response), and Col (color response) in the RPRS’s subitems
revealed significant differences between the H-M and L-M groups, and the raw score of FL (form
level) was nearly significant. It was found that the H-M group was superior to the L-M group in regard

"to the above items. In addition, the two groups were compared by general Rorschach scoring
categories. The H-M group was significantly higher than the L-M group in terms of M, FC, H% and
DR, and the L-M group was significantly higher than the H-M group in terms of D%, F% and A%.

These results suggest that the H-M group has healthier ego strength than the L-M group.
However, it may not be concluded from this study that high mutuality in past crisis modes has a
determinant effect on the development of ego function. That is, we can not know the cause-effect
relationship between the development of ego function and mutuality in the crisis mode. High mutuality
in coping behavior with each crisis requires healthier ego strength, and provides many opportunities
for utilizing ego function. It is concluded, therefore, that high mutuality in crisis coping behavior offers
greater potential influences on the development of ego function than does low mutuality.
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and mutuality scores between two groups.

Identity Score Crisis Exploration Commitment Mutuality Score
High M 67.8 15.1 14.0 13.0 44.3
Mu%uaht{ )G SD 6.65 2.61 2.66 3.30 10.28
h=
Low M 61.9 7.8 4.1 4.0 15.9
Mutuality G. SD 10.13 2.49 1.78 1.71 3.73
(n=12)

* % P <.01
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Table 2. RPRS raw and weighted scores of each subject.

Mutu- Raw Score Weighted Score*
Class | Case | ality [ R Group
Score M M m Sh Col FL | Sum | M |FM| m Sh Col FL | Sum

1 57 300 2.0 4.8 1.0 0 4.5 1.17| 13.47 1 1 1] 0 2.25| 0.17{ 5.42( I
2 35 33 5.8 9.1 1.0 1.5 1.5| 1.29| 20.19 3 1 1| 2.25| 2.25| 0.79] 10.29| II
3 41 23 4.0 3.0 0 —0.5f 2.5| 1.24| 10.24 2 1 0[—1.5 | 2.5 0.24| 4.42| 1
4 48 18 3.7 3.7 2.0 2.0 1.0] 1.33] 13.73 2 1 1] 2.0 1.5 1.33| 8.83] I
5 46 19 4.0 1.0 0 3.0 3.5 1.47| 12.97 2 0| 0| 3.0| 2.63] 1.47] 9.10| II

H-—M| 6 40 10 4.8 1.7 0.5 1.0 0 1.80| 9.80 2 0| o 3.0 0 1.80| 6.80| I
7 39 28| 8.3 8.8 1.0 0 1.5| 1.50| 21.10 3 1 il 0 2.25| 1.50{ 8.75] II
8 51 18 3.6 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.44| 9.54 2t o0f 1 3.0 3.0 1.44( 10.44] O
9 68 22 4.8 4.2y 3.5 1.0 1.01 1.16| 15.66 2 1 2] 1.5 1.5 0.66( 8.66 II
10 37 27 5.0 3.8/ 0 1.0/ —0.5| 1.00{ 10.30 3 1f 0f 3.0 {—1.5 (—0.50( 5.00( II
11 33 22| 4.6 6.9l 0 0 1.0 1.39| 13.89 2 11 0| 0 3.0 0.89] 6.89( II
12 37 16 1.0 2.5 0 2.0 1.5 1.14) 8.14 1 of 0| 3.0 2.25| 1.14| 8.39| II
13 19 13| 0.8 591 0 0 0.5 1.35| 8.55 of of of 0 1.5 1.35( 2.85 1
14 11 22 1.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 1.0/ 1.30] 9.30 1 of 1] 3.0 3.0 1.30] 9.30| O
15 . 10 41 4.5 3.6/ 0 0 2.5 0.77) 11.37 2 1 0} 0 1.88(—0.23] 4.65 III
16 14 16 1.4 2.7 0.5 1.0 —1.0] 0.94| 5.54 1 1 1| 3.0 |—=3.0 |—0.06] 2.94| II
17 22 15\ 3.4 0 0 0 0.5 1.30] 5.20 2 -1 of 0 1.5 1.30| 3.80| II

L—M| 18 17 14 2.7 1.0l 0 0 2.0| 1.00{ 6.70 1 0 of 0 2.0 0 3.00( I
19 13 19 3.0 3.1 0 1.0l 0 0.98( - 8.08 1 1 0] 1.5 0 —0.02| 3.48] I
20 16 21 0 1.0 1.0 0 1.0) 0.98] 3.98 of o 1 0 3.0 0.98| 4.98| 1II
21 21 16 1.5 2.7 0 0 0 1.22| 5.42 1 1l of 0 0 0.72| 2.72| 1
22 16 19 1.7 0 0 0 0 0.66| 2.36 1l =1 0| 0 0 0.16| 0.16| 1V
23 18 16 4.4 1.7 0 0.5/ 0.5 1.34| 8.44 2 0 0| 0.751 1.5 1.34| 5.59| I
24 14 13 1.5 2.2 0 1.00 0 1.12| 5.82 1 1 0 3.0 0 —0.38| 4.62| II




Table 3. Comparison of H-M group and L-M group.

Class H-M group (n=12) L-M group (n=12)
C.O.P. é e

Item Mean SD Mean SD

RPRS Raw Score
M 2.9 4.3 1.82 2.2 1.43 0.507 EES
FM 2.8 4.2 2.77 2.3 1.73 0.333
. m 0.9 0.9 1.07 0.2 0.40 0.354
Sh 0.9 1.0 1.02 0.4 0.48 0.333
Col 0.9 1.5 1.39 0.6 0.95 0.507 *
FL 1.1 1.33 0.212 1.08 0.229 0.385 *
Sum 10.0 13.25 4.111 6.73 2.507 0.676 k %k

RPRS Weighted Score V
M 1.9 2.1 0.67 1.1 0.67 0.655 * %
FM 0.9 0.7 0.49 0.3 0.75 0.251
m 0.9 0.6 0.67 0.3 0.45 0.258
Sh 1.6 1.60 1.586 0.94 1.323 0.331
Col 2.1 1.80 1.320 0.95 1.665 0.507 * %k
FL 1.0 0.91 0.676 0.54 0.689 0.169
Sum 5.1 7.65 2.033 4.01 2.184 0.667 * %k ok

* %k P <.01 %% P <05 * P<.10
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Table 4. Differences in Rorschach scoring categories between two groups.

H-M group (n=12) L-M group (n=12)
Categories t
M SD M SD

R 21.9 6.80 18.7 7.02

Rej 3/12 (25.0%) 2/12 (16.7%)

RT (Av.) 119.6” 76.27 76.2” 46.31

R.T (AV) 21.3” 9.95 28.8” 30.89

R, T 17.8” 7.94 23.8” 24.05

(Av. N.C.)

R, T 24.8” 14.25 33.0” 37.82

(Av. C.C.).

W:D 16.0:4.3 6.25, 3.67 11.6: 4.3 6.93, 3.58

W% 73.8 17.15 61.1 22.15

Dd% 5.3 4.16 12.2 10.27 *
S% 2.4 3.58 2.0 6.93 * %k <MD
W:M 16.0:5.4 6.25, 2.71 11.6:2.3 6.93, 1.44

M:=C 5.4:2.5 2.71, 1.27 2.3:1.5 1.44, 1.32

FM-+m : 5.6:1.5 3.53, 0.85 3.6:1.5 2.10, 0.85

Fc+c+C’

VIl+IX+X/R 31.5 5.65 32.2 8.91

FC:CF+C 1.3:1.6 1.10, 0.96 0.5:1.2 0.58:1.12 * (FC>
FC+CF+C: 2.9:1.5 1.62, 0.85 1.7:1.5 1.45:0.85
"Fctc+C’

M FM 5.4:4.5 2.71, 3.17 2.3:2.9 2.2211.44

F%/SF% 33.8/93.8 15.77, 7.18 55.3/93.5 17.76/4.62 * % (F%>
F+%/sSF+% 88.6/90.0 14.96, 6.97 83.1/86.8 16.27/11.18

R+% 84.5 10.96 81.0 13.25

H% 34.8 13.09 22.6 11.25 *

A% 38.8 12.01 52.4 17.18 *
At% 2.3 3.39 0.3 0.87

P (%) 4.8 (24.1) 1.34 (10.60) 5.3 (29.8) 1.36 (9.43)

Content Range 6.8 2.67 5.8 2.59

Determinant Range 6.4 1.51 5.0 1.35 *

* % DP< .01 % P <. 05
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Development of ego function (Klopfer:
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Fig. 2 Conceptual schema of the linkage between

ego defensiveness and impairment of
reality testing (Klopfer: 1955)
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