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Introduction
Evaluators and researchers often have to dealsiithtions in which conventional research

tools are impossible to use, because of eithecliagacteristics of a population or unclear
research variables.

In this paper, | will present a technique that sects in overcoming this kind of problem—a
projective technique, but one that is differenthie way it is applied to evaluation than the
usual approach to projective techniques. Thereveoemain differences: first, rather than
focusing on the individual subject, this approackukses on the phenomenon that goes
beyond individuals; second, unlike conventional rexp approaches that use a highly
standardized “key” to increase reliability (and sedpuently ask, “Does it, or does it not,
exist?”), the approach presented here is a herrtienene that assumes an interpretive
process.

I will begin by discussing projective techniquesl @heir application in both psychology and
psychiatry, where they are used for assessing paligo and diagnosing personality
disorders. Then, using an example, | will presét process of working with projective

techniques and conclude with a discussion of tlaengke and its implications.

Projective Techniques
In psychology, projective techniques are used fguiry and diagnosis, using vague or

meaningless stimuli (such as inkblots) to elicép@nses that are likely to reveal hidden
personality strata in a subject through the praecof inner content onto the external
stimulus. The various stimuli used in projectivehtieiques are intentionally vague and open
to different interpretations, in the expectatiomttlthe subject will give meaning to the
stimuli, meaning that emerges from internal perbtyngrocesses, and thus enable
observation of these processes. Various expertevbethat the greater freedom subjects
have to choose their responses, the more theiomesp will be charged with meaning for
them, since they can “supplement” what the stimideks and accord it meaning solely by

means of their own internal content. Thus, theeerar “right” or “wrong” responses to the



stimuli, but whether the responses are normativeam-normative is of great importance.

The normativeness of the responses is an empéamchbtatistically question.

Projective techniques have a long history in psladye—150 years—since a researcher
named Krener discovered that different people nedpdifferently to inkblots, but the
application of projective techniques in clinicalypsology really began in the early 20
century. Some seventy years after Krener, in 19Rgrschach published his
Psychodiagnostiland the test that bears his name. Additional tbalge been developed
since then, most prominent among them the Word dason Test, the Sentence
Completion Test, the Thematic Apperception Test TIAin which stories are told by a

subject about each of a series of pictures), amdHtbuse-Tree-Person Drawing Test.

The rationale for projective techniques is grounded-reudian theory and asserts that
profound perceptions that are frequently subcomscimon-verbal in content, and latent
motivations for action cannot be directly obsereadl are not reported by subjects, either
because they are unaware of them or because theptche verbalized, being too abstract
and inaccessible, threatening, embarrassing, dedlehlowever, they are relatively easily
projected onto neutral stimuli or a third personactively manifest themselves in a variety
of artistic activities. Their strength lies in tfaet that they enable researchers to penetrate to
the roots of issues that go beyond manifest cagmiti the rational explanations provided by
subjects regarding their desires, emotions, or Wieha(Dosajh, 1996; Frank, 1948; Garb,
1998; Gleser & Stein, 1999; Lahad, 1997; Sundbk3gy).

Projective techniques possess several clear adyemtthey do not require subjects to have
any reading ability or a particularly high level aticulation (compared to other personality
tests), their results are very difficult to falsiBnd they enable a wide variety of assumptions

and a broad and comprehensive view of the subjpet'sonality.

Following a period of decline in the applicationbjective techniques in the 1960s, they
have experienced a come-back and are now usedsasxbn(Catterall & Ibbotson, 2000;
Piotrowski, Keller & Ogawa, 1993), and are even patar aided (Bellack, 1992).

Projective techniques are typically divided inteefigroups (Linzey, 1959):

1. Associativetechniques in which a particular stimulus is usedlicit the first thing that
occurs in the subject’'s mind.

2. Completion techniques in which the subject is required to glete sentences or

drawings (sentence completion or captions in castig-callouts).



3. Constructivetechniques in which the subject is required taterex drawing, sculpture,

or story.

4. Choice/orderingechniques in which the subject is required toosleofrom a group, or
to order a group (of pictures, sentences, etc.).

5. Expressivetechniques in which the subject is required toanige and incorporate a
particular stimulus into a self-expressive procesgh as role playing, psychodrama,
dance, etc. In my view, some of the narrative inéevs commonly used in qualitative

research nowadays also fall into this category.

Projective techniques are widely used (Piotrowsleller & Ogawa, 1993) despite the
difficulty of deciphering the responses in differecultures (Church, 2001). They are
primarily used in the field of classic psychology ihe evaluation of personality and
personality disorders, ego forces, problems regulfrom iliness, assault, and trauma; in
therapeutic processes; and for broader evaluafiorownative populations (Amin, Foa &
Coles, 1998; Daubney & Wagner, 1980; Hodges & $te2D00; Murray.et al, 1999;
Poster, 1989; Waiswol, 1995). Projective technigaes generally used in one-on-one
settings or small groups. However, in some casestdbhniques, especially completion
(sentences or callouts) or ordering techniques,aése used in comprehensive research
processes in conjunction with other research methespecially as part of a questionnaire.

This is particularly common in the education sys{@ppenheim, 1992).

Since projective techniques are used in psycholgy psychiatry for the diagnosis of
individuals and groups, their application requirBsmal training: first, training in

psychology and, second, practicing the technigbhemselves under supervision. Some of
the techniques, the Rorschach Inkblot Test andTthE, for example, require advanced,

specialized training (Anastasi, 1988).

Despite their wide prevalence and extensive appican psychology and other fields,
projective techniques are highly controversial,ahhis not so much about the psychological
rationale behind the techniques as it is aboutr theiability. Since the techniques are
characterized by a high degree of openness, theyddficult to compare and retest.
Therefore, from the beginning, and in order to owere the variety of possible
interpretations, very rigid coding and scoring @eses were developed, according to which
each response or response type has a single meaiitdp is counted and rendered into a
score that usually signifies a statement abousthgect's mental state or personality traits.
Although no significance is accorded to the comests of responses in projective

techniques, and since they are used in diagndmsnormativeness of responses is most



important. Indeed, the coding and scoring is doreorling to accepted norms that have
been empirically tested in different populationsyally through a process of identifying a
connection between different types of responses difidrent types of personalities or

problems.

In principle, this rigid coding and scoring poseprablem in non-mainstream populations
(Church, 2001), which is exacerbated when dealiiit womparative processes. The main
concern pertains to three types of bias:

1. Construct bias (in this instance, an internal peaity construct that cannot be directly
observed), which occurs when the tested constnuis @xternal representations vary
from one culture to another or from one populagooup to another.

2. Method bias, which is divided into three types: plnbias, when, due to variance in
sociocultural constructs, the samples selectech@necomparable or non-parallel; tool
bias, which occurs as a result of different respquetterns in different populations, to
which the coding is, of course, not sensitive; apglication bias, which occurs as a
result of various communication problems betweeseaecher and subject.

3. Differential item functioning, which occurs dueit@mppropriate translation of items (of
both stimuli and responses) whose cultural relegancdifferent, and of course, the
different interpretation of items in different pdation groups (Dana, 2000; Van de
Vijver & Tanzer, 1997).

However, even with mainstream populations, thera iseated debate over the statistical
dependability of the tools, especially in termgtadir statistical validity and reliability, their
predictive capabilities, and their correlation witther personality tests and evaluation
methods. It usually transpires that their statidtstability is weak in most cases and very
controversial as well (Dana, 1995; Garb, Florio & @&, 1998; Hiler & Nesvig, 1965;
Hiller, et al, 1999; Lilienfeld, 1999; Lilienfeld, Wood & Gart2000; Parker, Hanson &
Hunsley, 1988).

As previously stated, all these scholarly arguméaig neither reduced the extensive use of
projective techniques, nor even their applicaticeydnd the fields of psychology and
psychiatry, in such areas as marketing and adiegtisvhere the techniques are used to
identify people’s tastes, beliefs and motivatioasd the factors influencing consumer
behavior. Advertisers have employed projective niges to reveal consumers’ responses
to new or potential products and to characters stalements in their advertisements
(Kumar, Aaker & Day, 1999; Livingston, 2003; Ziknayril997).



Here, | propose an application of projective teghes in program and project evaluation
processes, different from their conventional agian in processes of psychological
diagnosis. In my view, this application benefiterfr the strong points of these techniques
and counters a large proportion of the problemsaliae in conventional usage (which in its
turn, creates problems of its own). | will presahis application with an example

demonstrating the process.

Demonstration of the Application of Projective Techniques
Background

The task facing the evaluation teawas the evaluation of a national project undersheeli
Ministry of Social Affairs, the National Insurandestitute of Israel, and JDC-Israel, the
objective of which was to form support groups fbildren of parents who were undergoing
drug rehabilitation. One of the most important eaibn questions was whether the program
indeed provides support for the children and emsatiiem to contend with the harsh reality
in which they live. This was a very difficult quest to appraise for several reasons, the

main one being the population we were requirecéorene.

Children who grow up in families of drug addictdfeu from varying degrees of physical
and mental neglect. They live in an unstable emwvirent and are frequently required to
exchange roles with the addicted parent or funa®@a co-parent. Consequently, they suffer
from severe behavioral problems, on the one hamdi, @n the other, from introversion and
distrust of adults in general, and institutionasteyns in particular. Years of living with a
“secret” makes them suspicious and difficult toeract with (Cloninger, Sigvardsson &
Bohman, 1988; Kumpfer & Alvarado, 1995; Moos & Mp&984; Rooseaet al, 1990).

The children who participated in the program wece different in any way from other
children of drug-addicted parents, but they did enadditional characteristics. First, the
rehabilitation process itself intensifies the ihdity in the family, and second, the
rehabilitating parents require so many of theiougses for themselves that the little that had
previously been available for the child vanishesiother factor is associated with the
structure of the program: the children were agdadden six and 12 and came from different

sectors of the population (urban, rural, Jewishslgim).

! The evaluation process was funded by the Natidnailirance Institute of Israel, the unit for
demonstrating projects. For details of the progeamth the full evaluation process, see Bar-On, Levin-
Rozalis, & Yodelevictz (2000).



When we came to evaluate the efficacy of the prognae were faced with three main

difficulties:

1. A population that is very difficult to study undany circumstances:

e  Children of drug-addicted parents who are suspgiosecretive, and have
behavioral and communication problems;

e  Children who are, for the most part, very young;

e A very diverse population in terms of age and demplic background.

2. Since the program was experimental and explorativere were no clearly defined
research questions and, consequently, no cleaablesi to observe. There was a desire
to “strengthen" the children but with what, how, wr which characteristics or
personality dimensions was unclear. In fact, thecfion of the evaluation was to
expose these variables.

3. We had reasonable concerns that even if the protgdro change in the children, the

change would be slight and very difficult to trace.

The rationale for our choice
In view of all this, it was evident to us that ardiy interviews, whether open or closed,
would not be an appropriate tool, and we decidechtibse a technique that was less direct
and less threatening, one that would be more litelyeveal content that is not openly
accessible to children, for all the reasons detailgove. This tool was projective techniques;
however, our application of projective techniqueaswdifferent from their conventional
application. We did not focus on individuals batther, on a phenomenon as it is manifested
in a group. Whereas, in the traditional applicaidmrojective techniques there is strict and
rigid adherence to structured methods of scorind) @malysis, we chose an interpretative
hermeneutic process, following Gadamer (2004; arith@ndt, 1994).

Methodology
At the beginning of the year we conducted intergeavith 47 children belonging to eight

different groups, and at the end of the year, dfteiintervention had occurred, we
interviewed 28 children (belonging to six out of thriginal eight groups). As expected, the
numbers at the end of the year had decreased leechlagjistical problems.
The interview was open, voluntary, and anonymond,iacluded two, very broad, open
questions:

e  Tell me a story about a group of children....

e  Tell me a story about a family....
These questions are used as a projective scregeat tbe children’s complex perceptions of

what a family or a group can be like. It is impottio emphasize that the question asks



abouta family and not about "your family" or any other sjie family. The same is true for
the group question. As described above, it wagdléar to us that such direct questions
would be futile. The questions are not contextteelabut they are close enough to our
evaluation question to reveal changes that occuluedo the intervention.

There were several interviewers. No records wepe tkat could connect a story to a
specific child.

Processing the data

The process of interpretation was a hermeneuigepnetive one. We used the answers to
both questions as a new text calling for fresh irea@Gadamer, 2004).

At the first stage, four evaluators read the stoseparately, looking for characteristics that
cut across the stories. Then we all met and, aftBscussion, came up with three broad
characteristics :

e The quality of the story its complexity, the richness of events, numimer depth of

characters;

e Content characteristiecsWho are the characters, what happened to them;

e The nature of eventsthe kinds of feelings that emerge, how actieedharacters are,

the quality of interactions, and so on.
No categories were developed at this stage of aisaly
At the second stage, the four evaluators separadmhe up with specific categories (which
are listed below). Once again, we met and compauedvork. At the third stage, after our
discussions, we each continued the analysis sebarahen we met again and discussed the
parts of the stories that we didn't agree upoa. fiew cases, where disagreements were
unbridgeable, we threw out the story.
At the fourth stage, we compared the stories frioetdvo sets of interviews: before (pre) and

after (post) the intervention.

Partial Findings
It is important to note that the evaluation of gnegram dealt with many questions

that are not of concern here, such as interorgaoie relationships, organizational
learning, the qualifications of the group leadéns, processes of work, and so on.
As an illustration of the kind of information onarcgain from using projective techniques, |
am including partial findings concerning childrehaarticipated in “groups for children of

rehabilitating drug users” (table 1). This inforioatis derived from the interviews only.



Table 1:Changes in Children’s Descriptions of Group Process, Comparing the Pre-

and Post-Intervention Interviews

The issue* Pre Post
Involvement with limits and norms [We set rules as...] 21.3% 3.6%
Emotional expressionit’s fun to know; I'll miss; everyone 40.4% 67.8%

feels what | feel]

Cognitive expressiorl thought | was the only one who...] 4.3% 14.3%
A feeling of legitimacy and securityfonly here | let my 23.4% 46.4%
anger outl feel secure; here you can tell secrets]

. Active participation in talks [l talk of what is hard....] 19.1% 32.1%
Involvement with feelings[it's fun to talk about feelings; 36.2% 57.1%

we talk about how we felt and how we feel]

Addressing drugs[We talked about drug addicts; we are 12.7% 17.8%

here because each of us has a parent who used drugs

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100 because theselecéed findings collected from several
different tables.
Quotes from the interviews are included betweeragbrackets.

*The issues were raised spontaneously by the @nilduring the interviews.

At a glance, we can see that there have been changee number of responses in these
areas, which shows noticeable growth in all aspafotspression, which is quite impressive
in some cases. The only issue where there wasraadecis in norms and limitations. It is
also worth mentioning that even though asked tatstory about group, most children
described the group they were part of.

This was totally different from the stories abodamily. Here are some examples. Two are

from the beginning of the group process and twdrara the end.

pre I

Once there was a large family of bears in a cramipedise. They had a lot of honey and the
foxes bothered them all the time. Thus they mavétetsecond forest, but more foxes came
to bully them. The family said, "We better igndrer." And then they continued living there
and didn't pay attention to the foxes.

pre 2:

There was a family that was destroyed because eegrpne member of the family died.

Only one kid survived. He went to a foster familg &e lived happily ever after.




post 1:
There was a family that lived near the forest whbeze was a wolf lurking for prey. One

day the little girl went out and the wolf devoutezt. The father went out to help her and it
ate him, too, and the mother.... One after anothey thed.

post 2:

There was a family that went for a walk and thelgst and it was dark and they saw an

animal and cried and cried for help...

If we read the first story carefully, we can seat the story is an imaginary one, like a

fairytale, with characters that are not human. Bbenigh there are some troubles, the

overall atmosphere is a good one and it is finishighl a happy ending.

There is also a happy ending in the second stoeychild lived happily ever after. The

phrasing of the happy ending is from fairytalese Tieme of the story, however, presents a

very difficult situation, as is the case for allfcstories presented here.

The happy endings disappear when we come to thémiesvention stories. The families

are human, real, and vulnerable.

In analyzing the stories, we found several dimarsitbat we believe are important for

understanding the internal world of these children:

¢ Imagined — realln a "real" story we have components of realiigttare very likely

to come from the child’s world (television, fostamily). In an imaginary story, we
have components that are probably imagined (liuing forest, when there are no
forests in Israel; the whole family dying).

e Fairytale-like — humanThe kinds of characters portrayed: whether threyatches,

fairies, animals, and so on, or human, althougdiory svith human characters can
also be imaginary, as in the second post-interoargiory.

e The child in the storyWhether the child does not exist or is passite/ac

e Emotions in storyWhether emotions exist and whether they are ipesir

negative.

e The object of interaction in the storyith whom do the interactions take place?

e Characterization of the interactids it positive or negative?

e Coping and problem-solving in the stoty:it successful or unsuccessful?

¢ Direction of the storyls it optimistic or pessimistic?

It is very important to state again that these attaristics are derived from the specific
stories we had in hand. We didn't set them in aclwaWith a different population, different

stories would probably bring up different charaistéas (see, for example, Levin-Rozalis,



2004; Levin-Rozalis and Shafran, 2003). This isuzial part of using projective techniques
as an interpretive tool: to build the whole prociesm the bottom up, i.e., stage by stage
from the raw data to the final conclusions.

The distribution of characteristics, comparing pine- and the post-intervention stories, are

given in table 2.

Table 2: Selected Findings from the Distribution ofAnswers to the Request "Tell Me a

Story about a Family..."

Characterization pre post

Imaginary (a forest, witchesyersus real

Imaginary 55.3% 35.7%
Combination of imaginary and real 23.4% 25%
Real 21.3% 39.3%
Fairytale-like (fairytale images or animglsersus human
Fairytale-like 12.7% 21.4%
Combined 74.4% 3.6%
Human 12.9% 75%
Presence of drugs in the story
Present 12.1% 14.2%
Not present 87.9% 85.7%
Presence of the child in the story
Present and active 32% 18%
Present but passive 36% 46%
Not present 32% 36%
Amount and kind of feelings in the story Pre post
There is emotional expression 27.6% 14.2%
Positive feelings 12.8% 17.8%
Negative feelings 17% 28.5%
Mixed or unclear 70.2% 53.7%
The object of interaction in the story
Parents, siblings, family 61.7% 82%
Other human images 53.1% 39.4%
Characterization of the interaction
Positive 19.2% 21.45
Negative 61.7% 25%
Mixed 19.1% 53.6%
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Coping and problem-solving in the story

Successful 57.4% 46.4%
Unsuccessful 25.5% 28.5%
Direction of the story

Optimistic 46.8% 35.7%
Pessimistic 12.8% 28.5%
Complexity of the story

Low 25.5% 21.3%
Medium 42.5% 32.1%
High 32% 46.6%

Note: Percentage don't add up to 100 because theselecteddindings collected from several

different tables.

As a whole, the picture seems much bleaker. Réilgon all the parameters we used in
analyzing the stories, we see a stronger tendenegrts (non-encouraging) reality and less
escape to fantasy. We could say with a fair amotinbnfidence that the children appear to
deal a lot better with a harsh reality, escape ksd fantasize less. In addition to this higher
awareness of reality, the stories at the end optbeess were richer and more complex, with
higher levels of verbalization.

It seems that the main process the children haskgabrough was a deepening of
consciousness as a whole, particularly in relatoime complexity in their family’s

difficulties and relationships. That is evidensigveral parameters: there is an increase in
pessimistic feelings and a decrease in optimistese-the children in the stories are much

more passive and helpless, and their coping stest@ge much less successful.

Discussion
There are several issues concerning the use @qbng techniques in a hermeneutic

interpretive way that need to be to discussed:
1. the power of using projective techniques, and tioblpms;
2. some ethical questions;

3. the program and its results.

Projective techniques have long been used in éhe &f psychology to investigate feelings,
opinions, and motivations for action. They enakleearchers to delve beyond people’s surface
cognition or rational explanations of their attidsdor behavior. They provide a qualitative

research tool that minimizes researcher bias dedsafiseful insights into people’s perceptions.
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As discussed above, projective techniques are edigagseful for investigating topics that
people cannot talk about honestly for one reas@mother. The most common approach to
projective techniques is as a tool for diagnosirgdondition of the person being examined.
And in analyzing projective techniques, highly startdized methods and well-structured
systems of administration, scoring, and interpiatcare generally used.

As opposed to the restrictive analysis usually usqutojective techniques, our method is
hermeneutic; it assumes relationships betweerettigdnswers given by subjects), the reader
(evaluator), and reality (the examined phenomenamur approach, the focus is not on an
individual but on a phenomenon. In the case presdmtre, we were looking for changes that
occurred in the coping abilities of children of abllitating drug addicts. This has two sides to
it. While we could say quite clearly that as a grdoeyond the differences in age and
background, highly detectable changes took plaes;auldn't say anything about any
individual child (and I'll come to this point agdater). Taking into account that our evaluation
subject is the program and not the individual chwe didn't see that as a deficiency but rather
as a benefit.

By using the projective technique as a hermenénitticpretive tool, we managed to overcome
many of the disadvantages discussed in the inttamuto this paper, such as unreliable results
when dealing with non-mainstream populations, ag@search population is. The hermeneutic
approach begins with the reading of a specific aext does not rely on standardized coding,
which has pretensions of being universal.

By bypassing barriers of language, differencesénability to articulate, and in consciousness
and awareness, projective techniques are a powtedulor revealing information that is
inaccessible in other ways. As a diagnostic tam@ventionally used, projective techniques
can only answer questions of "yes" or "no" — whetheymptom exists or not. As a
hermeneutic tool, it is exploratory and enabletouspenly discover processes and structures
that we hadn’t thought about in advance, whichesatsvo very important questions: a
methodological one and an ethical one. The maimaoadetiogical problem is the reliability of
results (Lather, 1993; Levin-Rozalis, 2003; Schwa2@d01) The main ethical problem is the
manipulation of the population. I'll try to answthem both and will begin with the easiest one —
the question of reliability of results. How can Wweow that we have discovered everything there
is to discover? How can we be sure that what wadas really what exists and not what we
wanted or expected to find? Can we really claint éhdifferent group of researchers will see
the same things? Or that they will arrive at thes&onclusions?

Well, we cannot be sure of either of these. Inaege we never prove anything — we just do our
best to corroborate our assumptions. The processadfng the texts, separately and together,
and again separately, and again together, incréasehances for many points of view to arise.

We can increase the probability of obtaining magespectives on the phenomenon by creating
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as diverse a group of readers as possible. Comgajher after reading the text and having the
opportunity for everyone to listen to each othand by doing so, to gain a broader range of
possibilities — also opens up the possibility ofrenimterpretations. The researchers’ approach is
very important as well. Researchers have to be tipdifferent points of view and should not

try to convince the others to change their own tgoirfi view. It has to be understood that the
purpose is to open up as many possibilities asiges3 he chances are that the most important
things will come out in the course of such a preces

After opening the maximum possibilities at thetfstages of reading, the readers go through the
process of actually judging reliability at the lasige. This last stage, which involves judging

the meanings of the stories according to the categthat have been developed, can be done by
a different group of researches to increase réitipbin the case presented here, the picture that
we got at the end of the analysis was coherentangdruent with other findings (for example:

the children’s behavior as observed in the grouptmgs, interviews with parents and group
leaders). We could make a very strong claim fortthinfulness of our findings (Campbell

1986; Lincoln and Guba, 1985).

The ethical question, in my view, is a serious dre discussion on ethics in research is very
complicated (Blumer, 1982; Howe and Dougherty, 1383ve and Moses, 1999; May, 1980).
The strength of projective technigues lies in tlaitity to bypass all kinds of barriers, but in
doing so, they reveal to the researcher informatiahthe subjects didn't intend to give. Using
these techniques, we actually manipulate the stghiecour own purposes as researchers. The
subjects are directed in one direction — to teltiess — but the researchers have something
different in mind — internal processes and unspakerents. There is no possibility for real
consent because there is no way to guarantee anadwvhat kinds of internal contents and
processes will come to light.

There is no simple solution to this problem. In tlase presented here, we tried to address this
in several ways. First of all, all participants dasf course, their parents) knew that the whole
process would be evaluated and that one of the maposes was to understand what happened
to the children.

This, in my opinion, is not enough. It is too gealeand parents eager for their children to
participate in the program will say “yes” to almasiything. So, we also set some rules for
ourselves. The first rule was total anonymity. Bwas no way to connect a story with a child.
The stories were marked for gender, age, and dgratiwith no name. Each story was given a
number that served in the process of analysishé\end of the analysis, the categorical
characteristics of each story were combined wighdthild’s personal details of age, gender, and

group, but not with the story itself.
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The focus of the research was not the individuat the group results and the phenomenon.
That is the way the material was analyzed andishthie way we looked at the results. In the
end, we only have answers to questions of crogsiguthanges that are not related to any
individual child. We would be unable to say anythabout an individual child from the data we
collected.

When weighting the benefits of using projectivehteques against the ethical problems in this
specific case, | personally believe the balandgetm favor of using these techniques. The
knowledge we and the people of the program gaired this procedure concerning the ways
the children cope with reality, their mechanismslefense, and how a program can support and
strengthen them is very important for the futueatment of these particular children and, of
course, for many others. | still feel uneasy altbatmanipulation of the subjects, but there is no
clear-cut solution to this dilemma aside from beamgare of it and being very careful when

using this kind of technique.

| can't leave the reader without some informatiboua the program results. After comparing all
groups, we couldn't find any significant differeadeetween them. Observations of the group
work, however, showed many different styles andsaa@fyworking among the group leaders,
from psychotherapeutic approaches to art activitresgroup games. It seems that what worked
was not a specific approach to group work, butettistence of a group of equals, gathered in a
"safe space" that was consistent, with clear batesland norms (each group had its own, but
there were always rules) with reliable adults -ttdlgs that are missing in their lives, but which

gave the children the strength that they needed.
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