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ABSTRACT 

Rehabilitation as a growing field has exhibited a continuing 

need for improved methods for student and personnel selection. The pur

pose of this study was to determine personality factors and values of 

individuals involved in various rehabilitation settings. If certain 

traits or characteristics could be measured which would predict success 

in training and employment, the field would be advanced, as limited 

training resources would be better utilized. To accomplish this task 

the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16-PF) and Study of Values 

(SOV) were administered to random samples of subjects involved in re

habilitation. As measured characteristics differentiated the groups 

and allowed for prediction of group membership* a step was made in the 

development of additional methods for use in selection for training or 

for employment in rehabilitation settings. 

Five groups of subjects, representing the Arizona Bureau of 

Vocational Rehabilitation (BVR), The University of Arizona (UA)t and 

Pima County Community College (PCCC) were randomly selected and admin

istered the 16-PF and SOV. The groups under study were identified by 

both the settings, educational/trainee (Ed) or agency (Ag), and by the 

level of training (A.A., B.A. and H.S.). The final sample consisted of 

153 subjects. The data was analyzed by the discriminant function 

analysis (D.A.), analysis of variance (ANOVA) and contrast analysis 

(C.A.) (planned comparisons). 

vil 
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Comparing the Ed X Ag groups, the D.A. correctly predicted 

group membership 77#. The analyses suggested the Ed group was less in

telligent, more suspicious, and more social than the Ag group. In the 

three level comparison, correct prediction of group membership was 

achieved 59& On the bases of the analyses utilised the B.A. and H.S. 

groups tended to be highe? on the intelligence factor than the A.A. 

group; the M.S. group tended to be more expedient and less conscien

tious; the A.A. group tended to be more group dependent, less self-

sufficient and more controlled than the M.S. group. 

Correct discrimination among the five groups was achieved 

Thus most subjects could be correctly placed into their original group 

on the bases of the measures used. Analyzing these results, the Ed/A.A. 

group tended to be more outgoing, sober, conscientious, venturesome, 

practical, group dependent, controlled and less intelligent, as mea

sured by the 16-PF. The Ed/B.A. group tended to be more happy-go-lucky, 

conscientious, self-sufficient, social and less political. The Ed/M.S. 

group tended to be more reserved, intelligent, assertive, expedient, 

suspicious, self-sufficient, careless of social rules, politically 

oriented and less social. The Ag/B.A. group tended to be more intelli

gent, humble, sober, conscientious, shy, trusting, self-sufficient, con

trolled and less social. The Ag/M.S. group tended to be more intelligent, 

humble, and self-sufficient and less social. 

This study indicated that various personality measures could 

predict membership in groups subsumed under the same name but function

ing in different settings and at different educational levels. The 
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results are significant for future studies in the determination of se

lection criteria. Various groups within the field of rehabilitation 

possess personal characteristics which are measurable and allow for pre

diction of group membership. If certain measurable traits could be then 

identified as positive and agreed upon, a new, procedure would be avail

able for selecting individuals for training in rehabilitation counseling 

or services or for positions within agencies* 

In addition, the multivariate technique of discriminant function 

analysis adds a tool in the repertoire of individuals concerned with 

prediction. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Sue to the continual and seemingly ever accelerating growth 

within the field of rehabilitation counseling and counselor education* 

there have developed several problem areas which, although identified 

some time ago, continue to plague the field. They often vary according 

to the vagaries of the age but can be simply defined as selection and 

the determining of balance between the practical and content areas of 

curriculum (Wrenn, 1952; Patterson, 1958)* Recognizing the difficulties 

inherent in selection into rehabilitation education and then retention of 

the trainees after admission this investigation approached the area of 

selection from a relatively new and little researched perspective* 

Counseling as presently regarded does not exist by itself as a 

concept or service* Bather the activities of counseling are subsumed 

and provided in specific settings. These settings include marriage and 

the family, vocational, educational, mental health, and rehabilitation* 

Confounding the picture is the nonprofessional use of "counseling," 

e.g., financial and transportation* This diversity, and what sometimes 

may appear to be confusion, is indicative of the disparate state of the 

field* Rehabilitation counseling was the focus of attention in this 

study and the data was of value in the issue of counselor and counselor 

trainee selection* This was not an attempt to develop a set of selec

tion criteria ready for use within a training program, but rather a 
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first step in ascertaining the feasibility of further study. Too often 

the law of parsimony is over-utilized in this area and so the attempt 

was to view the question of selection in relatively discrete and overly 

simplistic forms. This was a first attempt to view a number of factors 

which may have utility in future research vdthin this area of selection. 

To accomplish this a relatively new and sophisticated method of data 

analysis was utilized. Selection is a complex and important aspect of 

rehabilitation counseling which needs data on which to base criteria of 

selection. The more data available will facilitate more appropriate 

decisions. 

Rehabilitation as a field specifically dealing with the problems 

of the disabled and their attempt to maximally utilize their capacities 

is not new, having been officially legislated in the years following' 

World War X (understanding, of course, that ttie field of rehabilitation 

has always been functioning, though without systematic governmental 

sanction). As a professional field, i.e., requiring graduate level 

training, rehabilitation counseling dates from 1954* (McGowan and Porter, 

1967). Because of its youth and also because the field had been func

tioning for almost forty years prior to professionalization, there are 

problems which have become associated with the professional nature of 

the field and specifically within the area of training (Muthard and 

Salomone, 1969)* . 

Arguments range from whether the practitioner, the person dele

gated responsibility for providing services who is called a counselor, 

should be a coordinator of the totality of rehabilitation services 
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functioning as a case manager, or serve as a counselor who enables the 

client to better utilize the services through the process of counseling 

(Patterson, 1957; 1958)• This preceding argument was still operating as 

evidenced by the controversy surrounding funding of training programs in 

counseling and the emphases therein. A certain uneasiness between state 

agencies delegated authority to provide services and training programs 

delegated authority to train individuals who may man the agencies was 

this issue (McFarlane, 1973)* The reasons for this controversy are 

most certainly complex and as such certainly were beyond the scope of 

this study. 

Another question to be answered was who is best able to be the 

provider of services in the most efficient, beneficial, and economical 

manner? A great deal of research has been generated with regard to this 

question (Patterson, 195&; Muthard and Salomons, 1969)* Is the best 

person a professional who possesses the skills engendered within a uni

versity graduate training program, an individual with a bachelor's degree 

who receives on the job inservice training, or a person with a bachelor's 

degree with no training, or is it the paraprofessional who by experience 

rather than formal education possesses the skills to best function (Ameri

can Personnel and Guidance Association 19&7)? A® with the former 

issue the resolution of this does not rest within the realm of research, 

rather it is a policy decision. It was the attempt of this study to pro

vide data on the basis of which a more informed decision could be made. 

A final question went back to the question of selection. Who 

is best able to make use of education and better function within the 
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field of rehabilitation, without necessary reference to level of formal 

education? Kesearch has shown the existence of personality and other 

characteristics which are common to individuals who call themselves 

counselors (Cash and Hunger, 1966; Arbuckle, 1956 and 1961; Donnan, 

Harlan, and ̂ Hiompson, 1969; Iteedraan, Antenen, and Lister, 1967; Hill 

and Green, I960; Jansen, Bonk, said Robb, 1973} Johnson et al., 19̂ 7; 

McClain, 1968; Mordock and Patterson, 1965; Polnantier, 1966; Schutz 

and Mazer, 196*1; Snyder, 1955» Thompson, 1972). The literature has also 

shorn the clustering of interest patterns common to counselors (Cottle, 

1953i Eddyt I960). A problem with rehabilitation is that little has been 

done specifically within the area (Patterson, 1962). 

It was to the issue of values/motivation, and personality charac

teristics of rehabilitation workers and trainees in agency and education

al settings that this study was aimed. It was hoped to ascertain whether 

certain commonalities exist, differences between types of measures and 

groups, "clustering" of parts either by setting or level of education, 

and in what specific ways these characteristics evidence themselves, 

f*n to the end of predicting group membership. This investigator wished 

to compare individuals who are currently working within the rehabilita

tion agency: counselors without graduate counseling training, and coun

selors with graduate training in counseling (either rehabilitation or 

agency counseling). In addition to viewing the agency and the ways that 

the various training backgrounds differ, were similar, or "cluster" on 

values/motivation and personality characteristics, it was also the hope 

that individuals at various levels of training could be compared both to 

their agency counterparts and to their own educational setting. The 
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three levels of training were: associated, bachelor*6, and master's. 

It has been shown that students within differing disciplines systemati

cally vary between areas of study (Thompson, 1972); but it was also the 

aim of this study to view whether they vary systematically within the 

same discipline but at different levels. Graphically illustrated! 

Educational Setting (Students/Trainees) 
Master's 
Bachelor's 
Associate's 

Agency Setting (Practitioners) 
Master's in counseling 
Without master's in counseling 

The investigator felt that the determination of these charac

teristics would be of aid to the training community within rehabilita

tion counseling education so to better understand their clientele, i.e., 

students. If the agency selects professionals to work within the re

habilitation setting on different criteria than do the educational in

stitutions an incongruency exists. If the university or college is to 

provide the. trained individuals and the agency does not hire them, then 

one side or the other might evaluate their respective criteria. Not 

until the differences or similarities are empirically determined can 

an informed decision be made. It was the overall purpose of this study 

to provide data on the basis of which better selection criteria could 

be developed, or on.which more data may be generated, or on the basis 

of which this line of research was found to be barren or inconsequen

tial. 

To better set the conditions of the investigation, the major 

subjects under study were viewed in more depth. These subjects were 
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the general state of rehabilitation counseling and the manner in which 

it related to the subject at hand; means and criteria of selection with

in the field of counselor education; levels of practitioners and the 

relationship to training and so, ultimately, both practice and selection 

in the future; and finally, characteristics of counselors* 

Rehabilitation Counseling 

Rehabilitation counseling as a specific field of study at the 

graduate level is one of the newest specialty areas within counseling. 

The legislation of 195̂  (PL-f>65) provided for the training of rehabil

itation counselors, but the bill did not provide for specific criteria 

to evaluate the qualifications of a rehabilitation counselor (McGowan 

and Porter, 1967)* This created problems because rehabilitation un

like other professional fields did not, and still does not, as of 197̂ , 
t 
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possess a codified set of criteria for professional certification 

(Roberts and Engelkes, 1970). The causes of this situation were many 

but the point was that twenty years after the setting up of professional 

training within this field, agreement was still not at hand. A major 

factor might have been that the percentage of individuals in the state-

federal program with a master's degree in rehabilitation was 16# in 19&3 

(McGowan and Porter, 1967). This fact in and of itself would tend to 

militate against a strong move towards certification with a graduate 

degree in rehabilitation counseling as the criterion. In addition the 

number of graduating students with the professional degree could in no 

way provide the manpower to meet future needs (Smits, 19$5)* So for the 

forseeable future, use must be made of individuals at various levels of 
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training. The question was then for what activities was each member of 

the rehabilitation team responsible and capable of accomplishing (Wehr 

and Wittmer, 1972). 

This investigation followed the mainstream of current rehabil

itation literature and referred to a trained rehabilitation counselor 

as one who has obtained a master's degree in rehabilitation counseling 

from a recognized university (Roberts and Engellces, 1970). Any other 

educational classification is stated, e.g., non-rehabilitation graduate 

trained, B.A. level, paraprofessional, etc* The setting of this 

classification scheme v/as selected because of its clarity of system 

and simplicity of nomenclature. It was an attempt to keep from being 

embroiled in a semantic argument which would only detract from the 

study and its major aim. 

It is important for rehabilitation to become aware of its state 

of being before beginning on a new path. For movement to occur in an 

orderly fashion nomenclature must be stated and agreed upon, not only 

by governmental offices but also by the professional organization which 

represent the practitioners. Rehabilitation counseling must evaluate 

itself and come up with data of importance to the issues* These issues 

were not time specific and always provide insigjht at least from a his

torical point of view. 

Selection 

The data on selection in counselor education follows the prior

ities of the times. Much of the earliest research on this topic revolved 

around the "new" field of counseling psychology in the early 1950*6 



(ttreim, 1952; .American Psychological Association CAPAlJ, 195*0- Host 

training programs first viewed aptitude to complete graduate study as 

evidenced by undergraduate grade point average and scholastic aptitude 

testing (Sagedahl, Leear, and Markwardt, 1969)* Also used were subjective 

measures such as letters of recommendation and interviews. The results 

in general suggested a vast amount of dissatisfaction with the field 

of selection and the need of modification (AFA, 195**; Hill, 1961; 

Patterson, 1962; McFarlane, 1973)* Wrenn (1952) mentioned the area of 

intellectual ability and experience which might have been of value but 

also covered personality characteristics which might have been of help 

in determining selection criteria* 

Following these early studies have been continuing attempts to 

develop new means of selection (Wilson, 1966) and better use of those 

methods already mentioned. Host of the studies were based upon indi

viduals concerned with "educational" counseling and guidance though 

other areas were also covered. The major theme was that selection was 

very important in a fast expanding field so as to provide individuals 

with the highest potential for the activities of counseling and who could 

also meet the rigors of graduate education (Cash and Hunger, 1966; 

Arbuckle, 1961; Sagedahl et al., 1969)* Two sub-themes also evidenced 

themselves and are referred to throughout this type of research* The 

two were: the nomothetic approach of norms, testing, and actuarial 

prediction, and secondly, the idiographic/clinical, i.e., the posses

sion of certain characteristics without comparison (Hill and Green, 

I960; Hill, 1961; lyier, 1961; Patterson, 1962; Stripling and Lister, 
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196j; Thompson and Super, 196*f; McGreevy, 1967; Allen and Vhitely, 

1968; McFarlane, 1973). 

It can be said that the issue of selection in counseling educa

tion was an issue not heavily researched but one that is the concern of 

every counselor educator. To select individuals who can best function 

as professionals within the field of counseling is important to all con

cerned. Whether it is decided to do this through a testing program or 

personal characteristics is to rush the issue. The state of selection 

is not so advanced as to allow for the determination of a best method. 

Within the field of rehabilitation counseling the state of selection is 

inadequately covered with only few major studies (Patterson, 1962; 

Muthard and Salomone, 1969). 

Another issue of importance is that of defining characteristics 

empirically of individuals most capable of functioning within the state-

federal programs of rehabilitation. The universities are selecting on 

the basis of theory which states some of the desired characteristics of 

flexibility, respect for people, etc. (Arbuckle, 1961; Hill and Green, 

I960; Truax, 1970). What is the relationship of these preceding charac

teristics to characteristics of those functioning within the state-

federal programs? Some work has been done but it is anecdotal 

(Henderson and MacGuffie, 19','l). The crucial aspect of this study was 

to compare and contrast various characteristics so as to provide data 

which is appropriate to questions of selection both in the agency/field 

and training programs. 

It was hypothesized that certain personality characteristics and 

values are specific to individuals within various levels of training and 
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in differing settings. These are indicative of attributes which may be 

of help in determining selection criteria. If the present limited focus 

or concern, mostly with scholastic aptitude factors of selection, can 

have additional data on which to base selection decisions then the field 

of rehabilitation counseling education is advanced (Sagedahl et al., 

1969; McFarlane, 1973)- If specific and identifying personality charac

teristics and values do not evidence themselves then new directions may 

be chosen and researched. Some continuation and refinement of earlier 

work must be carried on (Patterson, 1962; Thompson, 1972). 

Counselor Charac teristic s 

Since the beginning of the current rush to counseling as a field 

in the early 1950 's there has been an attempt to describe characteristics 

of counselors. Some studies have used personality measures (Cottle and 

Lewis, 195̂ ; Snyder, 1955; Arbuckle, 1956; Tuma and Gustad, 1957; Brams, 

1961; Stefflre, King, and Leafgren, 19&2; Mordock and Patterson, 19§5; 

Bernos, 1966; Johnson et al., 19&7; IVeedman et al., 19̂ 7; Passons and 

Olsen, 19̂ 9; Donnan et al., 19̂ 9; Rochester, 1970; Jansen, Robb, and 

Bonk, 1970; Ifyrick, Kelly, and Wittmer, 1972; Salomone and Muthard, 

1972; Glendy and Caple, 1972; Dua, 1971; Jansen et al., 1973; Randolph, 

197?)- These studies have derived comparable data but not to the degree 

of "significance11 as might be either suspected or desired for practical 

selection decisions. Research which has come up with more "significant" 

data is that which is based on non-psychometric means (Arbuckle, 1961; 

Kaplan, 1963; Polmontier, 1966; Winder and Mugford, 1973)* These latter 

studies are more consistent but lack empirical validation. 
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One of the difficulties encountered in the area of measurement 

to this point is that the researchers have tended to lung? broad units of 

counselors together without regard for level of training, interests, set

tings, or type of counseling, i.e., educational, vocational, curricular, 

etc. This may be a cause of the vitiation of earlier research. 

The data on personal characteristics of rehabilitation counselors 

is similar to that of other counselors, however, less has been done* 

The factors that are defined as either indicative of a good counselor or 

a counselor in general are usually very similar. Because of the ambigu

ous data a different tack could be beneficial, or if not a different 

tack, at least the provision of additional data. The general area of 

counselor characteristics should not be ignored as it seems to still 

possess a probability of success. Research has not been of a develop

mental nature and so little follow-up or extension of earlier studies 

has occurred. 

Paraprofessional Roles and Factors 

As a consequence of the growth within counseling, and specif

ically rehabilitation, use has been made of individuals without grad

uate training. The rationale behind the use of paraprofessional, 

sub-professional, or support personnel is multifaceted and impossible 

to interpret with surety. At the same time rehabilitation counseling 

was going through its growth period, the definition of disability, and 

so the delivery of services, was expanded to cover many conditions not 

before covered. Mental illness, mental retardation, cultural disadvan

tage, and behavior disorder were some of the new categories. It so 
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happened that the incidence of these conditions was also higher among 

minority populations. It therefore made sense to hire members of the 

minorities to better perform the services within their communities. A 

problem, however, was that because of their status with regard to educa

tion they did not meet requirements for positions of- professional coun- • 

selors so a new category of employment was established. At the same time 

there was a nationwide movement to enfranchise members of society, who 

for one reason or another, had not taken part in the delivery of social 

and health services. Uiese factors could have been a reason for the 

development of the indigenous worker. Another, and rather late reason 

was the finding that paraprofessional "counselors" could provide the 

conditions of counseling better in some cases than their professionally 

trained comrades (Truax, 1971, Truox and lister, 1970). This finding is 

controversial and by no means final, but it has had a great deal of im

pact. The final reason could have been simply a lack of professionally 

trained workers thus making the paraprofessional a necessity. 

Since the early 1960*5 the use of paraprofessionals, whether 

indigenous "street" workers or bachelor degreed sub-professionals, has 

grown along with the settings which serve as their primary employers. 

In fact their use has expanded into all service delivery systems (APGA, 

1967; Gust, 1968). Some of the issues which have arisen center around 

the amount of responsibility given these individuals. In rehabilitation 

settings they have been given most of the tasks of the counselors ex

cepting that of psychological counseling (Iruax, 1970; Patterson, 1957; 

Gust, 1968; Truax and lister, 1970; Redkey, 1971; Sieka et al., 1971; 

Siegenthaler, 1972; Hylbert, 1972; V/ehr and Wittmer, 1973)-



13 

With the mood of rehabilitation regarding professionalization, 

this area of role and function of the paraprofessional cannot be ignored 

Certain aspects must be investigated for the decisions to possess valid

ity (Sieka et al. , 1971)- In this investigation the paraprofessional 

was viewed solely within the training setting, as the rehabilitation 

services delivery system has not presently made extensive use of them in 

Arizona. The trend indicates their future utilization in higher members 

Research Questions 

Do individuals enrolled in a rehabilitation counseling program at 

the master's degree level possess common characteristics on selected 

measures? 

Do individuals enrolled in a bachelor program in rehabilitation 

possess common characteristics on selected measures? 

Do individuals enrolled in an associate degree program in social 

services possess common characteristics on selected measures? 

Do individuals employed by the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 

(BVR) with a master's degree in rehabilitation or general counseling 

possess common characteristics on selected measures? 

Do individuals employed by the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 

with a bachelor degree or master's in a non-counseling area (also with 

the title of Rehabilitation Counselor) possess common characteristics 

on selected measures? 

Do commonalities exist between the educational and agency/field 

settings on these measures? 



Do differences exist between levels irrespective of setting? 

Are there ways in which these characteristics discriminate end thus 

predict group identification from knowledge of the personality and value 

characteristics Cfor each of two groups, i.e., agency versus education; 

three group, i.e.', level of education, A.A., B.A., M.S., and five group, 

i.e., each of two preceding groups taken together)? 

Summary 

Because of the tremendous growth in the field of rehabilitation 

counseling the problem of selection has become an issue. This problem 

is exacerbated not only from growth but from changes in educational 

funding and changes within the areas serviced by the counselor. Numer

ous studies have been conpleted on selection of the school based coun

selor, with little empirical study within the area of rehabilitation 

counseling. 

Counselor characteristics have been an area of study but usually 

with limited success. Many problems are involved but some are the vari

ety of settings utilized, education levels encountered, poor definition 

of counseling activities and qualifications, etc. Recent data, specif

ically concerning the rehabilitation counselor, is dcimpy and inadequate. 

Understanding the role and functions of various members of the rehabil

itation delivery system is beginning to be looked at in a scientific 

manner. What is unknown are the characteristics of individuals, func

tioning within these positions. Unclear also arc the characteristics 

of individuals undergoing training to enter various positions within 

rehabilitation. 
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All the preceding issues can be related to the first, i.e., 

selection. It was the attempt of this study to determine various char

acteristics of individuals within training and the agency/field, at 

various educational levels, so as to provide data on the basis of which 

better selection criteria could be based. Selection refers to either 

the educational process of program admittance or the agency process of 

personnel choice. It was these specific personality characteristics 

and values which provided this data. The design and methodology follows. 



CHAPTER 2 

PROCEDURES 

Sampling 

The populations with which this study was concerned included 

trainees/students and the agency personnel involved in the provision 

of rehabilitation services. Sub-populations defined from the larger 

population were: the three levels of rehabilitation trainees/students, 

i.e., master's students (M.S.), bachelor's students (B.A.), and asso

ciate's degree students (A.A.); and the tv/o levels of rehabilitation 

counselor (M.S.), and the "sub-professional" counselor, B.A./B.S./or 

master's in an unrelated area (B.A.). IVom each sub-population a ran

dom sample of thirty individuals was drawn. If protocols v/ere not ob

tained in two weeks new subjects were drawn until 30 were complete or 

the population was exhausted. 

The study needed adequate representation from the five sub-

populations. An attempt was made to have these samples as different 

yet comparable as possible. It was recognized that since the samples 

were restricted geographically this would allow generalization only as 

far as those populations from which they were drawn, i.e., Arizona 

Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation (BVR), The University of Arizona 

(UA), and Pima County Community College (PCCC). 

16 
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In the educational setting three groups were defined, from each 

of which a random sample of JO students was drawn. The first group were 

individuals pursuing a Master of Science degree in Rehabilitation Coun

seling at The University of Arizona where there v/ere approximately 175 

trainees from which to draw the sample. The next group was the under

graduate population in rehabilitation. That program is designed both 

as preparation for graduate training and as a practitioner degree (B.S.) 

with graduates functioning at the sub-professional level.within agencies, 

fulfilling roles and functions for which they v/ere prepared. There were 

approximately 180 students at this level of training from which 30 were 

randomly selected, with nev; subjects introduced if protocols were not 

completed within two weeks. The final group were students enrolled in 

the Pima County Community College program for preparation in the human 

health and social services delivery systems. These individuals fulfill 

the role and functions most closely aligned with those of the parapro-

fessional. At the end of their program of study and practice they re

ceive an A.A. degree in Social Services. Out of the total population 

of individuals enrolled in the courses in this area, 30 were randomly 

selected for inclusion, with the same addition of subjects if protocols 

were not completed. 

Serving as comparison groups were those individuals functioning 

within the state-federal program of rehabilitation services. In Arizona 

this agency is the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation. The first group 

was that of agency personnel with a master's degree in counseling. 

Since few of these individuals have specific degrees in rehabilitation 

counseling, all individuals possessing the master's degree in a 
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counseling specialty, e.g., agency or school, were included in the study 

at this level. The rationale for this decision was both practical, be

cause of numbers, and realistic, because the Civil Service Commission 

does not differentiate between academic degrees. To differentiate in 

this study would have been both impractical and inappropriate. The 

definition used was an individual whose job title was "Rehabilitation 

Counselor" and who possessed a master's degree in a counseling special

ty. Individuals were randomly selected until a total pool of JO indi

viduals who possessed these characteristics was reached. As with the 

preceding groups, if protocols were not completed new individuals were 

selected until the population was exhausted. 

The second agency group was made up of those individuals working 

within the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation who either did not possess 

a master's degree or possessed one in a field other than counseling. 

These subjects did, however, possess a bachelor's degree and were working 

within the job title "Rehabilitation Counselor." Out of the total pool 

of individuals who possessed these qualifications, 30 were randomly se

lected for inclusion in the investigation, and as with the others if 

protocols were not completed the individuals were replaced until the 

total population was exhausted. 

Table 1 presents sample sizes represented in the study. There 

were 65 women (**8.9$) and 68 men (51.1#). This data was consistent with 

general proportions of men and women within the rehabilitation field. 

The students tended to be older with a great range in both the agency 

and educational settings. The mean age for all individuals was 31*825 

with a standard deviation of 10.30» and a range of 18-58. Table 2 
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Table 1* Sampling Outcome 

Setting Level f % Represented 

Agency 48 36.1 
Education 85 63.9 

A.A. 25 18.8 
B.A. 55 41.4 ' 
M.S. 53 39.1 

Agency B.A. 25 18.8 
Agency U.S. 23 17.3 
Education A.A. 25 18.8 
Education B.A. 30 22.5 
Education M.S. 30 22.5 

Table 2. Summary of Ages Represented in Study 

Sample Description Mean 

Agency (Ag) Setting 35.659 
Education (Ed) Setting 28.697 

A.A. Level 33.̂ 50 
B.A. Level 29.808 
M.S. Level 31.896 

Ag/B.A. 34.826 
Ag/M.S. 36.571 
Ed/A. A. 33.450 
Ed/B.A. 25.823 
Ed/H.A. 28.259 

summarizes the age data. There were 49 individuals v/ith experience in 

BVR. The range extended from one month to 13 years, with a mean of 

3.316 years, and a standard deviation of 3*075 years. 
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Tables 3 and b present information regarding the highest educa

tional attainment of individuals under study and the college majors of 

these individuals. Hie information indicated the majority (?*$) of the 

subjects had majored in areas generally subsumed under the applied or 

theoretical, social or behavioral sciences. 

Table 3« Highest Educational Attainment 

Degree/Diploma frequency (f) percentage 0°) 

G.E.D. 5 3.8 
H.S. Diploma bo 30.1 
A. A. 6 b.5 
B.A. 33 2b.8 
B.S. 12 9.0 
H.Ed. 6 b.5 
M.A. 9 6.8 
M.S. 19 1̂ .3 
Ph.D. 2 1.5 
Other ' 1 .8 

Table College Major 

Major frequency (f) percentage (#) 

Rehabilitation 33 2̂ .8 
Social Services 25 18.8 
Liberal Arts 19 lb.$ 
Social Science 18 13-5 
Behavioral Science 15 11.3 
Business 8 6.1 
Education 8 6.1 
Fine Arts 3 2.3 
Physical Science 1 .8 
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Measurement 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16-PF) is one of 

the moot commonly employed measurement tools in the area of personality 

assessment within the field of counseling. It was developed in 19^9 by 

Raymond Cattell to measure an individual's standing on primary personal

ity factors or "source-traits" (Cattell, Eber* and Tatsouka, 1970) (Appen

dix A) which were identified by the factor analytic technique (Anastasi, 

1968). More than 200 studies have utilized the 16-PF, thus making it one 

of the more popular instruments in current use. The 16-PF was chosen in 

this study because of earlier work with rehabilitation counselors, and for 

the benefit of both basic information and continuity of research (Muthard 

and Saloraone, 1969; Thompson, 1972). These investigators found consis

tent profile patterns which identify rehabilitation counselors and stu

dents. It was on these bases that data from the measures could provide 

factors on which subjects could be identified as similar or different 

within the rehabilitation area. If discrimination is possible among 

groupB, then being able to investigate quality factors might be possible. 

The ultimate goal is in being able to measure aspects of individuals 

which predict success in Rehabilitation Counselor training programs and 

then in employment as professionals in the field. 

The 16-PF is a "multidimensional set of sixteen questionnaire 

scales arranged in omnibus form (Cattell et al., 1970)." With the pub

lication of the 1970 Manual this instrument met basic psychometric qual

ities of a measure of this type (Buros, 1972). It provides the 

comprehensiveness of coverage and at the same time is both reliable and 
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valid enough to provide the basis of prediction (Table 5). At the same 

time it is understood that no measure is either valid or reliable enough 

to meet all criticisms. With the comprehensive nature of the measure, 

however, the 16-PF is adequate. 

Table 3* Reliability and Validity Coefficients of the 16-PF 

Scale Reliabilities, Calculated as Dependability Coefficients. 
Test-Retest after 4-7 Days. Form A 

SOURCE TRAIT 
A B C E F G H I L M NO 01 02 03 

TSl .58 . 78 . 80 ,79 .81 .83 .77 .75 -70 .61 .79 -73 .73 -62 .01 

Analytic Statement of Direct Validities for Form A 
For Each Factor Scale 

SOURCE TRAIT 
A  B C E F G H I L M  N O O X Q 2 Q 3 Q f r  

T79 -35 -70 .63 .83 . 67 .92 . 70 .̂ 9 -44 .41 .71 .62 .70 .68 .57 

The subjects were assigned standard scores (stens/standard tens) 

on the source traits; it is these standard scores which are reported. 

The norms utilized xjere those for the general population with separate 

male and female norms (Cattell et al., 1970)• Form A was used in this 

study because of its research potential and appropriateness (Cattell 

et al., 1970). The purpose vras to assess personality characteristics 

different from, or common to, individuals in both agency and educational 

settings and also among the three educational levels: master,s, bach

elor's, and associate's degrees, which would form the bases for predic

tion by the discriminant analysis. 
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In 1931 Gordon Allport and Philip Vernon developed the Study of 

Values to measure the six basic interests or motives fcased on Spranger's 

•types (Anastasi, 1968). Since then several editions have been published, 

the most recent in i960 (Allport, Vernon, and Idndzey, 1970). It was 

chosen in this study because: appropriateness of data, non-threatening 

nature of questions, psychometric adequacy, helpful information in con

junction with the l6-PI\ The issue of basic motives and interests are 

of importance in dealing with the description of counselors in various 

settings and at various levels of training. Hie question of selection 

also deals with motives. Personality characteristics by themselves 

were incomplete without supporting data from the area of value orien

tation. 

The Allport, Vernon and Idndzey Study of Values (SOV) provides 

relative scores on six basic interest or motives. They are: (l) 

Theoretical: interest in truth, cognitive approach; (2) Economic: 

useful, practical; (3) Aesthetic: form and harmony; (*f) Social: love 

of people as in altruism; (5) Political: personal power; (6) Religious: 

unity or ability to relate to metaphysical issues (Allport et al., 1970). 

Individuals involved in various kinds of life styles and activities ob

tain profiles indicative of these activities. ,Research has shown these 

interests and activities to be related in expected and predictable man

ners (Buros, 1972). Because of the type of supporting data gained from 

this measure it was included in the battery of instruments used within 

this study. It was interesting to note the suggestion within the manual 

for use of this instrument in areas of basic research into motives and 

interests and also in the area of selection criteria (Allport et al., 
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1970). Thic instruraent was selected to add data to that obtained from 

the 16-PF to provide a more complete picture or profile of the subjects 

on which to better predict group membership. 

Table 6. Reliability Coefficients, Study of Values 

Reliability, Split-Half Test-Retest: One Month Two Months 

Theoretical ,8k .87 .85 
Economic .93 .92 .8*t 
Aesthetic .89 .90 .87 
Social .90 .77 • 88 
Political .87 .90 .88 
Religious >95 .91 .93 

A short questionnaire was also included. Data gained from this 

covered basic questions relating to age, sex, and education, along with 

information on amount of experience. 

Data Analysis 

Both dependent variables, the 16-PF and the SOV, consisted of 

many subscales, i.e., in neither case is there reported a single over

all score. Because of the independence of the scales which make up the 

parent instruments, and due to the number of dependent variables, along 

with the purpose of the study, the multivariate technique of discriminant 

analysis (DA) was utilized. This analysis takes all the dependent vari

ables at once, contrary to univariate techniques, in a linear combina

tion to best predict (discriminate) group membership (Nunnally, 196?)* 

1 
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This analysis was chosen as primary in being capable of predicting 

group membership on the basis of the measures used. It would provide 

for the determination of which factors combine to differentiate the 

groups. To find the discriminating factors and their possible behavior

al concomitants would allow for the use of specific measures in 

selection. 

While recognizing their limitations, two other statistical tech

niques were utilized to provide additional and supporting data. The 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was used with the group compari

sons to determine if differences between groups might be significant: 

recognizing, however, that alpha-slippage in multiple comparisons would 

make interpretations tentative. To determine where the differences oc

curred the technique of planned comparisons (contrast analysis—CA) was 

used, which allows for linear, non-orthogonal pair wise comparisons. 

These univariate techniques were used here for the heuristic value of 

investigating new areas and as support for the determination of where • 

differences occurred, and as such were secondary to the discriminant 

analysis. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

The results of this study have been separated into several rela

tively discrete categories for reporting. One of these was the demo

graphic data, e.g., age, sex, formal educational attainment, etc., which 

was reported in summary form in the first section of Chapter 2 

(Sampling). The significance of these data are in setting a perspective 

on which to base interpretation of the other characteristics. 

This study was an empirical observation of various groups of 

subjects who were either functioning in the field, or who were in train

ing to master the skills hypothesized to be needed to function as coun

selors, or in ancillary counselor roles. The total group of 

rehabilitationists, both in agency and training/educational settings, 

and at various levels of formal training, A.A./ft.A./l-I.S., were grouped 

so as to provide groups consistent with existing patterns in rehabili

tation services. The data is reported as two group comparisons, i.e., 

agency X educational settings? three group comparisons, i.e., levels of 

education—A.A. X B.A. X M.S.; and five group comparisons, i.e., 

those functioning in the agency setting (Ag) with a B.A. (Ag/U.A.), 

X Ag/fo.S. X educational setting (Ed) in an A.A. program (Bd/A.A.), 

X Ed/OB.A., X Sd/l-I.S. It was the viewing of various methods of grouping 

and the comparisons among the groups that yielded useful information. 

26 
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The sources of data are reported below in summary form, group prediction 

results, and 16-FF and SOV characteristics, which most aided in dis

criminating the groups (Appendix B). 

Two Group: Settings (Agency X Educational) 

The discriminant analysis correctly predicted group membership 

76.7̂ 3- Table 7 and Appendix C graphically represent the results front 

the discriminant analysis and contrast analysis* 

Table 7» Two Group Prediction Results 

Predicted Group Membership 

Actual Group Arjency 
Agency Education 
31 17 

Membership Education 14- 71 Membership 

Those differences observed on the 16-PF were: factor B (Intelligence) 

with the agency setting scoring in the higher range; factor L (Trusting-

low scores; Suspicious—high scores) with the educational setting re

ceiving the higher scores; factor H (Shy—low scores; Venturesome—high 

scores) with the educational group more venturesome, and factor E 

(Humble—low; Assertive—high) with the education group scoring high. 

On the SOV there was only one discriminating factor: Social, with the edu

cational group in the higher range, i.e., more socially motivated or 

oriented as measured by the instrument (Appendix C). There being only 

two groups under study at this time, no contrast analysis was run. 
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Three Group; Levels (A.A. X B.A. X M.S.) 

In the three group comparison there was a total of 133 subjects 

(A.A»=25i B.A. =55, M.S.=5J). The discriminant analysis correctly pre

dicted group membership 59-*$ among the three groups.. 

Table 8 illustrates the result. 

Table 8. Three Group Prediction Results: Levels 

Predicted Group Membership 

A.A. B.A. M.S. 
Actual Group A.A. 11 8 6 
Membership B.A. 5 33 19 

5 13 2§_ 

The procedures utilized showed five of the 16 possible factors to be 

different in comparing the three groups under study and thus providing 

information to discriminate among groups (Appendix D). The contrast 

analysis was also utilized along with the D.A. to determine where these 

differences occurred. These factors are: B (Intelligence), the A.A. 

group scored lower than either the B.A. or M.S. groups, either when 

taken individually or combined; the A.A. group also scored lower on 

factor Q2, both in individual and group comparisons, thus showing on 

this measure to be more group dependent. 2he B.A. and M.S. group were 

not different from each other. At the next level of probability, fac

tors G and Q3 differentiated the groups. Factor G showed the M.S. group 

to be more expedient than either of the other two groups, and also 

showed the B.A. group to be more expedient than the A.A. group. 
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Factor Q3 suggested the A.A. group to be more controlled than the B.A. 

group, which was higher than the M.S. group; thus on this factor indi

cating the M.S. group to be more careless of protocol and possess more 

undisciplined self-conflict (Cattell et al., 1970). At the final, most 

tentative level, factor M indicated the A.A. group to be more practical 

than the M.S. group which tended to be more imaginative. The SOV failed 

to indicate any differences among these groups (Appendix D). 

Five Group: Settings X Levels 

A total of 1J3 individuals was also utilized in this comparison. 

In this analysis, the names and numbers within the cells were: Ag/B.A.= 

25; Ag/M.S.=23» Ed/A.A.=25; Ed/B.A.=30; Ed/M.S.=30. 

Table 9- Five Group Prediction Results: Setting X Levels 

Ag/B.A. Ag/fr.S. Ed/A. A. Ed/B.A. Ed/M.S. 

Ap:/B.A. l*f k 2 2 2 
Actual Group Ar;/H.S. 5 10 3 1 ** 
Membership Ed/A.A. 2 2 14 5 2 

jd/B.A. 2 2 1 19 6 
Ed/M.S. 3 ** 2 17 

The discriminant analysis correctly predicted group membership 55-7#. 

on the basis of the measures used (Appendix E). The discriminant 

analysis and contrast analysis procedures indicated consistent 

differences on factors B, F, Q2, Q3» social, and political, which pre

dicted group membership. Table 9 graphically presents these findings. 

Table 10 illustrates the discriminant and contrast analyses results. 
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Table 10. Discriminant and Contrast Analyses Results: 
Five Group Comparison on 16-PF and SOV 

Factor High Group(s) Low Group(s) 

A 
B 

E 

F 
G 

H 
Xi 
M 
02 

03 

Value 
Social 

Ed/A.A. 
Ag/B.A. 
Ag/M.S. 
Ed/H.S. 
Ag/B.A. 
Ag/l4.S. 
Ed/B.A. 
Ag/B.A. 
Ed/A.A. 
Ed/B.A. 
Ed/A.A. 
Ed/M.S. 
Ed/K.°. 
Ag/B.A. 
Ag/M.S. 
Ed/B.A. 
Ect/M.S. 
Ag/B.A. 
Ed/A.A. 

(Outgoing) 
C+Intelligent) 

(Humble) 

(Happy-go-lucky) 
(Conscientious) 

(Venturesome) 
(Suspicious) 
( ̂aginative) 
(Self-Suffic ient) 

(Controlled) 

Hi«?h Group(s) 
Ed/B.A. 

Ed/H.S. (Reserved) 
Ed/A.A. (-Intelligent) 

Ed/M.S. (Assertive) 

Ag/B.A. (Sober) 
Ed/A.A. 
Ed/M.S. (Expedient) 

Ag/B.A. (Shy) 
Ag/B.A. (Trusting) 
Ed/A.A. (Practical) 
Ed/A.A. (Group Dependent) 

Ed/1-1. S. (Undisciplined 
self conflict) 

Lov; Group(s) 

Political Ed/M.S. 

Ag/B.A. 
Ag/M.S. 
Ed/M.S. 
Ed/B.A. 
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Summary 

The purpose of this study was the improvement of selection cri

teria of students and personnel in rehabilitation service. Basic to the 

concept of selection is prediction: how can a selector predict on the 

basis of measurable criteria membership in a group? This investigation 

has shown results in the prediction of group membership on the basis of 

the 16-PF and the SOV. Following is a review of the major findings. 

The average age of the subjects was approximately 32 years of 

age, with a range from 18-58. Approximately 36# of the total sample 

functioned in the agency setting while were in the educational/ 

training setting* Levels of training and the numbers and percentages 

of individuals within the groups were: A.A.=25 (18.8#); B.A.=55 Cfl**f$); 

and M*S.=53 (39»8#). There were 65 women (*+8.99») and 68 men (51-1#) 

represented in the samples. In terms of highest educational achievement, 

it ranged from G.E.D. to Ph.D. Of all the individuals sampled, 33*9# 

had high school diplomas or a G.E.D.; b.5% had an A.A. degree; 33*&£ 

had either a B.A. or B.S.; 25»& had a master's degree; 1.5# possessed 

a Ph.D.; and .8# had "other." Of the college majors reported, 

were in the general areas of social or behavioral sciences. 

Dividing the total sample into two groups, i.e., agency X educa

tional settings, there were five highly discriminating factors on which 

the discriminant analysis correctly predicted group membership 

These showed the agency sample higher on the intelligence factor, the 

education sample more suspicious, conscientious and assertive as measured 

by the 16-PF; on the SOV, the educational sample was higher on the social 

value than the agency sample. 
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Old second division of the sample was on the basis of level of 

educational attainment or functioning: A.A. X B.A. X M.S. The dis

c r i m i n a n t  a n a l y s i s  c o r r e c t l y  p r e d i c t e d  g r o u p  m e m b e r s h i p  f o r  5 9 o f  

the subjects. On the 16-PF the A*A* level sample tended to be less 

intelligent1 more concrete thinking, more conscientious, persevering; 

practical, conventional; group dependent, joiners, and controlled* The 

B.A. level sample on the 16-PF were more intelligent, abstract thinking; 

imaginative, careless of practical matters; and self-sufficient. The 

M.S. level individuals as measured by the 16-PF were more intelligent 

and abstract thinking; expedient, disregarding of rules, feeling few 

obligations; imaginative; self-sufficient; following own urges, and 

careless of protocol (Appendix D). Individual values on the SOV failed 

to differentiate among groups. 

The final division was accomplished by taking each of the sub-

samples individually, settings X levels. 2he discriminant analysis 

correctly predicted group membership 55»7#. The discriminant analysis 

and the contrast analysis provided the data. The individual groups ex

hibited the tendencies given in Table 11. 

This etudy provided support that group membership is predictable 

utilizing the 16-PF and SOV. It is then possible to identify the deBired 

characteristics in individuals and select on those bases. In other words, 

if individuals involved in various settings and at differing levels ex

hibit specific profiles then selectors can utilize the measured charac

teristics in selection. 
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Table 11. Five Group Summary: Primary Adjectival Descriptors 

Group Descriptors 

1 Agency - 5.A.: 16-PF 

2 Agency - M.S.: 

SOV 

16-PF 

-SOV 

3 Educational - A.A,: 16-PF 

+Intelligent 
Humble 
Sober 
Conscientious 
Shy 
Trusting 
Self-Sufficient 
Controlled 
-Social 

+Intelligent 
Humble 
Self-Sufficient 
-Social 

Outgoing 
Intelligent 
Sober 
Conscientious 
Venturesome 
Practical 
Group Dependent 
Controlled 

b Educational - B.A.: 16-PF 

SOV 

5 Educational - M.S.: 16-PF 

SOV 

Happy-go-lucky 
Conscientious 
Self-Sufficient 
+Social 
-Political 

Reserved 
+Intelligent 
Assertive 
Expedient 
Suspicious 
Imaginative 
Self-Sufficient 
Undisciplined Self-Conflic t 
-Social 
+Political 



CHAPTER b 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the utility 

of the 16-PF and SOV in the preliminaiy study of various personal char

acteristics in prediction of group membership. If prediction of group 

membership is possible through these means and the results are reliable, 

then the measures may be better used in conjunction with already exist

ing means of selecting candidates for education or employment. Selection 

has been a question in rehabilitation counselor education since the 

legislation of 195̂  which set the mandate for graduate level training. 

Many criteria have been developed to aid in selection, e.g., grade 

point averages, aptitude measures, personal interviews, and letters of 

recommendation. These criteria, however, have failed in the determina

tion or measurement of personal characteristics best suited in the prep

aration of counselors. This study follows previous studies in the area 

of selection and personal characteristics of counselors. It shows that 

groups differ in predictable ways in their measured personal charac

teristics. 

Previous research has suggested that counselors exhibit differ

ent characteristics than individuals involved in other vocations. This 

study was designed to observe and measure characteristics of individuals 
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involved in differing phases of the rehabilitation field. In accom

plishing this purpose five groups were chosen as subjects of this study. 

These groups represented those individuals involved in both the delivery 

of primary rehabilitation services, i.e., the agency rehabilitation 

counselor, and those in the process of being trained to function in the 

various aspects of the rehabilitation services delivery system, i.e., 

the educational/training setting. Because of the issues regarding the 

level of training at which individuals should be prepared, various edu

cational levels were sampled. To viev; the range of levels existing in 

the field and educational settings, three levels were chosen: A.A., 

B.A., and M.S. Two groups of individuals in the BVR agency setting were 

defined as subjects of this investigation. The first group consisted of 

individuals possessing a bachelor*s degree or a master's degree in a non-

counseling area. The second group were agency personnel with a master*s 

degree in counseling. Both of these groups functioned under the title 

of rehabilitation counselor. Random samples of 30 in each group were 

drawn until the population was exhausted. There were *f8 returned com

pleted protocols, 23 in the counseling master̂  group, and 25 from the 

group of non-professionally trained counselors. There were no indica

tions that external variables were operating which would invalidate the 

responses of these individuals. 

In the educational/training setting there were three groups 

which were determined by the level of their current functioning: those 

pursuing an A.A. degree at Pima County Community College in Social Ser

vices; those at the bachelor degree level at The University of Arizona, 

Department of Rehabilitation; and those pursuing the M.S. in 
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Rehabilitation Counseling at The University of Arizona. At each level 

of education 30 individuals were randomly selected. Vith the B.A. and 

M.S. level subjects the full sample of 30 was reached. With the indi

viduals at the A.A. level the population was exhausted before the full 

sample was achieved, with the resulting sample of 25• Thus the final 

study included 133 subjects relatively equally divided among the five 

groups. Information on the sample is reported in Chapter 2. 

The first prediction and comparison involved the education X 

agency settings. The discriminant analysis correctly predicted group 

membership on the basis of 16-PP and SOV, 76.7S*>« As measured by the 

16-PF, the agency sample scored higher on the intelligence and trust 

factors, while the educational sample was less intelligent and more sus

picious. The educational group also tended to be more venturesome and 

assertive, with the agency sample more shy and humble. On the SOV the 

only value which exhibited differences was social, with the educational 

group higher, i.e., more socially motivated. 

The three group comparison was that of the three levels of edu

cation/training: A.A. X B.A. X M.S. Utilizing the discriminant anal

ysis, correct prediction of group membership was accomplished 

On the 16-PF the A.A. group tended to score in ranges which suggested 

less intelligence, more group dependence, conscientious, more controlled! 

and more practical. The B.A. group was more expedient than the A.A. 

group and less than the M.S. group, and on most factors tended to stand 

between the A.A. group and M.S. group. The SOV failed to discriminate 

among the three levels. 
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The five group comparison, as was suspected, yielded the most 

interesting results. Table 11, Chapter 3, graphically illustrates these 

results along with Appendix E. The discriminant analysis correctly pre

dicted group membership 55-7$, 

Discussion 

As an initial attempt to predict group membership and determine 

characteristics of counselors aiid sub-professionals in training and era-

ployed, this investigation accomplished its task. However, as a final 

statement in the determination of criteria as determinants in selection 

there exists the need for a great deal more research. This study 

showed the systematic manner in which various groups differ on the mea

sures utilized. If these differences are verified in future work and 

the characteristics seen as valid, then they may be used to broaden the 

basis of selection criteria. That certain "personality factors" tend 

to cluster uniquely around the comparisons of settings, levels, and set

tings X levels is logical, however, it needed to be empirically verified. 

The descriptions of individuals on the basis of the 16-PF and 

the SOV indicate differentiating factors and value orientations, thus 

providing the bases of group prediction. It was recognised that these 

factors are in fact scores on an instrument, but the data on these in

struments have shown behavioral concomitants. It was the attempt of the 

investigator to show that study in those areas would provide possible 

new criteria to add to those already extant. Only when the agency per

sonnel in policy positions decide on the characteristics desired in 

their v/orkers and rehabilitation counselor educator? agree upon factors 
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indicative of success in training programs will the field as a whole 

move in a more logically and behaviorally consistent direction. Not 

only did this study show systematic variation and similarities but the 

discriminant analysis added a component of prediction. This statistical 

manipulation used the similarities and differences and predicted group 

membership at a highly significant level. 

The investigation did, however, contain several limitations. 

The most significant to the investigator, were the limited populations 

from which to draw samples. This limitation was most evident in the 

educational setting at the A.A. level. Recognizing the relative newness 

of training at this level mediated the concern, but the need was still 

acute to better sample individuals in this setting and at this level. 

The second major limitation was that of geographical specificity. To 

generalize beyond Arizona, tvhether in BVR or at the university, would 

be hazardous. There was no attempt to generalize because of the reali

zation that policies operating in selection in Arizona were not neces

sarily comparable to any other state. The final result was the 

inability of the SOV to detect differences among the groups to the same 

degree as the 16-PF. Whether this was due to psychometric qualities 

inherent in the instrument or to the similarity of the groups was im

possible to determine in this investigation. 

Implications 

With the finding that the groups of subjects possessed charac

teristics specific to their groups it was possible to define and hence 

predict group membership on the basis of the selected measures. 



39 

Personality and value characteristics have been fields of study for 

some time, out of which have come numerous studies showing the existence 

of traits common to individuals involved in different pursuits. It has 

been the purpose of this study to investigate the areas of value and 

personality characteristics of individuals involved in the field of re

habilitation, the use of this data in prediction, and finally the 

chance of their use in selection. This study broke down the field of 

rehabilitation by settings and levels of training. Rehabilitation is 

not a singular field with services rendered by one type of individual. 

Controversy has surrounded the question of who is best able to deliver 

the services. Hie dimension typically used to define skill areas is 

that of training. Theoretical arguments have been put forward on behalf 

of all levels of training. This study has investigated various groups 

of individuals involved in rehabilitation, both employed end in training. 

The levels chosen for study, A.A., B.A., and M.S., are those levels at 

which different types of training are presently offered. It was the 

hope that the characteristics evidencing themselves could be analyzed 

and interpreted with future studies investigating the utility of new 

factors in selection. 

Rehabilitation counselors attempt to use counseling as the 

medium for the best provision of services to the handicapped. 3he per

sonal characteristics of counselors and ancillary personnel are appro

priate as a field of inquiry, especially since the role of the 

counselor is so vague and misunderstood. The samples under study were 

more social and aesthetically oriented than the general population, 
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while lower on economic and religious orientations, These values in

dicated more "person" orientation while low on "thing" and metaphysical 

points of view- In personality characteristics the group as a whole 

tended to be more intelligent, assertive, experimenting, and free think

ing than the general population. These characteristics also tended to 

suggest an active personal orientation, which, along with the social 

value orientation, are logically consistent with their choice of career. 

The implications for generalization and implementation become 

subject to interpretation in choosing which of the characteristics are 

positive or negative. Of what importance is the tendency for the PCCC 

to score lower than the other groups on the lfj-PF's intelligence fac

tor? Is this factor necessary in future counseling or related activ-
\ 

ities? Several characteristics were of special importance to the 

investigator because of the current scrutiny of graduate training 

programs. 

1. The Ed/to*S. individuals were more politically oriented and 

assertive than the agency groups. It would be of interest to 

observe the manifestations of this in behavior. Is humility, 

a trait manifested by agency personnel, a characteristic coun

selor educators should be v/eighting more in selection; or 

should agency personnel selecting workers be more interested 

in assertive applicants? 

2. The Ed/14.5. group was also more e:tpedient and disregarding 

of rules. The question is: what does this mean in behavior 

and of what utility in selection? Does the agency or 
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educational setting desire more or less behavior which can be 

defined as expedient? 

3. Finally, the Ed/M.S. group was more suspicious. This could be 

interpreted as either a healthy skepticism or an unwarranted 

form of paranoia depending on its manner of exhibition. 

It is hoped these findings will stir curiosity both in the 

utilization of different measures, and also into the ways in which 

these factors manifest themselves in both personal and professional 

behavior. The study found differences in the characteristics allowing 

for accurate prediction of group membership. This was the first inves

tigation using these measures, this method of statistical procedure and 

the breaking down of a field into levels and settings. It showed util

ity in the area of specification of personal characteristics and the 

prediction of group membership. Hence the implications for future study 

in selection criteria using non-cognitive measures was advanced. 

Recommendations 

1. Replicate this study in either another state, or more hopefully 

at a regional level. 

2. Utilize different instruments to assess whether they may be 

sensitive to the factors judged important in selection. 

3. Develop behavioral measures to function parallel to the psycho

metric measures. 

*t. Determine quality measures so as to further advance the area 

of selection. 
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5. Encourage on the part of various agency and educational leaders 

willingness to experiment more in the area of logical and consistent 

selection criteria, and use objective and, therefore, verifiable criteria 

so as to provide the basis on which better selection decisions may be 

based. This would also provide for more consistency in planning on 

regional and national levels. 

6. Develop norms appropriate to individuals currently functioning 

in the field of rehabilitation. This would allow leaders in the field 

to develop better criteria for the selection of future personnel. 



APPENDIX A 

THE PRIMARY TRAITS COVERED BY THE 16-PF 

Factor Low Score High Score 
A Reserved, detached, critical, 

aloof 
Outgoing, warmhearted, 
easygoing, participating 

B Dull, lov; intelligence Bright, high intelligence 
C Affected by feelings, emo

tionally less stable, easily 
upset, changeable, lower 
ego strength 

Emotionally stable, mature, 
faces reality, calm, higher 
ego strength 

E Humble, mild, easily led, 
docile, accommodating, 
submissiveness 

Assertive, aggressive, com-
pe ti tive, s tubborn, 
dominance 

F Sober, taciturn, serious Happy-go-lucky, gay, 
enthusiastic 

G Expedient, disregards rules, 
weaker superego strength 

Conscientious, persistent, 
moralistic, staid, stronger 
superego 

H Shy, timid, threat sensitive Venturesome, uninhibited, 
socially bold 

I Tough-minded, self reliant, Tender-minded, sensitive, 
realistic clinging, overprotected 

L Trusting, accepting conditions Suspicious, hard to fool 
M Practical, down to earth Imaginative, bohemian, 

concerns absent-minded 
N Forthright, unpretentious, 

genuine, but socinlly clumsy 
Astute, polished, socially 
aware 

0 Self-assured, placid, secure, 
complacent, serene, untroubled 
aderuacy 

Apprehensive, self-reproach-
ing, insecure, worrying, 
troubled, guilt proneness 

01 Conservative, respecting tradi
tional ideas, conservatism 
of temperament 

I&qierimeiiting, liberal, 
free thinking, radicalism 

02 Group dependent, a joiner 
and sound follower, group 
adherence 

Self-sufficient, resourcoful, 
prefers own decisions 

03 Undisciplined self-conflict, 
lax, follows own urges, care
less of social rules, lov; 
self-sentiment integration 

Controlled, exacting will 
power, socially precise, 

• compulsive, following self-
image, high strength of 
solf-sentimont 

ok Relaxed, tranquil, torpid, 
unfrustrated, composed, low 
ergic tension 

Tense, frustrated, driven, 
overwrought, high ergic 
tension 



APPENDIX B 

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMART 

Table Bl. Means and Standard De 
Values (SOV) 

viations, Settings X Levels* Study of 

Value Ag/B.A.* Ag/M.S. 
n=24 n=22 

Ed/A. A. Ed/B.A. Ed/tt.S. Total 
n=21 n=30 n=30 n=l27 

Theoretical 
M 38.9167 
SD 8.1716 

Economic 
M 
SD 

36.5652 
6.7610 

Aesthetic 
H 44. 6957 
SD 7-3264 

Social 
M 
SD 

43.6522 
7.0878 

Political 
M 39.4348 
SD 6.0440 

Religious 
M 36.0435 
SD 13.6797 

^0.7727 ^8.6190 37.0000 38.0667 38.5354 
7.2567 6.7118 6.1139 6.5122 6.9280 

37.0000 37.7619 34.3667 35-0000 35.9444 
7.2111 7.0491 5.8338 7.2015 6.8039 

43.1818 1*0.8571 45.5667 43.0333 43.6032 
8.6775 9.6658 8.5970 7.9891 8.4570 

43.0909 45.4762 48.5667 44.8333 45.3095 
7.1308 9.1248 6.6212 6.0005 7.2943 

39.5000 39.2381 37.1000 41.3333 39.3095 
7.2095 7.6870 5.7015 5.6953 6.4690 

34.8182 39.6818 36.8000 35.6333 36.5433 
9.6542 16.0961 7.8010 9-7997 11.4016 

*Ag=Agency; Ed=Education/Trainirg Setting; A.A., £.A., M.S.=Level of 
Education 

44 
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Table B2. Means ancl Standard Deviations* 16 Personality Factor 
Questionnaire (16-PF), Settings. X Levela 

Personality 
Factor Ag/S.A. Ag/M.S. Ed/A.A E3/£.A. Ed/to. S. Total 

A M 
SD 

5.2000 
2-0817 

5-7727 
2. 617̂  

5.9600 
1.6951 

5.1000 
1.9538 

.̂8333 
1.̂ 875 

5.333 
1.983̂  

B M 
SD 

7.6000 
1.9579 

7.7273 
1.9562 

5.9600 
1.6̂ 52 

6.9000 
1.7291 

7.8333 
1.6833 

7-20̂ 5 
1.8531 

C M 
SD 

5.7600 
1.85̂ 7 

6.2727 
2.00̂ 3 

5.3600 
1.9975 

6.O667 
1.87̂ 2 

5.5000 
1.676̂  

5.7803 
1.8752 

E M 
SD 

6.1600 
1.8*112 

6.̂ 091 
1.8168 

6.6800 
2.1158 

6.5333 
2.2087 

7.5000 
1.7763 

6.689̂  
1.9929 

F M 
SD 

5.5200 
2.5020 

6.5000 
1.50̂ 0 

5.6800 
2.0559 

6.9667 
1.7317 

6.3667 
1.6291 

6.23̂ 8 
1.9570 

G M 
SD 

4-. 8800 
2.̂ 207 1.5653 

5.2̂ 00 
1.7861 

if. 8667 
1.8520 

3.7000 
2.336̂  

4.6061 
2.0777 

H M 
SD 

5.̂ 000 
1.8028 

6.1818 
1.8162 

6.6000 
2.2730 

6.̂ 333 
2.2997 

6.2333 
1.9̂ 20 

6.1818 
2.0595 

I M 
SD 

6.6000 
2.0*fl2 

6.5000 
1.5961 

6.2̂ 00 
2.0265 

6.1333 
1.6132 

6.6667 
1.9535 

6A2h2 
1.8̂ 15 

L M 
SD 

5.3200 
1.6763 

5.636̂  
1.9̂ 07 

6.1600 
2.5768 

6.1333 
1.6132 

6.6333 
1.77H 

6.0152 
1.9536 

M M 
SD 

6.2800 
2.0518 

6.2273 
1.̂ 778 

5.MfOO 
2.0833 

6.0000 
1.5757 

6.5000 
1.5029 

6.0985 
1.7599 

N M 
SD 

5.1600 
2.01̂ 1 

.̂0333 
1.7159 

5.̂ 000 
1.6330 

7.0333 
1.6595 

3-72̂ 1 
2.0336 

5.27W 
1.8298 

0 M 
• SD 

5.2̂ 00 
1.85̂ 7 

.̂5909 
1.8685 

5.CA00 
2.3180 

t 

5.0667 
1.8557 

.̂8333 
1.3153 

.̂9621 
1.83W 

Q1 M 
SD 

6.2̂ 00 
2.0̂ 69 

6.0909 
2.2659 

6.7600 
1.8092 

6A6G? 
2.3̂ 50 

6.9000 
1.2959 

6.5152 
1.9672 

02 M 
SD 

6.36OO 
1.8903 

6.2273 
1.6310 

5.1600 
1.9511 

6.5333 
1.7367 

6.6667 
1.5162 

6.2197 
1.800̂  



Table B2. Means and Standard Deviations, 16-PP—Continued 

Personality 
Fac tor Ag/S.A. Ag/M.S. Ed/A.A. Ed/B.A. Ed/M.S. Total 

03 M 
SD 

5.1200 
1.6663 

5.0000 
1.6330 

5.8400 
2.2672 

4.9667 
1.6709 

4.1000 
1.8071 

4.9697 
1.8818 

Q4 M 
SD 

6.0000 
1.9365 

5-2727 
2.2716 

5.6000 
2.5000 

5.5667 
2.0957 

6.3OOO 
2.0367 

5.7727 
2.1635 



APPENDIX C 

TWO GROUP COMPARISONS AND DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS 

Table CI. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 16-PF, Settings: 
Agency,(1) X Educational (2) 

Factors Group Means F Ratio F Probability 

A 1. 
2. 

5.*t68l 
5.2588 

-335 .56̂  

B 1. 
2. 

7.6596 
6.9529 ' 

.̂32̂  .0*K)*» 

C 1. 
2. 

6.0000 
5.6588 

1.002 .319 

E 1. 
2* 

6.2766 
7.0599 

3.18*1- .077* 

F i. 
2. 

5.9787 
6.3765 

1.253 .265 

G 1. 
2. 

.̂6809 
4.56̂ 7 

.09̂  .760 

H 1. 
2. 

5.7660 
6.*tii8 

3.022 .085* 

I 1. 
2. 

6.5532 
6.3529 

-356 .552 

L 1. 
2. 

5.̂ 681 
6.3176 

5.939 .016** 

M 1. 
2. 

6.2553 
6.0118 

.578 .Vi9 

N 1. 
2. 

5.0̂ 26 
5.̂ 8 

.059 .808 

0 1. 
2. 

.̂9362 
.̂9765 

.014 .904 

.01 1. 
2. 

6.1702 
6.7059 

2.266 .135 

**7 
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Table CI* Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) , 16-PF, Settings—Continued 

Factors Group Means F Ratio F Probability 

02 1. 
2* 

6.2979 
6.1765 

.137 .712 

03 1. 
2. 

5.0638 
4.9176 

•
 
H
 

CO
 

ro
 

.671 

Q4 1. 
1 2. 

5-6596 
5.8353 

.198 .657 

* p< .10; *• p<*05; d.f.-1,130 
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Table C2- Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), SOV, Settings: 
Agency (1) X Educational (2) 

Values Group Mean F Ration F Probability 

Theoretical 1. 
2. 

39-8043 
37.8148 

2.447 .120 

Economic 1. 
2. 

36.7778 
35.4815 

.1.051 .387 

Aesthetic 1. 
2. 

43.9556 
43.4074 

.121 .729 

Social 1. 
2. 

43.3778 
46.3827 

5.069 ..026** 

Political 1. 
2. 

39.4667 
39.2222 

.041 .840 

Religious 1. 
2. 

35.4444 
37.1463 

.646 .423 

** p<.05; ni ss 45; n̂  = 8l; d.f. a 1,124 
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Table C3« Discriminant Function Analysis Summary. Settings: 
Agency (l) X Educational̂ ) 

Group Summary 1: n=*f8, prior probability=.36667 
2: n=85j prior probabilitŷ .63333 

Ei ge nvalue=. k-259̂  
Canonical Correlations.54654 
Chi-Square=38.l¥f65, df=23> Sig.=.025 

Orthogonal Discriminant Function Coefficients 
Age -.07977 
16-PF 

A -.09 Wf 
B -.22916 
C -.13258 
E .11865 
F -.05294 
G .01933 
H .16003 
I .01246 
L .22681 
H .00821 
N -.01510 
0 -.08851 
01 .09650 
02 -.00902 
03 .15311 
04 .00194 

AVL-SOV 
Theor. -.00070 
Econ. -.01905 
Aes. -.04146 
Soc. .03764 
Poli. -.02491 
Eeli. .00274 

Centroids in Reduced Space 
Group 1 = .492̂ 3 
Group 2 ~ .85056 

Prediction Results Predicted Group Membership 
Group 1 Group 2 

Actual 31 17 
Group 14 71 

Prediction Summary: Group 1 (Agency): 31 correct, 17 incorrect 
Group 2 (Education): 71 correct, l4 incorrect 



APPENDIX D 

THREE GROUP COMPARISONS AND DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS 

Table Dl. Analysis of Variance (AN0VA), 16-PF, 
Levels: A.A. (l) X B.A. (2) X M.S. (3) 

Factors Group Mean F Ratio F Probability 

A 1. 
2. 
3-

5.9600 
5.1̂ 55 
5.2308 

1.578 .210 

S 1. 
2. 
3-

5.9600 
7.2182 
7.7885 

8.818 .000*** 

C 1. 
2. 
3. 

5.3600 
5.9273 
5.8269 

.811 .w 

E 1. 
2. 
3. 

6.6800 
6.3636 
7.0385 

1.5̂ 6 .217 

F 1. 
2. 
3-

5.6800 
6.3091 
6.̂ 231 

1.291 .279 

G 1. 
2. 
3-

5.2*K)0 
*W8727 
^.0192 

3.851 .02̂ ** 

H 1. 
2. 
3. 

6.6000 
5.9636 
6.2115 

.827 .Ho 

I 1. 
2. 
3. 

6.2̂ 00 
6.3̂ 55 
6.5962 

.398 .672 

L 1. 
2. 
3. 

6.1600 
5.7636 
6.2115 

.785 .̂ 58 

M 1. 
2* 
3. 

5.̂ 00 
6.1273 
6.3846 

2.501 .086* 

51 
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Table Dl. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 16-PF, Levels—Continued 

Factors Group Mean F Hatio F Probability 

N 1. 
2. 
3-

5.4000 
6.1818 
4.2353 

-759 .470 

0 1. 
2. 
3-

5.0400 
5-1455 
4.7308 

.708 -495 

1. 
2. 
3. 

6.7600 
6.3636 
6.5577 

.365 .695 

02 1. 
2* 
3. 

5.1600 
6.4545 
6.4808 

5-731 .004*** 

05 1. 
2. 
3. 

5.8400 
5.0364 
4.4808 

4.717 .011** 

Q4 1. 
2. 
3. 

5-6000 
5.7636 
5.8654 

.126 .882 

*** p<.01; ** p<.05; * p<.10; ^=25? n2=55; ry=52; df=2,129 



Table D2m Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), £0V, 
Levels: A.A. (1) X B.A. (2) X M.S. (3) 

Values Group Mean df F Ratio F Probability 

Theoretical 1. 
2» 
3. 

31.6190 
37.8519 
39.2115 

2,124 .508 .603 

Economic 1. 
2. 
3. 

37.7619 
35-3208 
35.8462 

2,123 •977 .379 

Aesthetic 1. 
2. 
3-

40.8571 
45.1887 
43.0962 

2,123 2.172 .118 

Social 1. 
2. 
3. 

45.4762 
46.4340 
44.0962 

2,123 1.362 .260 

Political 1. 
2. 
3. 

39-2381 
38.1132 
40.5577 

2,123 1.903 .154 

Religious 1. 
2. 
2-

39.6818 
36.4717 
35.2885 

2,124 1.152 .319 

***p<.01; •*p<.05; • p̂ .10; 1̂ =21; n2-34; ̂ =52 
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Table D3„ Contrast Analysis, 16-PF and SOV, 
Levels: A.A. (1) X B.A. (2) X M.S. (3) 

Contrast Coefficient Matrix 
Contrast Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

1 1.0 -1.0 0 
2 1.0 0 -1.0 
3 0 1.0 -1.0 
4 1.0 - .5 - .5 
5 - .5 l.o - .5 
6 - .5 - -5 1.0 

Personality Contrast Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Est. 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1. 1.710 .090* 1.882 .065* 
2. 1.317 .132 1.640 .106 
5. -.223 .824 -.217 .829 
4. 1.760 .081* 1.969 .052* 
5. -1.254 .212 -1.290 .200 
6. -.887 .3 77 -.895 .373 

1. -2.915 .004*** -3.045 .004*** 
2. -4.199 .000*** -4.44b .000*** 
3. -1.648 .102 -1.621 .108 

-3.882 .000*** -4.136 .000*** 
5- 1.058 .292 1.062 .291 
6. 3-647 .000*** 3.719 .000*** 

1. -1.252 .213 -1.204 .235 
2. -1.022 .309 - .984 .330 
3. -276 .783 .281 .780 
4. -1.240 .217 -1.181 .242 
5. •979 .330 .969 .336 
6. .531 .596 .527 .600 

1. .661 .510 .627 .534 
2. -.742 .459 -.724 .473 
3. -1.758 .081* -1.791 .076* 

-.048 .962 -.045 .964 
5. -1.375 .172 -1.339 .185 
6. 1.416 .159 1.433 .157 

1. -1.336 .184 -1.237 .222 
2. -1.564 .120 -1.559 .118 
3- -.302 .763 -.309 .758 
4. -1.582 .116 -1.522 .133 
5- .726 .469 .680 .499 
6. 1.194 .235 1.282 .204 



Table D3. Contrast Analysis, Levels—Continued 
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Personality Contrast Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Est. 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1. .749 .̂ 55 .804 .425 
2. 2.466 .015 •* 2.668 .010*** 
3- 2.169 .032 >* 2.116 .037** 
4. 1.757 .081 1.936 .056* 
5. .658 .512 • 666 .507 
6. -2.775 .006 k** -2.834 .006*** 

1. 1.279 .203 1.183 .243 
2. .77̂  .440 .742 .462 
3. -.621 .535 - -.640 .524 
4. 1.118 .265 1.037 .304 
5. -1.180 .240 -1.137 .260 
6.. -.185 .853 -.188 .851 

1. -.236 .8l4 — 223 .825 
2. -.791 A30 -.749 .458 
3. -.701 .485 -.717 .475 
4. -.562 .575 -.572 .603 
5. -.216 .829 -.213 .832 
6. .892 .374 

K\ 0
0 00 • .381 

1. .840 .403 .704 .486 
2. -.108 .914 -.089 .929 
3- -1.183 .239 -1.293 .199 
it. •397 .692 .317 • 753 
5. -1.188 .237 -1.150 .256 
6. .69̂  •

 OO
 

VO
 

.649 -519 

1. -1.637 .104 -1.426 .161 
2. -2.231 .027** -2.033 .050** 
3. -.765 .446 -.810 .420 
4. -2.111 -037| ** -1.830 .073 
5- .680 .498 .641 .524 
6. 1.879 .062 * 1.897 .063* 

1. -.398 .691 -.461 .647 
2. .586 .559 2.721 .009*** 
3. 1.229 .221 1.153 .254 
if. .106 .916 .212 .833 
5. .921 .359 .812 .420 
6. -1.033 .303 -1.743 .086 



Table D. Contrast Analysis, levels—Continued 

56 

Personality Contrast Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Est, 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

0 1. • -.238 .812 -.201 .842 
2. .691 .491 .604 .549 
3- 1.166 .246 1.259 .211 
4. .2̂ 9 .803 .207 

K
\ C
O

 

• 

5. •779 .438 .730 .469 
6. -1.071 .286 -I.O63 .293 

Ql 1. .831 .407 £
 

00
 

.400 Ql 
2. .421 .675 .460 .647 
3. -.508 .613 -.501 .617 
4. .682 .497 .729 .468 
5. -.822 .412 -.800 .426 • 
6. -.011 .991 -.012 .990 

02 1. -3.087 .002*** -2.820. .007*** 02 
2. -3.121 .002*** -2.950 .005*** 
3. -.078 .938 -.081 .936 
4. -3.385 .001*** -3.094 .003*** 
5. 2.008 .047** 1.927 .059* 
6. 2.108 .037** 2.132 .037** 

03 1. 1.820 .071* 1.590 .121 03 
2. 3.051 .003*** 2.634 .012** 
3. 1.569 .119 1.671 .098* 
4. 2.659 .009*** 2.239 .029** 
5. -.373 .710 -.364 .718 
6. -2.846 .005*** -2.713 .009*** 

Qtf 1. -.311 .756 -.287 .7 75 Qtf 
2. —501 .617 -.454 .652 
3- -.242 .810 -.250 .803 

-.443 . 658 -.397 .692 
5- .078 .938 .078 .938 
6. .459 .647 .442 .660 



Table D3» Contrast Analysis, Levels—Continued 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Est. 
Value Group T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

Theoretical 1. .**29 .669 .437 .664 
2. -329 .742 -.339 .737 
3- -1.006 .316 -1.000 .320 
4. .053 .958 .054 .957 
5. -.815 .417 -.816 .418 
6. .742 .459 .752 .455 

Economic 1. 1.391 .167 1.384 .176 
2. 1.089 .278 1.044 .303 
3. -396 .693 -.398 .692 
4. 1.339 .183 1.301 .199 
5- -1.156 .250 -1.177 .244 
6. -.540 .591 -.522 .604 

Aesthetic 1. -2.005 .047** -1.821 .078* 
2. -1.034 .303 -.934 -357 
3. 1.279 .203 1.322 .189 

-1.640 .104 -1.458 .152 
5. 2.032 .044** 1.975 .054* 
6. .<*6 .963 .045 .965 

Social 1. -.511 b
 
0
 

-.431 .670 
2. .73̂  .464 .631 .533 
3. 1.647 .102 1.749 .083 

.121 .904 .101 .920 
3. 1.201 .232 1.118 .270 
6. -1.350 .180 -1.300 .201 

Political 1. .679 .498 .604 .551 
2. -795 .428 -.696 .492 
3- -1.950 .053* -2.036 .044** 

-.063 .950 -.055 .957 
5. -1.̂ 73 .143 -1.430 .160 
6. 1.548 .124 1.465 .150 

Religious 1. 1.111 .269 .861 .397 
2. 1.517 .132 1.193 .243 
3. .532 .595 .597 .552 

1.424 .157 1.064 .294 
5. -.475 .635 -.431 • .669 
6. 1.303 .195 -1.215 .232 
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Table D4. Discriminant Junction Analysis Summary, 
levels: A.A. (l) X B.A. (2) X M.S. (3) 

Group Summary 

No. removed 
0 
1 

1: n=25i prior probability=.16667 
2: n=55, prior probability=.43333 
3: n=53» prior probabilitys.40000 

Eigenvalue Canonical Correlation 
•39143 .53039 
.21009 .41667 

Chi-Square 
55-75048 
20.40469 

Sig. 
.l|4 
.558 

Orthogonal Discriminant lYinction Coeffi< 
1 2 

Age -.01461 .02246 
16-PF 

A -.00894 .01410 
B -.29656 -.01542 
C -.11720 -.02307 
E -.17323 .10498 
F -.11686 -.16913 
G .05973 -.13031 
H .13458 .05656 
X -.02135 .19672 
L .03939 .19066 
M .07152 -.06570 
N -.00226 -.04115 
0 .08160 -.24428 
OL .25236 .06995 
Q2 -.27129 -.07055 
03 .30400 -.08622 
04 .02024 .02124 

AVL-SOV 
.02024 

Theor. .02496 -.02124 
Econ. .07113 -.04604 
Aesth. .05877 -.10410 
Social .05797 -.04896 
Poli. .03692 .00888 
Eeli. .03565 -.03447 

Centroids of Groups in Reduced Space 
Group 1=1.26951 .39897 
Group 2= .00242 -.51756 
Group 3= .53159 -39445 

Prediction Results? 

Actual Group 
Membership 

Predicted Group Membership 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Group 1 11 8 6 
Group 2 3 33 19 
Group 3 5 y? 



APPENDIX E 

nvs GROUP COMPARISONS AND DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS 

Table El, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 16-PF, Settings X Levels: 
Ag/B.A.(l) X Ag/H.S.(2) X Ed/A.A.(3) X Ed/fe.A.(4) X 
Ed/M.S,(5) 

Personality 
Factor Group Mean F Ratio F Probability 

A 1. 5-200 1.527 

CO o\ H
 • 

2. 5-7727 
3. 5.9600 
4. 5-1000 
5. 4.8333 

B 1. 7.6000 4.947 ,001*** 
2. 7.7273 
3. 5.9600 
4. 6.9000 m 

5- 7-8333 . 

C 1. 5.7600 1.038 .390 
2. 6.2727 
3. 5.3600 
4. 6.0667 
5- 5.5000 

E 1. 6.1600 1.887 .117 
2. 6.4091 
3- 6.6800 
4. 6.5333 
5. 7.5000 

F 1. 5.5200 2.647 .036** 
2. 6.5000 
3- 5.6800 
4. 6.9667 
5. 6.3667 

G 1. 4.8800 2.358 .057* 
2. 4.4545 
3- 5-2400 
4. 4.8667 
5. 3.7000 

59 



Table EL. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 16-PF, Settings X 
levels—Continued 

60 

Personality 
Factor Group Mean F Hatio F Probability 

H 1. 5-2kxx> 1.286 .279 
2. 6.1818 
3- 6.6000 
k. 6.^333 
5- 6.2333 

I 1. 6.6000 .438 .781 
2. 6.5000 
3. 6.2^00 
h. 6.1333 
5. 6.666? 

L 1. 5.3200 I.858 .122 
2. 5.636^ 
3. 6.1600 
b. 6.1333 
5- 6.6333 

M 1. 6.2800 x.koz .237 
2. 6.2273 
3- 5.M1OO 
k. 6.0000 
5. 6.5000 

N 1. 5.1600 .621 .649 
2. ^.0333 
3. 5.^000 

7.0333 
5. 3.72^1 

0 1. 5.2^00 .434 .784 
2. ^.5909 
3- 5.0**00 

5.0667 
5. ^.8333 

01 1. 6.2^00 .761 .553 
2. 6.0909 
3. 6.7600 
k. 6.^667 
5. 6.9000 



Table EL. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), 16-PF, Settings X 
Levels—Continued 

Personality 
Factor Group Mean P Patio P Probability 

02 I. 6.36OO 3.077 .019** 
2. 6.2273 
3. 5.1600 
k. 6.5333 
5- 6.6667 

03 X. 5-1200 3.178 .016** 
2. 5.0000 
3. 5.8*f00 
4. 4.9667 
5- 4.1000 

04 1. 6.0000 .91^ .458 
2. 5.2727 
3. 5.6000 
if. 5.5667 
5- 6.3000 

*** pC.Ol; *• p<.05; * pC.10,- ̂ =25; n2=22; 1̂ =25; n̂ 30; df 4,127 
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Table E2. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), SOV, Settings X Levels: 
Ag/B.A. (l) X Ag/M.S.(2) X Ed/A.A. (3) X Ed/3.A.(4) X 
Ed/N.S. (5) 

Value Group Mean. 3? Ratio F Probability 

Theoretical 1. 38.9167 .995 .413 
2. 40.7727 
3. 38.6190 
4. 37.0000 
5. 38.0667 

Economical 1. 36.5652 1.106 . .357 
2. 37-0000 
3. 37.7619 
4. 3̂ .3667 
5. 35.0000 

Aesthetic 1. 44.6957 1.105 .357 
2. 43.1818 

.357 

3. 40.8571 
4. 45.5667 
5. 43.0333 

Social 1. 43.6522 2.444 .05** 
2. 43.0909 
3. 45.4762 
4. 48.5667 
5. 44.8333 

Political 1. 39.4340 1.650 .166 
2. 39.5000 

• 3. 39.2381 
4. 37.1000 
5. 41.3333 

Religious 1. 36.0435 .598 .665 Religious 
2. 34.8182 
3. 39.6818 
4. 36.8000 
5. 35.6333 

••pC.05; df 4,122 



Table E3* Contrast Analysis, 16-PF and SOV, Settings X Levels: Ag/B.A« 
(1). X Ag/M.S.<2) X Ed/A.A.(3) X Ed/B.A.(4) X Ed/M.S.(5) 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 

1 i.o -1.0 0 0 0 

2 1.0 0 -1.0 0 0 

3 1.0 0 0 -1.0 0 

4 1.0 0 0 0 -1.0 

5 0 1.0 -1.0 0 0 

6 0 1.0 0 -1.0 0 

7 0 1.0 0 0 -1.0 

8 0 0 1.0 -1.0 0 

9 0 0 1.0 0 -1.0 

10 0 0 0 1.0 -1.0 

Personality Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1 -.996 .321 -.823 .416 
2 -1.366 .174 -1.416 .164 
3 .188 .851 .182 .856 
4 .688 •493 .738 .465 
5 -.326 .745 -.287 .776 
6 1.218 .225 1.016 .316 
7 1.701 .091-* 1.514 .140 
8 1.6l4 .109 1.748 .086* 
9 2.114 .036** 2.594 .013** 
10 .525 .601 .595 -554 

1 -.243 .808 — 222 •
 

CD
 
$
 

2 3-242 .002*** 3.206 .002*** 
3 1.445 .151 1.392 .170 
if -.482 .631 -.469 .641 
5 3.380 .001*** 3027 .002** 
6 1.648 .102 1.582 .121 
7 -.211 .833 -.205 .839 
8 -1.941 .05̂ * -2.061 .044** 
9 -3.868 .000*** -4.161 .000*** 
10 -2.021 .045** -2.118 .038** 

***p<.01; **p<.05i *P<.10 



Table E3. Contrast Analysis, Settings X Levels—Continued 

Personality Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 
>r T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1 -.936 .351 -.906 .370 
2 .755 .452 .734 .467 
3 -.604 .547 -•608 .546 
4 .512 .609 .541 .591 
5 1.666 .098* 1.560 .126 
6 .392 .696 • 376 .708 
7 1.469 .144 1.470 .149 
8 -1.392 .166 -1.343 .185 
9 -.276 .783 

C
O

 r\T • 1 .782 
10 1.171 .244 1.234 .222 

1 -.**33 .666 -.466 .643 
2 -.935 .352 -.927 .359 
3 -.701 .485 -.684 .497 
4 -2.516 .013** -2.731 .009*** 
5 -.471 .638 -.472 .639 
6 -.225 .822 -.222 .825 
7 -1.976 .050** -2.159 .036** 
8 .275 .783 .251 .803 
9 -1.540 .126 -1.538 .131 
10 -1.904 .059* -1.868 .067* 

1 -1.756 .082* -1.649 .107 
2 -.296 .768 -.247 • 806 
3 -2.978 .006*** -2.444 .019** 
4 -1.637 .104 -1.454 .154 
5 1.469 .144 1.573 .123 
6 -.871 .386 -1.036 .385 
7 .249 .804 .305 .762 
8 -2.488 .014** -2.481 .017** 
9 -1.328 .187 -1.353 .183 
10 1.217 .226 1.382 .172 

1 .715 .476 .724 .473 
2 -.625 .533 -.598 .553 
3 .024 .981 .023 .982 
4 2.140 .034** 1.829 .073* 
5 -1.320 .189 -1.607 .115 
6 —721 .472 -.867 -390 
7 1.320 .189 1.393 .170 
8 .677 .500 .759 .451 
9 2.793 .006*** 2.768 .008*** 
10 2.219 .028** 2.143 .037** 

«**p<.01, **p<.05, *p<-10 
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Table E3» Contrast Analysis, Settings X Levels—Continued 

' 

Personality Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance .Estimate 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

H 1 -1.304 .195 -l.if78 • H
 

2 -2.069 .04l** -2.068 .044** 
3 -1.861 .065* -1.867 .067* 
if -1.501 .136 -1.648 .105 
5 -. 698 .if 87 -.700 .487 
6 -.̂ 37 .663 -.440 .662 
7 -.090 .929 -.098 .922 
8 .300 .765 .269 .789 
9 .660 .510 .636 .528 
10 .378 .706 .364 .717 

I 1 .181* .85if .188 

OJ »A 0
0 • 

2 .685 .494 .626 .53̂  
3 .928 .355 .927 .359 
if -.133 .895 -.123 .903 
5 .479 .633 .491 .626 
6 -703 '.if 83 .815 .419 
7 -.320 -750 -.338 •737 
8 .212 .832 .213 .832 
9 -.848 .398 -.790 .433 
10 -1.112 .268 -1.153 .254 

L 1 -.561 .576 -.594 .556 
2 -1.540 .126 -1.366 .179 
3 -1.557 .122 -1.823 .074* 
if -2.515 .013** -2.820 .007*** 
5 -.929 .355 -.792 .432 
6 —918 .360 -.979 -33̂  
7 -1.842 .068* -1.899 .064* 
8 .051 .959 .045 .964 
9 -.906 .366 -.778 .441 
10 -1.004 .317 -1.143 .258 

M 1 .103 .918 .102 -919 
2 1.698 .092* 1.436 .157 
3 .591 .555 .559 .579 
if -.if 64 .643 -.446 .658 
5 1.5*f0 .126 1.507 .139 
6 .if 63 .m .533 .597 
7 -.555 .580 -.653 .517 
8 -1.182 .239 -1.106 .275 
9- -2.238 .027** -2.125 .039** 
10 -1.107 .270 -1.258 .214 

t**p-i.01, **p<.05, *p<-10 



Table E3. Contrast Analysis, Settings X Levels—Continued 
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Personality Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 

N 

01 

02 

ir T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1 .105 .917 .461 .647 
2 -.104 .918 -.463 .646 
3 -.846 .399 -.609 .547 
4 .643 .521 2.600 .012** 
5 -.205 .838 -1.001 .322 
6 -.925 .357 -.692 .495 
7 .512 .609 2.254 .029** 
8 -737 .462 -.532 .598 
9 .751 .454 3.357 .001*** 
10 1.553 .123 1.077 .290 

1 1.200 .232 1.192 .239 
2 -382 .703 .337 .738 
3 .346 .730 .345 .731 
4 .812 .419 .920 .363 
5 -.830 .408 -.735 .466 
6 -.916 .361 -.910 .368 
7 -.467 .641 -.521 .605 
8 -.053 .958 -.046 .963 
9 .412 .681 .396 .695 
10 .488 .626 .562 .577 

1 .258 .797 .235 .815 
2 -931 .354 -.952 .346 
3 -.424 .672 -.383 .704 
4 -1.234 .219 -1.396 .171 
5 -1.159 .249 -1.109 .274 
6 -.678 .499 -.582 .563 
7 -l.46o .147 -1.504 .143 
8 .549 .584 .523 .603 
9 -.262 .794 -.324 .748 
10 -.850 .397 -.886 .380 

1 .260 .795 .258 .797 
2 2.430 .016** 2.209 .032** 
3 -.367 .715 -.351 .727 
4 -.649 .518 654 .516 
5 2.091 .039** 2.042 .047** 
6 -.625 .533 -.650 .519 
7 -.897 .372 -989 .328 
8 -2.905 .004*** -2.731 .009*** 
9 -3.187 .002*** -3.149 .003*** 
10 -.296 .768 -.317 .753 

***p<£.01, **p<.05, *p<.10 
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Table BJ. Contrast Analysis., Settings X Levels—Continued 

Personality 
Factor 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate Personality 
Factor T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

Q3 1 .225 .822 .249 .805 
2 -1.397 .165 -1.279 .207 
3 .311 .757 .339 -736 
4 2.067 .04l*» 2.175 .034** 
5 -1.577 .117 -1.469 .149 
6 .065 .9̂ 8 .072 .943 
7 1.760 .081* 1.876 .067* 
8 1-770 .079 1.598 .U7 
9 3.526 .001*** 3.103 .003*** 
10 1.842 .068* 1.929 .059* 

Qtf 1 1.148 .253 1.173 .247 Qtf 
2 .653 .515 .632 .530 
3 .739 .461 .796 .430 

-.511 .610 -.599 .579 
5 -.517 .606 -.470 .641 
6 -.483 .630 -.476 .636 
7 -1.689 .094* -1.682 .100* 
8 .057 .955 .053 .958 
9 -1.193 .235 -1.123 .267 
10 -1.311 .192 -1.374 .175 

Value 
Theoret
ical 1 •

 
VO
 0
 

CO
 

.366 -.816 
2 .144 .886 .134 
3 1.010 .314 .955 
4 .448 .655 .415 
5 I.019 .310 1.011 
6 l.9*K> .055* 1.978 
7 1.391 .167 1.387 
8 .821 .413 .879 
9 .280 .780 .293 
10 -.596 .552 -.654 

.419 

.894 
-345 
.680 
.318 
.055* 
.173 
.384 
.771 
.516 

_ » 

***p-£.01, **p<.05, *p<.10 
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Table E3. Contrast Analysis, Settings X Levels—Continued 

Value Con
trast 

Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate Value Con
trast T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

Economic 1 -.215 

0
 

t̂v CO • -.208 .836 
2 -.584 .560 -.574 .569 
3 1.168 .245 1.244 .220 
4 .831 .407 - .812 .421 
5 -.368 .71̂  -.350 .728 
6 1.381 .170 1.408 .167 
7 1.049 .296 .989 .328 
8 1.757 .081* 1.815 • 077* 
9 1.429 .156 1.365 .179 
10 -.361 .719 -374 .710 

Aesthetic 1 .601 .549 .631 •532 
2 1.506 .135 1.474 .149 
3 -372 .710 -398 .693 
4 .710 .479 .787 .435 
5 .903 .369 .829 .412 
6 -1.006 .316 -.983 .331 
7 .063 .950 .063 .950 
8 -1.961 .052* -1.791 .081* 
9 -.906 .367 -.849 .401 
10 1.162 .24? 1.182 .242 

Social 1 .264 .792 .265 .792 
2 -.847 .398 -.736 .467 
3 -2.486 .014** -2.574 .013** 

-.598 .551 -.642 .524 
5 -1.096 .275 -.952 .347 
6 -2.735 .007*** -2.819 .007*** 
7 -.870 .386 -.930 .358 
8 -1.523 .130 -1.327 .193 
9 .317 .752 .283 .779 
10 2.028 .045** 2.288 .026** 

***p<£.01, **p<.05, *p<.10 



Table E3. Contrast Analysis, Settings X Levels—Continued 
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Value Con- Pooled Variance Estimate Separate Variance Estimate 
trast T Value T Probability T Value T Probability 

1 -.034 .973 -.033 .974 
2 .102 .919 .094 .926 
3 1.316 .191 1.428 .160 
4 -1.070 .287 -1.162 .251 
5 .134 • .89* .115 .909 
6 1-335 .184 1.293 .204 
7 -1.020 .310 -.988 .329 
8 1.17* .2*3 I.083 .286 
9 -1.150 .252 -1.062 .296 
10 -2.561 .012** -2.877 .005*** 

1 .358 -721 .348 .729 
2 -I.O63 .290 -.815 .420 
3 -.238 .812 -.237 .8l4 

.129 .898 .122 .904 
5 -1.406 .162 -1.215 .233 
6 -.615 .5*0 -.792 .433 
7 -.253 .801 -.299 .766 
8 .895 .373 .776 .444 
9 1.257 .211 1.046 .303 
10 • 394 .694 .510 .612 

**»p<.01, **p<.05, *p<.10 
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Table E4. Discriminant Function Analysis Summary, Settings X levels: 
Ag/B.A.(l) X Ag/M.S. (2) X Ed/A.A. (3) X £d/fe.A.(4) X Ed/M.S.(5) 

Group Summary: 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

n=25 
n=23 
n=25 
n=30 
n=30 

Removed Eigenvalue Canonical Correl. Chi-Square Sig. 
0 .̂ 6838 .56478 109.07640 .107 
1 .38920 .52930 68.35562 .403 
2 .26965 .46085 33.51069 .822 
3 .080̂ 7 .27291 8.20426 .990 

Orthogonal Discriminant Function Coefficients 

Age -.06956 -.04718 —00354 .01778 
16-PF 

—00354 

A -.15044 -.07709 .04665 .12597 
B -.30573 .11379 .07844 -.05634 
C -.13002 .00410 .07971 .04647 
E -.04169 .26351 -.10548 -.03791 
F .03508 .02768 .30764 .27981 
G .09486 -.05036 .12465 .01085 
H .15529 -.00418 -.10165 .00452 
I -.05567 .02734 -.15931 .10798 
L .14842 .12049 -.15767 .19780 
M .03745 -.04980 .00566 —12659 
N .00514 -.01194 .04610 .00381 
0 .04206 -.14165 .19885 -.12913 
Q1 .13359 -.14933 -.17078 -.10635 
Q2 -.09265 .24118 .13846 .03927 
03 .25006 -.15854 -.04420 -.15232 
Q4 -.03803 .00635 ' -.09734 -.18982 

AVL-SOV 
The or. .00714 -.02174 -.01031 -.02070 
Econ. .02665 -07853 .01914 -.04658 
Aest. .01973 -.08228 .06957 -.08483 
Soc. .05631 -.01974 .00546 -.07810 
Poli. .02390 -.04239 -.04655 -.08968 
Reli. .01985 -.02678 .00741 -.05609 

Centroids of Groups in Reduced Space 
Group 1= -.66967 —45439 .26670 —42927 
Group 2= -.77973 -.284-32 .17371 .48309 
Group 3= .76423 — 82454 -.69̂ 58 .02650 
Group 4= .78112 .28892 .63230 .02429 
Group 5= -.22812 . 90866 —52693 — 05578 
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Table E*t. Discriminant Function Analysis Summary, Settings X Levels— 
Continued 

Prediction Results! 

Actual Group 
Membership 

Predicted Group Membership 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 5 Group 4 Group 5 

Group 1 Ik 3 2 2 

Group 2 5 10 3 1 4 

Group 3 2 2 1̂  5 2 

Group 4 2 2 1 19 6 

Group 5 3 5 Z. 5 17 
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