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ABSTRACT 

Problem. The purpose of the study was to determine 

the extent to which personality differences exist between 

clients and non-clients at the college level. The study 

also sought to determine the extent to which personality 

differences exist between clients with vocational-

educational problems and those with personal-social prob

lems. The following null hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and non-clients in 

any personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

2. There will be no difference between clients with 

personal-social problems and non-clients in any 

personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

3. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and clients with 

personal-social problems in any personality factors 

measured by the 16 PF. 

Procedure. 16 PF profiles were obtained from 233 

clients and 179 non-clients drawn from the population of 

students who had matriculated at the University of Arizona 

for the Spring of 1966. The client group consisted of a 

sample of students who obtained counseling at the Student 
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Counseling Bureau during the Spring Semester and included 

both males and females. These clients were categorized as 

having vocational-educational or personal-social problems 

on the basis of a diagnosis given by each respective coun

selor when counseling was terminated. The non-client 

group, also consisting of male and female subjects, con

sisted of students enrolled in two male Physical Education 

classes and one Sociology class which included both males 

and females. The 16 PF was administered to the client 

group during the process of counseling, while the non-

clients took the 16 PF during one regular class period. 

Following collection of the 16 PF profiles, three 

subgroups of 47 profiles each for males, and 30 each for 

females were randomly selected from the larger groups of 

clients and non-clients. These groups were used for the 

statistical analysis. 

Results. The three hypotheses which were tested 

were rejected at the .05 level of confidence using Duncan's 

Multiple Range Test. The 16 PF discriminated between male 

clients with vocational-educational problems and male non-

clients on 4 of the 16 factors. The same trend, but on 

different factors was found in the case of the female 

vocational-educational and non-client comparisons. 

A comparison of 16 PF factors between male clients 

with personal-social problems and male non-clients showed 
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significant differences on 11 of the 16 factors. The 

comparison between female clients with personal-social 

problems and female non-clients showed significant differ

ences on 8 of the 16 factors. 

A comparison of 16 PF factors between male clients 

with personal-social problems and those with vocational-

educational clients showed significant differences on 12 of 

the 16 factors, while 7 of the 16 factors were found 

significantly different when comparing female clients with 

personal-social problems and female clients with vocational-

educational problems. 

Conclusions. The 16 PF seems to differentiate 

adequately well between groups of clients and non-clients. 

This finding seems to agree with previous research which 

indicates that personality differences do exist between 

clients and non-clients as well as between clients with 

different types of problems. 

The patterns of scores on pairs of scales, the 

comparisons made in terms of mean scores on all factors, 

and the magnitude of scores on individual factors between 

the respective groups reveal that the 16 PF factors are 

diagnostically useful in a university counseling bureau 

setting. 

The 16 PF differentiates better between clients 

with personal-social problems and non-clients than it does 
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between clients with vocational-educational problems and 

non-clients. The 16 PF also seems to differentiate between 

clients with personal-social problems and clients with 

vocational-educational problems. 

Recommendations. It is recommended that further 

studies be made which would clarify and extend the findings 

of this study. This is especially recommended in light of 

the potential use of the 16 PF as an aid to counseling. 



CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

Counseling represents an attempt to help people who 

are experiencing some form of psychological or social 

incongruence and who may be in need of expressing, devel

oping, and thinking through the things that are disturbing 

them. Snyder (1945) refers to this process as: 

A face-to-face relationship in which a psycho
logically trained individual is consciously 
attempting, by verbal means, to assist another 
person to modify emotional attitudes that are 
socially maladaptive, and in which the subject 
is relatively aware of the personality (or 
attitudinal) change through which he is going 
(p. 194). 

One of the more prominent places where these 

"psychologically trained individuals" are to be found is on 

the education and psychology staffs of American colleges 

and universities. At the present time there are few schools 

of any size that do not make adequate provisions for 

counseling as an integral part of their total student 

personnel programs. Counseling, at the university level, 

often takes place on an informal and part-time basis. 

Admissions officers, for example, frequently advise pro

spective students regarding their chances of success at a 
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given college. Members of the general administrative staff 

and department heads answer many queries concerning course 

requirements, programs of study, etc. Faculty members, in 

their capacities both as advisers and teachers, help 

students avoid a number of pitfalls. Counseling also 

occurs in formal courses usually designated as orientation 

courses. 

Because the counseling function is spread among so 

many persons in many colleges and universities, there is a 

danger that some serious problems may not be recognized and 

that some students will, therefore, fail to receive adequate 

help. This danger has been minimized to a great extent on 

the part of college and university student personnel 

programs by the establishment of counseling bureaus, or 

agencies, to which students needing help may be offered a 

more formal or specialized type of counseling such as 

described by Snyder above. Counseling in such settings may 

be in terms of referrals by administrators and/or faculty 

members, or on a voluntary basis on the part of students. 

It is in the university counseling bureau setting that the 

person to whom Snyder refers as a "psychologically trained 

individual" is generally found. 

While the focus of many counseling bureaus in 

college and universities may frequently be upon academic 

and vocational counseling, they may also be called upon to 

aid students in effecting more adequate personal and social 
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adjustments. The particular image projected by the 

counseling bureau is of great significance in determining 

whether or not students will avail themselves of the 

counseling services. Many students may be somewhat 

reluctant to seek counseling as a result of the stigma 

attached to seeking such help. Other students, while 

having problems of a deep nature, will seek help under the 

pretense of seeking aid in career choice. Thompson (i960) 

states: 

Getting help on career problems such as a 
vocational choice, placement, and advancement, 
rightly or wrongly, is regarded as more 
"socially acceptable" than getting help for 
emotional problems. The latter are looked 
upon as a sign of weakness, as something to 
be hidden from others. Since vocational 
counseling is more socially acceptable, a 
certain proportion of clients requesting 
vocational counseling are really asking for 
psychotherapy. They may or may not be aware 
of their basic motivation for coming for 
help (p. 355). 

While some students may rationalize their reasons for 

seeking counseling, others, while perhaps feeling the need 

for such help may be totally reluctant to seek it. The 

need for investigating differences between students who 

seek counseling and those that do not is stated succinctly 

by Terwilliger and Fiedler (1958): 

Very few situations permit an adequate study of 
this problem. Generally the counselor only sees 
people who feel the need for psychotherapy, 
while many others, equally maladjusted by 
various criteria, choose, for various reasons, 
not to consult a therapist. It is, therefore, 
of considerable theoretical and practical 



4 

importance to determine how those who seek 
counseling differ in important aspects from 
those who do not (p. 228). 

A problem related to that of differentiating 

students who seek counseling from those who do not, is 

that of determining the extent to which clients may be 

differentiated in terms of the particular type of 

problem(s) upon which the counseling process focuses. 

This particular problem seems to have relevance for both 

the counselor and the client. In regard to the counselor, 

Tyler (1961) states: 

There seems to be some ambiguity about what 
counselors should be doing. The most clear-
cut distinction is between vocational and 
educational planning, on the one hand, and 
facilitating personal and social adjustment, 
on the other. There is some indication that 
although counselors are perceived in terms 
of the first of these kinds of duty, they 
increasingly prefer to be cast in the other 
role (p. 23). 

Regardless of the role counselors prefer to be cast in, it 

would seem that the counselor might best, and often does, 

start to work with the client at the level where he is 

ready and motivated. Bordin (1955) is quite explicit about 

this in stating: 

. . . it is important for the counselor to 
accept clients and to work with them when 
they have not yet reached a stage where they 
are aware and are willing to admit of 
emotional problems. He must be willing and 
able to talk with clients about their problems 
at the client's present level of thinking. If 
at this point the spotlight is focused upon 
purely informational factors, the counselor 
must be ready to serve the role of the reality 
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tester and allow the client's motivations and 
feelings to come in only to the extent that 
the client is willing and ready for them to 
appear (p. 18). 

Implied by Bordin is the idea that the skilled counselor 

recognizes that clients differ in their needs and so sets 

his objectives and adapts his methods in accordance with 

the specific needs of the individual client. 

The importance of considering the type of problem 

upon which the counseling process is focused is given 

additional emphasis by McGowan and Schmidt (1962) particu

larly in regard to counselor role expectations and referral 

possibilities. They conclude: 

One of the things that bothers counselors 
working in academic settings is the fear of 
keeping a client whom they should have referred 
for more extensive help to either a clinical 
psychologist or psychiatrist. ... In many 
cases, administrators in high schools and 
colleges are not too clear in their own minds 
as to the service that a counselor is 
adequately trained to offer, and many times 
expect results which are unrealistic in terms 
of the training of the counselor as well as 
the nature of the problem presented by the 
client (p. 399). 

The rationale for this study, then, rests upon the 

importance of determining the extent to which those who 

seek counseling may differ from those who do not seek 

counseling (Thompson, 1960; Terwilliger & Fiedler, 1958). 

The study will also investigate the extent to which clients 

may differ on important variables that reflect the types of 

problem upon which counseling is focused (Tyler, 1961; 
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Bordin, 1955; McGowan & Schmidt, 1962). Specifically, this 

study was undertaken to investigate the extent to which 

personality differences exist between clients and non-

clients. The study also investigated the extent to which 

personality differences exist between clients with differ

ent types of problems. 

Personality Variables. In determining how students 

who seek counseling differ from those who do not, and in 

determining how clients may differ in terms of type of 

problem(s), a number of approaches are possible. Korobow 

(1957) suggests such variables as: (1) achievement level; 

(2) socio-economic level; (3) cultural background; (4) work 

experience; (5) knowledge of counseling services; and (6) 

past response tendencies toward seeking assistance from 

others. Another variable which would seem to warrant 

investigation would be that of personality differences. A 

paucity of research on this particular variable, however, 

seems to exist for Heilbrun (i960) and Mendelsohn and Kirk 

(1962) conclude that there are relatively few studies 

reported in the literature which attempt to assess 

personality differences between students who seek counseling 

and those who do not. This conclusion led the investigator 

to consider personality differences as a variable that 

might differentiate clients from non-clients, as well as 
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one that might discriminate between types of problems 

presented by clients. 

One approach to such an investigation of person

ality differences is through the use of personality 

inventories. Freeman (1950) emphasizes the utility of such 

instruments: 

Pragmatically, at the present time, a useful test 
of personality is one whose score or responses to 
individual items assist in identifying areas of 
actual or potential maladjustment for purposes of 
further, more intensive study and subsequent 
treatment. Conversely, they can help in the 
identification of areas of wholesome adjustment 
(p. 398). 

Weiner (1959) also implies the practicality of 

using a personality inventory for the above-stated purposes 

in stating: 

Psychological diagnosis itself proceeds typically 
either through interviews, through the administra
tion of psychological tests, or through a combina
tion of both. ... We will say that psychological 
testing is usually a less time-consuming technique 
than diagnostic interviews, particularly where 
subtle or well-disguised personality characteris
tics rather than gross pathology is in question 
(p. 112). 

A problem confronting the college counselor is that 

of finding a valid personality inventory which is applicable 

to college students (Goodstein et al., 1961). A con

siderable amount of research has been conducted using the 

MMPI with college students. Tyler (1961), however, feels 

that the scores on the clinical scales of the MMPI may 

contribute a little but not much to the counselor's 
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assessment of a client's adjustment status or achievement 

potential. 

Some researchers have concerned themselves with 

tests developed for persons not falling within specific 

psychiatric categories or populations. Some of these 

personality inventories include the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule, the Minnesota Counseling Inventory, 

and the Bell Adjustment Inventory. Again, Tyler (1961) 

implies that since such tests are newer, there are not many 

studies yet of their utility with college students. 

Goodstein et al. (1961) feel that as a result of the 

questionable applicability of most personality inventories 

for college students, there is a definite need for research 

on measures of normal personality variables which may have 

utility for counseling and adjunct activities. 

To evaluate the diagnostic usefulness of the 

California Psychological Inventory (CPI) in a university 

counseling service, Goodstein et al. (1961) compared male 

and female personal adjustment clients, vocational-

educational clients, and non-clients on over-all CPI 

profile elevation, profile shape, individual scales, and 

pairs of scales with an analysis of variance technique. 

The findings indicated consistent, psychologically meaning

ful differences between the various groups in all aspects 

of the profile comparisons. More specifically, with 

respect to profile elevation there was a definite ordering 



9 

of the groups along the adjustment continuum from personal 

clients to vocational-educational clients to controls (non-

clients), with the latter being the best adjusted. 

Similarly, there were differences between the typical 

adjustment modes of the groups, with the greatest differ

entiation occurring between the clients and non-clients. 

The present investigation approximated the study by 

Goodstein et al. in both methodology and procedure for two 

reasons: (1) the need pointed out by these researchers for 

research on instruments assessing normal personality 

variables (i.e., instruments developed on non-psychiatric 

populations) which may have utility for counseling and 

adjunct activities; and (2) the weaknesses and limitations 

on the part of the CPI as pointed out by a number of 

critics in the field of psychological testing. The instru

ment which the present investigation utilized is Cattell's 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF). 

Rationale for the 16 PF. A number of criticisms 

are leveled at the California Psychological Inventory. One 

criticism has reference to the overlapping of many of its 

scales. Cronbach (1960), for example, feels that the 

profile covers personality more broadly than most other 

inventories, but scores often intercorrelate too highly for 

efficient measurement. Horrocks (1964) seems to concur 

with Cronbach in stating: 
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The California Psychological Inventory, devised 
by Gough, contains 480 true-false items, a few 
less than one-half of which are included on the 
MMPI. ... It does not appear that Gough has 
given much attention to the unidimensionality 
of the CPI scales. The result is something of 
a hodge-podge representing a curious mixture of 
psychological and non-psychological categories 
(p. 548). 

The 16 PF has in effect avoided the criticism of 

overlapping of scales as a result of being a factor-

analytically-devised instrument. Cronbach (1960) feels 

that the dimensions of the 16 PF are relatively independent 

and have some advantages for research purposes. Mitchell 

(1961), as a result of a study of the statistical relation

ship between the 16 PF and the CPI, seemed to favor the 

16 PF because of the complexity of many of the scales on 

the CPI. 

A few studies reported in the research literature, 

and discussed in Chapter II of this document, showed the 

following variables as discriminating between clients and 

non-clients, i.e., clients showed the following character

istics: (1) ineffectual, pessimistic, procrastinating, 

anxious, and worried; (2) low ego-strength; (3) low self-

satisfaction and self-esteem; (4) less toward the judging 

side, more toward the intuitive side; (5) more introverted; 

and (6) higher over-all anxiety. The 16 PF, upon examina

tion, reveals that at least ten of its factors are related 

to those factors shown by research to differentiate clients 

from non-clients. An assumption underlying the present 
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study, then, is that the 16 PF assesses some of the factors 

proven by research to discriminate between clients and non-

clients . 

The Problem 

This study was an attempt to determine the extent 

to which personality differences exist between clients and 

non-clients. The study also attempted to determine the 

extent to which personality differences exist between 

clients with vocational-educational problems and clients 

with more involved problems of a personal-social nature. 

More specifically, the study sought to determine whether or 

not the personality factors on the 16 PF would differentiate 

between clients and non-clients at the University of 

Arizona. The study also sought to determine whether or 

not the personality factors on the 16 PF would differen

tiate between clients with vocational-educational problems 

and clients with personal-social problems at the University 

of Arizona. 

Hypotheses. The following null hypotheses were 

tested: 

1. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and non-clients in 

any personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 



2. There will be no difference between clients with 

personal-social problems and non-clients in any 

personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

3. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and clients with 

personal-social problems in any personality factors 

measured by the 16 PF. 

Definitions 

Clients were defined as students who had applied 

for assistance at the University Counseling Bureau and who 

were seen by a counselor for at least two interviews. 

Non-clients were defined as students who had made 

no application for assistance at the University Counseling 

Bureau and who were not receiving counseling during the 

interim of the investigation. 

Vocational-educational Problems were defined as 

those developed problems which centered on vocational 

decisions, selection of appropriate college majors, lack of 

effective study habits or skills, or lack of information 

(Apostal and Miller, 1959). 

Personal-social Problems were defined as those 

developed problems which centered on such factors as lack 

of confidence in self, difficulty in interpersonal rela

tions, over-all anxiety, adjustment to college life, etc. 

Other problems may have arisen during the course of 
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counseling (e.g., vocational choice), but the primary focus 

was on resolving the personal-social problems (Apostal and 

Miller, 1959). 

Assumptions and Limitations 

Assumptions. The investigation revolved around the 

following assumptions: 

1. The 16 PF is a valid and reliable instrument for 

assessing personality characteristics. 

2. The 16 PF assesses some of the personality charac

teristics found by previous research to discriminate 

between the groups involved in this study. 

3. The diagnostic categories (i.e., vocational-

educational problems and personal-social problems) 

used in the study are as valid in describing types 

of problems discussed in counseling as are other 

types of clinical judgments. 

Limitations. 

1. The clients used in the study cannot be considered 

representative of all clients. 

2. The non-clients used in the study cannot be con

sidered representative of all non-clients at the 

University of Arizona; they are however similar to 

the norm groups used in the standardization of the 

16 PF. 
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3. The present study involves an investigation of 

personality characteristics measured solely on the 

basis of a single personality inventory, the 16 PF. 

Consideration is not given to other methods of 

assessing personality such as projective techniques, 

interviews, etc. 

4. The present study involves an investigation of 

personality characteristics of subjects drawn from 

samples of the student population at the University 

of Arizona. As a result, generalizations or con

clusions reached in this study should not be made 

to students at other universities without appropriate 

cross-validation of the procedures used herein. 

Need for the Study 

A study of personality characteristics of clients 

and non-clients, as well as the relationship of personality 

characteristics to the type of problem(s) presented by 

clients, would seem to harbor a number of implications. 

In the first place, a knowledge of personality 

characteristics which possibly differentiate between 

clients and non-clients would seem of importance to 

university administrators in charge of providing adequate 

personnel necessary to meet the needs of prospective 

clients. A personality inventory, if found to differen

tiate between clients and non-clients, could be used as 
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part of an orientation testing program in order to 

determine those students who are potentially in need of 

counseling and thus aid the administrator in determining 

the size of staff which might be necessary to meet these 

needs. 

Secondly, individuals with longstanding personal-

social problems usually require more extensive treatment 

than the usually short-term counseling required for 

vocational-educational counseling. A knowledge of this 

differentiation in terms of a diagnostic personality 

profile would permit more efficient staff utilization in 

terms of available personnel. It would also be helpful in 

determining the types of problems that may need referral 

to other campus or community agencies. 

Thirdly, a personality inventory found to differ

entiate between clients with vocational-educational 

problems as compared to those with personal-social problems 

would provide an index for assigning clients to those 

counselors preferring, or trained more adequately, to work 

with one type of client as compared to another type. This 

implication seems especially pertinent in light of Tyler's 

statement concerning counselor preference to be cast in the 

role of facilitating personal and social adjustment. 

Finally, knowledge of a client's over-all person

ality profile configuration can provide the counselor with 

an indication of an individual's general adjustment level, 
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as well as patterns of scores or pairs of scales, which may 

indicate dominant adjustment mechanisms. This may be 

useful in aiding the counselor in arriving at a method of 

treatment. 

Because of the above-stated implications, it is 

hoped that the findings of this study will provide results 

that are useful and meaningful to those personnel who are 

dedicated to helping students at the university level, and 

who espouse what Wrenn (1962, p. 2) refers to as, "The 

student personnel point of view, a philosophy which includes 

an awareness of individual differences, respect for the 

integrity of students, willingness to let students make 

decisions for themselves, and so on." 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a selected 

and representative review of the literature most relevant 

to research conducted in the area of personality character

istics of college students particularly in regard to 

clients and non-clients. This review of the literature 

was also carried out in order to provide the rationale for 

assuming that there are in fact certain personality differ

ences between clients and non-clients, as well as between 

clients with certain types of problems. 

The review of literature relative to this study has 

been divided into four general areas: (l) personality 

patterns in college populations and their implications for 

student personnel workers, (2) research related to person

ality differences between clients and non-clients, (3) 

diagnostic systems used in classifying client problems, and 

(4) representative studies using the 16 PF. 

Personality Patterns in College Populations 

A good deal of concern is expressed nowadays about 

the intellectual as well as non-intellectual variables of 

college students, but it was not until recently that the 

17 
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latter were considered as important as the former. Peck 

(1962) states: 

Until the last decade or two, most attention and 
sophisticated study had been directed to the 
educative process at pre-college levels. In 
recent years, however, there has been a growing 
interest in and study of the personalities, 
motives, and values of college students, as 
represented by the members of this conference, 
and by numerous other researchers (p. 161). 

As a result of this concern for personality vari

ables in the educative process, two basic methods have been 

used in studying the range of personality patterns in 

college populations. These two include: 

1. Attempts to describe the wide range of mental 

health to be found in colleges and universities. 

2. Attempts to assess and describe specific problems 

of college students. 

Mental Health in College Populations. At present, 

the goals of societies for the promotion of mental health 

cover a wide range of interests, including not only the 

better care of the mentally ill and a more enlightened 

attitude towards them, but a concern for the relatively 

"normal" person who is having difficulty in his everyday 

functioning. Farnsworth (1957), in discussing the area of 

mental health in colleges and universities, seems to 

support this notion: 

In the colleges and universities mental health is 
concerned with this whole province. The immediate 
and urgent problems usually concern the students, 
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faculty members, or employees who are handicapped 
by acute emotional disturbances. The psychiatrist 
who considers his only responsibility to be the 
treatment of the emotionally disturbed is missing 
many of the most favorable opportunities for 
promoting better conditions for teaching and 
learning on the campus. ... A college mental 
health program must of necessity keep in mind the 
management of complicated and severe illnesses, 
but to a greater extent it is concerned with the 
"normal" student, the one who may be working 
against unnecessary handicaps. In short, it is 
concerned with education and prevention even 
while it is involved with treatment (p. 3). 

Farnsworth goes on to define mental health as: "That state 

of mind in which one is free to make use of his natural 

capacities in an effective and satisfying manner" (p. 6). 

One of the earliest presentations of the possible 

role of mental health programs in colleges and universities 

was made by Williams (1921). He summarized the reasons for 

a mental health program as: 

1. The conservation of the student body, so 
that intellectually capable students may not be 
forced unnecessarily to withdraw, but may be 
retained. 

2. The forestalling of failure in the form 
of nervous and mental diseases, immediate or 
remote. 

3. The minimizing of partial failure in 
later mediocrity, inadequacy, inefficiency, and 
unhappiness. 

4. The making possible of a large individual 
usefulness by giving to each a fuller use of the 
intellectual capacity he possesses, through 
widening the sphere of conscious control and 
thereby widening the sphere of social control 
(p. 287). 

King (1964) discusses the great concern being 

expressed about the emotional problems in our American 
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colleges as evidenced by the interest of social scientists, 

psychologists, college personnel and students. He 

expresses some concern, however, at the apparent lack of 

mental health programs in colleges: 

Somewhat less sober thought is given to the state 
of our knowledge about the mental health of 
students or to the kinds of research which are 
needed as the basis for realistic programs of 
counseling and psychiatric treatment on our 
campuses (p. 327). 

King describes and assesses the types of research that are 

being carried on in relation to mental health on college 

campuses. He summarizes the types of research under five 

general headings: (l) Clinical studies; (2) Epidemiological 

studies; (3) Administrative studies; (4) Theoretical 

studies; and (5) Interaction process studies. 

In regard to clinical studies, King states: 

Here the problems are mainly those of disease 
classification and are complicated by the fact 
that many of the emotional problems of students 
in late adolescence and early adulthood cannot 
be categorized neatly. ... In essence, 
research in this area is intriguing but not 
systemic. We still do not have a broad picture 
of the range and frequency of various troubling 
conditions (p. 327). 

In discussing the area of epidemiological studies, 

which represent a search for factors common to certain 

illness conditions, King concludes: 

Material here is scattered. In some cases 
division and discord in family life seem to be 
important; in others it is the high expectations 
which parents hold for the academic achievement 
of their offspring. Like the clinical area, we 
have nothing systemic as yet. . . . The college 
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population is a particularly good one, however, 
for epidemiological research on emotional 
problems. Most students are articulate, are 
able to provide accurate information, present a 
spectrum of health to morbidity, and will 
continue to cooperate with researchers after 
graduation (p. 328). 

In terms of administrative studies, which include 

early admission students, the use of various screening 

procedures, the effect on the social system of a college of 

introducing a psychiatric service, and the statements about 

the over-all role of the college psychiatrist, King states: 

One has difficulty in drawing conclusions about 
this group of studies because of the diversity. 
They do provoke ideas if not provide answers 
(p. 328). 

Contributions to theory constitute the fourth area 

which King discusses. He summarizes: 

We know a good deal about personality development 
in late adolescence and early adulthood, the tasks 
that have to be solved in these years, and the 
areas where conflicts are likely to occur; and we 
are now obtaining a more ordered assessment of the 
potentials for adaptation and health. By these 
yardsticks we will be in a better position to 
understand and treat pathological conditions 
(p. 328). 

The final area that King discusses can be charac

terized as the interaction process between student and 

college: 

In the 1930's Newcomb studied the effect on 
students of political opinions held by faculty 
at Bennington College. From his study until 
recent years there has been little done in this 
area. Within the next half-dozen years, however, 
there will be a number of publications concerning 
the interactions between college and students in 
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various kinds of colleges throughout the country. 
. . . Of particular interest in these studies is 
the interdisciplinary collaboration which is 
taking place between sociologists, psychologists, 
and psychiatrists. There is much promise of a 
substantial increase in our knowledge about the 
interaction of one kind of social system, the 
college, and the individuals within it (p. 328). 

Problems of College Students. Studies conducted on 

specific problems of college students were generally found 

to involve the use of standardized personality inventories 

which sought to assess those problems which were of concern 

to college students but which did not necessarily incapaci

tate them. A few of the most representative studies will 

be reported. 

One of the earliest studies dealing with problems 

of college students was that reported by Hunter and Morgan 

(1949). An instrument called the Personal Interview Form 

revealed the following problems were reported by one-fifth 

or more of the students (in order of decreasing frequency 

of mention): (l) budgeting study time; (2) studying 

effectively; (3) planning extra-curricular activities; 

(4) concentrating during study hours; (5) buying and 

spending wisely; (6) lacking rest and sleep; (7) desiring 

to start a home; (8) being self-conscious and lacking in 

self-confidence; (9) wanting a more pleasing personality; 

and (10) speaking in public. 

Tate and Musick (1955) sought answers to the 

following concerns: What adjustment problems in marriage 
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or life generally do college students anticipate? Do these 

problems actually exist for them as they go into marriage 

or their life's work? Is there any association between the 

problems of students in college and happiness in marriage? 

As a result of the study, the investigators arrived at the 

following conclusions: (1) understanding members of the 

opposite sex and establishing a true companionship with 

members of the opposite sex ranked highest among personal 

problems of the students; (2) college students on the 

whole, are fairly adjusted and will become better adjusted 

as they move into adult life; also they will tend to become 

more dominant and extroverted; (3) the second-highest 

ranking problem fell in the area of attitudes toward self 

on the part of the students; and (4) the general happiness 

of students after leaving college cannot be predicted by 

their personal problems or traits of personality as 

measured by standardized personality inventories while in 

college. 

Bath (1961) reviewed the literature in terms of 

studies dealing with problems of college students and con

cluded that for the most part, such studies have concen

trated on colleges and universities with a liberal arts or 

teacher-training emphasis. His study attempted to identify 

the problems of students in a university of science and 

technology, and to discover whether their problems differed 

from students in other types of institutions. Bath 
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concluded that when both major and minor problems which 

were identified in his study are combined, the problems of 

science and technology students appear to be much the same 

as those enrolled in teachers' colleges or liberal arts 

institutions. The only identifiable difference was in the 

problem areas of social-recreational and personal-social 

relationships with the science and technology students 

acquiring higher scores. He attributed this difference to 

the fact that there may actually be less attention given to 

students' needs in these areas in a school of science and 

technology. He also felt that the sex ratio in this type 

of institution tends not to be as favorable for social 

activities as in other colleges. 

A study by Summerskill and Darling (1955) deals 

with sex differences in adjustment to college. Significant 

differences in the performance of men and women were 

observed in each of the areas investigated, i.e., academic 

progress, participation in campus, and health status. No 

significant differences between male and female students 

were found in rate of attrition. The investigators con

cluded that there is a generalized sex difference in adjust

ment to college, but that the direction of the difference 

depends upon the specific area of consideration. Thus, it 

is the women who tend more toward poor health records, but 

the men who tend more toward poor scholastic records and to 

non-participation in campus activities. Sex then, 
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according to the investigators, appears to modify rather 

than critically determine behavior in the areas investi

gated . 

Rust and Davie (1960) investigated the incidence of 

personal problems of students in a small New England 

College and found that approximately two-thirds of the 

subjects had one or more personal problems. No single 

problem was found to be characteristic of a large propor

tion of the subjects. The investigators felt that although 

data on the incidence of problems among college students 

are not generally available, that which are available 

indicate that the New England College students had a 

similar proportion of problems. 

Personality Differences Between Clients and Non-clients 

A review of the literature in terms, of studies 

pertaining to personality differences between clients and 

non-clients has led the present investigator to concur with 

Heilbrun (1960) and Mendelsohn and Kirk (1962) that there 

are relatively few studies reported in the literature in 

this area. 

One of the earliest studies was that reported by 

Gaudet and Kulick (1954) who sought to determine whether 

disabled veterans who sought help for their educational and 

vocational problems were any different from typical college 

students in terms of social, family, or emotional 
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adjustment. No significant differences were observed be

tween these two groups. The investigators also attempted 

to ascertain whether or not the Minnesota Personality Scale 

discriminated between clients whose problems centered on 

vocational or educational topics (V-E group) and those 

clients whose problems revolved around discussing their 

relations with others and personal problems (P-S group). 

The measured social adjustment of the V-E group was found 

to be much better than for the P-S group. The emotional 

adjustment of the P-S group was found to be poorer than 

that of the V-E group. 

Merrill and Heathers (1954) sought to assess quanti

tatively whether responses to an adjective checklist would 

differentiate those clients whose vocational and educa

tional problems were complicated by personality problems 

from those without such personality problems. It was found 

that 31 of the 58 items differentiated the two groups 

beyond the 5 per cent level of significance. It was con

cluded that the adjective checklist had value in estimating 

a student's adjustment level but that there was too much 

overlap between groups to justify developing the list as a 

screening device with a known cut-off point. 

Matteson (1958) used the Self-Evaluation Scale to 

study certain aspects of the self-concept problem as related 

to college freshmen seeking counseling, and compared these 

to a group not seeking counseling. He found that the 
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Self-Evaluation Scale produced little evidence of signifi

cant distinction between these two groups. An exception in 

the matter was a significant interest "aspiration"' (hopeful 

of expanding their horizons of academic and vocational 

interests) in favor of the students seeking counseling. 

Parker (1961) found the MMPI useful in discrimi

nating clients from non-clients. He found that persons who 

are more motivated for treatment are likely to be more 

disturbed and to have greater anxiety. These findings 

were in agreement with the findings of Terwilliger and 

Fiedler (1958) who investigated client and non-client 

differences in terms of Taylor anxiety scores, self-

satisfaction and self-ideal scores. The criterion scores 

of the subjects who consulted therapists differed signifi

cantly in the maladjusted direction from those who did not 

consult a therapist. 

Kleinmuntz (1960) using the MMPI in an attempt to 

differentiate between "adjusted" (non-clients) and "malad

justed" (clients) students, found the following charac

teristics common in maladjusted students: (1) a feeling of 

ineffectualness and worthlessness; (2) a lack of interest 

in life and an inability to get started in doing things; 

(3) life seemed to be a strain for them much of the time; 

(4) nervous, easily upset, and worriers; and (5) inability 

to concentrate and keep their minds from wandering. In a 

later study, Kleinmuntz (i960) hypothesized that if the 
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ego-strength scale of the MMPI really measures ego-

strength, then adjusted college students should achieve 

higher scores on this scale than maladjusted. This notion 

was supported by demonstrating that the mean Es scale score 

for a group of adjusted students (no counseling contacts) 

was significantly higher than that of maladjusted students 

(personal counseling contacts). Kleinmuntz (1961) also 

used the Mt scale (College Maladjustment Scale) of the MMPI 

in an attempt to differentiate between clients with 

vocational-academic problems and those with emotional 

problems. Using a cutting score of 15 on the Mt scale and 

sorting into the emotional group those students whose 

scores were 15 or higher, the investigator achieved an 

84 per cent "hit" rate. Likewise, sorting those students 

whose Mt scale scores were 14 or less, a "hit" rate per 

cent of 72 was achieved. 

Heilbrun (1960) proposed to evaluate personality 

differences between emotionally maladjusted (clients) and 

adjusted (non-clients) students through the use of two 

methods: (l) comparing need scale scores; and (2) using 

adjustment ratings of personality traits provided by expert 

judges. Another group, the adjusted counseling group 

(clients who sought help for problems of a vocational or 

educational nature, but not for personal adjustment coun

seling), was also studied in relation to the two other 

groups. The results indicated that by both criteria of 
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adjustment (need scale scores and expert ratings), the 

maladjusted college student should be characterized by 

lesser achievement, order, affiliation, dominance, nur-

turance, and endurance needs and greater succorance, 

abasement, and aggression needs than his adjusted counter

part. The differences between adjusted counseling and 

maladjusted subjects were similar to those found between 

adjusted and maladjusted subjects. 

Mendelsohn and Kirk (1962) used the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator with two matched groups of students, those 

who did and those who did not utilize counseling facilities 

during their first year of college. The results indicated 

that there were differences between these groups which are 

related to cognitive and perceptual approach. Compared to 

the non-clients, the clients scored less toward the judging 

side, more toward the intuitive side, less toward the 

feeling side, and more toward the introversion side of the 

respective dimensions. 

Cartwright (1963) used the Butler and Haigh Q-Sort 

to investigate the self-concepts of clients and non-clients. 

The study showed that for the most part, those who found 

themselves troubled enough to come for counseling help, 

remembered themselves as being pretty troubled in high 

school as well. Help-seeking seemed related either to poor 

adjustment and self-conception carried over from high school 

or to good adjustment and a conception of self which was 
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difficult to keep in the particular campus culture. The 

poor high school self-conceptions which led to college 

difficulty were of two types: (l) the helpless, unasserta-

tive and other-directed person; and (2) the immature and 

awkward but also independent and inner-directed one. 

In an effort to test the practicability of a 

particular method for identifying students who were pro

spective clients, and assuming that a combination of poor 

adjustment and high anxiety is related to seeking coun

seling, Roth (1963) administered the California Test of 

Personality and Taylor's Manifest Anxiety Scale to the 

entire freshman class of a Midwestern University. The 

results offered evidence that a combination of poor adjust

ment and high anxiety, as measured by these instruments, 

was found in students who sought counseling. Inherent in 

the study was the implication that there are other factors 

involved in the students' motivation for seeking counseling, 

and that the group of students who actively seek counseling 

belong to a population who are prospective counselees. 

Doleys (1964) seeking to predict which students 

were likely to become clients while controlling the variable 

of exposure to the availability of counseling, administered 

the Mooney Problem Checklist and provided a standardized 

statement about the possibility of obtaining help to a group 

of students representative of various majors. Of this 

group, all students who expressed an interest in counseling 
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and gave a schedule of their free time were contacted 

during the succeeding academic quarter. Of the total group 

of students tested, 40 per cent expressed an interest in 

counseling, and 21 per cent actually became clients. 

Actual clients were found to express significantly more 

problems than did students who did not want counseling. 

Korobow (1958) examined and analyzed the informa

tional, cultural, experiential, and personal variables 

which were felt to be related to a desire for counseling on 

the part of college students. The investigator hypothesized 

that knowledge of counseling, peer and family attitudes 

toward counseling, past response tendencies toward seeking 

assistance from others, socio-economic status, and specific 

personality traits were related to counseling-seeking. The 

results of the study indicated: (l) the perceived atti

tudes of peers and family are related to counseling 

decision; (2) a relationship between past responses and 

counseling decision; (3) no relationship between socio

economic status and counseling-seeking; (4) emotional 

reticence is inversely related to counseling-seeking; (5) 

counseling-seeking individuals are characterized by general 

anxiety, depression, irritability, and vocational insecu

rity. 

Ivey (1962) examined the academic performance of 

counseled and non-counseled students. Certain dimensions 

of the counseling relationship (type of referral, nature of 
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problem discussed, and number of interviews) were also 

evaluated as they related to academic performance. The 

results of the study indicated that: (1) students who seek 

advice and counsel have a pattern of academic performance 

distinct from non-counseled students; and (2) the nature of 

the student referral, the type of problem discussed, and 

the length of counseling relate to student academic per

formance. Of particular significance to the present study 

is the fact that counselees who presented vocational and 

educational problems were less likely to withdraw from the 

university than counselees with personal-psychological 

problems. Another relevant finding was that students with 

personal-psychological problems were more likely to have 

extensive consultation than students with educational-

vocational problems. 

In summary, a review of the literature has indi

cated the following differential personality characteristics 

between clients and non-clients: (l) non-clients are 

generally better adjusted than are clients; (2) clients are 

more likely to be disturbed and to have greater anxiety 

than non-clients; (3) clients tend to procrastinate more 

than non-clients; (4) non-clients tend to have higher ego-

strength than clients; (5) clients can be characterized by 

lesser achievement, order, affiliation, dominance, 

nurturance and endurance needs and greater succorance, 

abasement, and aggression needs than non-clients; (6) 
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clients tend to be more introverted than non-clients; (7) 

clients are characterized by general anxiety, depression, 

irritability, and vocational insecurity. 

Diagnostic Categories for Clients 

There has been a continuing, although inconsistent, 

search for diagnostic systems of classifying client problems 

in order to facilitate the work of counselors. Callis 

(1965) makes reference to this state of affairs: 

Diagnosis in counseling has been the object of 
sporadic attention for the past quarter of a 
century. In the early history of counseling, 
diagnosis was accepted as a respectable function 
in counseling. Then, in the early 1940's doubt 
was cast on the appropriateness of diagnosis as 
part of the counselor's behavior. Now, in the 
past few years there seems to have been a 
revival of interest in diagnosis in connection 
with counseling (p. 238). 

Williamson and Darley (1937) set forth one of the 

earliest diagnostic schemes for classifying client problems. 

They used the following categories: (l) vocational; (2) 

educational; (3) personal-social-emotional; (4) financial J 

(5) health; and (6) family problems. Bordin (1946) objected 

to these diagnostic categories because he felt that they 

did not lead to differential choice of treatment. He 

proposed a new set of categories which he felt held more 

promise for leading to differential choice of treatment. 

This set included: (l) self-conflict; (2) choice anxiety; 

(3) no problem; (4) lack of information; and (5) dependence. 
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Pepinsky (1948) modified Bordin's categories and 

showed that counselors agree fairly well in their classifi

cation of problems under the following headings: (1) lack 

of assurance; (2) lack of information; (3) dependence; (4) 

cultural self-conflict; (5) interpersonal self-conflict; 

and (6) self-conflict. Sloan and Pierce-Jones (1958) 

designed a study to provide a re-examination of the 

Pepinsky-Bordin system and to provide information regarding 

personality differences between category-classified cases 

and non-category cases. In general, counselor-judges 

employed in the study showed better agreement than those 

used by Pepinsky in applying the diagnostic system. It was 

also found that certain of the diagnostic categories tended 

to occur fairly frequently in association with other 

categories. 

Apostal and Miller (1959) adopted a set of diagnos

tic categories based upon previous formulations by 

Williamson and Darley (1937), Bordin (1946), Pepinsky 

(1948) and Berezin (1957). This set of categories, 

developed at the University of Missouri, is based on a 

two-dimensional scheme in which both problem-goal and cause 

are indicated. The problem-goal dimension involves three 

categories which include: (l) vocational; (2) emotional; 

and (3) educational. This dimension refers to the 

developed problem and not necessarily to the presented one. 

The other dimension, the causal, refers to the probable 
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cause of the developed problem. This dimension includes 

the following categories: (1) lack of information or 

understanding of self; (2) lack of information about or 

understanding of the environment; (3) motivational conflict 

within self; (4) conflict with significant others; and (5) 

lack of skill. The present study makes use of the problem-

goal dimension developed by Apostal and Miller. 

Byrne (1958) presents a revision of the Bordin-

Pepinsky diagnostic constructs into the following cate

gories: (1) lack of self-insight; (2) domination by 

authority persons; (3) lack of assurance; (4) lack of 

information about world; (5) immaturity; (6) lack of skill 

(remedial tutoring); (7) lack of problem-solving skill. 

Robinson (1963) traced the historical development of 

different systems of diagnostic constructs and proposed a 

revision which included: (1) personal maladjustment; (2) 

conflict with significant others; (3) lack of informatibn 

about environment; (4) immaturity; and (5) skill deficiency. 

In addition to the aforementioned diagnostic 

schemes, a number of persons have classified clients1 

problems as vocational-educational or personal-social, or 

slight deviations thereof. Among these are those proposed 

by Gaudet and Kulick (1954), Merrill and Heathers (1954), 

Kleinmuntz (1961), and Goodstein et al. (1961). These 

studies concurred in the finding that these diagnostic 

categories were valid in terms of the criterion measures. 



Research Uses of the 16 PF 

Lorr (1965), in reviewing the relative merits of 

the 16 PF, concludes: 

The development of the 16 PF represents and, 
indeed, reflects a high order of technical 
skill. Although at present it appears to be 
the best factor-based personality inventory 
available, it is the reviewer's view that the 
16 PF is still primarily a research instrument 
(p. 175). 

Because of the fact that the present study is a research 

study, and in view of Lorr's conclusions, the present 

investigator felt the necessity for reporting a brief 

sample of some of the types of research that have already 

been conducted using the 16 PF. 

The Handbook for the 16 PF (Cattell and Eber, 

1957) reports personality profiles for twenty-eight occupa

tional groups. Examples of these occupational groups are 

Airmen, Clerks, Electricians, Mechanical Engineers, Execu

tives and Directors, Housewives, Nurses, Policemen, 

Priests, College Students, Teachers, and Researchers. For 

each occupation are given: (1) a term defining the occupa

tion (D.O.T., 1947); (2) the mean stens of two criterion 

comparison groups (general population and students); (3) 

the N's on which the mean scores of the occupational groups 

are based; and (4) the positions of the upper and lower 

quartiles. The authors summarize the merits of this 

research as follows: 
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Though some groups are relatively small, the 
numbers are yet sufficient to give tolerable 
stability to the profiles and a decided 
advantage over guidance directed only by what 
the counsellor "thinks" various occupations 
require (p. 20). 

Another type of research reported by Cattell and 

Eber (1957) is in regard to syndrome category diagnosis by 

the 16 PF in reference to anxiety hysterics, general 

neurotics, manic-depressives, schizophrenics, psychopaths 

and convicts. In regard to this research the authors 

state: 

The five clinical syndrome profiles presented 
below are based on rather small groups, and 
therefore must be accepted only as preliminary 
indications of ultimate patterns, but the cases 
were carefully selected for certainty of 
diagnosis and the differences (from normals and 
between syndromes) for particular factors are 
statistically significant (p. 43). 

Holmes (i960) reports data on prediction at the 

college level using the 16 PF. The basic method compared 

the 16 PF profiles of "survivors" in college (juniors and 

seniors) against profiles of "survivors" plus "non-

survivors" (freshmen). As a result of the findings, 

Holmes computed a specially modified prediction equation 

which would purportedly predict success in college. 

The Institute for Personality and Ability Testing 

(1960) reports some further criterion data on the 16 PF 

involving profiles for nineteen groups of clinical inter

est. Such groups as male convicts, male homosexuals, 

alcoholics, narcotics users, and neurotics are represented. 
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A definite limitation of the findings are reported in this 

research: 

A total of well over 1500 cases are involved here, 
yet the reader should be cautioned that values for 
groups smaller than 50 or 60 cases are presented 
only as helpful indications, not yet finalized by 
a fully sufficient number of cases (p. 1). 

Fuller (1966) reports a research study which 

attempted to isolate and describe what he referred to as 

the "alcoholic personality." The tested population con

sisted of 696 hospitalized patients (alcoholic-males) which 

met the following criteria: (1) had a known history of 

alcohol dependency; (2) social inefficiency; and (3) 

psychological distress. The investigator compared the 

means of the group in his study to the mean scores of other 

clinical groups in IPAT files (neurotics, psychopaths, 

psychotics, sociopaths, and narcotic addicts). As a result 

of this comparison, Fuller concluded: 

The verdict is that the alcoholic is not a 
psychotic and not a psychopath or sociopath, 
though his "social nuisance value" may have 
misled some psychiatrists into so classifying 
him. Since the resemblance among different 
samples of alcoholics is of the same order as 
the resemblance of the main alcoholic sample 
to the main sample of neurotics, it can be 
concluded that the alcoholic has essentially 
a neurotic personality structure. The 
particular symptom is due to those situational 
and historical features which often decide 
choice of symptom (p. 3). 

Summary 

A review of the literature related to the present 

study has been presented in terms of the four following 
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general areas: (1) studies related to research dealing 

with personality patterns in college populations; (2) 

studies dealing with personality differences between 

clients and non-clients; (3) diagnostic systems for 

classifying client problems; and (4) studies pertaining to 

various types of research involving the 16 PF. Based on 

this review, the following conclusions seem warranted: 

1. In terms of the present knowledge regarding 

personality patterns in college populations, there 

is little systemic data about the magnitude of the 

problem of emotional illness in college students, 

magnitude both in terms of number of cases, or the 

variety of problems presented. 

2. Studies conducted on specific problems of college 

students (i.e., problems which were of concern to 

college students but which did not necessarily 

incapacitate them) were generally found to involve 

the use of standardized personality inventories. 

Most studies done in this area were concentrated 

on colleges with a liberal arts or teacher training 

emphasis. There seems to be little difference in 

the variety or incidence of problems of students in 

different types of universities or in different 

university locales, 

3. Studies dealing with personality differences 

between clients and non-clients found the following 
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variables capable of differentiating between these 

two groups: (l) interest aspiration; (2) over-all 

anxiety level; (3) inability to concentrate; (4) 

ego-strength; (5) over-all personality profile 

configurations; (6) cognitive and perceptual 

factors; (7) self-conceptions; (8) vocational 

insecurity; and (9) depression. 

4. There has been a continuing, although sporadic, 

search for diagnostic systems for classifying 

client problems. There also seems to be a lack of 

agreement in terms of a satisfactory system of 

diagnostic classification, although a number of 

different classifications have proven quite effec

tive . 

5. There has been a good deal of research done with 

the 16 PF. In spite of this prevalence of research, 

some individuals feel that it is better to use the 

instrument with caution, and primarily as a 

research tool because of the small groups used in 

some of the research. Nevertheless, it is felt 

that the 16 PF is the best factor-based personality 

inventory available. 

Based on the review of the literature, it would 

seem quite appropriate at this point to indicate the extent 

to which those personality characteristics which were found 
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to differentiate between clients and non-clients might 

conceivably be tapped by the 16 PF. This seems of crucial 

importance since one of the assumptions underlying this 

study is that the 16 PF assesses some of the personality 

characteristics found by previous research to discriminate 

between the groups involved in the study. An indication of 

the conceivable relationship between some of the personality 

characteristics found to differentiate between clients and 

non-clients and their 16 PF counterparts is shown on 

Figure 1. 
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Personality characteristics 
differentiating clients and 
non-clients 16 PF Factors 

1. Introversion 1. A - Reserved vs. Out
going 

2. Perceptual and cognitive 
factors 

2. B - Less intelligent vs 
More intelligent 

3. General adjustment level, 
anxiety, ego-strength 

3. C - Lower ego-strength 
vs. Higher ego-
strength 

4. Aggression 4. E - Humble vs. Assertivi 

5. Endurance 5. G - Expedient vs. 
Conscientious 

6. Introversion 6. H - Shy vs. Venturesome 

7. Nurturance 7. I - Tough-minded vs. 
Tender-minded 

8. Irritability, depression 8. 0 - Placid vs. Appre
hensive 

9. Affiliation, nurturance, 
succorance 

9. Q2 - Group-dependent vs. Self-sufficient 

i—•
 
o
 

* Procrastination, order, 
self-concept 

10. - Low Integration vs. 
High self-concept 
control 

11. Anxiety 11. % - Relaxed vs. Tense 

Fig. 1. Personality characteristics found by 
research to differentiate between clients and non-clients 
and their prospective counterparts on the 16 PF. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE 

This chapter describes the subjects selected for 

the study, the methods used in selecting these subjects, 

the experimental procedures, the measuring instrument, and 

the statistical techniques used in computing the results 

for the study. 

Setting and Subjects 

This investigation was conducted at the University 

of Arizona during the Spring Semester of 1966. The 

University of Arizona, in organization, is in accordance 

with the Act of Congress of July 2, 1962, known as the 

Morrill Act, creating the "Land-Grant Colleges."' It is an 

institution with an enrollment of approximately 21,000 

students registered in 13 colleges including the Colleges 

of Agriculture, Architecture, Business and Public Adminis

tration, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, Law, Liberal 

Arts, Medicine, Mines, Nursing, Pharmacy, and the Graduate 

College. 

The subjects of the study were drawn from a popula 

tion of students who had matriculated at the University 

during the Spring Semester of the academic year 1965-66. 

43 
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These subjects were classified into two groups, clients and 

non-clients. 

Clients. The client group consisted of a sample of 

students who had applied for and received assistance at the 

Student Counseling Bureau during the interim of the study. 

According to the Biennial Catalogue of The University of 

Arizona (1965-1966; 1966-1967), the Student Counseling 

Bureau is described as: 

. . . a division of the Department of Psychology 
offering students professional counseling on 
educational, personal, or career problems. The 
most common service is assistance in identifying 
aptitudes, interests, and personality traits for 
consideration in choice of a vocation or educa
tional program. Assistance is also offered in 
dealing with emotional disturbances, personal 
problems, or situational aspects which detract 
from the student's ability to derive maximum 
benefit from his University experience (p. 179). 

Although the majority of students availing themselves of 

the Bureau's services are voluntary (self-referred) clients, 

some students are referred by faculty and administrative 

personnel. A more comprehensive understanding of the 

Bureau's clientele, particularly in relation to the total 

University of Arizona student population, can be gained 

from Table 1 which is based on an unpublished study con

ducted in the Bureau during the academic year 1964-65 by 

Roark et al. (1966). 

The clients selected for the study were those 

clients who applied for assistance at the Counseling Bureau 
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Table 1 

Number of Students by College Using the Student Counseling 
Bureau at the University of Arizona, 1964-1965 

Students Using All University 
Counseling Bureau Students 

College N % N % 

Liberal Arts 476 54.5 6,427 35.6 
Bus. & Pub. Admin. 106 12.1 2,897 16.1 
Engineering 88 10.1 1,305 7.2 
Graduate 40 4.6 2,787 15.5 

Fine Arts 37 4.2 638 3.5 
Mines 31 3.6 359 2.0 
Nurs ing 23 2.6 349 1.9 
Education 20 2.3 1,021 5.7 

Agriculture 17 2.0 600 3.3 
Home Economics 16 1.8 503 2.8 
Architecture 15 1.7 347 1.9 
Law 3 .3 429 2.4 

Pharmacy 1 .2 194 1.1 
Music 0 .0 180 1.0 

Total 873 100.0 18,036 100.0 
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and who were seen by a counselor for at least two inter

views. These clients were divided into two sub-groups: 

1. V-E Clients. Those clients whose developed problems 

revolved around vocational decision, selection of 

an appropriate college major, lack of effective 

study habits or skills, or lack of information, 

etc. This group, the vocational-educational 

counseling group, consisted of 91 males and 65 

females. 

2. P-S Clients. Those clients whose developed problems 

revolved around such factors as lack of confidence 

in self, difficulty in interpersonal relations, 

over-all anxiety, adjustment to college life, etc. 

Other problems may have arisen or developed during 

the course of counseling, but the primary focus was 

on resolving the personal-social problems. This 

group, the personal-social counseling group, con

sisted of 47 males and 30 females. 

Non-clients. The non-client group consisted of a 

sample of students who had made no application for assist

ance at the Student Counseling Bureau during the academic 

year 1965-66. This group, furthermore, consisted of 

students who were not involved in counseling in any other 

agency during this time. This group is given the designa

tion of NC. It consisted of 124 males and 55 females. 
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Selection of Subjects 

Approximately 450 new clients sought assistance at 

the Student Counseling Bureau during the Spring Semester, 

1966. The clients selected for this study were those 

clients who, after consultation with their counselors, 

undertook a series of psychological tests including the 

instrument used in the present study. The clients used in 

the study, then, were those clients whose developed 

problems necessitated the use of psychological tests as 

aids in diagnosis and counseling based on mutual agreement 

of both client and counselor. Based on this method of 

selection, the total client group consisted of 233 subjects 

including 138 males and 95 females. 

The non-client group consisted of a sample of 

students who had matriculated at the University of Arizona 

during the Spring Semester, 1966. Because of the dif

ficulties encountered in attempting to follow probability 

sampling procedures in selecting a random sample of the 

total University population of students, the investigator 

decided to follow a modified incidental sampling procedure. 

The non-client sample was an incidental sample because the 

subjects used came from classes whose instructors permitted 

the investigator to conduct the research procedures neces

sary for the study. The non-client sample consisted of 124 

males and 55 females selected from classes in the Department 

of Health, Physical Education and Recreation (HPER) and 
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from the Department of Sociology. The courses in the HPER 

Department are required of all freshmen and sophomores, 

while the course in the Department of Sociology is a 

freshmen-sophomore elective. The courses from which the 

non-clients were drawn included: (l) HPER 3 (41 males); 

(2) HPER 10 (32 males); (3) Sociology la (51 males; 55 

females). 

Since the purpose of the study was to determine the 

extent to which personality differences exist between 

clients and non-clients, and since the non-clients used in 

the study could not actually be considered representative 

of University of Arizona students in general, the investi

gator felt it necessary to ascertain the extent to which 

the non-clients used in this study were representative of 

college students in general. In order to do this, the mean 

16 PF scores of the non-clients were compared with the mean 

16 PF scores of the standardization group as published in 

the 16 PF Manual (Cattell and Eber, 1962). Differences in 

means between these two groups were tested with the t-test. 

The raw score means and standard deviations of these groups 

are shown in Table 2, while the results of the analysis of 

these data are shown on Table 3. The results of the 

analysis of the difference between means of these two 

groups, as shown on Table 3, indicate that only three means 

in each of the male and female comparisons were signifi

cantly different. In the case of the males the following 



Table 2 

Raw Score Means and Standard Deviations on the 16 PF Scales for 
Non-clients (NC) and Standardization Groups (S) 

Males (NC) Males (s) Females (NC) Females (s) 
N = 47 N ~ 1105 N = 30 N = 1012 

16 PF 16 PF 
Scale X SD X SD X SD X SD 

A 10.18 2.81 9.80 3.43 11.73 3.65 11.76 3.56 
B 8.06 1.70 7.72 1.80 7.97 1.73 7.72 1.80 
C 16.10 3.16 15.50 3.69 15.23 3.21 14.77 3.94 
E 15.08 4.09 13.94 3.92 12.10 4.06 10.69 3.90 
F 16.33 4.62 15.73 4.40 18.50 3.71 15.36 4.43 
G 12.67 3.83 12.73 3.60 12.90 3.25 12.88 3.35 
H 14.04 5.19 13.01 5.24 13.60 5.25 12.31 5.12 
I 8.25 3.05 3.79 3.49 12.00 2.88 11.76 2.99 
L 9.31 3.10 9.47 3.13 8.90 3.60 7.59 3.07 
M 11.65 3.33 11.68 3.41 12.13 3.65 12.46 3.46 
N 12.10 2.42 11.07 2.63 10.77 2.74 10.43 2.76 
0 9.84 3.71 10.65 3.90 11.07 3.49 10.61 3.77 
Qi 9.78 2.86 9.64 2.75 9.23 2.49 8.64 2.86 
Qo 10.12 3.57 9.97 3.50 9.10 3.78 9.69 3.38 

11.16 3.35 10.14 3.07 10.73 2.37 10.63 2.95 
<4 11.78 5.04 12.01 4.81 14.37 4.49 12.80 <4.91 

v£> 



Table  2  

Raw Score Means and Standard Deviat ions  on the 16 PF Scales  for  
Non-cl ients  (NC) and Standardizat ion Groups (S)  

Males  (NC) Males  ( S )  Females  ( N C )  Fema1es  (S) 
N = 47 N = 1105 N - 30 N - 1012 

16 PF 16 PF 
Scale  X SD X SD J SD X SD 

A 10.18 2.81 9.80 3.43 11.73 3.65 11.76 3. 56 
B 8.06 1.70 7.72 1.80 7.97 1.73 7.72 1.80 
C 16.10 3.16 15.50 3.69 15.23 3.21 14.77 3.94 
E 15.08 4.09 13.94 3.92 12.10 4.06 10.69 3.90 
F 16.33 4.62 15.73 4.40 18.50 3.71 15.36 4.43 
G 12.67 3.83 12.73 3.60 12.90 3.25 12.88 3.35 
H 14.04 5.19 13.01 5.24 13.60 5.25 12.31 5.12 
I  8.25 3.05 3.79 3.49 12.00 2.88 11.76 2.99 
L 9.31 3.10 9.47 3.13 8.90 3.60 7.59 3.07 
M 11.65 3.33 11.68 3.41 12.13 3.65 12.46 3.46 
N 12.10 2.42 11.07 2.63 10.77 2.74 10.43 2.76 
0 9.84 3.71 10.65 3.90 11.07 3.49 10.61 3.77 
Qi 9.78 2.86 9.64 2.75 9.23 2.49 8.64 2.86 
Qo 10.12 3.57 9.97 3.50 9.10 3.78 9.69 3.38 
Q? 11.16 3.35 10.14 3.07 10.73 2.37 10.63 2.95 < 11.78 5.04 12.01 4.81 14.37 4.49 12.80 4.91 

-F> 
vO 



Table 3 

Mean Score Differences on the Sixteen 16 PF Scales for the Non-client (NC) 
and Standardization Group (S) Comparisons 

Males Females 

16 PF Scales 
X diff. 
NC vs. S t 

X diff. 
NC vs. S t 

A _ Reserved vs. Outgoing .38 .76 -.03 -.05 
B - Less Intelligent vs. More 

Intelligent .34 1.30 .25 .76 
C - Affected by feelings vs. 

Emotionally stable .60 1.12 .46 .64 
E - Humble vs. Assertive 1.14 2.00* 1.41 1.98* 
F - Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky .60 .94 3.14 3.89*" 
G - Expedient vs. Conscientious .06 -.11 .02 .03 
H - Shy vs. Venturesome 1.03 1.35 1.29 1.38 
I - Tough-minded vs. Tender-minded -.54 -1.06 .24 .44 
L - Trusting vs. Suspicious -.16 -.35 1.31 2.34* 
M - Practical vs. Imaginative -.03 -.06 -.33 -.52 
N - Forthright vs. Shrewd 1.03 2.69** .34 .67 
0 - Placid vs. Apprehensive -.81 -1.42 . 46 .67 
Q1 

- Conservative vs. Experimenting .14 .35 .59 1.13 
Qp - Group-dependent vs. Self-sufficient .15 .29 -.59 -.93 
Q? - Casual vs. Controlled 1.02 2.28* .10 .19 < - Relaxed vs. Tense -.23 -.33 1.57 1.75 

"Significant at the .05 level 
^"Significant at the .01 level 

Ln 
O 
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three factors were significantly different: (l) Factor E--

Humble vs. Assertive; (2) Factor N--Forthright vs. Shrewd; 

and (3) Factor Q^ — Casual vs. Controlled. In the case of 

the females, the following three factors were significantly 

different: (1) Factor E--Humble vs. Assertive; (2) Factor 

F--Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky; and (3) Factor L--Trusting vs. 

Suspicious. A perusal of Tables 2 and 3 indicates the 

direction of these differences when the means of the two 

groups in each sex group are inspected. In the case of 

males, for example, the non-clients used in this study tend 

to be more assertive, shrewd, and casual than the males in 

the standardization group. In the case of the females, the 

non-client females tend to be more assertive, happy-go-

lucky, and suspicious than the females in the standardiza

tion group. In summary, the results of the comparison 

between the non-clients used in this study and the 

standardization group indicate that the two groups are 

highly similar in all but three factors. The factors that 

they do differ on are in general different for males and 

females. 

Procedure 

This section describes the manner in which the 

16 PF was administered to both clients and non-clients, as 

well as the procedures used in assigning the clients to one 
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of the problem-category diagnostic groups, i.e., V-E or P-S 

counseling groups. 

Clients. Following initial application for 

assistance at the Student Counseling Bureau, clients were 

scheduled for an appointment with a counselor. Subsequent 

to the first interview, the counselor arranged for the 

client a battery of psychological tests including the 16 PF. 

The 16 PF was administered on an individual basis by the 

psychometrist. Upon completion or termination of coun

seling, counselors were asked to give a diagnosis of the 

client's problem(s) in terms of the focus of the total 

counseling process. The two diagnostic categories used in 

this process were vocational-educational and personal-social 

as previously described. The final diagnosis, based on the 

total counseling process, was the criterion used in assign

ing clients to either the vocational-educational counseling 

group or to the personal-social counseling. The reliability 

of the counselors' diagnoses was determined by three 

independent judges which included this study's investigator 

and two doctoral level candidates in Counseling and Guidance 

from another institution. The judges were asked to classify 

the clients' problems into the above-mentioned diagnostic 

categories (i.e., V-E or P-S) on the basis of each coun

selor's final summary reports. Only those cases in which 
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two of the three judges agreed upon were selected for the 

client sub-groups. 

Non-clients. The non-clients were members of four 

men's Physical Education classes and one Sociology class 

comprised of both males and females. These subjects were 

administered the 16 PF only after the purpose of the 

investigation was fully explained and students were given 

an opportunity to choose whether or not they would like to 

participate in the study. This procedure was in full 

accord with the participating instructors who assured the 

students that they would not be penalized in any way if 

they chose not to participate in the study. None of the 

students expressed reluctance to participate in the study. 

The 16 PF was administered on a group basis during one 

regular class period. 

In order to ascertain that the subjects in the non-

client group had not received counseling at the Student 

Counseling Bureau or elsewhere during the interim of the 

present study, two procedures were followed: (1) students 

were asked to indicate on the 16 PF answer sheet whether or 

not they had received counseling at the Counseling Bureau 

or elsewhere during the academic year 1965-66; and (2) the 

files at the Counseling Bureau were checked to determine if 

any of these non-client subjects had received counseling 

during the same year. Those subjects who were found to have 
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received counseling via either of the two sources during 

this period were eliminated from the non-client group. 

These subjects included 6 males and 3 females. 

The 16 PF Questionnaire 

Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

was the instrument used to assess the personality charac

teristics of the subjects used in the study. The 16 PF 

consists of 187 items each of which the respondent answers 

as "yes," "in between," or "no." The majority of questions 

in the 16 PF are indirect, asking about interests which the 

subject would not necessarily perceive to be related to the 

trait in question. The sixteen dimensions used are based 

on considerable research directed to locating unitary, 

independent, and practically important "source traits," 

i.e., traits affecting much of the overt personality, such 

as intelligence, emotional stability, super-ego strength, 

and dominance. The sixteen personality factors measured by 

the 16 PF are briefly described in Figure 2. The test 

manuals (Cattell and Eber, 1962, 1964) give a more detailed 

description of the scales and how they were developed. 

Once the raw scores for each of the sixteen factors 

have been entered on the answer sheets, a profile is pro

vided which enables the examiner to plot the raw scores as 

standard scores and as stens or stanines. The test manuals 

provide separate norms for males and females. For this 



16 PF 
Factors Low Score Description High Score Description 

A Reserved, detached, critical, cool Outgoing, warm-hearted, easy-going 

B Less Intelligent, concrete-thinking More Intelligent, abstract-thinking 

C Affected by Feelings, emotionally Emotionally Stable, faces reality, 
less stable, easily upset calm 

E Humble, mild, obedient, conforming Assertive, independent, aggressive 

F Sober, prudent, serious, taciturn Happy-go-lucky, heedless, gay 

G Expedient, a law to himself Conscientious, persevering, staid 

H Shy, restrained, diffident, timid Venturesome, socially bold, 
uninhibited 

I Tou^h-minded, self-reliant, Tender-minded, dependent, over-
realistic protected 

L Trusting, adaptable, free of 
j ealousy 

Suspicious, self-opinionated 

M Practical, careful, conventional, 
proper 

Imaginative, bohemian, careless 

N Forthright, natural, artless, 
sentimental 

Shrewd, calculating, worldly, 
p ene trat ing 

0 Placid, self-assured, confident, 
serene 

Apprehensive, worrying, depressive 

Q1 
Conservative, respecting 
established ideas 

Experimenting, critical, liberal 

Q2 Group-dependent Self-sufficient 

Qs Casual, untidy Controlled 

^4 
Relaxed, tranquil Tense, driven, fretful 

Fig. 2. A brief description of the personality factors on the 16 PF. l_n Oi 
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reason, male and female subjects are treated separately in 

this investigation. 

The 16 PF has two parallel forms, Form A and Form 

B, which can be used interchangeably. Only Form A of the 

16 PF was used in this study. 

Statistical Techniques 

To test the hypotheses used in the study, i.e., 

differences in 16 PF profile configurations between groups, 

three male subgroups of 47 profiles each and three female 

subgroups of 30 profiles each were randomly selected from 

the larger groups of profiles for a three-way classifica

tion analysis of variance as suggested by Block, Levine, 

and McNemar (1951). In this statistical model, which was 

applied separately to males and females, the Blocks effects 

correspond to differences between the P-S, V-E, and NC 

groups; the Columns effects correspond to differences 

between the 16 PF scales; and the Rows effects correspond 

to differences between the subjects within the groups, 

respectively. This scheme for a three-way analysis of 

variance is outlined in Appendix A, which also includes an 

indication of pertinent sums and means. 

In order to analyze the variance in terms of dif

ferences between the three subgroups (V-E, P-S, and NC), 

differences between 16 PF scales, and differences between 

subjects within the subgroups, a number of computations 



57 

based on the sum of squares schema were made. The break

down of the sum of squares and degrees of freedom according 

to sources of variation is given in Appendix B. 

Following the analysis of variance, means and 

standard deviations were computed for the purpose of 

ascertaining the significance of the difference of means 

on the variables, both between groups and within groups. 

This was done since the groups-by-variables interaction was 

found to be highly significant. The statistical model used 

to determine the significance of the difference between 

means was Duncan's New Multiple Range Test (1955). 

Summary 

This chapter has provided a description of the 

subjects used in the study, the methods used in selecting 

these subjects, and the procedures used in administering 

the testing instrument used in the study. In addition, the 

testing instrument and the statistical models used in 

computing the results of the study were described. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the results of this study as 

they relate to the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. These 

results are presented in terms of an analysis of variance 

followed by tests of mean differences between the three 

groups on the personality factors included in the 16 PF. 

Since the 16 PF norms are separate for males and females, 

no attempt was made to make a comparison between males and 

females on the personality factors studied. The .05 level 

of significance was adopted for all tests and two-tailed 

tests were made for all comparisons. 

Hypotheses 

Based on the review of the literature, the general 

assumption underlying this study was that there are a 

number of personality variables that differentiate between 

clients and non-clients. A concomitant assumption was 

that there are a number of personality variables that dif

ferentiate between clients with vocational-educational 

problems and clients with personal-social problems. It was 

assumed, furthermore, that the 16 PF assessed some of the 

personality characteristics found by research to 
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differentiate between these groups. In order to test these 

assumptions, the following null hypotheses were stated: 

1. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-education problems and non-clients in 

any personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

2. There will be no difference between clients with 

personal-social problems and non-clients in any 

personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

3. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and clients with 

personal-social problems in any personality factors 

measured by the 16 PF. 

To test for differences in 16 PF factors as called 

for in the stated hypotheses, an analysis of variance model 

posited by Block, Levine, and McNemar (1951) was used. 

Since this statistical technique assumes equality of 

numbers in groups, three subgroups of 47 male profiles were 

randomly selected from the larger groups of male profiles 

in each of the P-S, V-E, and NC groups. In addition, 30 

female profiles were randomly selected from the larger 

groups of female profiles in each of the respective sub

groups. The results of the analysis of variance are shown 

on Table 4 for males and on Table 5 for females. A perusal 

of these two tables indicates strikingly similar trends 

between males and females. The F-ratios between groups in 



Table 4 

Analysis of Variance—Males (N = 47) 

60 

Source df m. s . Variance 

Total 2255 9806.74 
Between 
groups 2 13.04 

Individuals 
within 
groups 138 552.15 

Between 
variables 15 352.82 

Groups x 
variables 
Interaction 30 1836.13 

Residual 2070 7052.60 

4.35 

6.52(s?) 

4.00(sf) 

23.52(sJ) 

61.20(SgV) 

3.41(s?) 

1.63 

1.17** 

6.90** 

17.95** 

fSignificant at the .01 level 

Table 5 

Analysis of Variance--Females (N = 30) 

Source df m. s . Variance 

Total 1439 5854.97 
Between 
groups 2 15.63 

Individuals 
within 
groups 87 394.54 

Between 
variables 15 269.83 

Groups x 
variables 
Interaction 30 972.20 

Residual 1305 4202.77 

4.07 

7.82(sJ) 

4.53(sf) 

17.99(3^) 

32.41(SgV) 

3.22(sl) 

1.73 

1.41** 

5.59** 

10.07** 

**Significant at the .01 level 



both sex groups, for example, were found to be not signifi

cant (F = 1.63, df = 2 and 138, p ) .05 for the males; and 

F = 1.73, df = 2 and 87, p ) .05 for the females). This 

result indicates that taking a composite of all scales for 

every individual in each separate group (P-S, V-E, and NC) 

and making an intergroup comparison of these composite 

scores would reveal no significant differentiation between 

these groups in the case of both males and females. The 

other three F-ratios in the case of both males and females, 

however, were found to be highly significant. The most 

crucial finding in terms of analyzing the variance is the 

high significance of the groups-by-variables interaction in 

the case of both sex groups. In this analysis of variance 

model, a highly significant groups-by-variables interaction 

takes precedence over any other F-ratios. The significance 

of this interaction lies in that apparently the three 

groups (P-S, V-E, and NC) in each sex group responded 

differently to the items on the 16 PF which resulted in 

dissimilar profiles between the three groups. Again, a 

highly significant groups-by-variables interaction meant 

that mean differences in variables (16 PF factors) between 

groups (P-S, V-E, and NC) would have to be tested for 

significance. These procedures were necessary because 

although the VxG interactions were significant, they did 

not indicate specifically where the differences between 

means existed. The significance of these mean differences 
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for both male and female groups were tested through the use 

of Duncan's Multiple Range Test (1955). It is through 

Duncan's Multiple Range Test, then, that the stated null 

hypotheses are tested. 

Testing of Hypotheses 

Table 6 presents the sten-score means and SDs on 

the various 16 PF scales for the three male and three 

female subgroups. An inspection of these data indicates 

seemingly differential adjustment patterns for both male 

and female groups. Further evidence for the significance 

of these mean differences comes from a consideration of the 

mean differences on the 16 PF scales for the various 

combinations of the P-S, V-E, and NC groups as shown in 

Table 7. For males, the largest number of mean differences 

exist between the P-S and V-E groups (12 out of 16 compari

sons were significant) and between the P-S and NC groups (ll 

out of 16 comparisons were significant). The V-E and NC 

groups of males were the most similar, differing in only 4 

out of 16 comparisons. The general trend of mean differ

ences for females was somewhat similar to those of the 

males. The largest number of significant mean differences 

in the female groups was found between the P-S and NC 

groups (8 out of 16 comparisons were significantly dif

ferent) and between the P-S and V-E groups (7 out of 16 

comparisons were significantly different). Again, as in 



Table 6 

Means and SDs in Sten-score Units on the 16 
for the Six Groups of Subjects 

Males 

16 
PF 

P-
X 

S 
SD 

V-
X 

E 
SD 

NC 
X SD 

P-
X 

S 
SD 

A 4.70 2.28 5. 21 1.90 5.76 1.65 4.80 1. 74 

B 6.32 2.29 7 .17 1.79 6.02 1.85 7.03 1.62 

C 3.19 1.41 6.45 1.58 5.76 1.65 4.67 2.08 

E 5 .19 2.23 5.64 1.84 6.06 1.98 6.03 2.08 

F 4.60 2 .44 5.53 2.06 6.02 2.13 5.63 1.97 

G 4.87 1.62 5.77 1.98 5.55 2.06 4.80 2. 14 

H 3 .89 2.16 5.15 1.99 5.76 1. 99 4.30 1.87 

I 5.77 2.27 5.00 2.02 5.17 1.67 5.33 1.89 

L 6.00 2.05 4.79 1.74 5 .40 1.97 6. 20 2.01 

M 6.53 2.22 5.51 2.18 5.42 1.87 6.13 2.01 

N 5.15 1.89 6.26 1.69 6.34 1.67 4.83 2.25 

0 7.60 1.52 4.34 1. 79 5.53 2.08 6.67 1.74 

Q1 5. 74 2.08 6.02 1.99 5.45 1. 90 5.67 2.32 

Q2 6.72 2.02 6.43 1.52 5.68 1.97 7.03 1.60 

Q3 5.02 1.32 5.83 1. 73 5. 98 1.96 4.40 1.89 

^4 7.09 1.66 4.47 1.73 5.40 2.04 6.67 1.54 
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Table 6 

ns and SDs in Sten-score Units on the 16 PF Scales 
for the Six Groups of Subjects 

Males Females 

V-
X 

E 
SD 

NC 
X SD 

P-
X 

S 
SD 

V-E 
X SD 

NC 
SD 

5. 21 1.90 5.76 1.65 4.80 1.74 4.57 2.02 5.37 2.05 

7.17 1.79 6.02 1.85 7.03 1.62 6.90 1.76 5.87 1.97 

6.45 1.58 5.76 1.65 4.67 2.08 6.20 1.49 6.03 1.49 

5.64 1.84 6.06 1.98 6.03 2.08 6.37 2.13 6.17 2.02 

5.53 2.06 6.02 2.13 5.63 1.97 5.87 1.88 7.07 1.70 

5.77 1.98 5.55 2.06 4.80 2.14 5.47 1.69 6.00 1.89 

5.15 1.99 5.76 1.99 4.30 1.87 5.63 2.19 5.90 2.04 

5.00 2.02 5.17 1.67 5.33 1.89 5.27 1.89 5.57 2.05 

4.79 1.74 5.40 1. 97 6. 20 2.01 5. 57 2.02 6.23 1.97 

5.51 2 . 1 8  5.42 1.87 6.13 2.01 6.47 1.63 5.27 2.07 

6.26 1.69 6.34 1.67 4.83 2.25 6.10 1.72 5.80 1. 74 

4.34 1. 79 5.53 2.08 6.67 1.74 5.17 1.70 6.03 1.83 

6.02 1.99 5.45 1.90 5.67 2.32 6.00 2.35 6.03 1.66 

6.43 1.52 5.68 1.97 7.03 1.60 6.77 1.32 5.13 2.16 

5.83 1.73 5.98 1.96 4.40 1.89 5.93 1.87 5.60 1.60 

4.47 1.73 5.40 2.04 6.67 1.54 5.07 1.49 5.97 1. 79 



Table 7 

Mean Score Differences on the 16 PF Scales for the Several Group Comparisons 

Males Females 

P-S P-S V-E P-S P-S V-E 
16 vs. vs. vs. vs. vs. vs. 
PF V-E NC NC V-E NC NC 

A .51 1.06** .55 .23 .57 .80 
B . 85" .30 1.15** 1.13* 1.16* 1.03* 
C 3.26"" 2.57** .69 1.53** 1.36** .17 
E .45 . 87* .42 .34 .14 .20 
F .93* 1.42** .49 .24 1.44** 1.20** 
G . 90* .68 .22 .67 1.20* .53 
H 3,89** 1.87** .61 1.33** 1.60** .27 
I .77* .60 .17 .05 .24 .30 
L 1.21** .60 .61 .63 .03 . 66 
M 1.02** 1.11** .09 .34 .86 1.20** 
N 1.11** 1.19** .08 1.27** .97* .30 
0 3.26** 2.07** 1.19** 1.50** .64 .86 
Qi .28 .29 .57 .33 .36 .03 
Q2 .29 1.04** .75* .26 1.90** 1.64** 
Q3 .81* . 96* .15 1.53** 1.20* .33 

2.62** 1.69** .93* 1.60** .70 .90 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
""Significant at the .01 level. 

cr> 



the case of the males, the V-E and NC groups of females 

were the most similar differing in only 4 out of 16 com

parisons. The actual testing of the hypotheses involves 

continuous reference to Table 7, described above, and to 

Figures 3 and 4 which show the sten-score mean for each of 

the male and female subgroups on each of the 16 PF factors 

plotted in profile form. 

Hypothesis One. Hypothesis number one stated that: 

There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and non-clients in any 

personality factors measured by the 16 PF. As can be seen 

in Table 7, this hypothesis is treated separately for males 

and females. In the case of the males, this hypothesis 

involves a comparison of the mean score differences in the 

column V-E vs. NG. In testing the significance of the mean 

score differences between the V-E and NC groups, it can 

be seen that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

between these two groups: (l) Factor B--Less Intelligent 

vs. More Intelligent; (2) Factor 0--Placid vs. Apprehensive 

(3) Factor Q^--Group-dependent vs. Self-sufficient; and (4) 

Factor Q,(--Relaxed vs. Tense. A perusal of Figure 3 

indicates the direction of these significant differences. 

The following differentiations seem indicated: (1) the V-E 

males were more intelligent than the non-client males; (2) 

the V-E males were more placid than the non-client males; 
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(3) the V-E males were more self-sufficient than the non-

client males; and (4) the V-E males were more relaxed than 

the non-client males. 

In the case of the females, a glance at Table 7 

indicates that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

the V-E and NC groups: (1) Factor B--Less Intelligent vs. 

More Intelligent; (2) Factor F--Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky; 

(3) Factor M--Practical vs. Imaginative; and (4) Factor 

Group-dependent vs. Self-sufficient. Again, a perusal of 

Figure 4 will indicate the direction of these differences 

as follows: (1) the V-E females were more intelligent than 

their female non-client counterparts; (2) the V-E females 

were less happy-go-lucky than the female non-clients; (3) 

the V-E females were more imaginative than the female non-

clients; and (4) the V-E females were more self-sufficient 

than the female non-clients. 

Based upon these results, hypothesis number one is 

rejected since the 16 PF was in fact found to differentiate 

the V-E and NC groups in both male and female groups in 

terms of four different factors in each of these two groups. 

Hypothesis Two. Hypothesis number two stated that: 

There will be no difference between clients with personal-

social problems and non-clients in any personality factors 

measured by the 16 PF. The testing of this hypothesis 

involved the testing of the significance of the mean score 
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differences between the P-S and NC groups. A glance at 

Table 7 in the case of the males (P-S vs. NC column) indi

cates that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

between these two groups: (1) Factor A--Reserved vs. 

Outgoing; (2) Factor C--Affected by Feelings vs. Emotionally 

Stable; (3) Factor E--Humble vs. Assertive; (4) Factor F--

Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky; (5) Factor H--Shy vs. Venture

some ; (6) Factor M--Practical vs. Imaginative; (7) Factor 

N--Forthright vs. Shrewd; (8) Factor 0--Placid vs. 

Apprehensive; (9) Factor Qo"Group-dependent vs. Self-

sufficient ; (10) Factor Q^--Casual vs. Controlled; and (11) 

Factor Q,--Relaxed vs. Tense. A perusal of Figure 3 

indicates the direction of these significant differences 

which show that the P-S males were more reserved, emo

tionally unstable, humble, sober, shy, imaginative, forth

right, apprehensive, self-sufficient, casual, and tense 

than the male non-clients. 

In the case of the females, a glance at Table 7 

indicates that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

the P-S and NC groups: (l) Factor B--Less Intelligent vs. 

More Intelligent; (2) Factor C--Affected by Feelings vs. 

Emotionally Stable; (3) Factor F--Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky; 

(4) Factor G--Expedient vs. Conscientious; (5) Factor H--

Shy vs. Venturesome; (6) Factor N--Forthright vs. Shrewd; 

(7) Factor Qo--Group-dependent vs. Self-sufficient; and (8) 

Factor Qo--Casual vs. Controlled. Figure 4 indicates the 
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direction of these significant differences. These differ

ences indicate that the P-S females were more intelligent, 

emotionally unstable, sober, expedient, shy, forthright, 

self-sufficient, and casual than the female non-clients. 

Based upon these findings, hypothesis number two is 

rejected since a number of factors on the 16 PF were found 

to discriminate between the P-S and NC groups in the case 

of both males and females. 

Hypothesis Three. Hypothesis number three stated 

that: There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and clients with personal-

social problems in any personality factors measured by the 

16 PF. The testing of this hypothesis involved the testing 

of the significance of the mean score difference between 

the P-S and V-E groups. In terms of the males, Table 7 

indicates that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

between these two groups: (1) Factor B--Less Intelligent 

vs. More Intelligent; (2) Factor C--Affected by Feelings 

vs. Emotionally Stable; (3) Factor F--Sober vs. Happy-Go-

Lucky ; (4) Factor G--Expedient vs. Conscientious; (5) 

Factor H--Shy vs. Venturesome; (6) Factor I--Tough-minded 

vs. Tender-minded; (7) Factor L--Trusting vs. Suspicious; 

(8) Factor M--Practical vs. Imaginative; (9) Factor N--

Forthright vs. Shrewd; (10) Factor 0--Placid vs. Appre

hensive ; (11) Factor Qo--Casual vs. Controlled; and (12) 
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Factor (^--Relaxed vs. Tense. Figure 3 indicates the 

direction of these differences which indicate that the P-S 

males were less intelligent and more affected by feelings, 

sober, expedient, shy, tender-minded, suspicious, imagina

tive, forthright, apprehensive, casual, and tense than the 

V-E males. 

In the case of the females, a glance at Table 7 

indicates that the following 16 PF factors differentiated 

the P-S and V-E groups: (1) Factor B--Less Intelligent vs. 

More Intelligent; (2) Factor C--Affected by Feelings vs. 

Emotionally Stable; (3) Factor H--Shy vs. Venturesome; (4) 

Factor N--Forthright vs. Shrewd; (5) Factor 0--Placid vs. 

Apprehensive; (6) Factor Qo~"Casual vs. Controlled; and (7) 

Factor Q^--Relaxed vs. Tense. These differences, which are 

reflected in Figure 4, indicate that the P-S females were 

more intelligent, affected by feelings, shy, forthright, 

apprehensive, casual, and tense than the V-E females. 

Based upon these findings, hypothesis number three 

is rejected since a number of 16 PF factors were found to 

discriminate between the P-S and V-E groups in the case of 

both males and females. 

Although not a part of the three null hypotheses 

which were tested above, the extent to which mean differ

ences occurred between variables within each of the three 

male and female subgroups (P-S, V-E, and NC) can be noted. 

It will be recalled that in the case of both males and 



females, a highly significant groups-by-variables inter

action was found. This meant that significant mean 

differences occurred between groups (P-S, V-E, and NC). 

These significant differences provided the data for testing 

the stated hypotheses. The highly significant interaction 

also meant, however, that significant mean differences 

existed within each prospective group, i.e., there were 

differences between a number of 16 PF factors within each 

of the three groups (P-S, V-E, and NC) in the case of both 

males and females. The significance of these differences 

is that they emphasize the idea that each of the three sub

groups in each sex group tends to adjust differently, i.e., 

the profiles seem more erratic as one goes across the 

continuum from the NC group to the V-E group to the P-S 

group. Further evidence of this is gleaned from a perusal 

of Figures 3 and 4 above. The analysis of the within 

groups differences resulted in the data reported in 

Appendix C, Tables 8, 9, and 10 for males and in Appendix 

D, Tables 11, 12, and 13 for females which describe these 

differences. 

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test (1955) was used to 

ascertain the significance of the intra-group (within 

group) differences. A comparison of the above-mentioned 

data between groups in each sex group indicates a number of 

trends. A comparison of the P-S, V-E, and NC males groups 

(Appendix C), for example, indicates that there are a 
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greater number of significant pattern differences on pairs 

of scales for the P-S than for the V-E or NC groups. A 

comparison of the V-E and NC groups indicates that there 

are a greater number of significant pattern differences for 

the V-E group than for the NC group. A perusal of the data 

in Appendix D for females indicates the same general trends; 

there are more significant pattern differences between pairs 

of scales for the P-S than for the V-E and NC groups and 

more significant pattern differences for the V-E than for 

the NC group. These trends would seem to indicate that the 

different subgroups in each sex group have differences in 

modes of adjustment and that the over-all profiles are more 

erratic for the P-S groups, intermediate for the V-E 

groups, and with the "average" range for the NC groups. 

Discussion of Results 

It is apparent from the results of the hypotheses 

tested that both the over-all profile elevation of the 16 

PF, which reflects an individual's general adjustment 

level, and the patterns of scores on pairs of scales, which 

indicate dominant adjustment mechanisms, differentiate 

reliably and extensively between groups of clients and non-

clients. The findings indicate consistent, psychologically 

meaningful differences between the various groups in all 

aspects of the profile comparisons. More specifically, 

with respect to profile elevation there was a definite 
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ordering of the groups along the adjustment continuum from 

personal-social clients to vocational-educational clients 

to controls, with the latter being best adjusted. 

Similarly, there were differences between the typical 

adjustment modes of the groups, with the greatest differ

entiation occurring between the clients and non-clients. 

The findings of this study also indicate a great deal of 

agreement with the findings of previous research in terms 

of personality differences between clients and non-clients 

as well as between clients with different types of problems. 

The following discussion is intended to bring out these 

similarities. 

V-E Clients vs. Non-clients. The comparison 

between the V-E and NC groups in the case of both males 

and females showed the smallest amount of differences 

insofar as the ability of the 16 PF to differentiate between 

the two groups. These findings seem to be in agreement 

with those of Gaudet and Kulick (1954) who found that 

disabled veterans who sought help for educational and 

vocational problems were no different from typical college 

students (non-clients) in terms of social, family, or 

emotional adjustment. They were also in agreement with the 

findings of Goodstein et al. (1961) who found very few dif

ferences between male vocational-educational clients and 
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rion-clients and between female vocational-educational 

clients and non-clients. 

P-S Clients vs. Non-clients. The hypothesis that 

there was no difference between P-S clients and non-clients 

on any of the factors measured by the 16 PF was rejected 

because of the fact that significant differences were found 

on all but five of the sixteen personality factors in the 

case of the males and on eight of the sixteen factors in 

the case of the females. From these results, it can be 

inferred that the 16 PF is an instrument which adequately 

discriminates between clients with personal-social problems 

and non-clients. These findings seem to be in agreement 

with previous studies done by Parker (1961), Kleinmuntz 

(1960a; 1960b; 1961), Heilbrun (1960), Mendelsohn and Kirk 

(1962), Cartwright (1963), Roth (1963), Korobow (1958), and 

Ivey (1962). These studies indicated that clients tended 

to be more disturbed, anxious, procrastinating, introverted, 

depressed, irritable, dependent, and insecure than non-

clients. The present study found that P-S clients tended 

to be more reserved, emotionally unstable, humble, sober, 

shy, forthright, apprehensive, casual, and tense than non-

clients. 

P-S Clients vs. V-E Clients. The results of this 

study indicated that the 16 PF discriminated adequately 

well between clients with personal-social problems and 
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those with vocational-educational problems. In the case of 

the male comparisons, all but four of the sixteen factors 

on the 16 PF discriminated between P-S and V-E clients. In 

the case of the females, seven of the sixteen factors were 

found to discriminate between P-S and V-E clients. This 

study indicated that the P-S males tend to be less intel

ligent, and more affected by feelings, sober, expedient, 

shy, tender-minded, suspicious, imaginative, forthright, 

apprehensive, casual, and tense than the V-E males. The 

P-S females tend to be more intelligent, affected by 

feelings, shy, forthright, apprehensive, casual, and tense 

than the V-E females. Again, these findings seem to agree 

with the findings of Gaudet and Kulick (1954) who found 

that the measured social and emotional adjustment of the 

P-S group was poorer than that of the V-E group in the case 

of males. These findings are also in agreement with the 

findings of Goodstein et al. (1961) who found similar dif

ferences between the P-S and V-E groups in the case of both 

males and females. 

In summary, it would appear that the 16 PF is an 

instrument which adequately differentiates between clients 

and non-clients, as well as between clients with different 

types of problems. The following inferences would also 

seem warranted: (l) the 16 PF differentiates better between 

the male subgroups than between the female subgroups, i.e., 

more personality factors were found to be discriminating in 
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the P-S vs. V-E groups and in the P-S vs. NC groups of 

males than in the corresponding female groups (Table 7); 

(2) the 16 PF does not, in general, differentiate as well 

between V-E clients and non-clients in the case of both 

males and females (Table 7); and (3) the 16 PF does a 

better job of differentiating between P-S and V-E clients 

and between P-S clients and non-clients than it does between 

V-E clients and non-clients in the case of both males and 

females (Table 7). 

A summary of the results of this study and the 

conclusions drawn therefrom are presented in Chapter V. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

A great deal of emphasis seems to be placed, 

currently, upon the Importance of determining the extent 

to which college students who seek counseling may differ 

from those who do not seek counseling. Concurrent with 

this is the emphasis given to determining the extent to 

which students seeking counseling differ with respect to 

the type of problem(s) upon which counseling is focused. 

A number of research studies have investigated such 

variables as academic level, socio-economic level, and 

cultural background as variables which might differentiate 

clients from non-clients. Other studies have dealt with 

similar variables in terms of differentiating between 

clients with different types of problems. There is, how

ever, a paucity of research which attempts to differentiate 

between the above-mentioned groups in terms of personality 

differences. 

Purpose. The purpose of this study was to determine 

the extent to which personality differences exist between 

clients and non-clients at the college level. The study 

also sought to determine the extent to which personality 
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differences exist between clients with vocational-

educational problems and those with personal-social 

problems. The extent to which personality differences 

exist between these groups was assessed by Cattell's 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF). 

Design. The foregoing problem was investigated by 

obtaining 16 PF profiles on 233 clients and 179 non-clients 

drawn from the population of students who had matriculated 

at the University of Arizona during the Spring Semester of 

1966. The client group, consisting of both male and female 

subjects, included counselees who, after consultation with 

their respective counselors, undertook a series of psycho

logical tests including the 16 PF. These clients, further

more, were categorized as having vocational-educational or 

personal-social problems on the basis of a diagnosis given 

by each respective counselor when the counseling process 

had terminated. 

The non-client group, also consisting of male and 

female subjects, included an incidental sample of students 

enrolled in two male P.E. classes and one Sociology class 

comprised of both males and females. The 16 PF was 

administered to these subjects during one regular class 

period. 

Following collection of the data, three male sub

groups each consisting of 47 subjects and three female 
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subgroups each consisting of 30 subjects were randomly-

selected from the larger groups of clients and non-clients. 

The three subgroups in each sex group included: (1) 

vocational-educational clients (V-E); (2) personal-social 

clients (P-S); and (3) non-clients (NC). Statistical 

analyses to ascertain the significance of mean differences 

between the three subgroups in each sex group were con

ducted by Duncan's Multiple Range Test (1955). No compari

sons were made between sex groups. Two-tailed tests were 

made for all inter-group comparisons and the .05 level of 

significance was adopted.^ 

Hypotheses. The three null hypotheses tested were: 

1. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and non-clients in 

any personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

2. There will be no difference between clients with 

personal-social problems and non-clients in any 

personality factors measured by the 16 PF. 

3. There will be no difference between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and clients with 

personal-social problems in any personality factors 

measured by the 16 PF. 

Results. All three hypotheses were rejected on the 

basis of statistically significant differences. The 
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results as they relate to the three hypotheses tested were 

as follows: 

1. Hypothesis 1: Comparison of 16 PF means between 

the male vocational-educational and non-client 

groups showed significant differences on 4 of the 

16 factors. The vocational-educational clients 

were found to be more intelligent, placid, self-

sufficient, and relaxed than the non-clients. The 

female vocational-educational and non-client group 

comparisons showed similar trends. The vocational-

educational clients were found to be more intel

ligent, self-sufficient, and imaginative, and less 

happy-go-lucky than the non-clients. 

2. Hypothesis 2: Comparison of 16 PF means between 

the male personal-social and non-client groups 

showed significant differences on 11 of the 16 

factors. Personal-social males were found to be 

more reserved, emotionally unstable, humble, sober, 

shy, imaginative, forthright, apprehensive, self-

sufficient, casual, and tense than the non-clients. 

Eight of the 16 factors were significantly differ

ent on the female personal-social and non-client 

group comparisons. The personal-social females 

were more intelligent, emotionally unstable, sober, 

expedient, shy, forthright, self-sufficient, and 

casual than the non-clients. 
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3. Hypothesis 3: Comparisons of the 16 PF means 

between the male personal-social and vocational-

educational groups showed significant differences 

on 12 of the 16 factors. The personal-social males 

were less intelligent and more affected by-

feelings, sober, expedient, shy, tender-minded, 

suspicious, imaginative, forthright, apprehensive, 

casual, and tense than the vocational-educational 

males. Seven of the 16 factors were significantly 

different on the female personal-social and 

vocational-educational group comparisons. Personal-

social females were more intelligent, affected by 

feelings, shy, forthright, apprehensive, casual, 

and tense than the vocational-educational females. 

Conelusions 

Conclusions derived from this study should be 

considered in light of the assumptions and limitations 

stated in Chapter I. With these in mind, the following 

conclusions were made. 

1. The 16 PF seems to differentiate adequately well 

between groups of clients and non-clients. The 

results of the study, in addition, provide con

siderable support to previous research which found 

that personality differences do exist between these 

groups. 



2. The 16 PF seems to differentiate better between 

clients with personal-social problems and non-

clients than it does between clients with 

vocational-educational problems and non-clients in 

the case of both males and females. The fact that 

the 16 PF differentiates well between clients with 

personal-social problems and non-clients would seem 

to suggest its use as part of a freshman orienta

tion testing program in order to determine the 

number of students who are potentially in need of 

counseling. Thus, the counseling bureau adminis

trator would be aided, to some extent, in 

determining the size of staff necessary to meet 

these needs. 

3. The 16 PF seems to differentiate quite well between 

clients with personal-social problems and those 

with vocational-educational problems in the case of 

both males and females. This would seem to suggest 

the use of the 16 PF as one instrument in assigning 

clients to counselors, either trained to work with, 

or preferring one type of client over another. 

4. The three methods for the interpretation of scores 

on personality inventory profile sheets suggested 

by Gough (1957) seem applicable to the 16 PF. The 

three methods include: comparisons made in terms 

of mean scores on all scales, the patterns on 
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scores on pairs of scales, and the magnitude of 

scores on individual scales between respective 

groups. It would seem, then, that the 16 PF 

factors are diagnostically useful in a university 

counseling bureau setting. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

In order to supplement and clarify the findings of 

this study, the following recommendations for future 

research are suggested. It is recommended that: 

1. The present study be replicated at different 

university counseling bureaus in order to provide 

answers to three questions: 

a. How stable are the 16 PF factors which dif

ferentiated the client and non-client groups? 

b. Are vocational-educational clients actually 

very similar to non-clients? 

c. Are there non-client groups on campus (e.g., 

within Fine Arts, Engineering, etc.) that more 

closely approach profiles found for the P-S or 

V-E groups than the non-client group used in 

the present study? 

2. A study be conducted to determine if the 16 PF can 

be used successfully as a predictor of behavior in 

the counseling process. It would seem helpful to 

the counselor to know whether or not the adjustment 
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patterns and mechanisms of the individual, as shown 

by the 16 PF, are similar to those which are 

observed by the counselor in the counseling situa

tion. 

3. The present study be replicated in the counseling 

bureau setting on a pre- and post-test basis. This 

is suggested with the idea that the 16 PF be used 

as an instrument which might assess changes in 

behavior as a result of counseling. 



APPENDIX A 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SCHEME FOR A THREE-WAY 
CLASSIFICATION MODEL 
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Score Schema for V Variables, with m Cases for 
Each of G Groups (*) 

Columns (Variables) 
Blocks Rows 
(Groups) (Cases) 1 v V Sum Mean 

1 xm Xllv X11V Exllv xii. 

i xm Xliv XliV &liv *ii. 

(1) m Xlml Xlmv XlmV Exl„,v lm. 

Sum Sxni Lt> lxv SXliV E.&iiv 
1 1 l XV 

Mean *1.1 1. v \.V *1 

1 xgll 
x i glv X giV 

i X gll X . giv X • 17 giV 

(g) m X -i gml X gmv X TT gmV 

Sum & -i 
i g 

& . i giv ?XgiV 

Mean g-1 X g-V X Mean g-1 g-v g-V g- • 

1 XG11 ^lv XG1V 

i XGil XGiv XGiV 

(G) m 

Sum 

Mean 

£]Sums 

XGml XGmv XGmV 

Mean * 1 • • J-
X 
. .V * .V 

= X 

(«) Legend: Let Xg v̂ stand for the score on 
variable v of individual i in group g, and let n = total 
number of individuals and N total number of scores. 



APPENDIX B 

A MODEL FOR SUMS OF SQUARES AND DEGREES OF FREEDOM 
IN A THREE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
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Variance Table («) 
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Source Sum of Squares df Variance 

Total SS,j, V-l 

Groups SSG G-l •i 
Individuals 
within 

ssw n-G 2 
si 

groups 

Variables SSy V-l 
* 2  

G x V  I n t e r a c t i o n  SSGxV (G-1)(V-1) 

Residual SSR N+G-n-VG 4 
(") Legend: 

SST = X2-CF 

[(EXG,)2 + £XG2)2 + £XG3)2 

G " (n x V) " 

(£rxi )2 + £TXI )2 + . . . + (&XI )2 
SSW = i ^ 2— - CF - SSG 

TX--Total composite score for each subject 

I--Case or subject 

n--Last subject 

SSV = (EG1V1+&2V1+5]G3V1)2 + (EG^+^G^+EgjVJ)2 

, ®1V16+SG2V16+&3V16)2 „ 
+ . . . + (G x V) CF 

®1V1)2 + CG1V2>2 + * * * ®3V16)2 

GxV n 

- CF - SSQ - SSY 



90 

SSR = SST - SSg - SSy - SSy - SSq X y 

V--Number of variables or subtests 

G--Number of groups 

n--Total number of individuals in the groups 

combined 

N--Total number of raw scores 



APPENDIX C 

MEAN DIFFERENTIAL PATTERNS ON 16 PF SCALES 
FOR THE MALE GROUPS 

(Tables 8, 9, and 10) 
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Table I 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 1( 

16 PF Scales 
10 rr 
Scales C H F A G ^3 N 

0 4.41** 3.71** 3.00** 2.90** 2.73** 2.58** 2.45** 

^4 3.90** 3.20** 2.49** 2.39** 2.22** 2.07** 1.94** 

Q2 3.53** 2.83** 2.12** 2.02** 1.85** 1.70** 1.57** 

M 3.34** 2.64** 1.93** 1.83** 1.66** 1.51** 1.38** 

B 3.13** 2.43** 1.72** 1.62** 1.45** 1.30** 1.17** 

L 2.81** 2.11** 1.40** 1.30** 1.13** .98* .85* 

I 2.58** 1.88** 1.17** 1.07* .90* .75 .62 

Qi 2.55** 1.85** 1.14** 1.04* .87 .72 .59 

E 2.00** 1.30** .59 .49 .32 .17 .04 

N 1.96** 1.26** .55 .45 .28 .13 

Q3 1.83** 1.13** .42 .32 .15 

G 1.68** .98* .27 .17 

A 1.51** .81* .10 

F 1.41** .71 

H .70 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 8 

Pairs of 16 PF Scales for the Male P-S Group 

PF Scales in Rank Order 

N E <*i I L B M Q2 ^4 

2.45** 2.41** • 1.86** 1.83** 1.60** 1.28** 1.07** .88* .51 

1.94** 1.90*-r 1.35** 1.32** 1.09** .77 .56 .37 

1.57** 1.53*-• . 98* . 95* .72 .40 .19 

1.38** 1.34** .79 .76 .53 .21 

1.17** 1.13*''' .58 .55 .32 

.85* .81 .26 .23 

.62 .58 .03 

.59 .55 

.04 



Table < 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 1< 

16 PF Scales 
id rr 
Scales 0 ^4 L I H A M 

B 2.83** 2.70** 2.37** 2.16** 2.01** 1.96** 1.66** 

C 2.11** 1.98** 1.66** 1.45** 1.30** 1.24** .94* 

^2 2.09** 1.96** 1.64** 1.43** 1.28** 1.22** .92* 

N 1.92** 1.79** 1.47** 1.24** 1.09* 1.03* .73 

<*i 1.68** 1.55** 1.23** 1.02** .87* .81 .51 

Qa 1.49** 1.36** 1.04** .83 .68 .62 .32 

G 1.43** 1.30** .98* .77 .62 .56 .26 

E 1.30** 1.17** .85 .64 .49 .43 .13 

F 1.19** 1.06** .74 .51 .36 .32 .02 

M 1.17** 1.04** .72 .51 .36 .30 

A .87* .74 .42 .21 .06 

H .81 .68 .36 .15 

I . 66 .53 .21 

L .45 .32 

^4 .13 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
""Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 9 

LS on Pairs of 16 PF Scales for the Male V-E Group 

16 PF Scales in Rank Order 

A M F E G % ii N Q2 c 

.. 1.66** 1.64** 1.53** 1.40** 1.34** 1.15** .91* 

L. 2 4"" .94* .92* .81 .68 .62 .43 .19 

L.22** .92* . 90* .79 . 66 .60 .41 .17 

L. 03* .73 .71 .60 .49 .43 .24 

.81 .51 .49 .38 .25 .19 

.62 .32 .30 .19 .06 

.56 .26 .24 .13 

.43 .13 .11 

.32 .02 

.30 



Table 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 

16 PF 
Scales 

16 PF Scales 
16 PF 
Scales I L ^4 M Q1 0 

N 1.17** . 94* . 94* .92* . 89 .81 

E . 89 . 66 . 66 .64 .61 .53 

F . 85 . 62 .62 .60 .57 .49 

B .85 .62 . 62 . 60 .57 .49 

q3 . 81 .58 .58 .56 . 53 .45 

H .59 .36 .36 .34 .31 . 23 

C . 59 . 36 .36 .34 .31 . 23 

A .59 .36 .36 .34 .31 .23 

q2 .51 . 28 . 28 .26 . 23 . 15 

G .38 . 15 . 15 .13 . 10 .02 

0 . 26 . 13 . 13 . 11 .08 

Q! 

00 C
N
 

•
 .05 .05 .03 

M . 25 .02 .02 

.23 .00 

L .23 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 10 

.tterns on Pairs of 16 PF Scales for the Male NC Group 

16 PF Scales in Rank Order 

M Q1 0 G Q2 A C H Q3 B F E 

92* .89 .81 .79 . 66 .58 .58 .58 .36 .32 .32 .28 

,64 .61 .53 .51 .38 .30 .30 .30 .08 .04 .04 

.60 .57 .49 .47 .34 .26 .26 .26 .04 .00 

.60 .57 .49 .47 .34 .26 .26 .26 .04 

.56 .53 .45 .43 .30 .22 .22 .22 

.34 .31 .23 .21 .08 .00 .00 

.34 .31 .23 .21 .08 .00 

.34 .31 .23 .21 .08 

CM 

• .23 .15 .13 

.13 .10 .02 

.11 .08 

level. 
level. 
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MEAN DIFFERENTIAL PATTERNS ON THE 16 PF SCALES 
FOR THE FEMALE GROUPS 

(Tables 11, 12, and 13) 
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Table 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 

16 PF Seal 
16 PF 
Scales H Q3 C Q G N 

Q2 2.73** 2.63 2.46** 2.23** 2.23** 2.20* 

B 2.73** 2.63 .L 2.46** 2.23** 2.23** 2.20* 

<*4 2.27** 2.17 2.00** 1.87** 1.87** 1.84* 

0 2.27** 2.17 2.00** 1.8 7** 1.87** 1.84* 

L 1.90** 1.80 /V 1.53** 1.40** 1.40** 1.3 7* 

M 1.83** 1.73 1.46** 1.33* 1.33* 1.30* 

E 1.73** 1.63 J, 1.36* 1.23* 1.23* 1.20* 

Ql 1.3 7* 1.27 1.00 .87 .87 .84 

F 1.33* 1.23 .96 .83 .83 .80 

I 1.03 .93 . 66 .53 .53 .50 

N .53 .43 .16 .03 .03 

G .50 .40 .13 .00 

A .50 .40 .13 

C .37 .27 

Q3 .10 

-Significant at the .05 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
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n Pairs of 16 PF Scales for the Female P-S Group 
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16 PF Scales in Rank Order 

N I F *1 E M L 0 
^4 B 

2.20** 1.70** 1.40** 1.36* 1.00* •
 

O
 

• 00
 

Lo
 

.36 .36 .00 

2.20** 1.70** 1.40** 1.36** 1.00 .90 .83 .36 .36 

1.84*" r 1.34* 1.04 1.00 .74 .64 .57 .00 

1.84** • 1.34* 1.04* 1.00 .74 .64 .57 

1.37** .87 .57 .53 .17 .07 

1.30* 

o
 

oo 

• .50 .46 .10 

1.20* .70 .40 .36 

oo 

.34 .04 

00
 
o
 

.30 



Table 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 16 

16 PF Seal 
j.o rr 
Scales A 

^4 
0 I G L 

B 2.33** 1.83** 1.73** 1.63** 1.43** 1 .33 

Q2 2.20** 1.70** 1.60** 1.50** 1.30* 1 .20 

M 1.90** 1.40* 1.30* 1.20* 1.00 .90 

E 1.80** 1.30* 1.20* 1.10* .90 .80 

C 1.63** 1.13* 1.03 .93 . 73 .63 

N 1.53** 1.03 .93 .83 .63 .53 

Q1 1.43** .93 .83 .73 .53 .43 

1.36* .86 .76 .66 .46 .36 

F 1.30* .80 .70 .60 .40 . 3C 

H 1.06* .56 . 46 .36 . 16 .06 

L 1.00 .50 .40 .30 .10 

G .90 .40 .30 .20 

I .70 .20 . 10 

0 .60 .10 

^4 .50 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
^Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 12 

on Pairs of 16 PF Scales for the Female V-E Group 

16 PF Scales in Rank Order 

G L H F ^3 Qi N C E M Q2 

1.43** 1.33* 1.27* 1.03 .97 .90 .80 .70 .53 .43 .13 

1.30* 1.20* 1.14* .90 .84 .77 .67 .57 .40 .30 

1.00 .90 .84 .60 .54 .47 .37 .27 .10 

.90 .80 .74 .50 . 44 .37 .27 .17 

.73 .63 .57 .33 .27 .20 .10 

.63 .53 .47 .23 .17 .10 

.53 .43 .37 .13 .07 

.46 .36 .30 .06 

.40 .30 .24 

. 16 .06 

.10 



Table 1. 

Mean Differential Patterns on Pairs of 

16 PF 
J.O rr 
Scales ^2 M A I Q3 N 

F 1.94** 1.80** 1.70** 1.50** 1.47** 1.27* 

L 1.10* .96 .86 . 66 .63 .43 

E 1.14* .90 .80 .60 .57 .37 

Q1 .90 .76 . 66 .46 .43 .23 

0 .90 .76 . 66 .46 .43 .23 

B .90 .76 .66 .46 .43 .23 

G .87 .73 .63 .43 .40 .20 

.84 .70 .60 .40 .37 .17 

H .77 .63 .53 .33 .30 .10 

B .74 .60 .50 .30 .27 .07 

N .67 .53 .43 .23 .20 

.47 .43 .23 .03 

I .44 .30 .20 

A .24 .10 

M .14 

"Significant at the .05 level. 
"•Significant at the .01 level. 
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16 PF Scales : for the Female NC Group 

Scales in Rank Order 

B H G B 0 <*i E L 

1.20* 1.17* 1.10* 1.07* 1.04* 1.04* 1.04* .90 .84 

.36 .33 .26 .23 .20 .20 .20 .06 

.30 .27 .20 .17 .14 .14 . 14 

. 16 .13 .06 .03 .00 .00 

.16 . 13 .06 .03 .00 

.16 .13 .06 .03 

.13 .10 .03 

. 10 .07 

.03 
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