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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The past decade has witnessed the dissemination of 

a prodigious amount of literature pertaining to rehabili

tation counseling. This, of course, is indicative of the 

increased emphasis upon rehabilitation and vocational 

placement. Research in these areas has been initiated 

by various governmental agencies and private organizations 

Both groups have attempted to define the techniques of 

rehabilitation as well as delineate the mechanics of the 

process. 

The emphasis upon rehabilitation has naturally led 

to an increased interest in the personality and voca

tional interests of rehabilitation counselors. Various 

studies have been devised to determine counselor traits. 

Not only do such studies provide pertinent information 

to the cases at hand, but they may also prove valuable 

in the development of test batteries for the selection 

of rehabilitation counseling students. 

Purpose and Scope of the Thesis 

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the 

growing information on the personality characteristics 

and vocational interests of rehabilitation counselors. 



More specifically, the study is designed to exair.ine SOT?.O 

of the differences between two groups of counselors--thc 

counselors who carry a general case load and the counse

lors who specialize in one or more disability types. 

What accounts for the difference between the two groups? 

Why does one group prefer to narrow its interest, while 

the other prefers to work with a variety of individuals? 

Can differences be detected between the groups by means 

of personality and interest tests? 

Review of Previous Research 

One of the earliest surveys of the literature on 

personal characteristics of counselors in general was 

that conducted by Cottle (1953). He found that consid

erable work had been accomplished in the area but that 

it was generally unintegrated; little attempt had been 

made to correlate the various studies. Cottle felt that 

it was necessary to determine whether the characteris

tics of counselors in one kind of counseling were dif

ferent from those in another area. He predicted that 

interest inventories and personality inventories would 

prove invaluable in the identification of such charac

teristics. Further studies (Cottle & Lewis, 1954; Cottle, 

Lewis, & Penny, 1954) along these lines, however, proved 

inconclusive. 



In a similar review of the literature, Polniantier 

(1966) stated that there was rr;uch yet to be determined 

about the personal characteristics of counselors as well 

as the significance of these characteristics for success 

in counseling. He found that certain personality vari

ables had been given considerable emphasis in the litera

ture. Tolerance for ambiguity, reduction of dogmatism, 

ability to perceive self and others realistically, empathy, 

emotional stability, and expression of self appeared to 

be importanr counselor traits. The counselors also 

manifested needs for nurturance and affiliation. 

In the area of interest measurement, Polmantier 

found the counselors had an interest pattern on both the 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) and Kuder 

Preference Record (Vocational) that differentiated them 

from other professions. On the SVIB the Group V scales 

were significant with their emphasis upon social service 

occupations such as Personnel Director, School Superin

tendent, Rehabilitation Counselor, YMCA Secretary, and 

Minister. Likewise, the Social Service, Persuasive, 

Literary, and Scientific Scales of the Kuder seemed to 

be significant. Thus, it seems plausible that counselor 

trainees and counselors can be differentiated from workers 

in other occupations by an analysis of such scales. 

Polmantier even suggests that different kinds of counselors 



may have different patterns. He did not examine this 

hypothesis, however. 

Using the staff of the Michigan State University 

Counseling Center, Mills, Chestnut, and Hartzell (1966) 

attempted to study the needs of counselors by mieans of 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. They analyzed 

the scores of the counselors into various components--

the most important one being the "Social Service Need." 

Various factors seemed to contribute to this need. Of 

primary importance was the need for intraception which 

is characterized by subjective, v/arm, intuitive, and 

psychologically penetrating traits. Other factors of 

note were the lack of a need for abasement and the lack 

of needs for order and for succorance. These last three 

factors suggest that the counselor does not have the 

need to feel timid or inferior, to keep things neat and 

well organized, or to receive help and understanding 

from others. 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF) 

was used by Donnan and Harlan (196 8) to compare the var

ious personality traits of school counselors and adminis

trators. Five factors of the 16 PF were found to be 

significantly different between the two groups. These 

were Factor C (Emotional versus Emotionally Stable); 

Factor G (Expedient versus Conscientious); Factor I 



(Tough-Minded versus Tender-Minded); Factor L (Trusting 

versus Suspicious); and Factor N (Forthright versus 

Shrewd). According to the scores for Factor C, counselors 

had higher ego strength and were less affected by feelings 

than administrators. Administrators, on the other hand, 

had a stronger super-ego strength (according to Factor G). 

On Factor I, counselors appeared to be more sensitive and 

less realistic than the administrators. The scores on 

Factor L indicated a trusting attitude on the part of the 

counselors as opposed to the more suspicious nature of 

the administrators. Finally, according to Factor N, 

counselors were more forthright than administrators. 

In order to gain information relative to the personal 

characteristics of rehabilitation counselors, Patterson 

(1962) administered a battery of tests to a group of 

rehabilitation counseling students. This battery included 

the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), and 

the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB). On the EPPS, 

the counselors scored significantly high on Intraception, 

Deference, and Nurturance. This indicates that they 

understand others and their feelings, lack feelings of 

guilt and inadequacy, and desire to assist and sympathize 

with others less fortunate. 



According to Patterson, the MMPI profiles of the male 

students showed elevated Mf (Masculini::y-Feminity) and 

Ma (Kypomania) scores and a rela::ive low Si (Social 

Introversion) score. The high Mf score indicates artistic 

and cultural interests and possibly interest in and 

sensitivity to people rather than things. The yia. score, 

on the other hand, may indicate drive or motivation. The 

low Si score suggests that the students tend toward 

extroversion. 

The males in Patterson's group obtained means at 

the A level (the highest rating) on the following scales 

of the SVIB: Clinical Psychologist, Guidance Psychologist, 

and Social Worker. Scales at the B level were Industrial 

Psychologist, Personnel Director, Public Administrator, 

Social Science Teacher, and Musician (Performer). This 

indicates that the students show interests similar to 

successful persons engaged in those occupations. 

Eddy (1960) also used the Strong Vocational Interest 

Blank in an effort to determine the interest patterns of 

rehabilitation counselors. The study indicated rhat the 

counselors displayed a range of vocational interests which 

set them apart as a professional group. The interest 

pattern was such, however, as to suggest that the 

counselors belonged with Strong's Group V (social service 

occupations). A very high correlation was obtained with 



the Vocational Counselor scale, thus indicating that 

rehabilitation counselors are primarily counselors 

concerned with the vocational adjustment of their clients. 

In opposition to the study by Patterson, however, only a 

slight correlation was obtained with the Psychologist 

scale. This may be a result of the difference in popula

tions. Eddy tested counselors already working in the field 

of rehabilitation whereas Patterson studied rehabilitation 

counseling students. 

In a study designed to determine the attitudes of 

vocational rehabilitation counselors toward physically 

disabled persons, Crandell (1966) found that counselors 

who served different disability groups could be differen

tiated. His populations consisted of two groups of 

counselors. Group I served a variety of client disabil

ities, while Group II served single disability categories 

such as the deaf, the blind, etc. In general. Group I 

counselors were more positive in their attitudes toward 

cerebral palsy and persons with cerebral palsy, showed 

greater deviations from the mean on all attitude scales, 

and were more positively inclined toward people than 

Group II counselors. 

One of the most recent investigations of the roles 

and functions of the rehabilitation counselor was con

ducted by Muthard and Salomone (1568). The study was 
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designed to provide basic informa-cion regarding the work 

of the counselor. Initially, Muthard and Salom.one were 

intrigued v/ith the possibility that a relationship existed 

between the personality characteristics of a counselor and 

the way he perceived his work role. Role behavior, however, 

was not found to be related to either interests, needs, or 

personality. Where the counselor worked, on the other 

hand, was found to be significant. An analysis of 

counselors from three types of agencies (general state 

rehabilitation agencies, rehabilitation agencies special

izing in services for the blind, and private facilities) 

showed that the groups could be readily discriminated. 

Clearly there are differences in function among 

counselors who work in different settings. The findings 

of Muthard and Salomone emphasize the need to avoid 

classifying rehabilitation counselors into one well-defined 

category. Further subanalyses of counselors by type of 

setting may reveal a variety of subgroups in the rehabili

tation counselor family. Perhaps further investigation 

may also reveal that there are significant personality 

differences among the various subgroups. 



CHAPTER II 

M.ETHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study investigated personality and interest 

differences between two groups of rehabilitation coun

selors. This chapter includes a discussion of the 

population, instruments, hypotheses, procedure, and 

statistical analyses. 

Population 

The subjects used in this study were 18 male reha

bilitation counselors from Region I of the Texas Division 

of Vocational Rehabilitation. They were selected by three 

supervisors of the agency, each supervisor merely providing 

an equal number of counselors from his district:. Each 

subject was identified only by a letter of the alphabet. 

Pertinent information regarding the counselor's age, 

education, and years of experience was provided by the 

supervisors. The supervisors also determined whether the 

counselor was carrying primarily a general case load or 

whether he was specializing in a certain disability. 

Several controls were inherent within the population. 

The men were all between the ages of 25 and 48, and all 

had a college education. Thirteen of the subjects had 

Master's degrees while five had Bachelor's degrees. Both 
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the general counselors (GC) and the specialists (SP) had 

v/orked in the field of rehabilitation counseling an 

average of two years. Of the specialists, eight worked in 

the areas of m.ental retardation and mental illness, one 

dealt in special education, and one handled welfare and 

tuberculosis referrals. 

Instruments 

Two instruments were used in this study. CaT:::ell 

and Eber's Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire was 

employed to measure personality traits. Form A, covering 

187 items and suitable for persons whose educational level 

is equivalent to that of the normal high school graduate, 

was administered. Vocational interests were determined 

by use of the Strong.Vocational Interest Blank for Men. 

Form T399, the 1966 revision of the test, was administered 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) 

rates individuals according to 16 primary personality 

dimensions. Various second-order factors may also be 

determined. Both the primary and second-order factors 

were used in this study as indicators of the differences 

between the two groups of counselors. 

Specific hypotheses were proposed for six of the 

primary and second-order factors. They were as follows: 
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Factor A (Reserved versus Outgoing); Factor H (Shy 

versus Venturesome); Factor L (Trusting versus Suspicious); 

Factor Q2 (Group-dependent versus Self-sufficient); Factor 

Q3 (Undisciplined Self-conflict versus Controlled, Socially-

precise) ; and Factor II (Introversion versus Extroversion). 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank 

The Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) provides 

an index of the similarity between a person's interests 

and those of successful men in each of a wide variety of 

occupations. Scores are obtained for 54 occupations. 

Four nonoccupational measures are also provided. One of the 

nonoccupational measures—Specialization Level—was used 

in this study. 

Hypotheses to be Tested 

Seven main hypotheses were predicted. 

1. The general counselors group is significantly 

more outgoing and less detached than the special

ists group, as measured by Factor A (Reserved 

versus Outgoing) of the 16 PF. 

2. The general counselor subjects are markedly less 

diffident and more socially-bold than the 

specialist subjects, as measured by Factor H 

(Shy versus Venturesome) of the 16 PF. 
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3. The general counselor subjects are more trusting 

and less suspicious than the specialist group, 

as measured by Factor L (Trusting versus Suspi

cious) of the 16 PF. 

4. The general counselor subjects are significantly 

more group-dependent and less self-sufficient than 

the specialist subjects, as measured by Factor Q2 

(Group-dependent versus Self-sufficient) of the 

16 PF. 

5. The general counselor subjects are more socially 

precise and less careless of protocol than the 

members of the specialist group, as measured by 

Factor Q^ (Undisciplined Self-conflict versus 

Controlled, Socially-precise) of the 16 PF. 

6. The general counselor group is markedly more 

extroverted and less introverted than the 

specialist group, as measured by Factor II 

(Introversion versus Extroversion) of the 16 PF. 

7. The specialist group manifests a significantly 

greater desire to specialize than the general 

counselor subjects, as measured by the Speciali

zation Level of the SVIB. 

Procedure 

The 16 PF o.na rhe SVIB were distributed -co the 

counselors in individual packets by -che supervisors. The 
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counselors were to take the tests at their convenience 

and then return the test booklets and answer sheets. 

Thirty packets were distributed in all. Of these, 20 

were returned, 18 of which were usable. Additional 

information concerning the counselors was obtained from 

the supervisors by means of a questionnaire. 

The 16 PF answer sheets were hand-scored by use of 

a stencil key. Each of the tests was scored by rhree 

independent researchers. The raw scores were not con

verted to Suens as is customary in order to avoid round

ing errors which might mask significant differences. The 

answer sheets for the SVIB were machine scored by National 

Computer Systemis, Incorporated. 

Statistics and Experimental Design 

Two statistical methods were employed in this study. 

The Student t_ test was used with the primary factors of 

the 16 PF, while the median test, a nonparametric technique, 

was employed with the SVIB and the second-order factors of 

the 16 PF. A one-tailed test was used with five of the 

primary dimension scores of the 16 PF (Factors A, K, L, 

Qp, and Q^), the second-order Factor II score, and the 

Specialization Level score of the SVIB. A two-tailed test 

was employed with the remaining factors since no direc

tionality was predicted. Tne various scores of the 

general counselors (GC) were com.pared with the corresponding 
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scores of the specialists (SP). The .05 level was used 

as the determining level of significance for the seven 

main hypotheses. The .10 level, however, was used as the 

level of significance with those factors for which no 

specific hypotheses were proposed. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

The hypotheses stated in Chapter II were tested for 

statistical significance. The means of the general coun

selors (GC) on the various factors were compared with the 

corresponding means of the specialists (S?). A one-tailed 

Student t. test and the median test were used to determine 

significance. 

Hypothesis I 

K̂  [ypothesis I stated tha-c the general counselor group 

would be significantly more outgoing and less detached than 

the specialist group, as measured by Factor A (Reserved 

versus Outgoing) of the 16 PF. Although this was not sub

stantiated, a trend at the .10 level was noted. (See 

Table 1.) 

Hypothesis II 

This hypothesis predicted that the general counselor 

subjects would be markedly less diffident and more 

socially-bold than the specialis-c subjects, as measured by 

Factor H (Shy versus Venturesome) of the 16 PF. Again, the 

hypothesis was not verified, but a trend at the .10 level 

was noted. (See Table 1.) 

15 
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r-» ij ij j_> A, 

MEANS, STUDENT'S t VALUES, AND SIGNIFICANCE 
LEVELS OF PERSONALITY FACTORS OF 

REHABILITATION COUNSELORS 

Personality Factors - 16 PF 
Means 
GC SP 

Factor A 
(Reserved vs Outgoing) 

Factor H 
(Shy vs Venturesome) 

Factor L 
(Trusting vs Suspicious) 

Factor Q2 
(Group-dependent vs Self-

sufficient) 

Factor Q3 
(Undisciplined Self-conflict 

vs Controlled, Socially 
precise) 

12.50 10.10 

18.37 14.60 

8.25 8.70 

6.87 10.00 

12.87 11.40 

1.372* 

1.574* 

.286 

2.906** 

1.310 

df = 16 

Note.--Means are given in raw scores rather than 
standard sten scores. 

*A trend at the .10 level. 

**Signifleant at the .01 level 



Hypothesis III 

Eypothesis III asserted that on Factor L (Trusting 

versus Suspicious) of the 16 PF, the general counselor 

subjects would be more trusting and less suspicious than 

the specialist group. The hypothesis was not corroborated 

as shown by the statistical results presented in Table 1. 

Hypothesis IV 

The fourth hypothesis stated that on Factor Q^ 

(Group-dependent versus Self-sufficient) of the 16 PF, 

the general counselor subjects would be significantly 

more group-dependent and less self-sufficient than the 

specialist subjects. As noted in Table 1, this was 

substantiated at the .01 level of significance. 

Hypothesis V 

This hypothesis predicted that the general counselor • 

subjects would be more socially precise and less careless 

of protocol than the members of the specialist group, as 

measured by Factor Q3 (Undisciplined Self-Conflict versus 

Controlled, Socially precise) of the 16 PF. The results, 

given in Table 1, do not support the hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis VI 

rn'r-le sixth hypothesis asserted that the general 

counselor group would be markedly more extroverted and 

less introverted than the specialist group, as measured by 

Factor II (Introversion versus Extroversion) of the 16 PF. 

The results in Table 2 indicate that this hypothesis was 

not accepted. 

TABLE 2 

MEDIANS, MEDIAN CHI-SQUARE VALUES, AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS 
OF VOCATIONAL INTEREST AND SECOND-ORDER PERSONALITY 

FACTORS OF REHABILITATION COUNSELORS 

Medians 
Factors - 16 PF & SVIB GC & SP Chi-square 

Factor II - 16 PF 7.1 .225 
(Introversion vs Extroversion) 

Specialization Level - SVIB 40 2.025* 

df = 1 

*A trend at the .10 level. 

Hypothesis VII 

Hypothesis VII stated that the specialist group would 

mianifest a significantly greater desire to specialize than 
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would the general counselor subjects, as measured by the 

Specialization Level of the SVIB. VJhile the hypothesis 

was not substantiated. Table 2 indicates that a trend at 

the .10 level was noted. 

Additional Findings 

Using a two-tailed Student t test and the median 

test, the means for the two groups (GC and SP) on all 

remaining factors were compared to determine if signifi

cant differences existed. No directionality was predicted. 

The .10 level was thus used as the determining level of 

significance. Two such differences were noted along with 

four trends at the .20 level. 

On Factor I of the 16 PF, the specialist group was 

found to be significantly (.005 level) more tender-minded 

and sensitive than the realistic general counselor subjects, 

(See Table 3.) The specialist group was also found to be 

significantly (.025 level) more creative and inventive than 

the general counselor group, as measured by the second-

order Creativity Factor of the 16 PF. (See Table 4.) In 

addition, the following trends were noted. On Factor B of 

the 16 PF, the specialist group tended to be more intelli

gent than the general counselor group. The general coun

selor subjects, on the other hand, seemed to be more 

enthusiastic and less sober than the specialist group, as 
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measured by Factor F of the 16 PF. The general counselor 

subjects also tended to be more responsible and conscien

tious than the specialist subjects, as measured by Factor 

G of the 16 PF. Finally, as measured by the Freedom from 

Accident Proneness score (a second-order factor of the 16 

PF), the general counselor group seemed to be less careless 

and error prone than the specialist group. 

TABLE 3 

MEANS, STUDENT'S t VALUES, AND SIGNIFICANCE 
LEVELS OF PERSONALITY FACTORS OF 

REHABILITATION COUNSELORS 

Personality Factors - 16 PF 
Means 
GC SP 

Factor B 
(Less Intelligent vs More 

Intelligent) 

Factor F 
(Sober vs Enthusiastic) 

Factor G 
(Expedient vs Conscientious) 

Factor I 
(Realistic vs Sensitive) 

8.12 9.10 1.340* 

15.62 13.10 

15.12 13.60 

7.62 11.80 

1.688* 

1.639* 

3.508** 

df = 16 

Note.--Means are given in raw scores rather than 
standard sten scores. 

*A rrend at the .20 level. 

**Signiiicant at the .005 level 
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TABLE 4 

MEDIANS, MEDIAN CHI-SQUARE VALUES, AND SIGNIFICANCE 
LEVELS OF SECOND-ORDER PERSONALITY FACTORS 

OF REHABILITATION COUNSELORS 

Medians 
Personality Factors - 16 PF GC & SP Chi-square 

Creativity Factor 83.5 5.625** 

Freedom from Accident Proneness 37 2.025* 

df = 1 

*A trend at the .20 level. 

**Signifleant at the .025 level. 

Discussion 

This investigation furnished several interesting 

findings concerning rehabilitation counselors. Three 

factors were ascertained to distinguish significantly 

between general counselors and specialists. These are 

Factor I, Factor Q2, and the second-order Creativity Factor 

of the 16 PF. The specialists were found to be more crea

tive, more sensitive, and less realistic, while the general 

counselors were more group dependent and less self-

sufficient. These factors, when combined with the various 

trends, support Polmantier's (1966) contention that different 
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kinds of counselors have different personality charac

teristics . 

The present data suggests the existence of two rather 

distinct counselor typographies. The specialists seem to 

be of a more or less "artistic" temperament. They are more 

creative, sensitive, and less realistic. They also appear 

to be more intelligent, more tender-minded, and profess a 

greater desire to specialize in a narrow field. General 

counselors, on the other hand, are more group dependent and 

less self-sufficient. In accordance with Crandell's (1966) 

findings, they seem more positively inclined toward people. 

They appear to be more outgoing, enthusiastic, and socially 

bold. As a result, they are less sober, detached, and dif

fident. The general counselors are also less careless, more 

responsible, and conscientious. 

This report seems to support the work of Muthard and 

Salomone (1958). It appears that counselors may indeed be 

categorized according to their type of work setting. Those 

who work in a general setting are distinguishable from those 

who specialize in only one disability. This has important 

implications for the training of future rehabilitation 

counselors. Test batteries could possibly be developed 

that would differentiate between the two types of counselors. 

Such batteries could then aid in determining which students 

were more suited for a general case load and which were better 

suited to work with a homogeneous disability group. 



An obvious limitation to the present: study is the 

small number of subjects. Before any definite conclusions 

could be drawn, the investigation would have to be repeated 

using a much larger population. It must also be noted that 

the results may be biased as 10 of the 30 subjects nominated 

by the supervisors did not choose to participate in the 

study. This self-selection of the nonrespondents may in 

itself have served to skew the findings. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Sumjnary 

Two groups of rehabilitation counselors were compared 

to determine if personality and interest differences ex

isted between the groups. The sample consisted of 18 male 

counselors from the Texas Division of Vocational Rehabili

tation. Eight of the subjects carried a general case load 

(GC), while the remaining 10 specialized in a particular 

disability (SP). The men were between the ages of 25 and 

48. All held college degrees and had worked in the field 

of rehabilitation counseling an average of 2 years. The 

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) and the Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF) were administered 

to the subjects. The means for the two groups on the 

various factors were compared by using the Student t^ test 

and the median test. 

Conclusions 

All findings of this report are tentative due to the 

small number of subjects. Nevertheless, three factors 

were found to distinguish significantly between the two 

groups of rehabiliuation counselors. Several other trends 

24 
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were also noted. z:he general counselors were seen to be 

more group dependent, outgoing, and enthusiastic. They 

were also more responsible and conscientious. The 

specialists, on the other hand, were more creative, sen

sitive, and intelligent. In addition, they professed a 

greater desire to specialize vocationally. These results 

have significant implications for the selection and 

training of students as future rehabilitation counselors. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

An obvious suggestion for further investigation in 

this area would be to repeat the present study using a 

much larger population. The present results could then 

be confirmed or refuted. In addition, such a study could 

be strengthened by a more strict definition of the popu

lation. The criteria for membership in the two groups 

should be more adequately specified in order to lessen 

the impact of artifacts. 

Before comparing specialists with general counselors, 

it might be wise to focus initially on the role of the 

specialist. A thorough investigation of the agencies and 

counselors serving special disability groups might be 

undertaken. Such a study could ascertain if the counselors 

working in these agencies have personality and interest 

factors in common. A determination could then be made as 

to whether specialists as a group differ from general 
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counselors or whether each specialty is an entity unto 

itself. 
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Cottle, W. C , & Lewis, W. W. , Jr. Personality 
characteristics of counselors: II, Male counselor 
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