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COLLEGE SELF-EFFICACY AS A MODERATOR OF THE RELATNBHIP
BETWEEN TELLEGEN'’S BIG THREE MODEL OF PERSONALITY XD
HOLLAND’S MODEL OF VOCATIONAL INTEREST TYPES

By Elizabeth A Barrett

The Five-Factor Model (FFM) of personality andlégén’s Big Three Model of
personality were compared to determine their gitititpredict Holland’s RIASEC
interest types. College self-efficacy was examiag@ moderator of the relationship
between Tellegen’s Big Three model and the RIASEErest types. A sample of 194
college freshmen (i.e., less than 30 credits cote@)envas drawn from the psychology
participant pool of a mid-sized Midwestern univarsilnstruments included the
International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) to meashe FFM; the Multidimensional
Personality Questionnaire Brief Form (MPQ-BF) toasiere Tellegen’s Big Three model
of personality; the College Self-Efficacy InventdySEI) to measure college self-
efficacy; and the Self Directed Search (SDS) tosueaHolland’s RIASEC model of
vocational interests. Findings from correlatioaahlyses supported previous research
regarding relationships among the FFM and the RIB $terest types, and relationships
among Tellegen’s Big Three and the RIASEC intetygsts. As hypothesized and tested
via regressions for each of the six interest typeiegen’s Big Three model predicted all
six vocational interests types € .001 for all), while the FFM only predicted twygpes at
p <.05. College self-efficacy did not moderate thlationship between Tellegen’s Big
Three and the RIASEC interest types. Implicatiang future research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Personality traits and vocational interests arenvegor individual difference
domains that influence numerous outcomes assoamtkedvork and life success. For
example, research has shown that congruence bejveesonality traits and one’s
vocation is related to greater job performancejahdatisfaction (Barrick, Mount, &
Judge, 2001; Hogan & Blake, 1999; Zak, Meir, & Kreex, 1979). Additionally, specific
personality traits are hypothesized to play a molgetermining job success within related
career domains (Sullivan & Hansen, 2004). Perstyriala relatively enduring
characteristic of an individual, and therefore dosgrve as a stable predictor of why
people choose particular jobs and careers.

Personality traits and vocational interests areelihby affecting behavior through
motivational processes (Holland, 1973, 1985). étealkty traits and vocational interests
influence choices individuals make about which $aaid activities to engage in, how
much effort to exert on those tasks, and how lenggetrsist with those tasks (Holland,
1973, 1985; Mount, Barrick, Scullen, & Rounds, 200Besearch has shown that when
individuals are in environments congruent with theterests, they are more likely to be
happy because their beliefs, values, interestsa#titddes are supported and reinforced
by people who are similar to them (Mount, BarriSkullen, & Rounds, 2005).
Furthermore, research has demonstrated that pditgaral interests may shape career

decision making and behavior; personality and eder guide the development of



knowledge and skills by providing the motivationetagage in particular types of
activities (Sullivan & Hansen, 2004).

As relatively stable dispositions, personalitytsanfluence an individual's
behavior in a variety of life settings, includin@tk (Dilchert, 2007). Individuals often
prefer jobs requiring them to display behaviord thatch their stable tendencies. Thus
individuals will indicate a liking for occupatiorier which job duties and job
environments correspond to their personality trasch a match between personal
tendencies and job requirements can support adgunstamd eventually occupational
success, making the choice of a given job perspnalarding on multiple levels
(Dilchert, 2007).

People applying for jobs need to try to understieanselves more fully in order
to determine if they will be satisfied with theatreer choices based on their personality
traits. This process can be aided by vocationahselors who conduct vocational
assessments. The purpose of vocational assessnem nhance client self-
understanding, promote self-exploration, and agsisdalistic decision making (Carless,
1999). According to a model proposed by Carle999), career assessment is based on
the assumption that comprehensive information attauself (e.g., knowledge of one’s
personality) in relation to the world of work isr\acessary prerequisite for wise career
decision making.

Self-efficacy beliefs--personal expectations alibatability to succeed at tasks
(Bandura, 1986)--are often assessed by vocatianaiselors. This study examines

college self-efficacy--belief in one’s ability t@gorm tasks necessary for success in



college (Wang & Castaneda-Sound, 2008). Self-a&tfjadetermines the degree to which
individuals initiate and persist with tasks (Baralut986), and research has found that
personality may influence exploration of vocatiomaérests, through high levels of self-
efficacy (Nauta, 2007).

There is an abundance of literature supportingtttafive-Factor Model (FFM)
(discussed in depth in following sections) of peeddy predicts Holland’s theory of
vocational interest types; however, there is liitlErature that extends beyond use of the
Five-Factor Model. This is due to the adoptiothaf FFM as an overriding model of
personality over the past fifteen years. Howeaenill be demonstrated later, several
criticisms of the model have surfaced. In lightledse criticisms the purpose of this
study is to extend the existing literature that éstablished links between the FFM and
Holland’s vocational interest types, while examgthe relationship between an
alternate personality model, Tellegen’s Big Thrae heasured by the Multidimensional
Personality Questionnaire (MPQ)) and Holland’s syp&urthermore, this study will
examine the moderating role that college self-afficplays on the relationship between

Tellegen’s Big Three and Holland’s interest types.



THEORY AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Personality Traits and Vocational Interests Defined
Personality traits refer to characteristics thatstable over time and are
psychological in nature; they reflect who we ard anaggregate determine our affective,
behavioral, and cognitive styles (Mount, Barrickulen, & Rounds, 2005). Vocational
interests reflect long-term dispositional traitattinfluence vocational behavior primarily
through one’s preferences for certain environmeaasyities, and types of people

(Mount, Barrick, Scullen, & Rounds, 2005).

The Five-Factor Model (FFM) of Personality

The FFM, often referred to as the Big Five persiyndimensions, is a major
model that claims personality consists of five dasiens: Openness to Experience (i.e.,
imaginative, intellectual, and artistically sengi, Conscientiousness (i.e., dependable,
organized, and persistent), Extraversion (i.e.ijadde, active, and energetic),
Agreeableness (i.e., cooperative, consideratetrasting), and Neuroticism, sometimes
referred to positively as emotional stability (i.ealm, secure, and unemotional) (Harris,
Vernon, Johnson, & Jang, 2006; McCrae & Costa, 1BBfrae & Costa, 1987; Mount,
Barrick, Scullen, & Rounds, 2005; Nauta, 2004, iSalt & Hansen, 2004). The FFM
provides the foundation for several personality snees (e.g., NEO-PI, NEO-PI-R,
NEO-FFI) that have proved to be valid and reliabid are widely utilized in research

today (Costa & McCrae, 1992). There appears @ laege degree of consensus



regarding the FFM of personality and the instruraersied to measure the model. For
instance, the FFM has been shown to have a lagyeeef universality (McCrae, 2001),
specifically in terms of stability across adulthdddicCrae & Costa, 2003) and cultures

(DeFruyt & Mervielde, 1997; Hofstede & McCrae, 2004cCrae, 2001).

Holland’s Theory of Vocational Interest Types

Holland’s theory of vocational interests has plagday role in efforts to
understand vocational interests, choice, and aatish. Holland was very clear that he
believed personality and vocational interests alaed:

If vocational interests are construed as an exjgess personality, then they

represent the expression of personality in workpstsubjects, hobbies,

recreational activities, and preferences. In shanmat we have called ‘vocational

interests’ are simply another aspect of personallfywocational interests are an

expression of personality, then it follows thaenast inventories are personality

inventories. (Holland, 1973, p.7)
Vocational interest types, as classified by Hollaar@ six broad categories (discussed
later in the section) that can be used to groupeaions or the people who work in
them. Holland’s theory of vocational interest ty@ad work environments states that
employees’ satisfaction with a job as well as prity to leave that job depends on the
degree to which their personalities match theiupational environments (Holland,
1973, 1985). Furthermore, people are assumed madsé satisfied, successful, and

stable in a work environment that is congruent whiir vocational interest type. Two of



Holland’s basic assumptions are: (a) individuala jparticular vocation have similar
personalities, and (b) individuals tend to choosaupational environments consistent
with their personality (Holland, 1997).

A fundamental proposition of Holland’s theory isithwhen differentiated by
their vocational interests, people can be categdraccording to a taxonomy of six types,
hereinafter collectively referred to as RIASEC (ldot, 1973, 1985). Holland’s theory
states that six vocational interest types--Realistivestigative, Artistic, Social,
Enterprising, and Conventional (RIASEC)--influemople to seek environments which
are congruent with their characteristics (Harrisynon, Johnson, & Jang, 2006; Holland,
1973, 1985; Nauta, 2004; Roberti, Fox, & TunickD20Sullivan & Hansen, 2004; Zak,
Meir, & Kraemer, 1979). Holland used adjectiveatgsors to capture the distinctive
characteristics of each interest type (Hogan & BJdl®99). These are summarized in
Table A-1. Holland’s approach to the assessmewnbcdtional interest types was based
on the assumption that members of an occupationapghave similar work-related
preferences and respond to problems and situahaisilar ways (Carless, 1999).

Realistic types like the systematic manipulatiomaichinery, tools, or animals.
Investigative types have interests that involvdwital, curious, methodical, and precise
activities. The interests of Artistic types ar@mssive, nonconforming, original, and
introspective. Social types want to work with dredp others. Enterprising types seek to
influence others to attain organizational goals@ynomic gain. Finally, Conventional
types are interested in systematic manipulatiotadd, filing records, or reproducing

materials (Tokar, Vaux, & Swanson, 1995).



According to Holland’s theory, these interest tyddger in their relative
similarity to one another, in ways that can be @spnted by a hexagonal figure with the
types positioned at the six points (see Figure BAdjacent types (e.g., Realistic and
Investigative) are most similar; opposite typeg.(eRealistic and Social) are least
similar, and alternating types (e.g., Realistic Amiistic) are assumed to have an

intermediate level of relationship (Holland, 197985; Tokar, Vaux, & Swanson, 1995).

Overlap between the FFM and RIASEC

Many studies provide evidence of the links betwiéenFFM of personality and
the RIASEC interest types. An extensive reviewhefresearch investigating the links
between the FFM and the RIASEC types identifiedstewlies that found Extraversion
predicts interest in jobs that focus on Social Bntkerprising interests. Ten studies
showed Openness to Experience predicts interggbsthat focus on Investigative and
Artistic interests. Six studies found Agreeableng®dicts interest in jobs that focus on
Social interest; six studies showed Conscienticsspeedicts interests in jobs that focus
on Conventional interests; and one study found dlexism predicts interests in jobs that
focus on Investigative interests (see Table A-Zlfercitations). One discrepancy in this
research has been Costa and McCrae’s claims #&FRhl applies uniformly to all adult
ages, but Mroczek, Ozer, Spiro, and Kaiser (1988hd substantial differences between
the structures emerging from older individuals @spared to undergraduate students, in
that the five factor structure failed to emergé¢hia student sample (i.e., agreeableness

failed to emerge) as it did with the older sample.



All of the links discussed between the FFM of pasdity and the RIASEC
interest types provide the foundation for hypotkek®— 1e. Hypotheses 1la — le will add
to the literature, previously discussed, by asagssiirrent college students early in their
college careers. These are the people who haysoteatial to be most influenced by
vocational and career counselors. Given that resdas found a discrepancy in FFM
profiles of younger and older individuals, it isportant to test its efficacy in predicting
vocational interests.

Hypothesis 1a (HlaExtraversion will significantly positively corraie with

Social and Enterprising types, but not Realistiogktigative, Artistic, and

Conventional types.

Hypothesis 1b (H1bYpenness to Experience will significantly postiv

correlate with Investigative and Artistic typest bot Realistic, Conventional,

Social, and Enterprising types.

Hypothesis 1c (H1cAgreeableness will significantly positively cdate with

Social types, but not Realistic, Conventional, Fising, Investigative, and

Artistic types.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d)Conscientiousness will significantly positivelgroelate

with Conventional types, but not Realistic, Entesipig, Investigative, Social, and

Artistic types.

Hypothesis 1e (H1eNeuroticism will significantly negatively corréawith

Investigative types, but not Realistic, Enterpgsi@onventional, Social, and

Artistic types.



Criticisms and Limitations of the FFM

The whole enterprise of science depends on chatigragcepted views, and the
FFM has become one of the most accepted modebkrsopality research. Many
critiques of the FFM ask “Why are there five andiydive factors? Five factor
protagonists say: it is an empirical fact...via thatihematical method of factor analysis,
the basic dimensions of personality have been desed.” (McCrae & Costa, 1989, p.
120). Has psychology as a science achieathdand absolute way of looking at
personality or is there a way to further our congalization of personality? In the article
by Costa and McCrae (1997) explaining the antieigahanges to the NEO in the new
millennium, they anticipate only minor wording mbctions and simplifications. Thus
it appears as if the FFM is viewed as a final aradt final achievement (Block, 2001).
One claimed benefit of the FFM is evidence of lailtty is strong for all 5 factors, but
evidence is strong for all personality factors sddit does not single out the Costa and
McCrae factors (Eysenck, 1992). In other wordstha! criteria suggested by Costa and
McCrae are necessary but not sufficient to markooet model from many which also
conform to this criteria.

The debate that has been most prominent over gtelpayears, and which has
probably attracted the most attention, concernsitimber and description of the basic,
fundamental, highest-order factors of personaliyidence from meta-analyses of
factorial studies provide evidence that three fivet personality factors, emerge at the
highest level of analysis (Royce & Powell, 1983ll@gen & Waller, 1991; Zuckerman,

Kuhiman, & Camac, 1988; Zuckerman, Kuhiman, Thorsig& Kiers, 1991).
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Altogether, Eysenck (1992) has surveyed many d@iffemodels, questionnaires and
inventories, reporting in most cases a break-dowm2 or 3 major factors; but never 5.
Additionally, Jackson, Furnham, Forde, and Co2800) and Tellegen (1985) have
contradicted Costa and McCrae’s (1995) assertioatsat five-factor model seems most
appropriate, with results showing that a threeefasblution is both more clear and
parsimonious.

Another critique of the FFM lies in its developmeiiihe initial factor-analytic
derivations of the Big Five were not guided by &ippsychological theory, and
therefore some have asked the question, “Why thes®’ (e.g., Revelle, 1987; Waller &
Ben-Porath, 1987). As Briggs (1989) points out, @hginal studies leading to the FFM
“prompted nca priori predictions as to what factors should emerge, aswharent and
falsifiable explanation for the five factors has t@be put forward” (p. 249).

A further developmental critique of the FFM is thek of lower order factors.
Theoretically, factors exist at different hieradlilevels, and the FFM only measures
five higher order factors (Block, 2001). The FFkoates at a broadband level to
measure the main (i.e., higher order) categorigsads (McAdams, 1992). Within each
of the five categories, therefore, may be manyedifit and more specific traits, as traits
are nested hierarchically within traits (McAdam392).

Another limitation of the FFM lies in researchersbility to consistently link the
personality traits to the Holland interest typ&esearch has found that although there is
a significant overlap between the FFM and RIASEErest types, the RIASEC types do

not appear to be entirely encompassed by the Rig{personality dimensions (Carless,
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1999; Church, 1994; DeFruyt & Mervielde, 1999; ToR#&aux, & Swanson, 1995).
Three personality dimensions in the FFM predictRWMSEC types, but there is less
evidence to support that the other two predicRI&SEC types. Specifically, there
appears to be significant overlap with Consciersimass, Openness, and Extraversion in
predicting the RIASEC interest types, but lessaasehas been able to find links
between Agreeableness and Neuroticism with the E&#iterest types. This is a
limitation of the FFM in relating to vocational erests (Costa, McCrae, & Holland,

1984; Gottfredson, Jones, & Holland, 1993; Tokaau¥, & Swanson, 1995).

Looking Beyond the FFM: Tellegen’s Big Three ModéPersonality

In light of these criticisms of the FFM, it seentteation could be paid to
alternate models of personality to investigatedimeensions underlying Holland’s
interest types. The literature base is sparse harkalternative personality models
warrant further study, particularly with regardvimcational interests (Blake & Sackett,
1999; Church, 1994, Larson & Borgen, 2002; Staggsson, & Borgen, 2003). One
such model is Tellegen’s Big Three which addressasy of the criticisms of the FFM.

Many vocational psychology researchers use thd=Big model of personality,
often measured by the NEO-PI or NEO-PI-R, but tdten the Big Three model of
personality measured by the Multidimensional PeaBgnQuestionnaire (MPQ) is used
(Tellegen, 1985; Tellegen & Waller, 1991). Thisdrbof personality resulted from ten
years of research on focal dimensions in the patggtiterature (Tellegen, 1985;

Tellegen & Waller, 1991). Tellegen’s (1985; Tekag& Waller, 1991) Big Three model
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defines three higher order factors. These reptékerclusters of items from a factor
analysis that composed the three higher amaés. The lower order factors consist of
items clustered in each of the higher order factditse higher order factors are: Positive
Emotionality (PEM), Negative Emotionality (NEM), d€onstraint (CT) (Tellegen,
1985; Tellegen & Waller, 1991). These higher ottdaits correlate minimally with one
another and encompass 11 lower order traits. RefEable A-3 for a description of the
three higher order traits and the 11 lower orcstdr

There are only three published studies that haseneed the Big Three model as
relating to vocational interests. Blake and Saql€199) reported that the Artistic type
moderately related with the MPQ Absorption lowedertrait (Larson & Borgen, 2002).
The Social type negatively related to the MPQ Agsi@n lower order trait; the
Enterprising type related moderately to the MPQi&@dotency lower order trait; and the
Conventional type related moderately to the MPQt@bihower order trait.

Staggs, Larson, and Borgen (2003) also analyzelbter order traits,
specifically, as opposed to the higher order factdPEM, NEM, and CT. They
identified seven personality dimensions that hasalestantial relationship with
vocational interests: Absorption predicted intenedArtistic occupations; Social Potency
predicted interest in Enterprising occupations;rifl@&voidance predicted interest in
science and mechanical activity occupations; Admeent predicted interest in science
and mathematic occupations; Social Closeness peeditterest in mechanical activity
occupations; Traditionalism predicted interestalgious activities; and Stress Reaction

predicted interest in athletic careers. Staggssdrg and Borgen (2003) used a college
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student sample, but were not studying the RIASE@dythey were using a different
conceptualization of vocational interests as messby the Strong Interest Inventory
which measures General Occupational Themes.

Larson and Borgen (2002) found that the PEM fastas more strongly
correlated with Social interests than with Entesipig interests; however, PEM did
strongly correlate with all six RIASEC typgs< .001). This finding shows strong
evidence that the PEM higher order trait relateth¢oRIASEC types. Larson and
Borgen (2002) also found that the CT factor wasatiegly related to Realistic and
Artistic interest types, and that the NEM factorsweegatively related to Artistic interest
types. Larson and Borgen (2002) utilized a sarapfgifted” adolescent students, which
is a very limited and non-generalizable samplecdntrast, the current study tests a
freshman college student sample, which is morergénable to the population of
students who are seeking vocational guidance.

The links between the MPQ and the RIASEC intengstd are under-researched.
Although some vocational research has utilizedMR&), more needs to be done to
determine the relationships between Tellegen’'sTBigee and Holland’s RIASEC
interest types. However, the research providep@tifior the idea that there are
alternative personality dimensions (i.e., Tellegddig Three), outside of the FFM, that
can significantly predict vocational interestsparticular the RIASEC types.
Hypotheses 2a — 2c will test relationships betweerTellegen’s Big Three (as measured

by the MPQ-BF) and the RIASEC interest types.
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Hypothesis 2a (H2a)rhe PEM factor will significantly positively calate with
all six RIASEC types.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b)The CT factor will significantly negatively corrééawith
Realistic and Artistic types, but not with Investitye, Social, Enterprising, and
Conventional types.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c)rhe NEM factor will significantly negatively caiate with
Artistic types, but not with Investigative, SociBhterprising, Realistic, and

Conventional types.

Comparing Tellegen’s Big Three and the FFM

An earlier discussion proposed criticisms of ti&/F In light of these criticisms
an alternate personality model was consideredegetis’ Big Three, measured by the
MPQ. This model of personality resolves all theyowus criticisms of the FFM: five
versus 3 factors, lack of lower order factors, aratlel development issues.

Tellegen’s (1985) understanding of personalityedgffrom the conception of the
FEM. Tellegen believes personality can be sumnyetthitee overriding traits or factors
versus the 5 factors of the FFM. This is an inhed#fference in the two models of
personality, which guided the development of insients used to measure these models,
in terms of a three versus a five factor structufarthermore, Tellegen (1985) utilized a
bottom-up approach to development of the MPQ, irclvkonstructs were based on
iterative cycles of data collection and item ana$ydesigned to better differentiate the

primary scales. In contrast, Tupes and Chrtidi@®61) emphasized deductive, top-down
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approach in which they first specified the broadhhbr-level trait domains (originally
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness to Expeeieand later Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness). This point shows the inhatifgrence in the way the two
personality measures were constructed, and possibgnefit to the MPQ, in light of this
developmental criticism of the FFM.

Due to these criticisms of the FFM and the resmiuof Tellegens’ Big Three
with these issues, there is evidence to suggestitbdMPQ may more strongly predict
the RIASEC types compared to the FFM, particulay college students. Holland
(1985) theorized that the greater the match betwesiniduals and their environments,
the greater their satisfaction, achievement, andreein that job. From this perspective,
then, “match” is considered the indicator of a “dbwocational decision (Phillips &
Jome, 1997). The goal of vocational counseling isrovide individuals with the
resources and information to make a “good” or thest” vocational decision they can.
Therefore, providing the best match between petgp@ad vocational interests can be
imperative in producing successful employees. Tdtisnale led to hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 3 (H3)The Tellegen’s Big Three will more strongly predice

RIASEC interest types, overall, compared with tR&Fs ability to predict the

RIASEC interest types.
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College Self-Efficacy: Moderating Role
Self-Efficacy: Background and Theory

Social cognitive career theory (SCCT) (Lent, Bro&rHackett, 1994) has been
recently applied in vocational psychology to hefplain how individuals’ career
interests develop, how they make career choiceshaw they determine their level of
performance (Lent, Lopez, & Sheu, 2008). Individueonfidence in their ability to
perform tasks (i.e., self-efficacy) moderates #latronship between what they know and
how they act (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). Sasof self-efficacy include:
personality, gender, race, and disability/healétust, and background/contextual
variables (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). Applyisglf-efficacy theory, in terms of
SCCT, can further our understanding of the roléei#icacy plays in the relationship
between personality and vocational interests awocek.

Despite the fact that Holland’s theory has had afitbe greatest impacts on our
understanding of the career development procekadibeen criticized on some fronts
for lacking explanatory and predictive power fortagn populations including women
and racial and ethnic minorities (Tokar, Vaux, &&won, 1995; Tracy & Rounds,
1992). The theory has also been criticized foratiressing how socialization affects
the development of a particular interest type ergélection of an environment for
expression of the interest (Hackett & Betz, 198Ayrthermore, the theory has been
criticized for not specifically addressing how cealors and clinicians may intervene to

help clients broaden their range of interests ¢S&sWalsh, 2001).
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It is within this context that researchers haveuretp develop career guidance
strategies that draw from both Holland’s theory &RCT, originating from Bandura’s
self-efficacy theory. This trend in career assesgmttempts to integrate the use of
vocational self-efficacy and vocational interesisd is based on empirical evidence that
vocational self-efficacy is a significant predictidrcareer choice and vocational behavior
and may serve as a foundation for interventiortséaden the range and facilitate the
development of new interests (Srsic & Walsh, 2001).

Self-efficacy is a widely studied explanatory vatein career development
research as well as an important basis for canéenentions and is increasingly used
jointly with vocational interest measures in careaunseling. Self-efficacy theory posits
that a target behavior will likely be produced éqple believe they are able to organize
their behavior in a manner that will produce thsig outcome (Bandura, 1986). Self-
efficacy is not simply the possession of a skillf the belief that the skill can be
effectively produced under a variety of circumsescTherefore, self-efficacy
expectations refer to “one’s beliefs concerning'@adility to successfully perform a
given task or behavior” (Betz & Borgen, 2000, pOB3In the context of career decision
making, belief that one can successfully perfortask or behavior is especially crucial
because the tasks or behaviors refer to thosatagiveducational majors, and
occupations that the individual is willing to try @ pursue.

Self-Efficacy: Mediating and Moderating Relationshi
Research has found support for both moderatingrvaettiating effects of self-

efficacy on the relationship between personality aocational interests. Self-efficacy
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expectations may mediate the development and/doeation of interests through the
mechanism of the avoidance behavior hypothesizéé & consequence of low self-
efficacy (Betz & Borgen, 2000). That is, if an mdual avoids an occupation or career
because of perceived inability to accomplish thealveor or tasks involved, it is also
unlikely that the individual will gain enough famaitity with the task required of the
occupation or career to give interest a chanceweldp. Nauta (2004) provided
evidence that self-efficacy mediated the relatignbletween the FFM personality
dimensions and the RIASEC interest types.

While there is research to support the mediatifeces of self-efficacy on the
relationship between personality and vocationaregts, a meditational model is not in
line with SCCT research, which provides the thecaébasis for this study. Therefore, a
meditational approach would not be appropriatéierpurposes of this research. There
is further research to support the moderating effetself-efficacy. Betz and Hackett
(1981) found that both self-efficacy and persogalitedicted the kind of career options
college students considered. Furthermore, basditeaamture that self-efficacy can
increase interests, there is evidence that pengpif@mation precedes the development
of self-efficacy (Lapan, Boggs, & Morrill, 1989 he idea is that personality is a driver
of the acquisition of vocational self-efficacy, amtational self-efficacy moderates the
relationship between personality variables and togal interests. For instance, the
relationship between Openness to Experience arestigative interests is moderated by
lower vocational self-efficacy with respect to Istigative career interests (Lapan,

Boggs, & Morrill, 1989).
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College Self-Efficacy

College self-efficacy has been operationally defias a student’s degree of
confidence in performing various college relatesksa(Solberg, O’Brien, Vikkareal,
Kennel, & Davis, 1993). Russell and Petrie (198&)sider self-efficacy expectations as
an important academic factor in the promotion aspeal adjustment and development
of vocational interests in college students. meda-analytic study, Multon, Brown and
Lent (1991) found that the relationship betweeneg@ performance and self-efficacy
yielded a moderate effect size of 0.35. Additibnalcross all school levels, self-
efficacy accounted for 14% of the variance in aoaideperformance, and 12% of the
variance in academic persistence. Therefore, stamgiwith self-efficacy theory,
research has demonstrated a predictive relatiostipeen academic self-efficacy and
academic performance and persistence (Multon, Brénrent, 1991). Bandura (1986)
argued that strong self-efficacy expectations abagitven behavior increase the
likelihood that a behavior will be performed whepeopriate, as preceded by sources of
self-efficacy which includes personality.

This research provides the foundation for hypothdsi

Hypothesis 4 (H4):College self-efficacy will moderate the relatibiss between

the Tellegen’s Big Three personality dimensionsnf@asured by the MPQ-BF)

and the RIASEC interest types previously stated, (H2a-2c), such that all

relationships will be stronger when college seffeatcy is high.
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Conclusion

Research has provided clear evidence that peoglerprareers and
organizational cultures that match their persopalitributes (Warr & Pearce, 2004).
Therefore, furthering our understanding of the aisgimns between personality traits and
Holland’s vocational interest types can help us gabetter understanding of how certain
groups of personality and interests may comprisenaergence of preferences,
tendencies, and motivations to pursue certain caredthough the FFM is prominent in
the literature, there are several criticisms ofrtfalel. This lead to analyzing an
alternate model of personality that addresses mathe issues with the FFM: Tellegen’s
Big Three model, which may more strongly predictlddod’s RIASEC types. However,
the literature is sparse here and development®féhationship needs to be further
explored, hence a contribution of this study. Rimg a personality inventory (i.e., the
MPQ) that possibly better predicts the RIASEC ies¢types, compared with the FFM,
can aid vocational researchers and counseloramg Ibetter equipped to predict an
individual's vocational interests and, suggest jihtad individuals will find to be most
satisfying. Furthermore, no other study has diyeximpared the relationships between
the FFM and the RIASEC interest types to the refesthips between the MPQ and the
RIASEC interest types. Another contribution ofstktudy is utilizing a more
generalizable sample (i.e., general college freshnoempared with other studies that
have looked at relating the MPQ to the RIASEC idétypes. Although Costa and
McCrae consider the FFM to apply uniformly to alué ages, Mroczek, Ozer, Spiro, and

Kaiser (1998) found substantial differences betwéerstructures emerging from older
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individuals as compared to undergraduate studértis could be an argument for the
use of the MPQ with college students seeking careenseling, and as such is another
contribution of this study which uses a collegalstut sample.

Additionally, this research explores the moderativlg that college self-efficacy
can play in the relationship between personalditdrand vocational interest types.
Because the literature has shown the integralafoéelf-efficacy in the relationship
between personality and vocational interests, @aels1to examine this relationship as
well. This can aid vocational/career counselorsmihieecting people toward career
paths, based on their personality traits and vogatiinterests. Vocational psychologists
have drawn heavily on Parson’s (1909) recommenaahiat individuals need to acquire
self-knowledge and knowledge of the world of worlkarough this understanding, a
match can be made between the characteristice gfetson and the characteristics of
appropriate jobs. Therefore, by furthering sele@ness and understanding, people will
be better equipped to choose jobs and/or careénsmhich they will be most satisfied

and happy.
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METHOD

Participants

A sample of 194 individuals was drawn from thegtetogy participant pool
from a mid-sized Midwestern university. Collegedsnts who are considered in
freshmen academic standing (i.e., less than 30tsremimpleted) were utilized for the
sample in order to test people who are startirfgrimulate their vocational interests and
desired career path. The participants includedvl@®en (61.5 %) and 74 men (37.9%).
In this sample, 91.3% indicated they associatei #tlenicity most with being Caucasian
(n=178); 3.1% said they were Asian or Asian Ameri@a=6); 2.6% indicated they were
Hispanic or Latino (n=5); 0.5% of participants sthdy considered themselves multi-
racial (n=1); and 2.1% said they associate therasehith some other ethnicity (n=4).
The mean age was 18.7900 = 1.33), with a range of 18-27 years old, and theaye
GPA for participants is 2.8 =0.61), with a range of, 0.37-4.00. With regard to
work, 45.6% said they currently have a job, beshibag a student (n=89); 53.8%
indicated they are solely a student with no otbbr(n=105); 40.5% indicated they were
currently seeking employment (n=79); and 58.5% g were not seeking
employment outside of being a student (n=114) (@arécipant did not respond to this

guestion).
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Procedure
Participants were given a copy of the study infation sheet for their records.
The experimenter reviewed the study informatioreske&plaining the purpose of the
study and providing participants with knowledgelddir confidentiality, anonymity, and
right to refuse participation. Participants thempleted four inventories designed to
assess the variables in the study. The four ilovesst were counterbalanced in terms of

order of presentationParticipants were thanked for participating andenexcused.

Measures
The International Personality Iltem Pool
The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) mviated form is a 50-item self-
report measure of the Big Five personality tra@slfiberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan,
Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006). The IPIP iteans short, easy to understand
phrases that assess personality traits centrabt&EM of personality:
Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Neuroticism, Opssito Experience, and
Agreeableness. Participants rate their respoonsesch item on a 5-point Likert-type
scale, with 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongsea. Scores for Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Neuroticism, Openness to Experieand,Agreeableness were obtained by
averaging the responses to the 10 items measuagigteait. Alpha reliability
coefficients for the scales are 0.88, 0.79, 0.8240and 0.81, for Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, NeuroticismQaetmness, respectively, resulting in

a mean alpha reliability coefficient of 0.83 fol sdales (Goldberg, Johnson, Eber,
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Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006). Standad validity coefficients for the
scales are 0.94, 0.92, 0.92, 0.90, and 0.92, fomkarsion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness,atesgg, resulting in a mean
standardized validity coefficient of 0.92 for atlades (Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan,
Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006).
MPQ-BF

The Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire BRerm (MPQ-BF) is a 155
item self-report scale developed to mirror as dloas possible the MPQ. It consists of
11 personality scales loading on three major fadBatrick, Curtin, & Tellegen, 2002).
The MPQ-BF is based on the original MPQ, a 276-iteeasure developed by Tellegen
(1985). Factor 1, PEM, is composed of scales nme@sWell-being, Social Potency,
Achievement, Social Closeness, and Absorption.leS@mposing this factor identify
individuals with clear extroverted features. Thbggh on these scales tend to be more
involved in active, pleasurable, and effective oheg in their environment. In addition,
they are ready to experience the positive emotsssciated with these involvements.
Factor 2, NEM, is composed of scales measuringSteaction, Alienation, Aggression,
and Absorption (note that Absorption is encompasseooth PEM and NEM factors).
Those scoring high on these scales tend to be asynigbly engaged, stressed, harassed,
and prone to negative emotions. Factor 3, CTomspnsed of scales measuring Control,
Harm Avoidance, and Traditionalism. Those who ssdrigh on these scales tend to be

restrained, cautious, avoidant of dangerous kif@xctement and thrills, conventional,
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and tend to submit to others’ wishes (Tellegen,keyk Bouchard, Wilcox, Segal, &
Rich, 1988).

Participants indicated whether the statementis or false of their attitudes,
opinions, interests, and other characteristicoreéxfor PEM, NEM and CT are obtained
by summing self-ratings of “true” for each itemlpAa reliability coefficients were
calculated for the MPQ-BF factors: PEM (0.86), NEMB1), and CT (0.83) (Patrick,
Curtin, & Tellegen, 2002). Research has shownttieae is a high degree of
correspondence between the MPQ and MPQ-BF trdegsedich ensures a high degree
of comparability of results for the two versionsfftk, Curtin, & Tellegen, 2002).

Self-Directed Search

The Self-Directed Search (SDS) is a 228-item sgbrt measure specifically
designed to estimate an individual's resemblan@ath of Holland’s six personality
types (Holland, 1985a). Scores for Realistic, sigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising,
and Conventional types are obtained by summingragtig of preferences for activities,
competencies, occupational preferences, and abilitAll six interest types are measured
with 38 items eachKR-20 internal consistency reliability estimates the SDS
summary scales range from 0.86 to 0.91 and from @.8.91 for younger and older
adult samples (Holland, 1985a). Extensive validitidence is reported in the manual
(Holland, 1985a).

College Self-Efficacy Instrument
The College Self-Efficacy Instrument (CSEI) cornsist 20-items related to

college self-efficacy (Solberg, O'Brien, Villare#ennel, & Davis, 1993). Originally,
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items were selected from various academic self-hefks. Using a sample of Hispanic
college students, a total of 26 items were subuthitbea principal components analysis,
and 20 items were found to load (0.50 or abovejranof three factors: Course or
Academic Efficacy, Roommate Efficacy, and Socidldaty (Solberg, et al., 1993).
Each of the 20 items were phrased in such a maser follow the statement: “How
confident are you that you could successfully catepthe following tasks:....” Items
were rated using an 8-point scale ranging from dt @ all confident) to 8 (Extremely
Confident). Using a second-order principal compasi@nalysis, Solberg et al. (1993)
found that the three subscales converged with aihlerge adjustment indices (loadings
on the adjustment sub-factor ranged from 0.84-0a@8)discriminated from other indices
such as acculturation and social support. Thecirah components analyses indicate that
the CSEI possesses adequate construct validitgrnkd consistency reliability estimates
using coefficient alpha were found to be 0.88 factesubscale and 0.93 for the total
scale scores. Although the CSEI was validate@ fidispanic population, the developers
state that the items were developed to addressdggasommon to all students because:
(a) much of the episodic experiences at collegamateulture-specific but are expected
to play a role in college adjustment, and (b) depelg a pool of items that address
common episodes, will allow future research haesfligxibility needed to address the
role of college self-efficacy within Hispanic aslives Non-Hispanic cultures (Solberg, et
al., 1993).

For the purposes of this study, only 14 items wetained for use: all 7 items

measuring Course or Academic Efficacy (academicalyal items, e.g., participate in
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class discussions) and 7 items measuring Socigldgff (social items, e.g., ask a
professor or instructor a question outside of ¢la®r the purposes of this study, a total
score was used as a single index of college sktlaely and was generated by averaging
score of the 14 retained items.
Demographic information sheet
After completing the instruments, participants afsticated their sex, age, race,
ethnicity, class standing, GPA, and if they are lewygd or are currently seeking

employment.

Methods of Data Analysis and Missing Data

Descriptive statisticd andSD) were derived. Hypotheses la-1e and 2a-2c were
tested via correlations, to determine if the IPI§ Bive measure of personality
significantly relate to the RIASEC types (Hypotlse$a-1e) and if the MPQ-BF
personality dimensions significantly relate to RIASEC types (Hypothesis 2a-2c).
Hypothesis 3 was tested via linear regressionptopare the FFM and the MPQ-BF in
their ability to predict the RIASEC interest typddypothesis 4 was tested via
hierarchical multiple moderated regression (HMMRIMMR was utilized to determine
if self-efficacy moderated the relationships betwde MPQ-BF personality dimensions
and the RIASEC types.

Research suggests that for comparable studies, themme20% missing data
would be troublesome (Downey & King, 2001). Altlgbuthere was minimal missing

data (i.e., 1%) in the current study, methods wesel to replace missing data. Mean
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substitution was used to replace missing values thg mean for the variable from all
individuals completing that variable. This approaetains the original mean but reduces

the variance for the new scale (Downey & King, 2001
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RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelationglf measured variables are

shown in Table 4.

Relationship between FFM and the RIASEC Interesteby Hypotheses la-1e
Hypotheses l1a-1e were tested via correlationsr(tefTable A-4). Hla was fully

supported. In line with H1a, Extraversion was gigantly positively correlated with
Social ¢ = .21,p < .05 and Enterprisingr(= .17,p < .05 interest types, but
Extraversion was not related to Realistic (.07,ns), Investigative i = -.05,ns), Artistic
(r = -.09,ns) and Conventional & .09,ns)types. H1lb was fully supported. In line
with H1b, Openness to Experience was significamtlitively correlated with
Investigative { = .19,p < .05 and Artistic ( = .14,p < .05 types, but Openness to
Experience was not related to Realistie (.06,ns), Conventional(= -.01,ns), Social
(r = .15,ns), and Enterprisingr(= .13,ns)types. In support of Hlc, Agreeableness is
significantly correlated with Sociat € .23,p < .0]) types. Also in line with H1c,
Agreeableness was not significantly related to Realr = .09,ns), Conventionalr(=
.05, ns), Enterprising (= .05,ns), Investigative (= .05,ns), and Artistic ¢ = .10,ns)
types. The data fully support H1c that Agreealdsrsgnificantly positively correlates
with Social types, but not with the other RIASE@erest types. In support of H1d,

Conscientiousness was significantly correlated Witimventional types & .18,p <
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.05). Also, in line with H1d Conscientiousness was sighificantly related to Realistic
(r = -.11,ns) Enterprising (= .08, ns), Investigative (= -.03,ns), Social ( = .07,ns),
and Artistic ¢ = .09,ns)types. The data fully supports H1d that Consmeishess
significantly positively correlates with Conventadriypes, but not with the other
RIASEC types. Hle was fully supported, in that idéigism was significantly
negatively correlated with Investigative< -.16,p < .05 types. However, in line with
Hle, Neuroticism was not related to Realistic ¢.12,ns), Enterprising(= -.11,ns)
Conventional (= .01,ns) and Socialr(= .10,ns)types. Although, not in line with Hle,

Neuroticism was significantly correlated to Artesfr = .18,p < .05 types.

Relationship between Tellegen’s Big Three
and the RIASEC Interest Types: Hypotheses 2a-2c
Hypotheses 2a-2c were tested via correlationsr(tefTable A-4). H2a was
partially supported. In line with H2a, the PEMtfarcwas significantly correlated to
Social ¢ = .35,p < .01), Enterprising (= .46,p < .01), and Conventionar (= .18,p<
.05) types. However, contrary to H2a, the PEM factaswot significantly correlated
with Realistic { = .14,ns), Investigative (= .06,ns), and Artistic ( = .08,ns)types.
Therefore, the data partially supports H2a. H2bB partially supported, in that the CT
factor was significantly negatively correlated wikie Realisticr(= -.26,p < .0J) type.
Also, in line with H2b, CT was not related to Intigative ¢ = .02,ns)and Enterprising
(r = .06,ns)types. However, not in line with H2b, CT was swnificantly correlated to

the Artistic ¢ = -.10,ns)type, and CT was significantly related to Soaiat (25,p <
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.01) and Conventionalr(= .16,p < .05 types. Thus CT failed to significantly correlate
with Investigative and Enterprising types as hypsthed. H2c was fully supported: the
NEM factor was significantly negatively correlatedh the Artistic ¢ = -.16,p < .05
type, but NEM was not related to Investigative: (.00, ns), Social ( = -.05,ns),

Enterprising ( = -.04,ns), Realistic { = .14,ns) and Conventional = -.03,ns)types.

Comparing the FFM and Tellegen’s Big Three: Hypsih&

Hypothesis 3 was tested via twelve linear regress{cefer to Tables A5-A10).
Due to the high risk of Type | error, the modifiBdnferroni procedure was used to
control for this. Some authors have pointed oat the Bonferroni adjustment formula
(i.e., 0.05 divided by the # of analyses) of coltitrg for Type | error becomes very
conservative, perhaps too conservative, when th&eu of comparisons grows too large
(Jaccard & Wan, 1996). Jaccard and Wan (1996)esidige modified Bonferroni
procedure which works as follows: rank order tlgmgicance values obtained from the
multiple tests from smallest to largest. Evaluhtesignificance of the test with the
smallest p-value at alpha divided by the numbeesifs (12 for the current study). If the
test statistic result is significant after thiswdment has been performed, then move onto
the next smallest p-value. Evaluate this tesissiatit alpha divided by the number of
tests minusl. If this test statistic is still sigrant then move onto the next test statistic
using alpha divided by the number of tests minu®thceed in this fashion until a non-

significant test statistic result is obtained.
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H3 states that the Tellegen’s Big Three will mdrersgly predict the RIASEC
interest types than the FFM. Factors for the tvemlels were combined: Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness toi&xerand Neuroticism for the
FFEM and PEM, NEM, and CT for Tellegen’s Big Thrdeach set of factors were run as
the independent variable against each of the ShSEL interest types as the dependent
variable. Analyses supported the hypothesis.egel’s Big Three significantly
predicted the Realistidf= .15,p < .001) interest type, the Investigative intergpet
(RP= .14,p < .001), the Artistic interest typ&{= .12,p < .001), the Social interest type
(R?= .07,p < .001), the Enterprising interest tyg&£ .08,p < .001), and the
Conventional interest typ&{= .12,p < .001)whereas the FFM only predicts the Artistic
(R?= .09,p < .05) and SocialRP= .07,p < .05) interest types. This provides support that
Tellegen’s Big Three as measured by the MPQ-BFdcmdre strongly predict the
RIASEC interest types compared to the FFM, butioawthould be exercised when

interpreting these results.

College Self-Efficacy as a Moderator: Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 was tested via 18 HMMR (refer to €alA11-A16). Due to the
high risk of Type | error, the modified Bonferrgmocedure was used to control for this.
The same procedure was used for H4 as was forH43states that college self-efficacy
will moderate the relationships between the Telég8ig Three personality dimensions
(as measured by the MPQ-BF) and the RIASEC int¢ypst previously stated (i.e.,

hypotheses 2a-2c), such that all relationshipshelstronger when college self-efficacy
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is high. The results provide partial support fer. HCollege self-efficacy moderated the
relationship between PEM and the Social intergst §fR? =.02,p < .05) (refer to Table
14); however college self-efficacy did not modethie relationship between PEM and
any other RIASEC type (refer to Tables 11-13, 1l 86). College self-efficacy
moderated the relationship between CT and the Reanterest type4R2 =.02,p <

.05) (refer to Table 11); however college selfety did not moderate the relationship
between CT and the Artistic interest typdR¢ =.02,ns), or any other interest type (refer
to Table 13). College self-efficacy did not modertoe relationship between NEM and
the Artistic interest typedR? =.00,ns), nor did it moderate the relationship between
NEM and any other RIASEC type (refer to Tables 6)-1Therefore, the data do not
fully support H4, in that college self-efficacy doeot moderate the relationships

between Tellegen’s Big Three and all of the RIASE@rest types.
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DISCUSSION

This study examined the relationship between i Bf personality and
Tellegen’s Big Three model of personality as thelgted to Holland’s RIASEC interest
types. It also compared these relationships, lngsiting that Tellgens’ Big Three
model would be more strongly related to Holland'®rest types compared to the FFM.
This study also examined the moderating role dkegel self-efficacy in the relationship

between Tellegen’s Big Three and Holland’'s RIASE@iest types.

TheRelationship between the FFM and the RIASEC InteFgpes

Findings on the relationship between the FFM o$peality and the RIASEC
interest types provided further support for sevahaady established relationships in
previous research. In line with previous resedrefer to Table Al for references), the
current study found that: Extraversion was sigaifity correlated with Social and
Enterprising interest types, Openness to Experiarasesignificantly correlated with
Investigative and Artistic interest types, Agreeaiglss was significantly correlated with
Social interest types, and Conscientiousness wasfisantly correlated with
Conventional interest types.

The relationship of Neuroticism with the RIASEGarest types reflected
previous research in that neuroticism was signifiigecorrelated with the Investigative
interest type, as hypothesized. However, therealsmsa significant positive correlation

with the Artistic type. This finding does make semn that individuals scoring high on
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Neuroticism are often characterized as emotiondlpmople with Artistic career interests
are said to be emotional and impulsive (Hollan@SE). Impulsivity need not be viewed
as negative, but rather can indicate energy fatome expression (e.g., careers such as
artist, poet, or musician). Overall, the currénty supports the idea that the FFM
predicts vocational interest among the current gobfdirst year college students at an

upper Midwest state university.

The Relationship between Tellegen’s Big Three &wedRIASEC Interest Types
Findings on the relationship between Tellegenty Biree model of personality

and the RIASEC interest types provides insight ari@alternate personality model’s
relationship with Holland’s model of interest typdsnks between Tellegen’s Big Three
and the RIASEC interest types have been undernassd and the current study is a
step toward establishing links between this perd#tgrmraodel and the interest types
measuring vocational interests. The hypothesiedionships among Tellegens’ Big
Three and Holland’s interest types were based erpoevious study (Larson & Borgen,
2002), and many of the hypothesized relationshigewupported. The hypothesis (H2a)
regarding the relationship between PEM and the EB$/pes was partially supported:
PEM was significantly correlated with three of g interest types (i.e., Social,
Enterprising, and Conventional). Furthermore, N#&&k related to the Artistic interest
type, as hypothesized (H2c). The CT personalitjofawas significantly correlated with
the Realistic interest type (H2b), as hypothesibetinot with the Artistic interest type.

CT was significantly positively correlated with hdbocial and Conventional interest
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types. The relationship found between CT and $otdierest types make sense in that
individuals scoring high on CT are reflective andud logically be interested in Social
type careers that involve reflecting on issues@mtterns such as counselor,
psychologist, or social worker. Also, the relaship between CT and Conventional
interest types make sense because individualshgcbigh on CT are detail oriented and
would be inclined to be interested in Conventidgpk careers that involve orderliness,
such as a CPA, bookkeeper, or credit investigator.

The relationships established between TellegeigjisTBree model and Holland’s
RIASEC interest types suggest that this model ptediocational interests among
college students. The current study extends ovique research in this area, and lends
insight into relationships that have not been fohativeen Tellgen’s Big Three and the

RIASEC interest types.

Comparing Tellegens’ Big Three and the FFM

There have been several criticisms of the FFM, twkigggest the need to
examine an alternate personality model to predicational interests. Tellegen’s Big
Three could more strongly predict the RIASEC intetgpes compared with the FFM.
The current study finds partial support for the dtyyesis (H3). Tellegens’ Big Three
model appeared to successfully address all thesssagarding the FFM summarized
below.

Evidence from meta-analyses of factorial studiesshthat three, not five

personality factors, emerge at the highest levanaflysis (Royce & Powell, 1983;
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Tellegen & Waller, 1991; Zuckerman, Kuhlman, & Camnk988; Zuckerman, Kuhlman,
Thornquist, & Kiers, 1991). Jackson, Furnham, Epaihd Cotter (2000) and Tellegen
(1985) questioned Costa and McCrae’s (1995) cormmrigghat a 5-factor model seems
most appropriate, by stating that a 3-factor sotuts both more clear and parsimonious.
There has also been an inability of researchegsnasistently link the personality traits in
the FFM to Holland’s interest types. Another gute of the FFM lies in its development.
The initial factor-analytic derivations of the Bigve were not guided by explicit
psychological theory, which has led to questionwloy these five factors were selected.
Refer to the future research section for furthecudssion of the implications of these

results.

College Self-Efficacy as a Moderator

The current study found minimal support for thedihesis (H4) that college self-
efficacy moderates the relationship between TetlexgBig Three and the RIASEC
interest types. Only two of the eighteen testéaticnships showed significance: college
self-efficacy moderated the relationships betweEMRNd the Social interest type and
CT and the Realistic interest type. However, gdlself-efficacy accounted for little
variance when it was entered into the hierarchiegitession equation (refer to tables 11
and 14).

There are several possible reasons why the cwstedy found minimal support
for the moderating effects of college self-efficamythe relationship between Tellegen’s

Big Three and the RIASEC interest types. Firs,sample was mostly first year, first
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semester college students. These individuals raag an inflated and unrealistic sense
of college self-efficacy. This may be because teyjust coming from high school and
have not had to work very hard in their academie@a up to this point in their lives,
and may not have had their self-efficacy in théitiy to do well in college tested yet.
This may be why self-efficacy did not have a siguiht impact on the relationship
between personality and vocational interests. &@®dbe major support for this
hypothesis was based on SCCT, which only examieeérgl self-efficacy, not a specific
form of self-efficacy as used in the current studyglditionally, most research on
personality as it relates to vocational interesis focused on measuring vocational self-
efficacy as a moderator, which would be more applie for individuals already in the
business world. Because traditional freshmen leglé¢ge students have had little
exposure to the world of work, they have had litithee to develop vocational self-
efficacy which is the reason this variable wasus®d in the current study (Betz, Borgen,
& Harmon, 2006; Betz & Hackett, 1981). Lastly,fegfficacy has been shown to be a
mediator of the relationship between personality arcational interests, as well as a
moderator (Betz & Borgen, 2000; Nauta, 2004). Buthe mixed findings regarding the

role of self-efficacy in this relationship, moresearch needs to be done.

Limitations
There are a number of limitations that must besw@red when drawing
conclusions from the current study, particularlgdngse of the cross-sectional nature of

the current study. Using freshmen college studasithe sample could be a potential
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drawback, due to their limited range of world ofrwexperience and the fact that their
college self-efficacy may not be completely formethat this time in their lives. The
length of the data collection questionnaire, irt thavas quite lengthy, should also be
noted as a limitation to the current study potédigtizausing students to experience
testing fatigue while filling out the questionnairurthermore, there is a high risk of
common method variance, in the current study tbaldcimpact the correlations derived

from the data.

Implications and Future Research

The current study has implications for furtherei@sh into the role of the use of
the MPQ-BF in vocational research, and its abtlitpredict vocational interests. The
current study provides support that Tellegen’s Bigee model, as measured by the
MPQ-BF, is related to the RIASEC interest types| trerefore could be used in
vocational counseling to aid students in desiggadivocational field to study in college.
Vocational researchers should conduct further studf the MPQ-BF and how it relates
to the RIASEC types with other samples such asésvel college students and
individuals new in their professional careers.

Although these findings support Tellegen’s Big Thrneodel compared to the
FFM, one should exercise caution when interpreiegresults of the current study.
There is some question about recommending thefus@ersonality measure and an
interest measure that correlate so highly with edbbr. Future research should address

the benefits for vocational counselors who use bothsures: do the personality and
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interest measures uniquely predict anything? Petdp is defined as a stable
characteristic of a person in adulthood (McCrae@si@, 2003;Tellegen, 1985), but is it
more stable than interests? Peag@achange over time and interests can change as well.
Future research should address the issue of claamthstability in adult personality as
related to change and stability in vocational iests.

More research needs to be done on the lower cadeors of Tellgen’s model of
personality and their relation to vocational intgse The MPQ-BF’s two levels of
analysis-ability to measure higher order and loareler personality constructs-could
provide vocational counselors with the ability @ further into understanding how
personality can have an impact on vocational istsrand eventually one’s chosen
career. However, first there must be researchimgl#he eleven lower order factors of
Tellegen’s model to vocational interests.

Future research should also address the problemneion method variance in
studies like the current one. Although countenbeilag was done as a precaution in the
current study, research has suggested that statistintrols can be utilized to further
minimize this bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &Rakoff, 2003). Such research has
cited partial correlation procedures, use of midtipethod factors such as a multitrait -
multimethod model, and factor analysis as wayséasure common method variance.

Additionally, more research should be done in difaing the role of self-
efficacy, specifically college self-efficacy, inghelationship between personality and
vocational interests. If there is an impact ofegé self-efficacy on the relationship

between personality and vocational interests, there should be done to increase this
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self-efficacy in college students so these indigldican develop the vocational interests
that will best match their personality. In generakearch suggests that the better we are
at measuring personality and how it predicts voceti interests, the more successfully
we can predict and guide academic progress (Kahuata\ Gailbreath, Tipps, &

Chartrand, 2002) and employability (De Fruyt & Mietde, 1999).

Conclusions

The current study shows that Tellegen’s Big Threeleh of personality could
more strongly predict vocational interests (as mesaksby the RIASEC interest types),
compared with the FFM. This information may bedusevocational research and
counseling. It suggests that future research shexamine the MPQ-BF’s ability to
predict vocational interests, specifically amorgsfrmen level college students. During
this time in college students’ careers, they nagdance about what academic path could
reflect the best match between their personality\acational interests (Holland, 1997;
Kahn, et al, 2002), this match (tested using thiHras been shown to predict academic
progress (Kahn, Nauta, Gailbreath, Tipps, & Chadr&2002), employability (De Fruyt
& Mervielde, 1999), and eventually greater job Hatition and performance (Barrick,
Mount, & Judge, 2001; Hogan & Blake, 1999; Zak, & Kraemer, 1979). However,
more research needs to be done to examine TelegsmnThree model and its links to

vocational interests.
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Table A-1

Holland’s Vocational Personality Types DescribedAREC

Vocational Personality Description

Types

Realistic Asaocial, inflexible, practical, and unigtstful

Investigative Analytical, curious, intellectualtriospective, rational, and
unpopular

Artistic Imaginative, impulsive, introspective, rammmforming, and open

Social Sociable, empathetic, persuasive, and raggen

Enterprising Ambitious, agreeable, extroverted, selficonfident

Conventional Conforming, inflexible, orderly, pistent, and practical

Note.Hogan and Blake (1999).
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Overlap Between the FFM and RIASEC

Finding

Citation

Extraversion correlates with
Social and Enterprising

interests.

Betz, Borgen, & Harmon, 2006; Blake & Sackett, 1,9986sta,
McCrae, & Holland, 1984; De Fruyt & Merveilde, 1997
Dilchert, 2007; Gottfredson, Jones, & Holland, 199artman
& Betz, 2007; Miller & Miller, 2005; Nauta, 2004 uflivan &

Hansen, 2004.

Openness to Experience
correlates with Investigative

and Artistic interests.

Betz, Borgen, & Harmon, 2006; Blake & Sackett, 1,9986sta,
McCrae, & Holland, 1984; De Fruyt & Merveilde, 1997
Dilchert, 2007; Gottfredson, Jones, & Holland, 199artman
& Betz, 2007; Nauta, 2004; Miller & Miller, 2005uffivan &

Hansen, 2004.

Agreeableness correlates with

Social interests.

Betz, Borgen, & Harmon, 2006; Blake & Sackett, 1,999
Dilchert, 2007; Hartman & Betz, 2007; Nauta, 2084dllivan

& Hansen, 2004.

Conscientiousness correlates

with Conventional interests.

Blake & Sackett, 1999; Dilchert, 2007; Gottfredsdones, &
Holland, 1993; Hartman & Betz, 2007; Miller & Milg2005;

Nauta, 2004.

Neuroticism correlates with

Investigative interests.

Dilchert, 2007.
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Table A-3

The Big Three of Tellegen measured by the MPQ: étiirder and Primary Trait Scales

Higher Order Primary Trait Scales Description
Factors Encompassed by Higher

Order Factors

Positive Well-being High scorers: Have a cheerful, happpaosition;
Emotionality feel good about themselves; see a bright future
(PEM) ahead; are optimistic.

Social Potency High scorers: Are forceful and sigei, persuasive

and like to influence others; enjoy leadershipsole
and being the center of attention.

Achievement High scorers: Work hard and enjowélcome
difficult and demanding tasks; are persistent; set
high standards and tend to be perfectionists.

Social Closeness High scorers: Are sociable; vakee and pleasure

in close personal ties; are warm and affectionate.

Negative Stress Reaction High scorers: Are tense and nergeusitive and

Emotionality vulnerable; easily upset; fluctuating moods;

(NEM) troubled by feelings of guilt and unworthiness.
Alienation High scorers: Believe others wish thieanm;

behave betrayed and deceived; feel they are pushed
around and have bad luck.

Aggression High scorers: Are physically aggressévgoy
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upsetting and frightening others; enjoy violent

scenes.

Both PEM and  Absorption

NEM

High scorers: Are responsive to evoeasiights
and sounds; tend to think in images; readily
captured by entrancing stimuli; become deeply

immersed in own thoughts and imaginings.

Constraint (CT) Control

Harm Avoidance

Traditionalism

High scorers: Are refleeticautious; rational; like
to plan activities in detail.

High scorers: Do not enjoy paragipg in
dangerous activities; prefer safe activities.

High scorers: Endorse high morahstards;
express positive regard for their parents; value a
good reputation; oppose rebelliousness and

unrestricted freedom of expression.

Note.Information gathered from Tellegen (1985).
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Table A-4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 10 13 14 15

1. Extraversion 3.06 0.25 (.87)
2. Agreeableness 3.18 0.30 A0 (.79)
3.Conscientiousness 3.16 0.30 -10 -.01 (.82)
4. Neuroticism 2.89 056 -02 .17 .17 (.83)
5. Openness to 3.15 031 -04 .12 .06 .03 (.81)

Experience
6. Realistic 34.15 7.01 .07 .09 =11 -12 .06 3).8
7. Investigative 43.64 8.47 -05 .05 -03  -16* 19* .29*  (.85)
8. Artistic 33.43 6.17 -09 .10 .09 .18* 14* -.05 .04
9. Social 23.40 5.27 .21* .23* .07 .10 .15 6.0 .02
10. Enterprising 33.04 755 .17* .05 .08 -11 A3 A7+ 12 (.82)
11. Conventional 43.92 6.23 .09 .05 A8 01 1-0 .16* 24%* 53
12. PEM 74.26 14.76 .01 .19*  23** -19* A3 .14 06. AB**
13. NEM 42.36 17.03 .02 .22** 10 .60** .03 14 0.0 -.04 (.94)
14.CT 74.48 1558 -01 .01 28% 23 .04 -.26** .02 .06 -.05 (.95)
15. College SE 5.17 094 -04 -01 24% - 17* 0*2 -.06 .10 .25 - A2 (.82)

21**

Note. N=194. *p < 0.05. *p < 0.01. Alpha reliability coefficients were in gatheses on the diagonal. PEM = Positive Emotign&EM = Negative
Emotionality; CT = Constraint; College SE = Collepelf-Efficacy.
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Table A-5

Regression Analysis: Realistic Interest Type aselddpnt Variable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience 2.31 .08 .06
Neuroticism -3.46 -12
Extraversion 2.09 .06
Conscientiousness -3.12* -.20*
Agreeableness 2.12 .05

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM .36%* 22%% 15***
NEM 22 13
CT S48 L Z2rHx

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure weed to correct for Type | error rate.

Table A-6

Regression Analysis: Investigative Interest TypPegendent Variable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience 1.42 .05 .02
Neuroticism -1.10 -.06
Extraversion -1.43 -.04
Conscientiousness -1.37 -.09
Agreeableness 2.49 .08

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM A2%F* 312x 14>
NEM .28* 19*
CT 37 24**

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure weed to correct for Type | error rate.
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Table A-7

Regression Analysis: Artistic Interest Type as Deleat Variable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience  3.34 .09 .09*
Neuroticism 2.12 .09
Extraversion -1.96 -.04
Conscientiousness 3.48** .24
Agreeableness 3.22 12

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM .38** 24FE 2% *x
NEM -17 -11
CT =37 -23*

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure weed to correct for Type | error rate.

Table A-8

Regression Analysis: Social Interest Type as Degandariable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience 1.75 .05 07*
Neuroticism 5.58* A7*
Extraversion 1.35 .09
Conscientiousness 1.96 .07
Agreeableness 3.22 14

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM 23* 16*.07***
NEM -26%*  -19**
CT 27* .18*

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure weed to correct for Type | error rate.
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Table A-9

Regression Analysis: Enterprising Interest Typ®apendent Variable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience  2.05 .07 .06
Neuroticism -2.89 -12
Extraversion 3.49 A3
Conscientiousness 2.22 .13
Agreeableness 3.61 A2

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM A7 A1 .08***
NEM =23 -17*
CT 30**  22**

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure wesed to correct for Type | error rate.

Table A-10

Regression Analysis: Conventional Interest TypBegsendent Variable

Predictors B B R

FFM Openness to Experience  -3.53 -14 .05
Neuroticism 1.82 .02
Extraversion 5.50* .23*
Conscientiousness 2.39 .04
Agreeableness 1.23 .04

Tellegen’s Three Factor Model PEM A40%* 25%* 2% **
NEM -.30* -.16*
CT .28* A7*

Note. N=194; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. BoldR’ indicates factor model more strongly
predicts the DV. Modified Bonferroni procedure wesed to correct for Type | error rate.



51

Table A-11
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression Analy$tealistic Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2
Predictor B R? 4R? B R? 4R?
PEM 4% .04* .04* 2% .04 .00
College Self-Efficacy 1.01 .97
PEM * College Self-Efficacy .03
NEM .07 .02 .02 .07 .03 .01
College Self-Efficacy 17 .04
NEM * College Self-Efficacy .05
CT -.15 .06** .06**  -15 .09**  .02*
College Self-Efficacy .16 .25
CT College Self-Efficacy -.10

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni

procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate

Table A-12
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression Analysis/estigative Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2
Predictor B Rz  AR2 B Rz  AR2
PEM .02 .02 .02 .03 .02 .00
College Self-Efficacy .92 .89
PEM * College Self-Efficacy .03
NEM .01 .02 .02 .02 .02 .01
College Self-Efficacy 1.09 1.20
NEM * College Self-Efficacy .04
CT .00 .02 .02 .00 .02 .00
College Self-Efficacy 1.04 1.06
CT College Self-Efficacy .02

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni

procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate
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Table A-13
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression Analydististic Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2

Predictor B R? 4R? B Rz 4R?
PEM .03 .01 .01 .04 .01 .00
College Self-Efficacy .62 .58

PEM * College Self-Efficacy .03

NEM -.10* .04* .04* -.10* .04 .00
College Self-Efficacy 1.20 1.20

NEM * College Self-Efficacy -.00

CT -.04 .01 .01 -.04 .02 .01
College Self-Efficacy .87 .81

CT College Self-Efficacy -.06

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni
procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate

Table A-14
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression AnalysSiecial Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2
Predictor B R2 AR? B R2 AR?
PEM 23** 13 A3 9% 15 .02*
College Self-Efficacy .16 .06
PEM * College Self-Efficacy .09
NEM -.03 .02 .02 -.03 .04 .01
College Self-Efficacy 1.21 1.07
NEM * College Self-Efficacy -.06
CT A3 07** 07** A3 .08** .00
College Self-Efficacy 1.10 1.07
CT College Self-Efficacy .03

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni
procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate
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Table A-15
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression Analygtsiterprising Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2
Predictor B Rz 4R? B R?2 4R?
PEM 23% 207 20%*  .23* .20** .00
College Self-Efficacy .78 .80
PEM * College Self-Efficacy .02
NEM -.02 07 .07 -.02 .07** .00
College Self-Efficacy 2.38 2.32
NEM * College Self-Efficacy -.02
CT .01 07+ .07 .01 .07* .00
College Self-Efficacy 2.27 2.24
CT College Self-Efficacy .03

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni

procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate

Table A-16
Hierarchical Multiple Moderated Regression Analysi®nventional Interest Type as Dependent
Variable

Step 1 Step 2
Predictor B R2 AR? B R? AR?
PEM .06 .01 .01 .05 .02 .00
College Self-Efficacy A2 15
PEM * College Self-Efficacy .03
NEM -.00 .00 .00 -.00 .00 .00
College Self-Efficacy .52 51
NEM * College Self-Efficacy -.00
CT .07 .02 .02 .07 .04 .02
College Self-Efficacy .37 .30
CT College Self-Efficacy .08

Note. N=194; Regression weights are un-standardizpg; 05; **p < 01. Modified Bonferroni

procedure was used to correct for Type | error. rate
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Realistic

Conventiona Investioativt

Enterprising Artistic

Figure B-1. Holland’s Hexagonal Model.
Note.Information gathered from Holland (1985a).
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Study Information Sheet
PURPOSE

The purpose of this study is to determine the igrighips between personality and
vocational interests, and the role that academnlieftsethat one can succeed in college
will have on these relationships. Participants gl presented with self-report
guestionnaires/inventories designed to measuraga#bles previously stated. In
addition, there will be one demographic sheetatethd of all the
guestionnaires/inventories.

RISKS AND BENEFITS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY:
There are no foreseeable risks or discomfort agttiwith participating in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY:

Your responses to the following questionnairestastitems will be kept completely
confidential. Other students and faculty, includyogir instructor will not have access to
your answers. Student’s response will be coded avithique number so that it will be
impossible for others to track your responses.ififgmation that you provide in this
study will be combined with that of other partiaipse. Responses of individual
participants will not be published and will be madeilable only to the researchers.

RIGHT TO REFUSE:

Your decision to participate in this study is coetply voluntary and you may withdraw
at any time without penalty. Remember, for yourgh®fogy course there is an
alternative assignment that you can complete teiveccredit.

PERSON TO CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS CONCERNING THIS 33U

Elizabeth Barrett (231) 590-7742 barreeO0@uwosh.ed

Dr. Susan McFadden mcfadden@uwosh.edu

| have received an explanation of the study andeaty participate. | understand that my
participation in this study is strictly voluntary.
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IPIP

Directions: Please read each statement carefully and cirelerie answer that best describes the extent to
which you agree or disagree (‘1' = Strongly Disagre@’ = Disagree, ‘3’ Neutral, ‘4’ = Agree, ‘5’ =
Strongly Agree). Please answer every question.

Am the life of the part

Am quiet around strange

Feel comfortable aroul people

Don't like to draw attention to myse

Start conversatior

Keep in the backgrour

Talk to a lot of different people at parti

Have little to say

©O|X|No O~ WINE=

Don’t mind being the center attention

10. Don't talk a lot

11. Am interested in peop!

12. Feel little concern for othel

13. Sympathize with others’ feeling

14. Have a soft hea

15. Am not interested in other people’s proble

16. Take time out for other

17. Make people feel at ea

18. Insult people

19. Feel others’ emotion

20. Am not really interested in othe

21. Am always prepare

22. Leave my belongings aroul

23. Pay attention to detai

24. Make a mess of thinc

25. Get chores done right aw.

26. Often forget to put things back in their propercg!

27. Like order

28. Follow a schedul:

29. Shirk my duties

30. Am exacting in my worl

31. Get stressed out eas

32. Worry about thing:

33. Am relaxed most of the tir

34. Am easily disturbe!

35. Get upset easil

36. Change my mood a It

37. Have frequent mcd swings

38. Seldom feel blu

39. Get irritated easil

40. Often feel blue

41. Have a rich vocabular

42. Have a vivid imaginatiol

43, Am not interested in abstract ide

I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘HHHHHHI—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘HHHHHHI—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘HHHHHHHI—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘I—‘HH8
NNNNNN NN NN RN RN RN N[N N[N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N [N R[N N N[NNI N[N N[N [N D
wwwww|w|lw|w|w|lw|lw|w|lw|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|(w|(w|w|w(w[w[w[w[w[w[w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|w|Z
INFNENININENENENEN TN N NN N TN TN TN TN N NN TN N TN TN TN N NN TN TN TN TN N NN N N N TN TN N N N
go|a|a|a|a|a|a|a|a|a|la|la|la|a|a|la|la|la|a|a|a|jaaja|a|jajoaja oo o oo |o|a|o|o|o|o|o|o|o| o

44, Have difficulty understeding abstract idee
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45.

Have excellent idee

46.

Am quick to understand thing

47,

Use difficult words

48.

Do not have a good imaginatis

49.

Spend time reflecting on thin

50.

Am full of ideas

T Y Y Y

NINININININ

WIWW W w(w

AR

gjojoorjorjon
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M PQ-BF

Directions: Circle either true or false to each statementaf gtatement with does or does not best describe
your attitudes, opinions, and interests.

1. It is easy for me to become enthusiastic abduogs | am doing.  (A) True (B) False
2. 1 am quite effective at talking people into tign  (A) True (B) False
3. Some people say that | put my work ahead ofitaay other things.  (A) True (B) False

4. | have occasionally felt discouraged about sbingt  (A) True (B) False

ol

. I usually like to spend my free time with frienchther than alone.  (A) True (B) False
6. Often | get irritated at little annoyances.(A) True (B) False
7. Many people try to push me around. (A) TiBeFalse

8. Often when | get angry | am ready to hit someon¢A) True (B) False

©

. I like to stop and think things over before Ithem. (A) True (B) False
10. | am often nervous for no reason.  (A) T{BEFalse

11. I might enjoy riding in an open elevator to thp of a tall building under construction.  (Rue (B)
False

12. | don't like to see religious authority overted by so-called progress and logical reasonif®). True
(B) False

13. I can be deeply moved by a sunset.  (A) TB)d~alse

14. My table manners are not always perfect. ) Tifue (B) False

15. | enjoy being in the spotlight.  (A) True)(Balse

16. | set very high standards for myself in my work(A) True (B) False

17. When | am unhappy about something, (Aptt® seek the company of a friend  (B) | prefebéo
alone

18. My mood often goes up and down.  (A) TrugKBlse

19. | know that certain people would enjoy it dt hurt.  (A) True (B) False

20. When someone hurts me, | try to get evernA) T(ue (B) False

21. 1 am more likely to be fast and careless tldmet slow and plodding.  (A) True (B) False

22. It might be fun and exciting to be in an eanthice.  (A) True (B) False
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. Strict discipline in the home would prevent imof the crime in our society.  (A) True (B) &al

. When listening to organ music or other powenfukic, | sometimes feel as if | am being liftetbithe

air.
(A) True (B) False

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

tro

| have always been extremely courageous imdedifficult situations.  (A) True (B) False
| often feel happy and satisfied for no patdcueason. (A) True (B) False

| often keep working on a problem even if | egny tired.  (A) True (B) False

| am usually happier when | am alone.  (A)€T(B) False

| suffer from nervousness.  (A) True (B)deal

People often try to take advantage of meA) T¢ue (B) False

| admit that | sometimes enjoy hurting someplimgsically.  (A) True (B) False

Basically | am a happy person.  (A) Trug kBlse

| often prefer to "play things by ear" rathleart to plan ahead.  (A) True (B) False

Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Having a pilot announce that the plane hagire
uble and it may be necessary to make an emeydanding, (B) Working in the fields digging

potatoes.

35

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43

. The best way to achieve a peaceful world imfirove people's morals.  (A) True (B) False
Sometimes thoughts and images come to me witmueffort on my part.  (A) True (B) False
At times | have been envious of someone. ) Ttde (B) False

| live a very interesting life.  (A) True YBalse

People find me forceful. (A) True (B) False

| am a warm person rather than cool and distaf) True (B) False

| often find myself worrying about something. (A) True (B) False

People often say mean things about me. T(k¢ (B) False

. | see nothing wrong with stepping on peopleEs ta little if it is to my advantage.  (A) Tr(B) False

44. When faced with a decision | usually take ttmeonsider and weigh all possibilities.  (Au& (B)
False
45. | usually do not like to be a "follower." (A) True (B) False

46

. I would enjoy trying to cross the ocean in atout seaworthy sailboat.  (A) True (B) False
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47. 1 am opposed to more censorship of books andemdecause it would go against free speech.
(A) True (B) False

48. If | wish | can imagine (or daydream) some gisiso vividly that it's like watching a good mowgie
hearing a

good story.  A) True (B) False

49. My opinions are always completely reasonablé) True (B) False

50. Every day | do some things that are fun. ) TAie (B) False

51. When | work with others | like to take charge(A) True (B) False

52. People say that | drive myself hard.  (A)&(B) False

53. I am too sensitive for my own good. (A) &riB) False
54. My "friends" have often betrayed me.  (Aud@t(B) False

55. I enjoy a good brawl.  (A) True (B) False
56. | am very level-headed and usually have bathda the ground. (A) True (B) False

57. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Having to walk around all day on a blistefedt,
(B) Sleeping out on a camping trip in an area wileeee are rattlesnakes.

58. It is a pretty unfeeling person who does nel fieve and gratitude toward her/his parentsA) True
(B) False

59. Sometimes | can change noise into music bythel listen to it.  (A) True (B) False

60. If | have a humiliating experience | get owerary quickly.  (A) True (B) False

61. | have at times eaten too much.  (A) TrueR&8lse

62. | usually find ways to liven up my day. (Aue (B) False

63. In most social situations | like to have soneeelse take the lead. (A) True (B) False

64. 1 am not a terribly ambitious person.  (Au& (B) False

65. | am more of a "loner" than most people. ) TAue (B) False

66. | would be more successful if people did nokentnings difficult for me.  (A) True (B) False
67. Sometimes | hit people who have done sometiimigserve it.  (A) True (B) False

68. | almost never do anything reckless.  (A)€r(B) False

69. Of the these two situations | would dislike g1or (A) Being out on a sailboat during a greatra at

sea,
(B) Having to stay home every night for two weekthva sick relative.
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70. 1 would prefer to see:  (A) Stricter obsewsm of major religious holidays  (B) Greateregmance
of
nontraditional families, like single-parent famdie

71. | can often somehow sense the presence ofemmtihson before | actually see or hear her/him.
(A) True (B) False

72. 1 have always been completely fair to othergA) True (B) False

73. People rarely try to take advantage of méA) True (B) False

74. Most mornings the day ahead looks bright to méA) True (B) False
75. 1 am very good at influencing people. (A& (B) False

76. | enjoy putting in long hours.  (A) True (Balse

77. For me one of the best experiences is the @etimg of being in a group of good friends. ) (Rue
(B) False

78. Occasionally | have strong feelings (like abxig anger) without really knowing why.  (A)de (B)
False

79. 1 would rather turn the other cheek than genewhen someone treats me badly. (A) True @3¢
80. | often act on the spur of the moment. TA)e (B) False

81. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Being at the circus when two lions suddemydy
loose down in the ring,  (B) Bringing my whobfily to the circus and then not being able toiget
because a clerk sold me tickets for the wrong night

82. Higher standards of conduct are what this agurgeds most.  (A) True (B) False

83. The sound of a voice can be so fascinatingedhat | can just go on listening to it.  (AJ€r(B)
False

84. | have at times been angry with someone. ) T¢de (B) False

85. Most days | have moments of real fun or joy(A) True (B) False

86. | often act without thinking.  (A) True (Bplse

87. When it is time to make decisions, others Ugtiain to me.  (A) True (B) False

88. | often keep working on a problem long aftdress would have given up.  (A) True (B) False
89. | prefer to work alone.  (A) True (B) False

90. Minor setbacks sometimes irritate me too mucifA) True (B) False

91. People often just use me instead of treatingsre person.  (A) True (B) False
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92. I don't like to start a project until | knowaetly how to do it.  (A) True (B) False

93. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Riding a long stretch of rapids in a canoe(B)
Waiting for someone who's late.

94. | am disgusted by dirty language. (A) T¢Bg False

95. Some music reminds me of pictures or changattgms of color.  (A) True (B) False
96. | always tell the entire truth.  (A) True)(Balse

97. | often feel sort of lucky for no special reaso (A) True (B) False

98. 1 do not like to be the center of attentionsonial occasions.  (A) True (B) False

99. | work just hard enough to get by without oweng it.  (A) True (B) False

100. I have few or no close friends.  (A) Tri& False

101. | sometimes get very upset and tense asK diithe day's events.  (A) True (B) False
102. Some people are against me for no good reas@f) True (B) False

103. | can't help but enjoy it when someone | kigslinakes a fool of herself/himself.  (A) Trué (Else
104. | seldom feel really happy. (A) True (B)ise

105. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Being chosen as the "target" for a knifesthing
act, (B) Being sick to my stomach for 24 hours.

~

106. No decent person could ever think of hurtirdpae friend or relative.  (A) True (B) False

107. | can so completely wander off into my ownuglots while doing a routine task that | actuallygfet
that | am doing the task and then find a few miauldger that | have finished it.  (A) True (Bjlfe

108. Sometimes I'm a bit lazy.  (A) True (B)deal

109. Every day interesting and exciting things feap me.  (A) True (B) False

110. | am quite good at convincing others to seggthmy way. (A) True (B) False

111. I push myself to my limits. ~ (A) True (BalBe

112. | am happiest when | am with people most efttime.  (A) True (B) False

113. | am often troubled by guilt feelings.  (Mue (B) False

114. | know that people have spread false rumoositaine on purpose. (A) True (B) False

115. I like to watch a good, vicious fight.  (Ajue (B) False



65

116. Before | get into a new situation | like todiout what to expect fromit.  (A) True (B) fal
117. | perform for an audience whenever | carfA) True (B) False

118. 1 am not at all sorry to see many of the tradal values change. (A) True (B) False

119. | can sometimes recall certain past expergemcey life so clearly and vividly that it is likeving
them again,

or almost so.  (A) True (B) False

120. Never in my whole life have | taken advantafjanyone. (A) True (B) False

121. In my spare time | usually find something iating to do.  (A) True (B) False

122. In social situations | usually allow othergtmminate the conversation.  (A) True (B) False
123. I like to try difficult things.  (A) TrueB() False

124. | prefer not to "open up" too much, not evefriends. (A) True (B) False

125. My mood sometimes changes from happy to saghdto happy, without good reason.  (A) True
(B) False

126. | have often been lied to.  (A) True (B)s€a
127. Sometimes | just like to hit someone. TA)e (B) False
128. | am a cautious person. (A) True (B) False

129. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Being in a flood, (B) Carrying a ton ofitks
from the backyard into the basement.

130. At times | somehow feel the presence of somedio is not physically there.  (A) True (B) $al
131. | have sometimes felt slightly hesitant admliping someone who asked me to.  (A) True @3¢

132. My feelings are hurt rather easily. (Au&1(B) False
133. For me life is a great adventure.  (A)€l(B) False

134. 1 do not like to organize other people's ditis.  (A) True (B) False

135. I find it really hard to give up on a projedten it proves too difficult.  (A) True (B) Fals
136. | often prefer not to have people around méA) True (B) False

137. | often lose sleep over my worries.  (Aud(B) False

138. When people are friendly they usually wantetiimg from me.  (A) True (B) False
139. When people insult me, | try to get even(A) True (B) False

140. I usually make up my mind through careful ogéisg.  (A) True (B) False
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141. Of these two situations | would dislike more(A) Being seasick every day for a week whileaon
ocean voyage, (B) Having to stand on the wintkxige of the 25th Floor of a hotel because theréile
in my room.

142. People should obey moral laws more strictintthey do.  (A) True (B) False

143. | have never felt that | was better than somaesise.  (A) True (B) False

144. | always seem to have something exciting o forward to.  (A) True (B) False

145. | don't enjoy trying to convince people of thing. (A) True (B) False

146. | like hard work.  (A) True (B) False

147. Never in my whole life have | wished for angiththat | was not entitled to.  (A) True (B)Is&
148. | am rather aloof and maintain distance betwagself and others.  (A) True (B) False

149. There are days when I'm "on edge"” all oftmet (A) True (B) False

150. | have had a lot of bad luck.  (A) True @lise

151. Sometimes | seem to enjoy hurting people inganean things.  (A) True (B) False

152. | generally do not like to have detailed plans(A) True (B) False

153. It might be fun learning to walk a tightrope (A) True (B) False

154. High moral standards are the most importangtharents can teach their children.  (A) T{Bg
False

155. Sometimes | am so immersed in nature or ithattl feel as if my whole state of consciousress
somehow been temporarily changed.  (A) TrueRa¥e
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CSEl

Directions: Using the scale provided please circle the numibdch best represents the degree to which
you feel confident performing the following task8.= totally unconfident, 1 = very unconfident, 2 =
unconfident, 3 = somewhat unconfident, 4 = undetife= somewhat confident, 6 = confident, 7 = very
confident, 8 = totally confident)

1. Talk to your professors/instructors. 0|1(2|3|/4|5|®|8

2. Take good class notes. O|1]| 2| 3| 4 5 6 71 8

3. Research a term paper. 0|12 3] 4 5 6 1 8§

4. Understand your text books. 0 |11(2|3|4|5|6| 7| 8
5. Ask a professor or instructor a question outsidelads. 00 1 2 3 4 5 6 |7 8
6. Write a course paper. 0|1| 2| 3] 4 5 6 1 8§

7. Work on a group project. D 0 2 |3 14 1|51|6 (7|8
8. Do well on your exams. Db 1L P 3 |14 151|678
9. Talk with a school academic and support (e.g. anlyjsstaff.| 0| 1| 2| 3 4 5 6 7 8
10. Manage your time effectively. D0 1 2 3 |14|5|6|7|8
11. Use the library. O|1]| 2| 3| 4 5 6 71 8
12. Ask a question in class. 0O |1 |2 |3|4]|5|/6|7|8
13. Participate in class discussions. 0|1]|2| 3] 4 5 6 7
14. Keep up to date with your school work. 0|1]|2|3|4|®&|7]| 8
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SDS

Directions: For the following phrases circle “Like” for thosetiities you would like to do. Circle
“Dislike” for those things you would dislike doiray would be indifferent to.

1. Fix electrical things Like Dislike
2. Repair cars Like Dislike
3. Fix mechanical things Like Dislike
4. Build things with wood Like Dislike
5. Take a Technology Education (Industrial Artspjphcourse Like Dislike
6. Take a Mechanical Drawing course Like Dislike
7. Take a Woodworking course Like Dislike
9. Take an Auto Mechanics course Like Dislike
10. Work with an outstanding mechanic or technician Like Dislike
11. Work outdoors Like Dislike
13. Operate motorized machines or equipment Like Dislike
14. Read scientific books or magazines Like Dislike
15. Work in a research office or laboratory Like Dislike
16. Work on a scientific project Like Dislike
17. Study a scientific theory Like Dislike
18. Work with chemicals Like Dislike
19. Apply mathematics to practical problems Like Dislike
20. Take a Physics course Like Dislike
21. Take a Chemistry course Like Dislike
22. Take a Mathematics course Like Dislike
23. Take a Biology course Like Dislike
24. Study scholarly or technical problems Like Dislike
25. Sketch, draw, or paint Like Dislike
26. Design furniture, clothing, or posters Like Dislike
27. Play in a band, group, or orchestra Like Dislike
28. Practice a musical instrument Like Dislike
29. Create portraits or photographs Like Dislike
30. Write novels or plays Like Dislike
31. Take an Art course Like Dislike
32. Arrange or compose music of any kind Like Dislike
33. Work with a gifted artist, writer, or sculptor Like Dislike
34. Perform with others (dance, sing, act, etc.) Like Dislike
35. Read artistic, literary, or musical articles Like Dislike
36. Meet important educators or therapists Like Dislike
37. Read sociology articles or books Like Dislike
38. Work for a charity Like Dislike
39. Help others with their personal problems Like Dislike
40. Study juvenile delinquency Like Dislike
41. Read psychology articles or books Like Dislike
42. Take a Human Relations course Like Dislike
43. Teach in high school Like Dislike
44. Supervise activities for mentally ill patients Like Dislike
45. Teach adults Like Dislike
46. Work as a volunteer Like Dislike
47. Learn strategies for business success Like Dislike

48. Operate my own service or business Like Dislike



49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64

65.
66.
67.

Attend sales conferences

Take a short course on administration or lesider
Serve as an officer of any group

Supervise the work of others

Meet important executives and leaders

Lead a group in accomplishing some goal

Act as an organizational or business consultant
Read business magazines or articles

Fill out income tax forms

Add, subtract, multiply, and divide number$irsiness or bookkeeping
Operate office machines

Keep detailed records of expenses

Set up a record-keeping system

Take an Accounting course

Take a Commercial Math course

. Take an inventory or supplies or products
Check paperwork or products for errors or flaws
Update records or files

Work in an office

Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
Like
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Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike
Dislike

Directions: For the following phrases circle “Yes” for thosdieities you can do well or competently.

Circle “No” for those activities you have never foemed or perform poorly.
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. | have used wood shop power tools such as apsaw, lathe, or sander
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.

| can make a scale drawing
| can change a car's oil or tire

| can refinish furniture or woodwork

| can make simple electrical repairs

| can repair furniture

| can use many carpentry tools

| can make simple plumbing repairs

| can build simple articles of wood

| can paint rooms of a house or an apartment

| can use algebra to solve mathematical prablem
| can perform a scientific experiment or survey
| understand the "half-life" of a radioactiveraent
| can use logarithmic tables

| can use a computer to study a scientific j@mb
| can describe the function of the white bloets

| can interpret simple chemical formulae

| understand why man-made satellites do nbtdadarth
| can write a scientific report

| understand the "Big Bang" theory of the unéee
| understand the role of DNA in genetics

| can play a musical instrument

| can participate in two- or four-part chorialgng
| can perform as a musical soloist

| can act in a play

| can do interpretive reading

| have operated power tools such as a driigrgrinder, or sewing machine

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No



95. |
96. |
97. 1

can do a painting, watercolor, or sculpture
can arrange or COmpose music
can design clothing, posters, or furniture

98. | write stories or poetry well

99. 1
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116
117.
118.
119
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
140.
141.
142.

can write a speech

| can take attractive photographs

| find it easy to talk with all kinds of peepl

| am good at explaining things to others

| could work as a neighborhood organizer

People seek me out to tell me their troubles

| can teach children easily

| can teach adults easily

| am good at helping people who are upseabaibted
| have a good understanding of social relatigrs

| am good at teaching others

| am good at making people feel at ease

| am much better at working with people thathwhings or ideas
| know how to be a successful leader

| am a good public speaker

| can manage a sales campaign

| can organize the work of others

. | am an ambitious and assertive person

| am good at getting people to do things my wa
| am a good salesperson

. | am a good debater

| can be very persuasive

| have good planning skills

| have some leadership skills

| can file correspondence and other papers

| have held an office job

| can use an automated posting machine

| can do a lot of paperwork in a short time

| can use simple data processing equipment

| can post credits and debits

| can keep accurate records of payment os sale
| can enter information at a computer terminal
| can write business letters

| can perform some routine office activities

| am a careful and orderly person
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Directions: Show the occupations that interest or appeal tobyocircling “Yes.” Show the occupations
that you dislike or find uninteresting by circlifijo.”

143.
144.
145.
146.

147.

148.
149.

188. Counselor
189. Juvenile Delinquency

Airplane Mechanic Yes No
Auto Mechanic Yes No
Carpenter Yes No
Truck Driver Yes No
Surveyor Yes No
Expert
Construction Inspector Yes No
Radio Mechanic Yes No

184. Career Colanse

185. Sociologist

186. High School Teacher
187. Substance Abuse

190. Speddrdpist
191. Marriage Couorsel

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No



150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
1565.
156.
157.
158.
159.

160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.

Locomotive Engineer
Machinist

Electrician

Farmer

Helicopter Pilot
Electronic Technician
Welder
Meteorologist
Biologist

Astronomer

Medical Laboratory Technician
Anthropologist

Chemist

Independent Research Scientist
Writer of Scientific Articles
Geologist

Botanist

Scientific Research Worker
Physicist

Social Science Researcher
Environmental Analyst

171.Poet

172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.
182.
183.

Musician

Novelist
Actor/Actress
Free-Lance Writer
Musical Arranger
Journalist

Artist

Singer

Composer
Sculptor/Sculptress
Playwright
Cartoonist

Entertainer

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No

No
No
No

No
No
No
No

No
No

No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

192. Clinicaydtmlogist

193. Social Science Teache
194. Personal Counselor
195. Youth Camp Director
196. Social Worker

197. Rehatiilin Counselor
198. Playground Director
199. Buyer
200. Advertising Executive
201. Manufacturer's

Representative

20asiBess Executive

203. Master of Ceraime
204. Salesperson

ROAl Estate Salesperson

206epartment Store Manager
207. Sales Manager

208. Public Relations Exieeu

209. T&tiBn Manager

210. Small Business Owner

211. latgiis

212. Airporaivager

213. Bookkeeper

214. Budget Reviewer
215. Certified Public Acotant
216. Credit Investigat

217. Bank Teller

218. Tax Expert

219. Inventory Controller
220. Computer Operator
221. Financial Analyst

222. Cost Estimator

223. PayroalfiCle

224. Bank Examiner

225. Accounting Clerk

226. Audit Clerk
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Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
sYe No
Yes No
Yes No
sYe No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes o N
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
esY No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes o N
Yes No
Yes No
esY No
Yes No
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Directions: Rate yourself on each of the following traits as yeally think you are when compared with
other persons your own age. Give the most accestimate of how you see yourself. Circle the
appropriate number and avoid rating yourself theesan each ability (227 and 228).

Mechanical Scientific Artistic Teaching  Sales Ability Clerical
Ability Ability Ability Ability Ability
High 7 7 7 7 7 7
6 6 6 6 6 6
5 5 5 5 5 5
Average 4 4 4 4 4 4
3 3 3 3 3 3
2 2 2 2 2 2
Low 1 1 1 1 1 1
Manual Math Ability Musical Understanding Managerial Office
Skills Ability of Others Skills Skills
High 7 7 7 7 7 7
6 6 6 6 6 6
5 5 5 5 5 5
Average 4 4 4 4 4 4
3 3 3 3 3 3
2 2 2 2 2 2
Low 1 1 1 1 1 1
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