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ABSTRACT 
Although personality factors play a role in therapeutic efficacy, limited research has been 

conducted on the association between personality factors and the selection for professional 

training in psychology within South Africa. This study aimed to determine the extent to which 

personality factors, as measured by the 5th edition of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire 

(16PF5), predicted participants’ performance in the selection process for professional training in 

psychology. A quantitative non-experimental ex post facto survey design was used, which 

entailed the secondary use of data (16PF5 data, scores in specific selection activities, and the 

overall selection outcome). The data were collected for non-research purposes during the 

selection processes for professional training in psychology at a specific institution and included 

288 participants over a period of 6 years. Descriptive, correlational, and multiple linear regression 

analyses were performed, along with the development of Naïve Bayes models. Various 16PF5 

personality factors were found to have predictive value in most selection activities' outcomes. In 

turn, each of these selection activities and their associated personality factors, along with 

Dominance (factor E) and Perfectionism (factor Q3), were found to be strong predictors of the 

final selection outcome. These results illustrate the potentially significant role that personality 

factors can play in selecting the best possible candidates for professional training in psychology. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Psychologists play an essential role in society by promoting well-being and alleviating distress 

(Oluwatoyin 2016, 268). Therefore, selecting the best possible students for professional 

training programmes in psychology is vital (Oluwatoyin 2016, 272). Various factors, including 

personality, have been found to contribute towards the therapeutic efficacy of practising 

psychologists and psychologists-in-training (Holden 2020, 183; Oluwatoyin 2016, 271–274). 

Within this study, personality was conceptualized as the underlying traits that describe a 

person’s characteristics and predict their behaviours across various situations (Cattell and Mead 

2010, 148; JVR Academy, n.d., 7–8).  

A variety of personality assessments have been used internationally and within South 

Africa to develop personality profiles for various careers, as well as predict the academic 

success of students, and the selection of personnel or university candidates (Cattell and Mead 

2010, 145–152; Foxcroft and Roodt 2018, 239–246; 1; Mammadov 2021, 222). Within 

psychology as an occupational grouping, research has predominantly focused on the 

association between personality and the therapeutic effectiveness of practising psychologists 

and psychologists-in-training (Delgadillo et al. 2020, 858; Heinonen and Nissen-Lie 2020, 418; 

Jennings and Skovholt 1999, 3; Oluwatoyin 2016, 272–273; Wheeler 2000, 66). Practising 

psychologists have been shown to display characteristics such as trustworthiness, respect, 

optimism, self-awareness, maturity, kindness, creativity, self-insight, patience, responsibility, 

reflexivity, self-control, non-defensiveness, curiosity, being organised, understanding, and 

caring, as well as having a balance between humility and confidence, and between warmth and 

toughness (Anestis et al. 2021, 417–424; Delgadillo et al. 2020, 865–866; Genç and Yüksel-

Sahin 2020, 795–796; Heinonen and Nissen-Lie 2020, 421–427; Holden 2020, 183; Jennings 

and Skovholt 1999, 3–8; Oluwatoyin 2016, 272–275; Orlinsky et al. 2020, 470–471; Welmers-

van de Poll et al. 2021, 308–315; Wheeler 2000, 66–73). Furthermore, personality traits such 

as warmth, intuition, flexibility, compassion, sensitivity, emotional stability, spontaneity, 

sincerity, empathy, acceptance, openness to change and feedback, fairness, personal 

development, genuineness, good listening and interpersonal skills, perceptiveness, and 

commitment were found to be common among both practising psychologists and 

psychologists-in-training (Aragón Borja 2011, 68–72; Jennings and Skovholt 1999, 3–8; 

Kutsko et al. 2021, 1–14; Oluwatoyin 2016, 272–274; Pope and Kline 1999, 1339–1340; 

Welmers-van de Poll et al. 2021, 308–315; Wheeler 2000, 66–73). These characteristics 

therefore provide a broad and non-specific description of personality traits found among 

psychologists. Of interest to this study is that Delgadillo et al. (2020, 858) and Heinonen and 

Nissen-Lie (2020, 417–418) indicate that objective characteristics such as gender, age, 
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profession, years of experience, and even the preferred treatment modality of psychologists 

have less of an impact on therapeutic outcomes than subjective professional and personal 

characteristics, such as personality traits.  

 Since certain personality traits have been found to increase the effectiveness of 

practising psychologists and psychologists-in-training, a prominent need arises to understand 

the personality factors that contribute to the selection of prospective student psychologists. 

Oluwatoyin (2016, 275–276), therefore, recommended including personality assessments as 

screening devices during these selection processes. Very limited research has, however, been 

done within South Africa on the association between personality and the successful selection 

into professional training in psychology. This limited research may be associated with the 

disadvantageous historical use of psychometric assessments, such as personality tests, in 

personnel selection to reinforce discriminatory practices in South Africa (Damianova et al. 

2016, 291–292). Since then, the Health Professions Council of South Africa (HPCSA) and 

Employment Equity Act (55 of 1998) have set out to regulate the use of psychometric 

assessments in the selection of personnel (Damianova et al. 2016, 291–292). Damianova et al. 

(2016, 291–292), however, state that, although there are limitations to the use of these 

assessments, they may add value in the selection of personnel if they are valid, reliable and 

unbiased towards the diverse population and cultures being assessed.  

The only study that could be found within South Africa using a personality assessment in 

the selection of student psychologists, was conducted in 1985. De Raay’s (1985, 63–64) use of 

the third edition of the 16PF – an earlier version of the current 16 Personality Factor 

Questionnaire – fifth edition (16PF5) – as a screening device for the selection of Clinical 

Psychology students found that selected candidates displayed warmth, maturity, 

trustworthiness, insight, emotional sensitivity, self-reliance, shrewdness, responsibility, ego 

strength, discipline, and group conformity. Based on these results, De Raay (1985, 76) 

recommends including the 16PF in the selection processes to become a qualified psychologist 

in South Africa. Since De Raay’s (1985) study, the nature of selection processes and the 

activities that form part thereof, as well as the 16PF questionnaire, have all undergone 

significant changes. The 16PF has been updated through the renaming of personality factors, 

improvement of its psychometric properties within the South African context, updated norms, 

as well as a shift in focus towards the assessment of relatively well-adjusted personality, instead 

of the identification of personality pathology (Cattell and Mead 2010, 135; Foxcroft and Roodt 

2018, 225; JVR Academy, n.d. 5; Pietrzak et al. 2015, 1). The 16PF5, which is the most recent 

version of this questionnaire, consists of 16 primary factors, namely “Warmth (A), Reasoning 

(B), Emotional stability (C), Dominance (E), Liveliness (F), Rule-consciousness (G), Social 
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boldness (H), Sensitivity (I), Vigilance (L), Abstractedness (M), Privateness (N), 

Apprehension (O), Openness to change (Q1), Self-reliance (Q2), Perfectionism (Q3) and 

Tension (Q4)” (JVR Academy, n.d., 13). These primary factors underlie five global factors of 

personality, including “Extraversion (EX), Anxiety (AX), Tough-mindedness (TM), 

Independence (IN) and Self-control (SC)” (JVR Academy, n.d., 13). 

 South African universities use a variety of different criteria, and therefore also different 

selection activities, in their selection of candidates to become registered psychologists. Despite 

these differences, all students undergo rigorous selection processes which are regulated by the 

HPCSA, to become qualified psychologists. Within the culturally diverse South African 

context, the selection processes applied at various training institutions face the challenge of 

balancing the need for an objective and standardised evaluation of students with maintaining 

cultural and contextual sensitivity. This research study focuses on the selection process used at 

a specific university within South Africa. The selection activities involved include individual 

interviews, metaphor activities, case conceptualisations, research and problem-solving 

activities, a final interview with a selection panel, as well as the 16PF5.  In a recent study at a 

South African university, Derwin, Spies, and Coetzee (2023, 81) found that certain selection 

activities play a significant role in the academic success of students in modules that form part 

of the Clinical and Counselling Psychology Master’s training programme. Their study, 

however, did not address the role that personality factors play in the selection for professional 

training in psychology. No research that addresses this issue within the South African context 

has been done since the De Raay (1985) study.  

Given the need for more recent research, this study uses the updated version of the 16PF 

with a larger sample of participants within South Africa to answer the primary research 

question, namely “What is the predictive value of personality factors, as measured by the 

16PF5, in the outcome of selection processes that lead to professional training to become a 

registered psychologist at a South African university?” Two objectives were formulated to 

guide the current study. The researchers set out to determine the extent to which individual/a 

combination of personality factors, as measured by the 16PF5, predict participants’ 

performance in i) each of the selection activities that form part of the selection processes, and 

ii) the overall outcome of the selection processes at a specific South African university. The 

researchers hypothesised that individual/a combination of personality factors, as measured by 

the 16PF5, would significantly predict both participants’ performance in each of the selection 

activities that form part of the selection processes, as well as the overall outcome of the 

selection processes. 
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METHOD 
Participants 
This study entailed the secondary use of data collected for non-research purposes. Data were 

included for all applicants who were invited from 2016 to 2020, as well as 2022, to attend the 

week-long selection process for the Clinical and Counselling Psychology Master’s programme 

at a specific university within South Africa. The candidates from the 2021 selection process 

were excluded from the sample to avoid a possible conflict of interest. Candidates from other 

professional registration categories (such as Research, Industrial and Educational Psychology), 

were excluded as they have distinct selection processes and work in different contexts, which 

could therefore require slightly different outcomes in terms of personality factors. Other 

universities in South Africa were also excluded to achieve homogeneity, as each university has 

a different selection process and not all universities include the 16PF5 in their selection process. 

Therefore, a total of 288 students’ data formed part of the sample.  

 
Instruments  
The fifth edition of the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF5) was used in this study. 

The 16PF5 has been standardised and validated by Jopie van Rooyen and Partners SA (Pty) 

Ltd to be used with clients who are 16 years or older, from various language, ethnic, and 

cultural groups in South Africa (Damianova et al. 2016, 274–276; Foxcroft and Roodt 2018, 

226–246; JVR Academy, n.d., 17). This research study focused mainly on the 16 primary 

factors of the 16PF5, which are measured on a continuum Standard Ten (STEN) scale (Cattell 

and Mead 2010, 144).  

The 16PF5, which is the version completed by all candidates in this selection process, has 

displayed improved psychometric qualities in South Africa, including increased validity and 

reliability of all factors (Pietrzak et al. 2015, 1). Cattell and Mead (2010, 147) cite various 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analytic studies that have been conducted within South 

Africa on the structure of the primary and global factors in the 16PF5, across diverse samples 

and genders. The 16PF5 also has correlations with other scales measuring normal personality 

in adults, illustrating its concurrent or construct validity, as well as its predictive validity in 

many occupational profiles and personnel selection (Cattell and Mead 2010, 147–148). 

Pietrzak et al. (2015, 3) state that stability coefficients for the 16PF5 personality and validity 

scales range between r = 0.69 to r = 0.89, and the internal consistency displayed coefficients of 

r = 0.66 to r = 0.87. The primary factor scales have test-retest reliabilities of an average of 0.8 

and 0.7, and internal consistency coefficients of 0.66 to 0.86 (Cattell and Mead 2010, 145). In 

the current study, statistically significant correlations were also observed between the various 
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primary factors that underlie the respective global factors, which further contribute towards 

confirming the validity and reliability of the 16PF5. In summary, the 16PF5 is equivalent across 

cultural groups in South Africa (Foxcroft and Roodt 2018, 226), and has been adapted, with 

improved psychometric qualities and updated norms for the South African population (JVR 

Academy, n.d., 21). Extensive research has also been done that indicates its use in the selection 

and placement of various careers (JVR Academy, n.d., 89–92).  

 
Procedure  
As this study involved the secondary use of data collected for non-research purposes, the 

researcher did not collect any data directly from the participants themselves. The study used 

the 16PF5 data, scores in the specific selection activities (such as individual interviews, case 

study activities, metaphor activities and research and problem-solving activities) and overall 

selection outcome. It also used demographic data (age, gender, and ethnicity) that was already 

collected during the selection processes at a specific South African university, for the Clinical 

and Counselling Psychology Master’s programme.  

Candidates applying for this programme undergo a first round of paper selection, focused 

on academic results, as well as prior qualifications and experience. Candidates who 

successfully pass through the paper selection are invited to attend a week-long selection 

process, during which they complete the 16PF5. In line with the recognition of the limitations 

inherent in psychometric assessments, as well as the need to evaluate a candidate holistically, 

the results from the 16PF5 do not contribute directly towards the selection outcome. These 

results are instead used to inform the questions that are asked in the final interview. The 

selection process entails individual interviews with a small panel to gather additional 

information about the candidate, such as their experiences, interpersonal relationships, 

strengths, and weaknesses, amongst other aspects (Derwin et al 2023, 82). Candidates’ 

reasoning and critical thinking abilities are evaluated using a case conceptualisation activity 

(Derwin et al 2023, 83). The problem-solving and research activity requires candidates to make 

decisions and work under pressure to solve a problem within a group, as well as demonstrate 

their research and academic writing skills (Derwin et al 2023, 83). Lastly, the metaphor activity 

requires candidates to display creativity and self-insight in projecting their attributes and 

experiences onto an object, as well as managing different group dynamics (Derwin et al 2023, 

83). These selection activities each contribute to a weighted score that is used to determine 

whether candidates are invited to participate in a final interview. This is further used to 

determine whether a candidate is suitable for the programme (Derwin et al 2023, 82). A final, 

combined score is calculated and determines the final group to be selected. While scoring these 
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activities, panel members are required to provide an objective evaluation of candidates' 

abilities; however, potential subjectivity in these evaluations may still occur.  

 
Ethical Considerations  
The proposed study was approved by the relevant scientific and ethics committees, as well as 

management structures at the university in question. This included the programme coordinators 

of the respective courses who, as gatekeepers, were involved in overseeing the selection 

process of Clinical and Counselling Psychology Master’s students. An independent researcher 

captured the data electronically and coded the data with anonymous numbers to ensure that no 

participant identifiers were present before the researchers had access to any of the data. 

Furthermore, the name of the university has been omitted to ensure the anonymity and 

confidentiality of participants’ data. As the study involves secondary use of data collected for 

non-research purposes, data were anonymised to ensure it did not pose a risk of harm to 

participants, as required by the Department of Health (2015, 44).  

 
Data Analysis  
Firstly, descriptive analysis was used to determine the composition of the participant group in 

terms of demographics (age, gender, and ethnicity), as well as participants’ scores in the 16PF5, 

specific selection activities and the overall selection outcome. Demographic variables did not 

play a part in any of the further analyses. Correlational analysis was used to determine 

interrelationships between the participants’ personality factors and their performance in 

specific selection activities. Multiple linear regression analysis was further used to determine 

whether any of the 16 personality factors predicted the outcomes in each of the selection 

activities. Lastly, a Naïve Bayes classification model was developed to determine whether any 

of the 16 personality factors predicted the outcomes in the overall selection outcome. 

 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics provided an overall summary of all 288 participants who attended the 

selection processes from 2016 to 2020, and in 2022. Participants’ ages ranged from 20 to 58 

years, with a mean age of 27.9 years. The majority (86.3 per cent, n = 246) of the participants 

were female. 28.1 per cent (n = 81) of participants who attended the selection process across 

the years under study were selected for the programme, with 44 of the participants selected for 

the Clinical Psychology Master’s programme, and 37 participants selected for the Counselling 

Psychology Master’s programme. The ages of participants who were selected ranged from 21 
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to 47 years, with a mean age of 26.85. Interestingly, 82.3 per cent of these participants were 

below 30 years of age. Furthermore, the majority (80.2%, n = 65) of participants who were 

selected were female (n = 65), and only 17.7 per cent (n =14) were male.  

 
Correlational Analysis 
Spearman’s rank correlation was used to determine relationships between participants’ scores 

on the different selection activities and the measured personality factors. Table 1 below 

illustrates that there were several statistically significant relationships. 

  
Table 1: Correlational Analysis 

Note: INT = individual interviews; MA = metaphor activity; CS = case study; RP = research and problem-solving 
activity.  
* p < .05. ** p < .01.  

 

Firstly, Table 1 reveals small but statistically significant positive correlations between all the 

individual selection activities, as well as between each of these activities and various 16PF5 

factors. It is important to note that scoring of all selection activities was done in such a way 

that lower scores in each selection activity indicated better performance and an improved 

possibility of being selected for the programme. Negative values in Table 1 should, therefore, 

be interpreted as candidates displaying higher scores in both variables, and thus represent a 

positive correlation.  

 INT RP CS MA 
Individual Interview (INT) 1.000 .210** .244** .326** 
Research and Problem-Solving (RP) .210** 1.000 .198** .260** 
Case Study Activity (CS) .244** .198** 1.000 .303** 
Metaphor Activity (MA) .326** .260** .303** 1.000 
Warmth (factor A) 0.000 .167** 0.011 -0.054 
Reasoning (factor B) -0.009 -.158** -.258** -0.019 
Emotional Stability (factor C) 0.027 0.036 -.160** -0.054 
Dominance (factor E) -0.008 -0.002 0.078 -0.017 
Liveliness (factor F) -0.077 0.104 0.031 -0.024 
Rule-Consciousness (factor G) -0.003 0.027 -0.030 0.075 
Social Boldness (factor H) 0.008 -0.020 -0.038 -0.037 
Sensitivity (factor I) -.125* 0.040 -.179** -0.078 
Vigilance (factor L) 0.028 .128* 0.112 -0.024 
Abstractedness (factor M) 0.012 0.090 -0.050 0.003 
Privateness (factor N) 0.009 -0.020 0.084 0.085 
Apprehension (factor O) -0.028 -0.056 -0.079 -0.048 
Openness to change (factor Q1) -0.026 0.077 0.036 -0.080 
Self-Reliance (factor Q2) -0.023 -.181** -.136* -0.003 
Perfectionism (factor Q3) 0.102 -.190** 0.015 -0.023 
Tension (factor Q4) -0.023 0.004 -.134* 0.004 
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The individual interviews displayed a small but statistically significant (p<0.05) positive 

correlation with the Sensitivity (I) factor. Therefore, participants within this group who scored 

higher in Sensitivity (factor I) also displayed improved performances in the individual 

interviews. Higher performance in the research and problem-solving activity was associated 

with higher scores in Reasoning (factor B), Self-reliance (factor Q2), and Perfectionism (factor 

Q3). In contrast, performance in the research and problem-solving activity was associated with 

lower scores in Warmth (factor A) and Vigilance (factor L). In the case study activity, increased 

performance was associated with higher scores in Reasoning (factor B), Emotional stability 

(factor C), Sensitivity (factor I), Self-reliance (factor Q2), and Tension (factor Q4). 

Interestingly, there were no significant correlations between the metaphor activity and any of 

the 16PF5 factors.  

 
Multiple Linear Regression 
Multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine whether any of the 16PF5 factors 

had a statistically significant effect in predicting the outcomes in each of the selection activities. 

The residuals for all selection activities were found to be normally distributed, except for the 

research and problem-solving activity (p = 0.003). The multiple linear regression analysis was 

exploratory but revealed several interesting associations between personality factors and 

participants’ performance on the various selection activities, as seen in Table 2.  

 
Table 2: Predictors of each Selection Activity 

Selection Activity 16PF5 Predictor(s) Statistical 
Significance 

Model’s R-
square 

Individual Interview  None None 0.030 
Research and Problem-Solving 
Activity 

Reasoning (factor B) p = 0.013 0.204 
Rule-Consciousness (factor G) p = 0.035 
Social Boldness (factor H) p = 0.003 
Perfectionism (factor Q3) p = 0.000 

Case Study Activity  Reasoning (factor B) p = 0.005 0.157 
Emotional Stability (factor C) p = 0.001 
Privateness (factor N) p = 0.002 
Tension (factor Q4) p = 0.002 

Metaphor Activity  None None 0.045 

 

Firstly, as far as the individual interviews are concerned, none of the 16PF5 factors emerged 

as significant predictors of the scores obtained by participants. Only 3 per cent (R square = 

0.030) of the overall variance in participants’ performance in the interviews was explained by 

all the 16PF5 predictors. The multiple linear regression analysis developed for the research and 

problem-solving activity was exploratory, as the residuals were found not to be normally 
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distributed. As can be seen in Table 2, a total of 20.4 per cent (R square = 0.204) of the overall 

variance in participants’ performance in the research and problem-solving activity was 

explained by a combination of 16PF5 factors. These included Reasoning (factor B; p = 0.013), 

Rule-consciousness (factor G; p = 0.035), Social boldness (factor H; p = 0.003), and 

Perfectionism (factor Q3; p = 0.000); which were all found to have a statistically significant 

effect in predicting the outcomes in the research and problem-solving activities. In the case 

study activity, 15.7 per cent (R square = 0.157) of the variance in the data was explained by 

several statistically significant predictors including Reasoning (factor B; p = 0.005), Emotional 

stability (factor C; p = 0.001), Privateness (factor N; p = 0.002), and Tension (factor Q4; p = 

0.002). The regression model for the metaphor activity revealed no statistically significant 

16PF5 predictors. This is in line with the fact that only 4.5 per cent (R square = 0.045) of the 

overall variance in participants’ performance on this activity was explained by their 16PF5 

scores.  

 
Naïve Bayes Classification Model 
A Naïve Bayes classification model was developed to determine whether any of the 16PF5 

factors and/or selection activities, predicted the overall selection outcome. These results are 

illustrated in Table 3.  

 
Table 3: Predictors of the Selection Outcome 

Rank of Model Predictor(s) included Test Data Criterion 
1 Individual Interview  0.590 
2 Individual Interview  0.647 

Metaphor Activity 
3 Individual Interview  0.653 

 Metaphor Activity  
Case Study Activity  
Perfectionism (factor Q3) 
Dominance (factor E) 
Research and Problem-Solving Activity 

 

The individual interviews, with the smallest test data criterion (0.590) demonstrated the best-

ranked prediction model of the overall selection outcome. A training-and-test-validation set 

determined that this model (the individual interviews, which showed the best fit), had a 76 per 

cent accuracy in predicting the selection outcome. The second-best ranked prediction model of 

the overall selection outcome, with a test data criterion of 0.647, included individual interviews 

and the metaphor activity. The model ranked third best was also included in Table 3 and had a 

test data criterion of 0.653. All the selection activities were included in this model, along with 
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two 16PF5 factors that emerged as significant predictors, namely Perfectionism (factor Q3) 

and Dominance (factor E). 

 
Summary of Results 
Figure 1 provides a visual illustration as a summary of the results discussed above.  

Figure 1: Visual Summary of Results  

 

Note: This figure includes the relevant 16PF5 factors (to the left) and various selection 

activities (to the middle) that were associated with the total selection outcome (to the right), 

either through correlations (indicated with dotted lines) or regressions (indicated with solid 

lines).  

 
DISCUSSION 
Researchers have noted the important role that personal characteristics play in the selection 

processes for professional training in psychology (Booysen and Naidoo 2016, 26; De Raay 

1985, 63–76; Oluwatoyin 2016, 275). Despite this, it has received limited coverage in the 

academic world. This study, therefore, aimed to determine the predictive value of personality 

factors, as measured with the 16PF5, in the outcome of selection processes leading to 

professional training in psychology, at a specific university in South Africa.  

Padmanabhanunni et al. (2022, 363) report that out of hundreds of students who apply for 

Clinical or Counselling Psychology programmes across South Africa, only between five and 
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15 are accepted per university, annually. This is in line with this study’s results, which indicated 

that between 12 and 16 (25.5% to 30.8%) of applicants were selected for the programme each 

year. The demographic representation of this group was also similar to a study done by Skinner 

and Louw (2009, 81), which demonstrates female psychologists dominating the field. 

Chippindall and Watts (1999, 113) found that candidates who are over the age of 25 seem to 

have developed the necessary insight and maturity to cope with the programme mean age of 

26.85 years. The demographic composition of the participant group for this research study, 

therefore, closely resembled what has recently been reported in South African literature.  

Due to the competitive nature of selection for this degree, the selection processes at 

different universities usually entail rigorous activities aimed at observing not only the 

participants' academic skills but also their personal attributes (Padmanabhanunni et al. 2022, 

363). At the institution under study, the selection activities included individual interviews, 

metaphor activities, case study activities, as well as research and problem-solving activities. 

Participants’ performances on each of these tasks showed strong correlations. This may suggest 

the presence of factor(s) within a candidate that influences their performance in diverse 

activities and may relate to how candidates present themselves throughout all the activities. 

The first research question guiding this study focused on understanding the relationships 

between participants’ 16PF5 factors, and the degree to which these were associated with their 

performance in each of the selection activities.  

 
Individual Interviews 
Individual interviews were used to gather information about the candidate and screen for 

personal characteristics (Booysen and Naidoo 2016, 26; Derwin et al 2023, 82). Higher levels 

of Sensitivity (factor I+) were associated with higher scores in the individual interview, 

reflecting personal characteristics such as intuition, emotional reflexivity, and empathy 

(Booysen and Naidoo 2016, 26; JVR Academy, n.d., 58). Various researchers indeed identified 

Sensitivity (factor I) as one of the desirable characteristics needed in psychologists (Aragón 

Borja 2011, 68; Delgadillo et al. 2020, 865; John and Segal 2015, 1; Kutsko et al. 2021, 2–14; 

Pope and Kline 1999, 1340; Welmers-van de Poll et al. 2021, 308; Wheeler 2000, 66–68). 

Within the South African context specifically, Sensitivity (factor I) aligns with the relational 

concept of Ubuntu, where humaneness and empathy are given prominence (Damianova et al. 

2016, 42). This affirms the important role that individuals’ context may play in shaping their 

personal characteristics.  
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Case Study Activity  
Performance in the case study activity showed significant positive correlations with personality 

factors such as Reasoning (factor B+), Sensitivity (factor I+), Emotional stability (factor C+) 

and Self-reliance (factor Q2+). Case conceptualisations often entail the objective formulation 

of a case based on facts and critical thinking, which is seen in higher levels of Reasoning (factor 

B+) (Derwin et al 2023, 83; John and Segal 2015, 1). In addition to this, candidates with higher 

levels of Sensitivity (factor I+) may have had the ability to display empathy, and incorporate 

emotional aspects within a case, and not just objective facts. Emotional stability (factor C+) 

and Self-reliance (factor Q2+) were also strongly associated with participants’ performance in 

the case study activity, possibly due to their ability to cope maturely, calmly, and autonomously 

with the challenges associated with the selection process (JVR Academy, n.d., 53–64). The 

association between higher levels of Tension (factor Q4+) and performance in the case study 

activity was surprising, as the literature generally indicates that tension is seen as a less 

desirable trait in psychologists (Welmers-van de Poll et al. 2021, 308). However, tension may 

be associated with having higher energy and drive, and a more goal-focused orientation (JVR 

Academy, n.d., 64), which may conceivably have assisted participants in focusing better on the 

case study activity, even when under immense pressure associated with the selection process.  

Multiple linear regression analyses confirmed the predictive relationships of most of these 

factors, namely, Reasoning (factor B), Emotional stability (factor C), and Tension (factor Q4), 

in the case study activity performance. However, it is interesting that Privateness (factor N), 

which did not feature as a correlate, did emerge as a predictor. While Privateness (factor N) is 

often associated with the tendency to keep personal information private, JVR Academy (n.d., 

61) also describes a person with higher scores in this factor as more polished, socially aware, 

and emotionally detached. Higher levels of Privateness (factor N) may, therefore, not only be 

related to an awareness of the important role that confidentiality plays in a therapeutic 

relationship (Donner et al. 2008, 370), but also an understanding of the level of emotional 

detachment required in this cognitive-based activity. Candidates may have therefore 

approached this activity in a more composed, thoughtful and professional manner, with 

discernment in the amount and type of information shared within this social context.  

 
Research and Problem-Solving Activity  
Warmth (factor A-), Reasoning (factor B+), Vigilance (factor L-), Self-reliance (factor Q2+), 

and Perfectionism (factor Q3+) were significantly associated with the research and problem-

solving activity, which evaluated two important skills. Firstly, the research portion of the 

activity required candidates to demonstrate their critical thinking, research and academic 
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writing skills in an organised, goal-oriented, and detail-oriented manner. This aligns well with 

higher levels of Reasoning (factor B+) and Perfectionism (factor Q3+) (Derwin et al 2023, 83; 

JVR Academy, n.d., 52–65). The predictive relationships of Reasoning (factor B) and 

Perfectionism (factor Q3) were further confirmed by multiple linear regression analyses. 

Furthermore, participants with higher scores in Self-reliance (factor Q2+) may have also 

displayed the ability to work individually to demonstrate their research abilities. In line with 

this, individuals who scored lower in Warmth (factor A-) may be described as more reserved 

and prefer to work alone on intellectual interests (JVR Academy, n.d., 50). Although not 

associated with being a successful psychologist (Aragón Borja, 2011, 72; Oluwatoyin 2016, 

272–273; Welmers-van de Poll et al. 2021, 308; Wheeler 2000, 66), these preferences may 

have been advantageous in this relatively cognitive-based selection activity.  

Secondly, the problem-solving portion of the activity evaluated candidates’ ability to 

make decisions and work under pressure within a group (Derwin et al 2023, 83). Participants 

with lower scores for Vigilance (factor L-) may have therefore been easier to get along with 

and more tolerant of others in a group setting (JVR Academy, n.d., 59), which is in line with 

the description of psychologists as being generally more trusting and accepting of others 

(Oluwatoyin 2016, 272–274; Pope and Kline 1999, 1340). Interestingly, although Social 

boldness (factor H) and Rule-consciousness (factor G) showed no significant correlations, they 

did show predictive value in the performance of the research and problem-solving activity. 

Within a group setting, participants may have therefore experienced a level of ease in social 

situations, as suggested by their Social boldness (factor H) score, as well as the ability to follow 

group rules, represented by Rule-consciousness (factor G) (JVR Academy, n.d., 56–57). 

 
Metaphor Activity  
Lastly, the metaphor activity is intended to display a candidate’s creativity and insight into the 

self, which are characteristics often described as desirable for psychologists (De Raay 1985, 

64; Derwin et al 2023, 83; Oluwatoyin 2016, 272). Surprisingly, none of the 16PF factors 

showed a statistically significant association with this activity. One may hypothesise that this 

activity may rely on context-specific or culturally embedded expressions of the self, which may 

not fully be captured using standardised personality measures. This highlights the need for 

future research to understand how culture and context may influence the expression of 

creativity and self-insight in personality measures.  
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The Overall Selection Outcome  
The discussion thus far has focused predominantly on the relationships and value of personality 

factors in predicting the outcome of each of the selection activities. In addressing the second 

research objective, the Naïve Bayes model indicated that a combination of factors also played 

a role in predicting the overall selection outcome (in other words, whether a participant was 

successful or not in being selected for the programme). In line with Booysen and Naidoo’s 

(2016, 26) assertion that individual interviews are one of the most important activities in the 

selection process, this model identified these interviews as the strongest predictor of the overall 

selection outcome. Although this was the best-ranked prediction model, the first three ranks 

are discussed, as the test data criterion did not demonstrate a large difference between them. 

The third best-ranked model was included in the discussion as it demonstrated a diverse range 

of activities and personality factors with predictive values in the selection outcome. This model 

included each of the selection activities as significant predictors of the selection outcome, and 

therefore further illustrated the personality factors underlying these activities, as demonstrated 

in the previous discussion. This was expected, as the scores obtained in each of the selection 

activities were used to determine which candidates proceeded to a final round of individual 

interviews, thereby affirming the importance of each activity in the overall selection process.  

Although Dominance (factor E), and Perfectionism (factor Q3) did not feature strongly 

in the preceding results, they were found to directly predict the overall selection outcome in 

the third-ranked model. One may hypothesise that these two personality factors may have 

played a larger role in the final interview, where 16PF5 results – though not contributing 

directly towards the selection outcome – are used to inform the interview questions. Candidates 

who obtained higher scores in Dominance (factor E) may have presented with more confidence 

during the final interview and may have consequently instilled confidence in the selection panel 

based on their apparent self-assurance. Factors such as conscientiousness and self-discipline, 

as seen in Perfectionism (factor Q3) (JVR Academy, n.d., 65), could also have been viewed as 

more favourable in the final interviews by the selection panel, who are aware of the demands 

of the programme. 

The hypotheses that individual personality factors/a combination of personality factors 

significantly predict participants’ performance in i) each of the selection activities and ii) the 

overall outcome of the selection processes, are therefore confirmed. Although only two 

personality factors were found to have direct predictive value in the selection outcome, the 

underlying combination of personality factors observed in the various selection activities 

suggests that several personality factors may play an important role in these activities, and 

therefore also in the outcome of the selection processes. Future selection processes may 
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therefore consider including the 16PF5 as part of a comprehensive selection process. This can 

serve as a means to balance the need for an objective evaluation of candidates’ personality 

characteristics, while considering contextual, individual and systemic factors involved in the 

selection process.  

 
LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This research study contributed towards a greater understanding of the role that personality 

factors may play in the selection of professional training at a specific institution within South 

Africa. Despite this, several potential limitations to the current study can be identified. Firstly, 

it should be considered that different universities use different criteria and selection activities 

when selecting candidates to become registered psychologists, and the results therefore cannot 

be assumed to apply to all other universities.  

Secondly, it is possible that the small number of participants that were selected for the 

programme, along with the large number of variables, may have influenced the fit of the 

multiple linear regression analysis models. Further influencing the fit of the models is the 

simultaneous use of categorical independent variables (16PF5 factors), and continuous 

dependent variables (scores in the selection activities). The choice to use exploratory analyses 

compensated for this potential limitation to some degree. It can be recommended, though, that 

this research be repeated across universities in South Africa which will not only result in a 

larger sample size but would also provide a more representative set of selection activities. This 

could provide a greater understanding of the role that personality factors play in selection 

processes in general.  

A third potential limitation involves the fact that some datasets were incomplete. 

Fortunately, most of the missing data consisted of demographic variables, which did not play 

any role in our data analysis. Furthermore, the results of the final interview may be used in 

future research to better understand the role that Dominance (factor E) and Perfectionism 

(factor Q3) may have played in this interview. This research study focused mainly on primary 

factors of the 16PF5 as they provided more specific descriptions of personality (Cattell and 

Mead 2010, 137–139), and future studies could benefit from including global factors.  

While some personality factors align with collectivistic orientations (such as Sensitivity, 

factor I), others (such as Self-Reliance, factor Q2) reflect more individualistic and Western 

orientations. As African psychology continues to transform, future research can explore the 

values of Ubuntu and collectivism in personality assessments. Comparative research across 

other African countries may also be beneficial in understanding and incorporating African 

paradigms into the selection processes within the diverse population in South Africa.  
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Notwithstanding these limitations, certain personality factors were found to have 

predictive value in the selection outcome for professional training in psychology at this specific 

institution. Additionally, the individual interviews, which were the strongest predictor, may 

highlight the role that the composition of the selection panel plays in the selection process. The 

questions asked in this interview may be guided by panel members’ perceptions of what 

constitutes the “desirable” personality traits of a psychologist, which are shaped by their own 

personality traits, experiences, or group dynamics. This gives rise to various avenues for 

exploration in future research, as factors other than the candidates’ personality traits may 

contribute towards the selection for professional training in psychology, which may further 

inform the development of proposed best practices in the selection processes. In this respect, 

the 16PF5 could be considered a more objective means of evaluating the candidate's 

characteristics within the selection activities, and may guide the questions asked in the 

individual interviews.  

In spite of the apparent utility of the 16PF in selecting prospective psychologists, its 

inclusion in selection processes should be approached with caution. An overemphasis on the 

use of personality assessment during selection may not fully consider the contextual and 

relational aspects involved in the selection of candidates. Given the diverse population within 

South Africa, the practical importance of considering the limitations of psychometric 

assessments and upholding the ethical obligations set out by the HPCSA cannot be overstated. 

Future studies should consider the various factors within candidates, panel members, and 

institutions that play a role in selection. However, if personality assessments are used ethically 

and equitably to complement other selection activities, they may add significant value to the 

selection process.  

 
CONCLUSION 
This study highlights the complexity of selection for professional training in psychology in 

South Africa. Results from this study clearly underscore the potential value of using personality 

measurements to complement existing selection processes. Our results further illustrate the 

necessity of refining the use of personality measures to create more objective means of 

selecting the best possible candidates for professional training to become registered 

psychologists in South Africa, while ensuring the diverse population is not disadvantaged. 

Paradigm shifts on the individual, collective, institutional and regulatory levels are required to 

develop a more objective and standardised process, while considering all the possible factors 

involved in selecting candidates for professional training in psychology in South Africa. This, 

in turn, may impact the training of selected candidates and contribute towards the development 
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of the professionally competent, community-responsive and resilient psychologists – 

professionals that are essential to South Africa.   
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